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The Dual Cultural Reproduction of Families and Schools: A Heterogeneous Discussion
about the Effects of Cultural Capital

................................................ Wu Yuxiao Huang Chao & Huang Suwen 1

Abstract: Based on the data from “China Education Panel Survey” (2013 - 2014) this paper
analyzes the differences of the impacts of cultural capital on the middle-school students” school
achievement among the stratified families and schools in China. It shows that students from families of
higher socioeconomic status possess more cultural capital; meanwhile the positive effects of cultural
capital tend to be bigger in high—quality schools than those in low—quality ones. The findings support the
Cultural Reproduction Theory rather than Cultural Mobility Model in the Chinese context. We argue that
cultural capital may play a more and more important role in shaping the structure of status attainment and

transmission of social inequality in China.

The Pedigree of Entrepreneurs and Venture Capital Funding

.................................................................. Li Guowu & Wang Zhenjie 28

Abstract: Does a university or enterprise pedigree of the entrepreneur contribute to more possibilities
for him/her to obtain venture capital? Based on the status signals theory this article argues that as the
uncertainty and information asymmetry the entrepreneurial popularity as an organization where an
entrepreneur comes from can affect the external investors” perceptions of his quality and increase the
likelihood ratio for the entrepreneur to obtain venture capital at the early stage. Our empirical study finds
that both the entrepreneurial popularity and the university pedigree of the entrepreneur are significantly
effective for the entrepreneur in attracting angel investors or A-round venture capital. However the
influence of the entrepreneurial pedigree is more significant than the university pedigree of the

entrepreneur.
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