44

Vol.44 No.3
2023 3 Science Research Management March 2023
1000 —2995(2023) 03 —009 - 0158 DOLI: 10. 19571 /j. enki. 1000 —2995.2023.03.017
1 1 2
(1. 430074;
2. 100084)
2014 ()
. ( vs )
: F272.3 CA
13
14
RN N N ( ) .
N o 15
N L 1999
0 o 2009
24
0 “ N 7 13.65
o - 2016—2018
( 4.38%4.29%  4.39%
2 3 4 5-6 )
7-8 9 10 1
12
« )
12020 - 08 - 06; 12021 -02 -07.
: “ (71832004 2019.01—2023. 12) .

(1974—) () : N

(1996—) ()

(1977—) ()

D 4 ) 2016—2018 3.13% 3.25%

3.27% - 39.94% 32%  34.25% o



*159-

. 2014 )

19 . 2
» Hambrick Mason

1.1

. ( imprint—

ing) ( ) ( .
) “ ( ) ” @ (

' “ ”»
('script)
o
23
N N
N
15
. N
A} N N N
1
6 o A A N
o N ~ °
“ ”»
N N
13
o
17
. o ?)
N °© N
24
°
)
“« ”» 17 25
. o
26
“ ”
o
°
“ ”» “ ”»”
18
. 1
°
( ) . 1.1.2
) o
1.1.1
10
3 °
3 o
. °
N
27

22



*160° 2023

28

2, 2014 . ¢

30

3 31 .

. 2014 6000
2: 2825

1.1.3 1477 o
1.2.2

o (1) . 25

N 32 . (2)

33

35

° (4)

2014 o

1.2 ) ( )
1.2.1 1.2.3.
2014 1
2014 0.



3 161-
N N N 1
. . -3 Table 1 Descriptive statistics of variables
2014 . (N=1477) )
(N=1248) (N =229)
° 0.023 0.068  0.021 0.031  -0.010**
( . . ) 0.155  0.362
o 1 0. 4.230 1.518 4.232 4.217 0.015
. 1091 6.039 11.017 10. 847 0. 170
0.433  1.275 0.441 0.387 0.055
0.269 0.294 0.261 0.316  —0.055***
° 75.716  30.688  74.975 79.753  -4.778**
0.204  0.403 0.204 0.205 -0.001
( ) 0.865 0.3 0.855  0.921 -0.066***
. 46.963 8.332  46.607  48.900 -2.292%**
2.725  0.948 2.757 2.555  0.202%**
2 2.299 0.587 2.352 2,009  0.343%%*
0.391 0.488 0.389 0. 402 -0.013
0.693  0.461 0.69 0. 664 0.035
2.1 0.0 0.276 0.087  0.06l  0.026
1 0.012 0.154 0.012  0.009 0.003
° Dk ok ok Lk ok 1% 5% 10% o
2 Pearson
Table 2 Pearson correlation coefficients of variables
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
1
2 0. 055
3 0.028 -0.004
4 -0.043 -0.010 0.332
5 -0.010 -0.016 0.017 0.007
6 0.083 0.068 0.250 0.088 0.165
7 0.028 0.056 -0.104 0.032 -0.029 -0.063
8 0.064 0.001 0.222 0.065 0.019 0.163 -0.240
9 0.077 0.070 0.105 0.061 0.051 0.080 -0.032 0.057
10 -0.030 0.100 0.249 0.454 -0.038 0.087 -0.050 0.099 0.108
11 -0.014 -0.077 0.357 0.159 0.114 0.045 0.024 0.056 0.057 0.072
12 0.026 -0.211 0.159 -0.011 -0.019 -0.038 -0.081 0.077 -0.036 -0.204 0.143
13 0.054 0.010 0.335 0.193 -0.001 0.161 -0.012 0.072 0.056 0.127 0.161 0.174
14 0.055 -0.027 0.436 0.325 0.040 0.137 0.038 0.086 0.064 0.184 0.289 0.146 0.388
15 -0.005 -0.034 —0.078 —0.021 0.043 -0.001 0.063 -0.037 0.047 -0.103 0.013 -0.016 —0.035 —0.044
16 0.019 -0.008 —0.035 -0.044 -0.012 —0.039 -0.022 -0.014 —0.057 -0.012 -0.013 0.030 -0.010 —0.023 0.016
=1477 | | > =0.054 p<5%
1 o
15.5% N

