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50



X1 =1, =0
X2
X3 =1; =0
X4
X5 =1; =0
X6 (6 )6 =6
X7 g =1; =2; =3; =4;
X8 =1; =0
X9 =1; =0
X10 =1; =0
X1 10% =1; 10%—30% = 2; 30%—50% = 3;
50% —80% =4;80% =5
5 =1;5 —10 =2;10 —20 =3;
X12 20 —30 =4;30 =5
() Y, o
Y, Y, Y Y, Y
2
Yo ( ) 1.8545 1.3662
Y, ( ) 0.5359 0.6088
Y5 ( ) 0.2901 0.7545
Yo ( ) 1.2578 0.9836
Y ( ) 0.7781 1.1202
Y ) 0.5875 0.9043
X1( ) 0.5847 0.4930
X2( ) 30. 8352 10.2843
X3( ) 0.4125 0.4925
X4( ) 15.0488 3.0826
X5( ) 0.4715 0.4994
X6( ) 3.8969 1.0880
X7( ) 1.9724 0.9917
X8( ) 0.3398 0.4739
X9( ) 0.1832 0.3870
X10( ) 0.1206 0.3258
X11( ) 3.5626 1.0782
X12( ) 2.7431 0.9992
2 : 10%
10% ~30% : 10%
10% ; o
10% : 58. 4%
10% ~30% 30.8 41.25%

15 —



15 47.15% »

3.8
o 33.98%
18.32%
()
ordered-probit
3 o
deredprobit

12. 06%

()
or— Ordered-Probit
o 1
10% —
30%
3.87% - o
10% —30%
1 1.41% »
13.1%
10% —
30% 1.54% . .



3 Probit
1 2 3 4 5 6
X 0.1526* 0.3280™ -0.1563* 0.2289™
: (0.0420) (0.0020) (0.0240) (0.0030)
X 0.0209 ™ 0.0092" 0.0207 ™ -0.0568 ™ -0.0370* 0.0095 ™
: 0. 0000) (0.0600) (0.0020) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0410)
X 0.1373" 0.2280* 0. 1355%
: (0.0850) (0.0320) (0.0590)
X ~0.0470* ~0.0329* 0.1559* 0.0930™ 0.0984 * ~0.0679*
! (0.0000) (0.0220) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
X 0.2202* 0.4394* 0.4254™ 0.3547 ™
? (0.0120) (0. 0000) (0.0010) (0.0000)
X, ~0.0989
(0.0060)
X 0.1086™ 0.1043* 0.1351™
! (0.0010) (0.0080) (0. 0000)
X, 0.2442
(0.0020)
X 0.4109* 0.8897 ™
’ (0.0000) (0.0000)
-0.1931"
Xl()
(0.0600)
X 0.4040™ 0. 0808 ** 0.2443™ 0.3170™ 0.3938* 0.1848™
" (0.0000) (0.0240) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
0.0706"
XIZ
(0.0730)
obs 1086 1086 1086 1086 1086 1086
Likelihood ~1658.91 ~891.62 ~534.40 ~1231.10 ~1099.52 ~1057.22
LR 243. 64 115.67 220.07 473.67 321.98 128.04
P 0 0 0 0 0 0
“hk 7 a=0.05 o7 a=0.1 .
10% —30% 3.8% » N ;
10% N ; 1—2
10% —30% 11. 5% N
10.78% » S
10%—30%  4.78% . :
o Ordered-Probit 1086
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6.94% . o
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A Discussion on Deepening the Reform of

Innovation and Entrepreneurship Education

Cheng Li
( School of Finance Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023 China)

Abstract: From the perspective of Chinas economic “new normal” background this paper deeply discusses the realistic
emergency of higher education reform the nature of innovation and entrepreneurship and some detail key measures. We find
that promoting the new round reform of training mode currently needs to satisfy the followings: (1) Adhering to that the new
normal of higher education’s development has to adapt and lead to the one of economic and social development so as to under—
stand the transformation of economic development supply and demand of talent market and developing strategy of university;
(2) Adhering to the innovation and entrepreneurship education for the lead with a focus on the development of independent in—
novation consciousness of college students; (3) Adhering to the innovation of “three basic” education ( basic theory basic
knowledge and basic methods and skills)  strengthening experiments practical education and training to promote industry-u—
niversity cooperation and collaborative education; (4) Adhering to the innovation of system to build the “demand-oriented”
but “individualized and personalized training” teaching and school management system for the achievement of flexible manage—
ment.

Key words “new normal”; innovation and entrepreneurship; education refornj “Three Basics” education
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Empirical Analysis of the Influence Factors of Individual
Investment Decision-making Based on Micro Data

Liu Mengjuan Li Gang
( School of Economics Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023 China)

Abstract: By using Ordered-Probit model regression analysis of 1086 samples we get some conclusions: First financial
knowledge has a significant influence on personal investment decision-making. Second age education and the proportion of
the investment of the income significantly influence investment decision choice in all financial products but the number of fam—
ily members learning financial knowledge mnow engaged in the financial industry and the household income have an influence
only for the individual financial products. Especially we should focus on age education and income effects in the investment
decision-making analysis.

Key words: investment decision-making; influencial factors; micro data
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