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1

13.27%

23 247.46 10.06% 15.26%
2. 37 29 935. 54
12 608. 19 °
3 018.54 4362.20

2 105.36 3
588.03
6.39% 5.44%

1
incomeself 8 262 |23 247.46 | 20 3930.9 |12 608. 19(13 7620. 1|29 935. 54|23 6041. 9
selfemploy 8 379 0. 1327 0. 3393 0. 1006 0. 3009 0. 1526 0. 3597
gift () 8225 | 4 362.20 9679.57 [3173.24 |6 748.89 |5 104.36 |11 060. 25
giftout () 8274 | 3018.54 | 7048.73 |2 105.36 |4 150.04 |3 588.03 |8 312.13
donation () 8 081 503. 61 7 472.94 133.76 702. 40 729.38 |9 460. 65
hhsize () 8 381 3. 4755 1. 5496 3. 8776 1.7163 3.2259 1. 3788
perland () 8 378 5.5177 29. 8614 10. 3817 | 43.0942 | 2.4965 16. 3850
age 8 380 | 50.9607 14. 0667 53.6249 | 12.8693 | 49.3066 | 14.5186
female 8 381 0. 2691 0. 4435 0. 1688 0. 3747 0. 3312 0. 4707
minority 7775 0. 0291 0. 1680 0. 0386 0. 1926 0. 0233 0. 1510
edu 8 302 9. 3921 4.2823 7. 1447 3.7483 | 10.7867 | 3.9903
communist 7775 0. 1694 0. 3751 0.0972 0. 2963 0.2131 0. 4095
married 8 294 0. 8727 0. 3334 0. 9008 0. 2990 0. 8552 0. 3519
house () 8 375 1.0716 0. 5746 1. 0801 0. 4298 1. 0664 0. 6484
laborratio 8 381 0. 6338 0. 3299 0. 6069 0. 3293 0. 6505 0. 3292
agriratio 8 051 0.1919 0.9439 0.4117 0. 8591 0. 0525 0. 9684
local 8 296 0. 9257 0. 2622 0.9767 0. 1508 0. 8941 0. 3077
ageself 1104 9.2482 7. 2859 10. 3230 | 8. 8099 8. 8056 6.5113
laborself () 1104 10. 0380 106. 7648 2.1776 6.9329 | 13.2605 |126.5792
number ( 8 379 0. 1503 0. 4353 0. 1087 0. 3410 0. 1760 0. 4830
bank 1107 0. 1220 0. 3273 0. 1460 0. 3536 0.1121 0.3157
constrain 1107 0. 1545 0.3616 0.2019 0. 4020 0. 1350 0. 3420
informal 1109 0. 3201 0. 4667 0. 3406 0. 4746 0.3117 0. 4635
informsize () 1096 |82330.47| 1524 462 (32 867.76(113 192.9|102 817.6|1 811 374
relative 1109 0. 3084 0. 4620 0.3127 0. 4643 0. 3066 0.4614
mealout () 8 305 273. 81 1 881.40 125. 82 399. 61 366.01 |2 371.45
information ( 8 381 2.0614 1. 1673 1. 6486 0. 9007 2.3177 1.2384
() : Heckman
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logincomeself,, =Bsocialnetwork, +0X, +A, +e,, (1)
logincomeself;, socialnetwork;,
X, .
A, £, o 13.27%
86. 73% o
@ OLS
Heckman o Heckman
OLS o
OLS o
2 o (1) .(2) OLS
1 % o
(3) .(4) 1%
. (5) (8) Heckman (5) .
(7) (6) .(8) .
loggifi 5% loggiftout 10%
@ p 0.156 0.1
o Mills
Heckman
OLS o
o 1%

