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i) R 7R R MSHG L
A FTEN)
MR 4] 4 (2012) B W E RN K JEAR X
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(2004) I 58 AN, AT AT fiE S 1 A R 42 F (Self — improvement ) B¢ { 5 58 ( Self -
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S BT 2 LEAA TR SRR R 5 o AR SCRFSE R b 1~ AT Lo B 0 5 B2 L 1) 5 L 4R
H AL AR AR T L AR S B L3 LA T S R SRR 9 . b L i H e
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PRI o

AT AT Lo 55—, A B T HR b AR s RIWAT N . A SO BB K
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FRISEIR T 1] 3 AN

e LA ) RS H AR . 1528, #Hs Runciman (1966 ) $1& i1 1 AHXE s 25 7 B8 )
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TR AR — D ASE LA KR BB T3 A O AR A, B Sl 1
TF,EBWE L - 1) >0 M w20 AR AR LE B B vy, kPR N A,
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At 4 BAT IRl R Ak BT F B, B0 BRSNS RN o 55 A Eh A
TR RR B AN RIS REEIT , i AR G R R LB 455
CBRIERLN - -2, BME BE B IMA TR MR B AR X A AR R 5
M BBCER T WA SN R B SE AN, A A FE WL 217 A B 800, TR T 0, I ESE T 0,
HWHENT 00 WAR, AR — DA AR, IS IR 0 A G A5 AR I 1 22 % (B
TSN U 1 RGN OB T 0) , 2 HAT B e B AR

= R kIR

(—) EHERR

ASCAE IR A 50 HE 5L R U] 4 A 8 AN ELIY 64 SR (4 MK 2
AL 8 AMFEART) 900 A (FEASR I BEHLAIEZY 15 e )™ ) A, A4 M 2011 4F
12 R Rr8230 2012 452 HRES W . AP PR T80 BoRbT J DA 2011 45 A ak | LA
178 MASE N

(Z) EEHRERIT S0

1. E 9.3 45 B

AR BB ARG A DR A [ R A - R PR TF 2011 4R & H 7
EEWE, A AT 200" H 1 FORER AR 10 FoR“ B E" . AtmRs
B a A Bat U AL ARG R B RS R AR TE W R MRS
B1) o A GO R B 2R 5L T 0 R B R A I R R R TR A R BEA R B
FRAE A A 45 R, 928 DMFEACAN o M LR 5 0 B 7K R 6. 79, & 2 I 1 928 M REA
S i BAE  W E BE AKT H A3 A  o

1 2 3 4 5 6
(EFRHE) EFHE
Bl KREAFHEENEADREELE
z2 HARFBERAREEEKESGIER
T U= A % 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

& (%) 1.62 1.72 2.91 4.53 16.06 | 16.38 | 13.79 | 25.22 | 7.97 | 9.81

2. lERGRE

AT T B Pl 38 Ao LA PR A [l BURAS i H b RS R L 27 25 2 48
o T N B AN 5 AN I3 B AR 7l INZ N o =7 797 1 0 B VU . 5/ 9340 A7, < N
200 L R LB R R, AT 928 MRS T RO TR M. 2 3 A T REAR A
Jii B LU AR B A3 AT L o

*3 HERHERILEEERNSHIERL
He e i AR = ZHI
5 (%) 55.39 40. 63 3.99
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3. tdk &

Knight 25(2009 ) [ARFIE 48 K, 435047 28. 62% 7. 02% 39. 56% 3. 76% 2. T1% 3. 48%
F10. 93 % [y [ A A A A AR SR VORI AR ARG AL AT
N7 AT R E N B A ATE 13, 92% [k R4 8 B LA 76 b [ e b
X, B /N AR It 2 38 AR ) — N BEA5 ] o fH Knight 55 (2009 ) B4 88 Ko AR A n B2
Ao AR /N I Ay FE A LA A [

