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Abstract:
Several concerns on labor issue exist in modern society, such as low wages and some infamous institutions. Although up to this time labor economists have made some theories to explain labor market phenomena, transformation on labor economics is necessary due to the increasing importance of division of knowledge in this time, which is significantly different to traditional one. I briefly review the human capital theory and recent Austrian economic model in labor economics, examine some modern events following Austrian tradition, and offer an application of the theory above. It is suggested that Austrian economic theory can be well-fitted into explanation on labor market phenomena.
1. Introduction
In Taiwan, discussion on “22K” was enormous in the last 6 years.
 Low wages and some infamous institutions on labors belong to those central issues. There are plenty of reasons mentioned in Taiwan. It may be ethical, psychological, or economic. If we follow what we have learned in principle of economics in university class, we may try to explain the phenomenon in classical labor demand and supply analysis, and say that under market mechanism, those wages are in equilibrium, clearing labor markets. In this scenario, there seems nothing needed to do. Nonetheless, since concepts like human capital, efficiency wage, and internal market took place, simple equilibrium analysis is relatively limited to help us understand labor markets in further. Those concepts, most of which are developed by neoclassical and institutional labor economists, certainly help us analyze some real-world events. 
However, in the recent time when stock of knowledge is explosively growing, the theory of division of knowledge, which was first mentioned in Hayek (1937), is much more important than before. Hayek (1937) mentioned that:
Clearly there is here a problem of the Division of Knowledge which is quite analogous to, and at least as important as, the problem of the division of labour. But while the latter has been one of the main subjects of investigation ever since the beginning of our science, the former has been as completely neglected, although it seems to me to be the really central problem of economics as a social science. The problem which we pretend to solve is how the spontaneous interaction of a number of people, each possessing only bits of knowledge, brings about a state of affairs in which prices correspond to costs, etc., and which could be brought about by deliberate direction only by somebody who possessed the combined knowledge of all those individuals.

In these context, since the problem is related to “each (person) possessing only bits of knowledge,” we can see that division of knowledge now are quite different to one in the past, due to substantially growing stock of knowledge and more dispersed distribution of knowledge. It is certain that changes in division of knowledge means the way people cooperate in society also changes, not to mention the production process. It may in further change characteristics of labor market. Therefore, theories developed by Austrian economics, based on theory of human action and dispersed knowledge, may be valuable if we apply it to explain the new era. Some recent cases can help us realize that tacit knowledge takes an important role in the modern time.
In Section 2 and 3, I review the hitherto human capital theory in labor economics and the Austrian labor economic model developed by Boettke and Luther. Several cases to show dramatic changes in role of employees in production process are analyzed and explained in Austrian tradition in Section 4 to 6. In the last section I make a conclusion and list some efforts worth to further study.
2. Human Capital Theory in Contemporary Labor Economics
In present discussion about human capital around the world, there are mainly two ways for labors to increase their human capital, education and on-the-job training . The education labor economists refer to in most of papers is the time a person spends on schooling in places like colleges or high schools. Take a high school graduate as an example. She is faced with a situation whether she continues her learning in colleges or not. If she decides to quit her learning, she will go to work and earn wages. In the decision-making process, she can try to calculate benefit and loss if she goes to learn in colleges and ceases to work. This theory can be implicated to partially explain why there are earning differentials in society:
  ......There are three reasons for this prediction. First, higher earnings are necessary to compensate for the costs associated with additional schooling......Second, people with more education have fewer years in the labor force in which to recoup their investment in schooling......A third reason why additional education results in greater earnings is that those higher earnings are not received until relatively later in life and are heavily discounted in terms of their present value.

  Obviously, the theory above is assumed that wages of high school graduates and college graduates, and the effect to wages due to her participation into labor market are fully known by decision-makers during their workable ages. Wage determination is one of those core issues in labor economics. In reality, issues which corporations have to consider include how much money those applicants, each of them has distinctive educational background, can earn for companies. Therefore, human capital owned by applicants is an important factor (but not least) on the number of wages for corporations.
 