®

@ OLS 0

@loggifiout 10%

loggiftout 5%
®
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2 : Heckman
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
OLS OLS OLS OLS Heckman Heckman
loggifi 0. 0328 0. 1049 ™* 0.0684™ | 0.0275™*
(3.9934) (2. 9686) (2.0270) | (4.0051)
loggifiout 0. 0308 ™ 0. 0886 0.0480 |0.0351™*
(4.0163) (2.6517) (1.4173) | (5.3453)
ageself 0. 6455 1 0. 6462 | 0. 0621 | 0.0619™ | 0. 0623 0. 0621
(32.0730) |(32.0857) | (4.1696) | (4.1643) | (4.5196) (4.5078)
laborself 0.0047 | 0.0047™ |0.0021 |0.0021 ™ | 0. 0063 0. 0064 ™
(2.3653) | (2.3574) | (4.7606) | (4.6370) | (2.3288) (2.3657)
hhsize 0. 05217 | 0.0498 ™ 0. 0846 0. 0845 0.0136 |0.0932™* 0.0128 |0.0913™
(2.6047) | (2.5062) | (1.1899) | (1.1863) | (0.1717) | (6.2040) | (0.1621) | (6.0764)
perland 0. 0007 0. 0007 0. 0070 0. 0064 0. 0056 0. 0002 0. 0050 0. 0003
(1.0005) | (1.0135) | (1.2841) | (1.2209) | (1.1948) |(0.3244) | (1.0893) | (0.4621)
age -0. 0238 |-0. 0234 | -0. 0209 ™ |-0. 0211 | —0.0104 |-0.0152*| -0.0104 |-0.0149
(-11.4168) [(~11. 2257) | (-2. 1964) | (=2.2157) |(~0.7982) |(~7.4603) |(~0.8047) | (~7.3367)
female -0. 0641 -0.0564 | —0.2172 | -0.2008 | —0.2434 |-0.1189™ | —0.2297 |-0.1122™
(-1.1003) |(~0.9690) |(~0.8716) |(-0.8070) |(~1.0010) |(~2.4144) |(-0.9511) |(-2.2861)
minority 0. 1006 0. 1049 0. 5098 0. 5076 0. 4930 -0.0134 0. 4852 -0. 0108
(0.6469) | (0.6745) | (0.5762) | (0.5717) | (0.6992) |(=0.0948) | (0.6876) |(0.0758)
edu 0. 0067 0.0060 | 0.0722™ | 0.0743™ | 0.0764™ 0.0010 | 0.0800™ | —0.0014
(0.9185) | (0.8195) | (1.9992) | (2.0859) | (2.2377) |(0.1509) | (2.3542) |(-0.2098)
communist -0. 15417 |-0. 1564 | 0. 7504" | -0.7596" | -0. 6488" |-0.2376 " | -0. 6470" |-0. 2436™
(-2.2456) |(~-2.2849) |(~1.7659) |(~1.7788) |(~1.9375) |(=3.6679) |(~1.9266) |(-3.7622)
married -0.0690 | -0.0877 | -0.0471 -0.0792 | -0.3039 | 0.1368" -0.3324 0.1143
(0. 8263) |(~1.0503) |(~0.1237) |(-0.2090) |(-0.8144) | (1.7958) |(~0.9010) | (1.5105)
house 0. 1415™ | 0. 13517 |0.5109™ [0.5029 ™ |0.4381™ |0.2015™" |0.4286™ |0.1959**
(2.3613) | (2.2617) | (3.5504) | (3.4939) | (2.6241) |(5.9955) | (2.5839) | (5.8238)
laborratio 0. 2309 0.2232™
(2. 8650) (2.7731)
agriratio -0. 6363 -0. 6374 ™
(-8. 2205) (-8.2414)
local -0. 3594 -0.3586™
(-4.7770) (-4.7852)
1.6886 7 | 1. 74127 | 7. 62117 |7.8574™ |9.6334™ |-1. 1047 *|9. 8903 |-1. 0886
(7.9811) | (8.2835) | (7.5400) | (7.9042) | (7.6173) |(~5.2507) | (7.8845) |(-5.2315)
Mills -0.9861" -1.0070"
(-1.8500) (~1.8846)
7518 7 562 892 896 7 230 7 230 7270 7270
7518 7562 892 896 860 864
Adj. R 0.5842 | 0.5844 | 0.0765 0. 0727
T SN * 1% 5% 10% ; t/z
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“ 2008 ” @,
(13 ”»”
2008 CHEFS 2011
2008 °
(2SLS)
3(1) (4 . (2011)
Heckman @ 3 (5 (8)
3 :
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
2SIS | 2818 | 2s1S | 2SIS | Heckman+2SLS Heckman+2SLS
loggift L2206 L6826 0.4482% [0, 1222
3.7126) 2.5569) (2.0126) | (2.6039)
loggifiout 0. 1842 0. 6160 0.3741%  ]0.1020*
3.7518) 2.5791) (2.0126)  |(2.6039)
Mills -0.9903" ~0.9903"
(-1.8168) (-1.8168)
DWH 10.944 | 10.598 | 6.1343 | 6.2848
(p ) 0.0009) (0.0011)( 0.0133)( 0.0122)
[gmgg_DO“ald 151.026 |198.531 | 15.325 | 18.058
7208 | 7330 | 875 877 7119 7119 7119 7119
7208 | 7330 | 875 877 849 849
Pseudo R’ 0.5563 | 0. 5643
- 2
5. 7. 8. 9
® 2008 \
@ ( )
Heckman Heckman
2818 ,
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o 10%
- (5) (10)
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4
(1) Probit|( 2) Probit |(3) Probit | (4) Probit|( 5) Probit|(6) Probit| (7) Tobit | (8) Tobit |(9) Probit|( 10) Probit
bank bank constrain | constrain | informal | informal | informsize | informsize | relative relative
loggifi 0. 0043 0. 0177 0.0339 ™ 0. 4525 0. 0359 ™
(10.2426) (1. 0980) (2.3325) (2.7887) (2.4529)
loggifiout 0. 0168 0.0116 0.0276™ 0.3939 ™ 0.0314™
(0.9500) (0.7165) (1.9601) (2.4910) (2.2150)
ageself —0.0049 | —0. 0045 [-0. 0289 ** |-0. 0290 ***|-0. 0333 ™ |-0. 0333 *** |-0. 4122 ** |-0. 4105 *** |-0. 0346 *** | -0. 0346 **