TR T A A 8128 LR S B T RN e R 2 (e L7 N3 2R LU ] e A B e T
LLE 5 ) R LA R A 2 PR (R AT DG nidil . A A I 5 P BB T “ R 2 RITME LA 27 1)
[F) AL, SFe A A R B T LA T ) o A RS 28 M L AR R 2 AR R/ R R (3
B ARIE" 4 GRS JUTAC A6 JLMh” o M 414 AR A S B eI T K — ), PR
RN ,32. 85% WA Bl A i RO AR /N T I M 2 8 1) LA A, B Bl il A
HERE JLM” (WK 4) o AUIHALIRL Y Knight 55 (2009) )8 A 45 1A BT 25 57

*4 BARNERIERARBSHIRRL
LB 1) AMEE | ANRMER | S M il HoAth
5 (%) 31.40 32.85 25.84 4.11 5.80 0.00

4. B P oy L

P A A PRIk DATT YR A ] R 2 AR i B A AT P At A H TR A L DA 4
T ARCEREY RRE R N N RS 2 BTR3NS
D67 AT T A AT BRI A M, 78 Sk A Ry 17 5 PR 2 AR AN S %7
A3 TCRT " IR Fas RO L P L5 W R 07 o Ay 414 AN T R 25 T X
A, 3RS A AR I R LR H AR AR PRI A A IR D

x5 HEARKNBERILBETHEFEHSHIER

HE I A AR AR A ToHrE
EW(%) 79.23 4.59 16.18

5. 4 &

AR BRI ARG M S BEAEIR S T 5E DL SRR DU AL A5 D B RR S R
X HCR R | HU TS 1) R LA A A AR PRI W o A U B | EUAE TS 17 | EL AR PR A A X
FUFARIEAIIEFE A Rl R4 ) 8 b R CHBCE SR XER0) VAR VAR 1R V-5 ) 52
HOTAFR A58 DL IS IR DAL A B R A i . 3% 6 LEERTRAIMAKIR S i 1 928 A~ Fil
414 MEARR MDA IR EG TR R

*x6 Ht TSR ERITER
L FEAE HH bRz i/MH BARMA
. 928 8.399 1.005 2.59 10.87
HON B R AT 414 8,348 1,040 44 10, 84
928 53.429 12.064 18 93
FHe(F) 414 53.063 11,630 18 84
- 928 0.798 0.401 0 1
WA =1) 414 0.819 0.386 0 1
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W6 TR ARG AR
BRA P It ¥y b | UMA | ki

o a 928 6.524 3.345 0 16
THEFR(F) 414 6.850 3,122 0 15
REER(EA =1 oo o3 | ik 5 i

. 2 91 274 1
AR (EHE=1) 3148; 8 332 Oo 47 8 1
RESHRAYHRHA=D) | 9 0. 054 0. 3% 0 i

(=) BUIRFT SR

BN Jo B, 2R I8 e 9 B0 BUBEEUN AR 4 O 2 AN i XA i AR A AR
(5 A iR R A RO v R I PR, AR U AE A G0 T 55 T 2 5 - AR Tl A R AR 1k
T A 2, AR S DA A 0 F e 35 2, WRR AP DR, R IBC— 7 i i By 1R A A
&I he A TR 9 BUR A B 55 PR BLY TP A & i a1 25 o 50—, 2RI A DA i ok 75
A UL ARRF I SA 2 B0

TR A & 112 AR BB AR R AR A T 3 153 L LA 47 1, R BT (M i
FE1 ARRERNT B2 VRN B ART A DL BRI A 7 [l 25 0B Pk 2R 2R K s
o 227 FIH T X 174 PR A F AT RO BL R BT 15 I A il . 8 31 T4 20
AR PA A AR i B AT 2805 B A G DL

MERT Fie 8 AT LA M, 0 & R A b R 2% R AE — E R L AF 43 Hirschman Al
Rothschild (1973) & H ) “ BRIEROW " BEIE o XL W], vk I A8 4R 7 (A G LBl B2 | L &7
R S D RIR S dREN R s &/ apn e T8

®7 “HABFIBEUNE, HAEEREEN" WERSHER(F4E: %)