The second source of human capital is on-the-job training (OJT). From the angle of employers, it seems natural to increase profit by investment on either physical capital or labor productivity. OJT thus may be beneficial to both employers and employees. On one hand, employers can earn more profit through suitable training on their employees, while, on the other hand, employees increase their wages through the increasing in their labor productivity. If a worker does not take the training, under perfect competition she receives wages [image: image2.png]


 throughout her working career. Once she decides to face to the training, she can earn [image: image4.png]


 after it (during the training she just earns [image: image6.png]


, as she has to take the burden of training costs).
However, if employees quit their current jobs to join other companies who offer them better return on works, in some way it is harmful to original companies. Neoclassical economists categorize it into two groups: general on-the-job training and specific on-the-job training. In Kaufman and Hotchkiss (2006), general OJT is defined as “training that increases a worker’s productivity not only at the firm providing it, but also at other firms in the labor market.” If employees who get through general OJT training are headhunted by other firms, original firms will somehow be harmed, because what they invest in realize not the increase of their profit, but one of the other firm.
On the contrary, specific OJT will increase “the worker’s productivity only at the firm providing it; at other firms the training is of no net value.” This kind of OJT induces different effect on both employers and employees. It may reduce turnover from quits and layoffs in the sense that labors who receive specific OJT have no more bargaining power to other firms. Also, if labors quit, employers will be harmed because potential labors outside does not have the specific human capital. Therefore, in this scenario they have motivation to secure this bilateral relationship by ways such as long-term contracts or vertical integration.
 Despite their difference, it remains relevant that suitable OJT in both kinds can increase human capital of labors, thus it may have an effect on wage determination in labor markets.
3. The Labor Economic Model to Austrian Favor
The concept “Labor economics,” which were benefited from thinking of both neoclassical and institutional schools, neglects several important dimensions, like uncertainty, and the role of entrepreneurship. Along with the pace of Mises (1949) and Alchian (1950; 1969), Boettke and Luther (2012) construct an approach, following the tradition of Austrian Economics, to analyze labor market.
People may ask why we should consider the role of entrepreneurship in labor economics. In the real world, it is easy to figure out this question. Considering the fact that a labor has to offer productivity to earn wage, a person who want to find a job has to plan for at least three things. First, he has to find out at least one job he wants to do. The reason why he wants to do that may be his ambition to make tons of money, buy something he wants, raise his family, and so on. Second, according to his goal, he has to determine what he should learn to let him get the job he wants in the future. Third, but not least, after the process of learning, he goes into labor market, trying to discover the ideal opportunity which attracts him. In these three aspects, it is obvious that he is faced with uncertainty about the profitability of the job after learning, the effect of learning (maybe in the school), and the difficulty of job matching, respectively. It is in some degree the same with entrepreneurship, which is to secure resource and make production, trying to exploit profit in the market.
To investigate labor market, Boettke and Luther (2012) separate it into entrepreneurial producers and entrepreneurial workers.
 From the angle of an entrepreneurial producer, in order to make profit, she has to make plans to “coordinate scarce resources in order to produce distinct goods demanded by (1) consumers or (2) other producers intending to use the goods as inputs to a more complex production process.”
 Her plans may be successful or fail, reflected by profit-loss mechanism which takes place after she carries out her plans. She will continue enforcing her plans if she succeeds, or, in a more economic tongue, makes profit from original plans. Otherwise, she will revise her plans, trying to learn other promising plans. The mechanism can be outlined as follows:
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	Figure 1 The Entrepreneurial Production Process
Source: Boettke and Luther (2012), pp. 24.