(0. 6177) |(<0. 5725) |(-3. 5487) |(=3. 5847) |(=5. 0318) |(=5. 0553) |(=5. 6761) |(=5. 6727) |(~5. 0811) |(=5. 1123)
laborself  |0.0042* |0. 0041 | =0.0030 | =0.0026 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0019 | 0.0019 | 0.0000 | 0.0000
(1.9829) |(1.9991) |(-0.7299) |(-0. 6950) | ( 0. 1102) |( 0. 1302) |(0.3716) |(0.3793) |(0.1077) | (0. 1216)

hhsize 0.0277 | 0.0308 | 0.0462 | 0.0442 | 0.0362 | 0.0383 | 0.4899 | 0.5149 | 0.0259 | 0.0277
(0.7467) |(0.8303) |(1.3032) |(1.2504) |( 1. 1424) [(1.2072) [( 1.4120) |( 1.4789) |(0.8124) |(0.8697)
perland 0.0039% | 0.0036 | 0.0035 | 0.0031 | 0.0014 | 0.0009 | 0.0194 | 0.0142 | 0.0010 | 0.0005
(1.6489) |(1.5516) |(1.4763) |( 1.3370) |(0.6594) |(0.4269) |(0.8262) |(0.6081) |(0.4569) |(0.2169)
age 0. 0149 *1-0. 0151 | =0. 0011 | =0.0011 | —0. 0061 | =0. 0061 | —0.0508 | —0. 0504 | —0. 0068 | —0. 0068
(=2. 4708) |(-2. 4629) |(-0. 2069) |(=0. 2146) |(-1. 3377) |(-1. 3423) |(=1. 0032) |(-0. 9963) |(~1. 4781) |(-1. 4713)
female -0.0058 | -0.0157 | 0.0101 | 0.0131 | =0.0565 | —0.0525 | =0.9644 | —0. 8987 | —0.0810 | -0. 0771
(~0. 0458) |(=0. 1240) |( 0. 0812) |( 0. 1067) |(=0. 5295) |(-0. 4961) |(-0. 8006) |(=0. 7534) |(-0. 7526) |(=0. 7227)
minority 0.0443 | 0.0426 | 0.4512 | 0.4505 |0.5249" | 0.5231 |5.1004" |5.0977" |0.5497" |0.5473"
(0.1342) |(0.1293) |(1.4529) |( 1.4420) |( 1.6489) |(1.6445) [(1.6722) |(1.6681) |(1.7365) |(1.7292)
edu 0.0203 | 0.0201 | —0.0086 | —=0.0077 | =0.0150 | =0.0124 | -0. 1347 | =0. 1091 | =0.0195 | —0. 0171