2 Pearson o
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(r < 0.46) . Tobit o ( outliers)
( VIF) 1. 60 1%
3.8 . . 3 Tobit (1)
2.2 2 (2) “
N (3) (4) 2
(5) o
3 Tobit
Table 3 Tobit regression results of the models
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
0.007" 0.007" 0.007" 0. 006" 0. 006"
(1.78) (1.84) (1.84) (1.68) (1.68)
-0.001 -0.001 -0.001 —0. 000 -0. 000
( -0.78) (-0.71) ( -0.75) ( -0.45) ( -0.49)
-0. 000 -0. 000 -0. 000 -0.000 -0.001
( -0.10) ( -0.05) ( -0.09) ( -0.13) (-0.17)
0.054*** 0.052*** 0.050* ** 0.055* ** 0.054***
(3.47) (3.35) (3.23) (3.59) (3.47)
0.000* * 0.000* * 0.000** 0.000* * 0.000* *
(2.42) (2.29) (2.39) (2.37) (2.48)
0.021" 0.020" 0.021" 0.021** 0.022**
(1.92) (1.89) (1.96) (1.99) (2.06)
0.032*%* 0.030** 0.030** 0.027" 0.027"
(2.25) (2.09) (2.13) (1.92) (1.96)
-0. 000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001
( -0.74) ( -0.92) ( -0.93) ( -0.89) ( -0.90)
-0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003 -0.003
( -0.71) ( -0.59) ( -0.62) ( -0.53) ( -0.56)
-0.004 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0. 000
( -0.45) ( -0.08) ( -0.07) ( -0.06) ( -0.05)
0.028 % ** 0.027%** 0.027*** 0.027*** 0.027***
(2.93) (2.82) (2.82) (2.89) (2.88)
0.019" 0.020" 0.020" 0.015 0.015
(1.65) (1.70) (1.72) (1.30) (1.32)
0. 004 0. 006 -0. 006 0. 007 -0. 006
(0.29) (0.39) ( -0.36) (0. 44) ( -0.33)
0.015 0.014 0.015 0. 001 0. 001
(0. 50) (0.48) (0. 50) (0.02) (0.04)
0.026** 0.020" 0. 009 0. 003
(2.29) (1.69) (0.77) (0.24)
. 0.077" 0.078"
(1.84) (1.87)
i 1.661*** 1.664***
(4.83) (4.84)
-0.037 -0.043 -0.044 -0.036 -0.038
(-0.77) ( -0.89) ( -0.92) ( -0.76) ( -0.80)
1477 1477 1477 1477 1477
962 962 962 962 962
Log Likelihood 2.762 5.377 7.051 16. 884 18. 620
LR chi2 392.85% ** 398.09* ** 401.43*** 421.10%** 424, 57%**
Pseudo R? 1.014 1.028 1.036 1. 087 1. 096
TE Lk ok Lk ok ok 10% 5% 1% ( ) to. o
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3 (2) “ ”
(B=0.026 p<0.05) o 3 o
1 o 2.3
(3) - 7 “
” (B=0.077 p<0.1) .
. 2 . ( 0
(4) “ oo« 7 +1) , Tobit o
(B=1.661 p<0.01) 4 ) o
4
Table 4 Robustness test results of variables
(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)
1.002*** 1.011*** 1.011%** 1.003*** 1.003 * **
(7.85) (7.95) (7.97) (7.89) (7.91)
0. 000 0.003 0. 002 0. 007 0. 006
(0.01) (0.11) (0.07) (0.25) (0.21)
0. 188" 0.197" 0.192" 0.193" 0. 188"
(1.80) (1.89) (1.85) (1.86) (1.81)
1.755% %% 1. 668 ** 1.596* ** 1.7217% %% 1.6487% **
(3.41) (3.25) (3.11) (3.34) (3.20)
0. 005 0. 004 0. 005 0. 004 0. 005
(1.03) (0.85) (0.98) (0.88) (1.01)
0.706** 0. 690" 0.717** 0.705** 0.733**
(1.97) (1.94) (2.02) (1.98) (2.06)
0. 656 0. 546 0. 567 0.505 0.527
(1. 40) (1.17) (1.22) (1.08) (1.13)
-0.006 -0.011 -0.011 -0.011 -0.011
( -0.31) ( -0.55) ( -0.56) ( -0.54) ( -0.55)
0.027 0. 052 0. 046 0.059 0.053
(0.17) (0.32) (0.28) (0.36) (0.33)
-0.088 0.045 0. 052 0. 047 0.053
( -0.33) (0.17) (0.19) (0.17) (0.20)
1.198*** 1. 155%** 1152%** 1.165%** 1. 161***
(3.76) (3.64) (3.64) (3.67) (3.67)
0.558 0.590 0.597 0. 506 0.514
(1.43) (1.51) (1.54) (1.30) (1.32)
0.512 0. 584 0. 099 0. 599 0.114
(1.00) (1.14) (0.18) (1.17) (0.20)
-0.335 -0.362 -0.323 -1.026 -0.953
( -0.23) ( -0.25) ( -0.23) ( -0.48) ( -0.46)
1.164%** 0.920** 0. 869 * * 0. 624
(3.07) (2.34) (2.19) (1.52)
B 3.148** 3.151%%
(2.26) (2.26)
. 30. 830 * * 30.753**
(2.57) (2.57)
—4.430%** —4.707*** —4.765%** —4.605*** —4. 664 **
(-2.77) ( -2.95) ( -2.99) ( -2.89) (-2.93)
1477 1477 1477 1477 1477
962 962 962 962 962
Log Likelihood —1 861.046 -1 856. 366 —1853.854 -1 853.054 -1 850.537
LR chi2 652.35%** 661.71*** 666. 74 * * * 668.34* * * 673.37%**
Pseudo R? 0. 149 0.151 0.152 0.153 0. 154