However, those plans may not be profitable at next period despite the huge profitability of them now, probably because of either the change of real world, or the situation which other entrepreneurial producers apply them to their business, sharing those excess profit. The latter can be regarded as competitive market process. As they find such kind of opportunity, they will bid up wages of workers which are needed in those plans, because of trials to secure the same resource as the producers who make profit. In the equilibrium state, the excess profit rate will be completely exploited. They all earn in normal profit rate.
From the angle of entrepreneurial worker, it is another story. Nonetheless, we can see how familiar they are. To an entrepreneurial worker, he “must make strategic human capital investments in order to be compatible with the future plans of entrepreneurial producers.”
 Once he finishes learning, he seeks employment. A similar mechanism thus comes out. If he finds that his working project or the job he wants is not desirable because of relatively lower wage rate, he will revise his working plan, maybe including “retraining or relocating.” Other workers who are successful may find jobs, and further strengthen their human capital by on-the-job training and experience on working. This mechanism can be written as follows:
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	Figure 2 The Entrepreneurial Worker
Source: Boettke and Luther (2012), pp. 25.


Similarly, those plans may not have “higher-than-normal” wage rate at next period. As they find the opportunity to earn more than normal wage rate, they will revise their plan of building human capital, which are needed to get that kind of jobs. In the equilibrium state, the excess wage rate will be completely exploited. They all earn in normal wage rate.
In Hayek’s word, equilibrium can be reached only when plans of all individuals in economy are compatible.
 Even when all plans are compatible, it is certain that changes of preference or technology may “render some plans incompatible and generate profit opportunities to be exploited by alert entrepreneurs.”
 In the labor market above, both sides of individuals will revise their plans due to changes, “initiating an equilibrium process towards the new equilibrium.”
 After constructing basic framework following Mises and Alchian, Boettke and Luther use it in macroeconomic analysis, including unemployment and the business cycle theory.
 
Further examinations into micro perspective of labor market are suggested by Boettke and Luther. They point out a fact, which would make the model above more complicated, that an individual may at the same time be both an entrepreneurial producer and an entrepreneurial worker.
 Also, following the view of Austrian economists, heterogeneity of each stage is also an important issue.
 What I will analyze in the following is a series of particular events, which can in some way be observed that employees may at the same time do what entrepreneurial producers and workers do in the previous model. Under this circumstance, employees start to increase the importance of their role, which may, for example, make them easier to bargain on wages on labor markets.
4. Case Study: Google and its “Smart Creators”
To most of us, the term “google”, interpreted as searching something we want to know on the Internet, is seem to be an increasingly common vocabulary just within about two decades. But, in view of business people at beginning of 21st century, it is somewhat mysterious that in which way the new-founded company “Google” could start to make profit stably, as its main service, its powerful searching engine, is still free to use so far. In the following context, I will examine the evolution and competing process of its key profitable service. Next I will further emphasize the role of labor entrepreneurship in those stories, which not only shares the burden of entrepreneurs, but also may be seen as a powerful tool to increase bargaining power on wages.
  After its establishment, Google said “it was working on a means to target ads to search”
 in its first public announcement in spring 1999. Selling advertisements was also in the list of three anticipated streams of revenues in its post-venture-capital business plan.
 But, according to Levy (2011), both founders “had no idea what a Google ad should be.” They just hated the “dominant forms of advertising on the web” at that time, which were mainly the banner ads with “distracting color rectangle that would often flash like a burlesque marquee.” More seriously, those ads might hijack your computer screen. “Google wanted none of that.” They did not know what the product should be, but they “understood that because of the very nature of search─people are looking for things─Google could provide advertisers a terrific environments. The information in ads could even be as valuable to users as the results Google provided from search queries, they believed.”

They told Jeff Dean “that they needed an ad system.” Dean and other engineers thus created the system, which was sold to big companies, appearing as a small block attaching to searching results and must relate to actual searches. Taking the online bookstore Amazon as an example, whenever the system “saw that a search query had relevance to a published book in print, Google would present a link that would connect to the page where you could buy the tome on the online bookstore Amazon.com.” Those ads would be perched “on top of the search results with a notation that they were ‘sponsored links.’” 
But it did not make big profit for Google. Dean said that “we made enough to buy the beer for TGIF [Google’s Friday-afternoon employee meeting] for a couple of weeks.”
 The profitability might be limited due to insufficient traffic on the website, or just like the problem admitted by Susan Wojcicki, now the CEO of Youtube: “No one clicked on the ads.” Unfortunately, meanwhile, Google was faced with several difficulties on their funding capital, due to the anxiety of its investors on both “little earnings while there were 70 million daily searches on its site” and “lacking of management-experienced executives.”