(1.0639) |( 1.0644) |(=0. 4769) |(=0. 4315) |(~0. 9952) |(=0. 8285) |(=0. 7977) |(~0. 6513) |(-1. 2819) |(~1. 1297)
communist |0, 5365 0. 5357 | 0.0108 | 0.0090 | —0.1034 | -0. 1125 | —0.9353 | —1. 0543 | —0.0514 | -0.0616
(3.4092) |(3.4048) |(0.0630) |(0.0525) |(~0.6942) |(-0. 7555) |(-0. 5541) |(~0. 6250) (0. 3443) |(~0. 4127)

married 0.0563 | 0.0792 | 0.1598 | 0.1130 | 0.0588 | 0.0599 | 0.2343 | 0.2556 | 0.0601 | 0.0608
(0.2899) |(0.4090) |(0.8004) |(0.5783) |(0.3678) |(0.3772) |(0.1287) |(0.1419) |(0.3717) |(0.3792)
house 0.0566 | 0.0580 | —0.1258 |-0.1364" | =0.0580 | =0.0598 | —0.2134 | —0.2289 | -0.0750 | 0. 0772
(0.7000) |(0.7200) |(~1.5457) |(~1. 6657) |(~0. 8439) |(=0. 8740) |(=0. 2732) |(~0. 2956) (-1. 0727) |(~1. 1108)
local 0.2826 | 0.2707 | 0.2405 | 0.2479 | -0.0086 | =0.0025 | —0.7150 | —0.6273 | =0.0471 | 0. 0413

(1.4227) |(1.3666) |(1.3872) |( 1.4301) |(=0.0617) |(=0. 0180) |(=0. 4475) |(~0. 3936) (0. 3358) |(~0. 2951)

—1. 5150 |-1. 6215 * | -1. 0050 ™ |-0. 8976" | 0.1635 | 0.2074 | 0.2946 | 0.7505 | 0.3231 | 0.3581
(~2.9092) |(=3. 1227) |(-2. 0413) |(=1. 8425) [( 0. 3920) | (0. 5018) |(0.0617) |(0. 1587) |(0.7735) | (0. 8640)

970 975 943 948 966 971 964 969 966 971
Pseudo R? 0.0978 | 0.0984 | 0.0968 | 0.0945 | 0.0685 | 0.0675 | 0.0293 | 0.0289 | 0.0710 | 0.0703

logincomeself, = =Bfinancing, +yX, +A +e, (3)
financing;,, (2) (1) . 5
10%
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(1) OLS (2) OLS (3) OLS (4) OLS (5) OLS
bank 0. 4109

(1.0282)
constrain -0. 1748

(0. 6148)
informal -0. 3531
(-1.5532)
loginformsize -0. 0262
(-1.1015)
relative -0.2548
(-1. 0963)
902 902 902 893 902
Adj. R 0. 0673 0. 0659 0. 0683 0. 0634 0. 0669
()
informationacess,, = Bsocialnetwork, +0X, +A +e&, (4)
informationacess,,
; socialnetwork,, X,
o Tobit ;
0-7
( Poisson Regression) @ o
6 o
1%
0.0955 0.0986 1%
9.55% 9.86% -
loggift  loggifiout 1%
o ( Incidence Rate
Ratio) 1.0131  1.0137 1%
1.31% 1.37% .
) ( Negative Binomial
Regression) ( ) (

