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Digital Inclusive Finance Entrepreneurship and Income Distribution:
An Empirical Research from the Perspective

of Urban—ural Differences in China
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Abstract: The inclusiveness of digital financial inclusion lies in its promotion of equal opportunities and fair income
distribution. Based on the matching data of digital financial inclusion index the registration data of enterprises and the urban—
rural income gap from 2011 to 2017 the paper empirically tests the impact and mechanism of digital inclusive finance on
income distribution from the perspective of urban—rural differences. The empirical result shows that digital financial inclusion
has a significant positive impact on residents” income especially for rural residents which helps to narrow the urban-rural
income gap. In terms of the impact mechanism this paper finds that the development of digital financial inclusion improves
income distribution by promoting rural residents” entrepreneurship. The effect of digital inclusive finance on rural residents’
entrepreneurship is mainly reflected in small and micro businesses or labor-intensive entrepreneurship. The paper reveals that
digital inclusive finance exhibits the characteristics of “Pro-poor Growth” and can promote rural residents” entrepreneurship
and income increase.
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Abstract: The impact of informal institutions on corporate social responsibility ( CSR) is well recognized in existing
literature  but the studies from the perspective of revolutionary history are rarely scant. By drawing on the data of martyr
memorial facilities this paper empirically examines the role of revolutionary history in CSR. The results show that (i) local
revolutionary history has a positive effect on CSR  and the effect is more pronounced for firms with political connections; ( ii)

the revolutionary history substitutes for the role of formal institution and increases the level of social trust to promote CSR;
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