  Eric Veach, joining Google in 2000, then, carried on the way of trial to making ideal ad system. While Veach arrived, the ad system stayed at what we knew from the work of Dean. Although it had several advantages, as Levy pointed out, “the advertiser was billed according to how many people viewed the ad. This CPM (cost per thousand) model was the basis of almost all markets,” which was a typical setting at that time. Another issue was that it still relied on real salespeople. Following the concept brought out by Brin and Page, “Google wanted something that would work on Internet scale.......On the Internet it was possible to make serious money by catering to the ‘long tail’ of businesses that could not buy their way into mass media.” The long tail here means “smaller, geographically disparate businesses and interests.” Google thought that the Internet and the Google search engine could made that kind of enterprises easy to reach.
  In October 2000, Google launched a self-service product named “AdWords.” It was designed as a “do-it-yourself marketplace for keywords.” The price to determine position of ads on the website was fixed and ordered according to quantity of payment.
 But there was a decisive feature that those ads also competed with each other by quality of their ads, obviously separating AdWords and their ad product in the future from other ad products. In other words, besides the money advertisers paid, the “click-through rate” also influenced the position of their ads.
 Nonetheless, in view of advertisers, it was not difficult to influence the position in the area without money by themselves. They “had a huge incentive to click on their own ads to generate a high click-through rate and thus improve the position of the ads in subsequent searches.” Therefore, Salar Kamangar, who was instructed by Page and Brin to “look into ways to make more money with the ad system,” cooperated with Veach, and they made several breakthroughs on the products.
4.1 The 1st Breakthrough: Using Auction in a Special Way to Sell Ads
This idea came from their business opponent GoTo, later changing its name to Overture Services. In the ad system of GoTo, advertisers bid prices on each keyword to put their ads on ideal position. It truly made profit
, but Veach and Kamangar figured out that such a system might induce a phenomenon called “bid shading.” Take a normal auction as an example. If a bidder gets what he bid at $15, much higher than $5, the second-high bid, then in view of the bidder, he in fact can bid just $6 to win. The Scenario makes the first-high bidder thought that he or she is a fool in such an auction. The bid shading make people in the auction be reluctant to bid prices they are willing to pay at the first time.
  Levy explained what Veach created, different from one in GoTo at all:
  So Veach devised a different model: the winner of the auction wouldn’t be charged for the amount of his victorious bid but instead would pay a penny more than the runner-up bid. (Example: If Joe bids 10 cents a click, Alice bids 6, and Sue bids 2, Joe wins the top slot and pays 7. Alice is in the next slot, paying 3.) It was incredibly liberating because it eliminated the fear of ‘winner’s remorse,’ where the high bidder in an auction feels suckered by paying too much. In the Google model, no one would feel like an idiot for paying a dollar a click when competitor below them bought a slot on the same page, positioned just a few pixels lower than their ad, for only 10 cents a click. In that case, a winner would get the prime position for 11 cents.