)
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6
(1) Tobit (2) Tobit (3) Poisson (4) Poisson
logmealout logmealout information information
loggifl 0.2321™ 0.0130 ™
(8.7794) (6.7231)
loggifiout 0. 2399 0.0137
(9. 6278) (7. 4316)
hhsize 0.0158 0.0175 -0. 0067 -0. 0070
(0.2545) (0.2816) (-1. 5697) (-1. 6481)
perland -0. 0034 -0. 0037 -0. 0002 -0. 0002
(-1.0333) (~1. 1006) (~1. 1598) (~1. 2064)
age 0. 1432 0. 1415 ~0. 0046 0. 0044
(-21.4914) (-21. 1813) (=9. 6551) (9. 2365)
Sfemale -0. 4160 -0. 4094 ™ 0. 0470 0. 0464
(=2.3872) (=2.3612) (3.5954) (3.5652)
minority 0. 1748 0. 2044 0.0101 0.0118
(0. 4007) (0. 4667) (0.2827) (0.3304)
edu 0.3225™* 0.3181 0. 0389 0. 0386
(12.7481) (12.5910) (22.2245) (22. 1564)
communist 0.7336™ 0. 6915 0. 0938 0. 0921
(3.5161) (3.3196) (5.7676) (5. 6629)
married -1. 1150 -1.1627™ -0. 0089 -0.0134
(=4. 5299) (=4. 7445) (=0. 4786) (=0. 7205)
house 0. 8896 0. 8685 0. 0565 0. 0556
(7.4189) (7. 2639) (5. 8863) (5.7918)
loghhincome 0.3168™ 0.3219* 0. 0249 ™ 0. 0250
(6. 6180) (6.8315) (7. 6108) (7.7722)
local -1.0799 -1. 0540 0. 0450" 0. 0428"
(~4. 2056) (~4. 1219) (1.9485) (1.8566)
-3.3839™ -3.29527 0.0720 0. 0785
(=4.2129) (=4. 1501) (1.2789) (1. 4080)
7 552 7 596 7 607 7 652
Adj. R 0. 0921 0. 0927 0.0514 0.0516
logincomeself,, =Binformationacess, +6X, +A, te,, (5)
informationacess,,  (4) (1) o 7
o OLS
1% @
o Heckman
@ (4) information p 0.145 10% o
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(1 (2) (3) (4 (5) (6) (7 (8)
OLS OLS OLS OLS Heckman Heckman
logmealout 0. 0665 ™ 0. 1445 0. 1192 | 0. 0406
(5. 6955) (4.0625) (3.0463) | (5.3026)
informaion 0. 0826 ™ 0. 1404 0.1566° | 0.0400™
(3.0185) (1. 4596) (1.7693) | (2.0655)
. -0.9411" -0.9819"
Mills (~1.7420) (-1.8510)
7 589 7 651 897 902 7 299 7 299 7 354 7 354
7 589 7 651 897 902 864 869
Adj. R? 0.5857 0.5845 0.0845 0.0682
? o
(1)
o 8 ® o
1%
o Heckman OLS
Heckman
5%
5%
) 1 15.26% 10.06%
OLS o
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( N 2014) .
0 ( Zero—inflated
Poisson Regression) @ o 8 loggifi
loggiftout
5%
8 :
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
OLS OLS Heckman Heckman yAlY VALY
loggifi 0.1677 0. 1309 | 0. 0169 ™ 0. 0479 ™
(3.7199) (3.4264) |(2.0099) (2.9750)
gift* rural -0.2123 0. 2066 | 0. 0286 ™ 0. 0583 **
(-3.3871) (=2.9737) | (2. 0444) (2.1088)
loggifiout 0. 1487 0. 1096 |0. 0240 0. 0527
(3.4662) (2.8926) |(2.9882) (3.2549)
giffout™ rural 0. 2032 0. 1991 ™| 0. 0295 ** 0.0581*
(=3. 4263) (-2.9568) | (2.2127) (2.1314)
rural 1.2508 ™ | 1. 0967 ™ | 1.2921™ |-0.2983 ™| 1. 1433™ |-0. 2918 *|-0. 9638 **|-0. 9449 ™
(2.8728) |(2.7806) | (2.2755) |(-2.7691) | (2.1802) |(~2.9911) |(-4. 4505) | (~4. 6396)
Mills -1.0111" -0.9858"
(-1.7228) (-1.6815)
892 896 7230 7 230 7270 7270 7318 7 359
892 896 860 864 948 953
Adj. R 0. 0854 0. 0811
2011
@ “ ”
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Social Network Information Acquisition and Households’ Entrepreneurial
Income: An Empirical Research Based on Perspective of
Urban-rural Differences in China
Zhang Bo Hu Jinyan and Fan Chenchen
( School of Economics Shandong University)

Abstract: Based on the data of China Household Finance Survey ( CHFS) in 2011 and the
perspective of urban—rural differences in China this paper empirically studies the influence and
mechanism of social network on households’ entrepreneurial income. The results indicate that
social network has significant positive effects on urban and rural households’ entrepreneurial
income but the positive effects on urban households whose social contact ties are broader and
communication object tends to diversify are greater. The mechanism is that social network could
provide a large number of information for households through broadening the channels of accessing
to information sources and thus contributes to increasing entrepreneurial income but not through
the financing mechanism which provides financial support. For households’ entrepreneurial
choice due to the requirement of depending on physical capital which is provided by strong family
connections such as relatives social network plays a more important role in the rural areas with a
higher degree of resource constraints. This means that there are significant urban—rural differences
in the effects and the mechanism of social network on households’ entrepreneurial choice and
income.
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