SE ko Lk ok Kk 10% 5% 1% ( ) to.
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A research on the relationship between entrepreneur background
and innovation input

Gao Yonggiang' Nie Yumeng' He Xiaobin®
(1. School of Management Huazhong University of Science and Technology Wuhan 430074 Hubei China;
2. School of Social Sciences Tsinghua University Beijing 100084 China)

Abstract: Technological innovation not only contributes to economic update and national strength from a macro perspective but also
determines a firm’s survival comparative advantages and market value from a micro perspective. Given its importance firm innovation
has always been a hot topic in academia. In China private firms are active players in the market and understanding their innovative
decisions can be of great account under the policy of Mass Entrepreneurship and Innovation. Existing literature has found that firm in—
novation can be influenced by the personal traits of decision — makers ( entrepreneurs or CEOs) such as age education military expe—
rience career experience overseas experience perceived parents” social status native place and political connection. However we
still know little about whether the original social hierarchy of entrepreneurs plays a role in firm innovative decisions. In this study we
focus on farmer — sourced entrepreneurs and their firms” innovation input aiming to fill the research gap.

By integrating imprinting theory and literature on social hierarchy this study examines the effect of entrepreneurs” original
social hierarchy on firm innovation input. Imprinting theory has argued that early life experiences can leave persistent imprint on
individuals which can influence individuals” attitudes and beliefs throughout their lives. Social hierarchy research states that
people who grew up in low social hierarchy are more risk — prone. Compared with the high social hierarchy the low social hierar—
chy possesses much less in terms of resources status opportunities etc. This may lead them to form a mindset of " nothing to
lose" in risky decisions. They would pay more attention to the potential benefits instead of potential loss when taking risks. In the
Chinese context farmers are in a relatively low social hierarchy. They own less than urban residents in the aspects of income
education and perceived social status. Therefore we propose that farm — sourced entrepreneurs are more risk — prone and are
likely to invest more in firm innovation than non — farm — sourced entrepreneurs.

However it is impossible that farm — sourced entrepreneurs do not care about the riskiness of innovation at all so we pro—
pose two moderators that may influence entrepreneurs” perceived risk of innovation: prior sales rep experience and firm employee
training. Firstly entrepreneurs who once worked as sales rep could have accumulated rich marketing knowledge which helps
them make more accurate judgements about market demand and boost their confidence in innovative activates. Hence we pro—
pose that prior sales rep experience can strength the innovation investment of farm — sourced entrepreneurs. Secondly investing
in employees training can increase their professional knowledge and skills which lessens the risk of innovative activities. There—
fore we propose that employee training input can strengthen farm — sourced entrepreneurs” innovation investment. Evidence from
the nationwide survey of private firms across China in early 2014 supports our predictions.

This study has three main academic implications. Firstly it enriches research on imprinting theory and social hierarchy.
This study suggests a lasting imprinting effect of entrepreneurs” original social hierarchy on their risk preferences which supple—
ments for existing research about the imprinting effect of individuals” early experiences. Moreover original social hierarchy is
measured by an objective indicator in this study which is better than existing research in which social hierarchy is measured by
subjective indicators. Secondly this study contributes to firm innovation research by deepening the understanding of how entre—
preneurs or CEOs affect corporate innovation through their original social hierarchy. Thirdly this research deepens our knowledge
about the inner mechanism of entrepreneurs” risk preference. Research has pointed out that entrepreneurs who have military expe—
rience overseas experiences or diverse career experience may be more risk — prone since these experiences make them more con—
fident. However farmer experience increases an entrepreneur’s risk preference by cultivating a mindset of " nothing to lose" .

Besides this study has also managerial implications. Realizing the existence of imprinting effect can help entrepreneurs form
more accurate self — cognition so that they can take essential actions to overcome cognitive and behavioral biases in decision mak—
ing. Moreover this study can help firms select suitable candidates for a position relating to risky activities. For example when a
position needs someone who is risk — prone ( such as in R&D department) or risk — averse ( such as in risk control department)
one’s original social hierarchy and childhood life experiences can be important factors for reference.

Keywords: farmer — sourced entrepreneur; innovation input; imprinting theory; social hierarchy