  Sheryl Sandberg, whose job was to explain innovative auction in Google, felt she was familiar about the formula. After she asked her former boss, Treasury Secretary Larry Summers, Summers told her that is a Vickery second-bid auction, “a technique used by the government to sell Federal Reserve bonds,” and “the economist who had devised it had won a Nobel Prize.” Veach had just reinvented it.
 According to Levy (2011), “Google immediately started getting higher prices for advertising than Overture was getting.” But why could Google started to make significant profit was not simply the auction model.
4.2 The 2nd Breakthrough: From CPM to Pay per Click
Another point was “pay per click,” that Veach and Kamangar adopted the other idea from Overture. In the time of AdWords, Google still charged “per impression, according to how many people saw an ad. In 2002, it improved the original version of AdWords, “called AdWords Select,” and the money advertisers had to pay is decided by the time users clicked on the ad and were sent to the landing page on the advertisers’ website. It meant that advertisers “would pay for ads only when they worked,” changing the rule of traditional web ads market. 
4.3 The 3rd Breakthrough: Quality Scores
The ad model Veach and Kamanger created “had yet another major innovation, but this one was exclusively Google’s.” The process to generate this innovation was vividly demonstrated by Schmidt and Rosenberg (2015):
  ......Larry Page was playing around on the Google site, typing in search terms and seeing what sort of results and ads he’d get back. He wasn’t happy with what he saw.....some of the ads were completely unrelated to the search......Larry was horrified that the AdWords engine, which figured out which ads worked best with which queries, was occasionally subjecting our users to such useless messages.......he printed out the pages containing the results he didn’t like, highlighted the offending ads, posted them on a bulletin board on the wall of the kitchen by the pool table, and wrote THESE ADS SUCK in big letters across the top. Then he went home. He didn’t call or email anyone. He didn’t schedule an emergency meeting. He didn’t mention the issue to either of us.
  ......one of our searching engineers, Jeff Dean, sent out and email. He and a few colleagues (including Georges Harik, Ben Gomes, Noam Shazeer, and Olcan Sercinoglu) had seen Larry’s note on the wall and agreed with Larry’s assessment of the ads’ relative suckiness. But the email didn’t just concur with the founder and add some facile bromide about looking into the problem. Rather, it included a detailed analysis of why the problem was occurring, described a solution, included a link to a prototype implementation of the solution the five had coded over the weekend, and provided sample results that demonstrated how the new prototype was an improvement over the then-current system. While the details of the solution were geeky and complex (our favorite phrase from the note: ”query snippet term vector”), the gist of it was that we would compute an “ad relevance score” that would assess the quality of the ad relevant to the query, and then determine whether and where the ad would be placed on the page based on that score. This core insight─that ads should be placed on their relevancy, not just how much the advertiser was willing to pay and the number of clicks they received─became the foundation upon which Google’s AdWords engine, and a multibillion-dollar business, was built.
  And the kicker? Jeff and team weren’t even on the ads team. They had just been in the office that Friday afternoon, seen Larry’s note, and understood that when your mission is to organize the world’s information and make it universally accessible and useful, then having ads (which are information) that suck (which isn’t useful) is a problem. So they decided to fix it. Over the weekend.

They construct a formula to calculate the “quality” of ads. In Levy (2011), he described the breakthrough more clearly:
  The bids......were only half of what ultimately determined the winners of the auction. The other half was the quality score. This metric would assure that the ads Google showed on its results page were helpful to its users─a high quality score meant that the ad was relevant to the user’s quest. Low quality scores were for ads that were irrelevant, misleading, or even spamlike.” They used a more complex formula, compared with original one which was determined by merely click-through rate, taking other essences, such as “the relevance of the ad to the specific keyword and the quality of the landing page,” into account. These changes were to ensure that users of Google can be faced with clean and useful searching results and ads.

