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the hamony and prosperty of society indirectly.

Why Famers in J City Refuse to Be Citizens: Security economics of suburban
fArmers -« eoee weee enes seeeeeoeene o Mao Dan & Wang Yanfeng 45

Abstract Subuiban farmers don’ t always welcome the project of “ dismantling villages
and setting up urban communities” carried out by local govermments. The phenomenon is
usually explained as the local governments’ failure to satisfy the minmum economic
requirements of suburban famers. The author takes the revised theory of “ safety goes
fist” put forward by J. Scott picking out some suburban villages in J citys Zhejiang
provinces the case study shows that the reason of the resistance of suburban farmers is the
sense of insecurity. In other words in the process of uibanization prompted by the
govemment, the original secunty conditions are easily damaged, but this problem has not
been taken serously, not to mention establish the substitutes for satifying famers  safety
requirements. In their daily lives farmers tend to have a sense of high risk and insecunty
during the tranfomation including the economic insecurity, social insecurity and
political insecurity, etc.

Born out of Network: A sociological analysis of the startup -« -eeeeeeee
............................................................ Bian Yanjie 74

Abstract: This article is a sociological analyss of the emergence of fims. Interviews with
entrepreneurs in the Pearl River Delta indicate that market information startup capital,
and business contracts for a brand new fim are all embedded in the entrepreneurs social
networks. The author proposes a market-network interaction model to theoretically explain
how a fim is born out of social networks, and uses an 830-entempiise survey to test the

hypotheses derived from the model.

The Change of Labor Market Structure and Returns on Human Capital
ceeveee oo Liu Jingming 89

Abstract Scholars seldom explain the mechanism and process of the increasing
educational retums during the period of market transition. In this aticle, the author
discusses the relationship of labor market segmentation and returns on human capital from
the view of New Structuralism, and owes the various patterns of human capital returns to
the change of stmuctural properties of labor market. The power of the central state, the
principle of economic performance and institutional path-dependency codetermine the
various pattems of returns on human capital in each labor market sector. Data analysis
shows that the various pattems of retums on human capital are not consistent with the
direction of marketization. That is to say, returns on human capitals rather imply the
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