  Going through those events, “Google was reaping rewards, and 2002 was its first profitable year.” According to Levy (2011), its net revenue in 2001 finished “at $86 million, more than a 400 percent jump from 2000.”
 Then in 2002, “Google took in $347 million......just under a billion dollars in 2003, and 2004 was on track to nearly double that.” Although another service named “AdSense,” which has operated since 2003, has made great profit, too, it quite relied on the basis constructed by AdWords Select.
4.4 Smart Creators: Employees with Entrepreneurship
The fact that both founders “had no idea what a Google ad should be” is important in this article. It means that during the generation of AdWords, which has made big profit, the tasks which in previous view are undertook by entrepreneurs are not fully borne by original group of people. The question thus emerges: who bears the tasks together with entrepreneurs? In the case of Google, the answer is obvious. Labors in Google have a function which is identical to what original entrepreneurs do. People who created the predecessor of AdWords are not founders, but Dean and other engineers. Under the pressure of venture capital, people who make the AdWords are not founders, but Veach, Kamanger, and other engineers who are not “on the ads team.” Here we can observe that labors take a substantial role on creating profitable model of their product under the world with radical uncertainty, which, stressed here again, is familiar with what we know about entrepreneurship. This scenario is quite different on almost every aspect in corporations when we compare it with traditional ones.
5. Other Cases: Quality Control Circle and Stock Sharing
Here we examine another two important cases in corporation management. One is the quality control circle, mainly developed into famous management strategy by Toyota. The other is stock sharing, usually considered as the key that technology companies in Taiwan could attract and retain people with ability, but was abolished under pressure around the world.
5.1 Quality Control Circle (QCC) in Toyota
QCC has a long history in corporation governance. What I want to focus is role of labors in this circle.
 In Liker and Ogden (2011), they briefly introduced what the QCC of Toyota in Kentucky do after the global financial crisis in 2007 to 2008. The circles in Kentucky were composed of several workers in the firm, and they joined the circles voluntarily. One in the circles, Steven Turley, said that after the economic recession, their producing costs got higher. So they started to think about how to reduce waste after each production process.
 In the circle they followed “PDCA cycle”
 to discuss possible problems in their production process after their office hour. If we look into detail from the Boettke and Luther model, it is obvious that those labors implement their working knowledge, which is dispersed, and help entrepreneurs to improve the production process, for which entrepreneurs are responsible in traditional. 
5.2 Stock Sharing in Companies in Taiwan
The other is stock sharing, usually considered as the key that high-technology companies in Taiwan could attract and retain people with ability, but was abolished under pressure around the world. Once those engineers finished cases about making technological innovation in given objectives, they could receive some newly-issued stocks from their corporations, and enjoyed huge stock return after their contribution to companies. In this case, working returns of those labors were largely influenced by the profit-sharing scenario. They could have shared profits if they successfully made technological innovation. 
5.3 Stock Sharing in Huawei
Recently, it is well-known as an example of successful profit-sharing plan that Huawei, the Chinese telecom giant, also applies this kind of institution to pay their employees. De Cremer and Tian (2015a, b) point out that “Huawei is not a public company, and is in fact owned by the employees.” There has been no public-exchanged stock of Huawei since the establishment of this corporation. The stocks mentioned here are only owned by their employees.
 In its 2014 annual report, its employees own 98.4% of its total stocks. The profit-sharing scale is also tremendous that “the sum of employees’ salaries, bonuses and dividends is 2.8 times the company’s annual net profit, and plans are to further increase the ratio to 3:1.”
6. Praxeological Explanation to above Cases
6.1 Division of Knowledge

In general, different kinds of division of knowledge generate distinctive environment respectively, and therefore make participants in production process have different interaction between each other. A significant difference is the bargaining power on wage rates in labor market. In lots of traditional companies, knowledge to produce their products is mostly owned by managers. They have relatively little demand on tacit knowledge of labors. What they need to accomplish production process, in almost every situation, are labors whose technique is almost perfectly-known by managers. If it is true, then labors have weaker bargaining power on their return i.e. wages. Other reasons, such as popularized education, also help trend toward weaker bargaining power more prevalent. These causes can help us explain relatively competitive and low wages in present society. 
Nonetheless, there is another characteristic that tacit knowledge of labors is more important than before. In trial to realize more profit in competitive market, entrepreneurship of labors is also crucial, besides one of executives. Take Google as an example, their several highly-profitable services, like AdWords and AdSense, are first-generated and fully-developed by labors in Google, whom are called “smart creators.” We can discover that lots of recently-established companies which focus on new technology have similar characteristics.
6.2 Theory of Acting Men
We are familiar with not only production factors like land, capital, labors, and entrepreneurship, but also reward to be earned in production process like rents, interests, wages, and profits. However, if we have an observation on some production process in the real world, it is clear that men in production process may play several roles simultaneously, like what Boettke and Luther (2012) reminds us. For example, in the case of Google, engineers there do what entrepreneurs should do, sharing the burden of entrepreneurs, besides that they are hired to offer their labor productivity. Here the “roles” are better understood if we consider them as several “functions” rather than “real-world people.” This is what Ludwig von Mises mentioned in his important works, Human Action: A Treatise on Economics. By the theory of acting men, constructed by Mises, the statement I want to make will be much clearer.
  In modern principle of economics class, we know several basic production factors: physical capital, human capital, labor force, and entrepreneurship. These are “functions” important to meet the need of production process. Theory of acting men categorizes men by functions rather than people in real-world sense. In Mises (1949), he said terms like entrepreneur, capitalist, landowner, worker, and consumer are used in two different ways: “ideal types” and “catallactic categories.” Ideal types of those terms, used in “economic history, descriptive economics, and economic statistics,” consider “classifying men according to the ends they aim at and the means they employ for the attainment of these ends.” Economics, which we are focus with, lying in the ways of catallactic categories, explores “the structure of acting in the market society without any regard to the ends people aim at and the means they employ.” Mises outlined several “functions” as follows:
  In the context of economic theory the meaning of the terms concerned is this: Entrepreneur means acting man in regard to the changes occurring in the data of the market. Capitalist and landowner mean acting man in regard to the changes in value and price which, even with all the market data remaining equal, are brought about by the mere passing of time as a consequence of the different valuation of present goods and of future goods. Worker means man in regard to the employment of the factor of production human labor. Thus every function is nicely integrated: the entrepreneur earns profit or suffers loss; the owners of means of production (capital goods or land) earn originary interest; the workers earn wages.

However, to explain facts in knowledge-intensive society, I separate capital into physical capital and human capital, and human capital is the knowledge “embodied in individuals” in our analysis.
 Ones in functional sense who offer physical capital for production process are named as “(acting men as) physical capitalists;” ones in functional sense who use their knowledge or experience to improve the efficiency of production process are named as “(acting men as) human capitalists;” ones in functional sense who use their physical strength to fulfill the need of labor force in production process are named as “(acting men as) labors;” and ones in functional sense who destroy original combination of production factors or the whole production process and make innovation are named as “(acting men as) entrepreneurs.” In this way, we examine some specific production process in Table 1.
In the case of Google, its “smart creators” not only offer their professional knowledge to deal with quests supplied by their employers, but also bring their entrepreneurship into play, just like what entrepreneurs do; in the case of Toyota, workers in the quality control circles integrated their distinct working knowledge to figure out the excessive waste and problem, thus revise the production process for which entrepreneurs are responsible; in the case of Taiwan, engineers know that they can share the huge profit if they make innovation on technology and finish given objectives, helping entrepreneurs to get market share successfully. 
	Table 1  Applying Theory of Acting Men to Specific Cases

	Real Man
	Function of Acting Men
	Respective Case

	
	Physical Capitalists
	Human Capitalists
	Labors
	Entrepreneurs
	

	Capitalists
	V
	
	
	
	

	Researchers
	
	V
	
	V
	Google

	Labors
	
	v
	V
	v
	QCC, Taiwan, Huawei

	Entrepreneurs
	
	
	
	V
	


7. Conclusion
After these investigations, it is obvious that Austrian Economic Theories, such as the division of knowledge and the theory of acting men, can be suitably applied to explain modern economic phenomena since knowledge is explosively growing in stocks and it is more dispersed than before.
   There are two or more efforts worth to study in further. First, we may follow what Boettke and Luther do, applying these theories into macroeconomic analysis. They step into macro issue mainly through non-cyclical and cyclical unemployment, which can let Austrian economists explain their business cycle theory in further. However, the behavioral structure of both entrepreneurial workers and producers are in limited explanation, and the entrepreneurship on production process showed by employees is not considered. Also, as Boettke and Luther mentioned
, since labor employment in society is also a structure, we may step into macro issue through the structure of employment in society.
Second but not least, although I emphasize the growing importance of entrepreneurship in labors, entrepreneurs may not be completely substituted. The extents and limitation of it can also be an issue to understand thoroughly the production process.
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