DB AT 1 | B A 3 T I I N T
W I JEABLE ARG | 4 "o 5y it
28.7 16.1 37.4 12.4 5.7

£8 “H AN FIBILUAE, HAETELTELSX" NEASTHBER (4. %)

B A EAS Ao AR AL 3 Ho K
65.0 15.0 10.0 10.0
M GRS ER

(—) iBsREM &I E RS
FOBGRIE — P AR B, AN SR PEA P AR BERL ( Ordered Probit Model ) 41 M 46 P
RO RS e BB bR B, BB i
Si* = + i BX; +p, =62 +u,

o, ST At AU A RN R e o o ERRIT, B R LB
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SRR 2R A 1 T 2R 800, X, S 52 M0 e ) A LB B P R, A SO (IR R0 80 (AR
PER 2B AR RR 2R 56 ISR DO 2 75 DB SR FEHLIR 2250, M IR (0, 1) 1
&I
S, =1 RS’ <o,
S$,=2 WR o <S <o,
S, =3 RS >w,
T g IRACO, 1) IEA AT BOE T, 4
Prob(S;=1) =Prob(S," <w,) =Prob(6Z +u, <w,) =¢p(w, -8Z)
Prob( S, =2) =Prob(w, <S5 <w,) =Prob(w, <67 +u, <w,) =¢(w, —-8Z) —dp(w, -67)
Prob(S; =3) =Prob(S;" >w;) =Prob(8Z +u, >w;) =1 —p(w; —82)
w ESCHHEEINESR 0, <w, <wso ¢ I BBWRAE RS R
THE T ROR v 24 A 0 A2 B R OC R BUS BB, M R AL B Z M AP AE ™ 0 2 T SRR Pk
(RS B Z (RN OC R RARA RS 0. 5) o 329 FIH 1 X R AEAS A i R 18520
WA FLARR R R B L, 1 10% SR BB 2o ML BRSO , oA F 980k
REPE R 1% , LLBCH BN 1 WAER I 3. 3% , LLBm B8 2 A1 3 I HEZR 40 0 T B 2. 8% FI
0.5% o WOARI L 58 B2 42 BLAA AR DG G RR , a2 DM AR A A i I 2 e B, 1X Y Clark Rl
Senik (2010) [T FETIBAT -8, ZHFERYRLCNIE T 5% MK ER 2. RUFHER
R 1 AR USRI 1 AR TR 1. 4% , LA IE N 2 T 3 (MR 5 BT+ 1. 2% Fi
0.2% , Z B HF R LR R PEACOC R, ZBHF R KRN R E L, & E5ER
A R BON I, 72 10% MGETHKV ER o RWIADATARSE 5L, 58 5L b o J o

Mo

=9 bl 8538 & 240 E] = 43 #7 : Ordered Probit Model
BREN
Wi ¥ Fof Az v R LA
LOARER) 2(&1) [ 3(&HIL)
NGRS E 4 -0.084" 0.045 0.033 -0.028 -0.005
S -0.006 0.004 0.002 -0.002 |3.323¢-4
KA (B =1) 0. 090 0.111 -0.035 0.030 0.005
TR H IR 0. 0305 ™ 0.015 -0.014 0.012 0.002
AEXRR(EBR =1) 0.187° 0.102 -0.074 0.063 0.011
WK A(CHE=1) 0.076 0.170 -0.030 0.026 0.004
REVHEAK(VHRHK=1) -0.083 0.324 0.033 -0.028 -0.004
HEMEE S 4
A 928
Pseudo R* 0. 1097
FH1E 154. 16

o ok AR T 5% 10% B KF LR E,

(D) IEBRESEN=RER
B S R ) 42 2 SO 2 20l 3 3 d /) e 1k (OLS) A e i A8 7 ( Ordered
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Probit or Logit Model ) 2efiti 1A Jvi] IR 28 %) 32 W2 45 /XA 52 ], Ferrer — i — Carbonell Fl Frijters
(2004) 5 i, BRI Al B85 R ER T U R EA BT AR Ah, B E R R BN AT 5 A
BB —20PE ot AT OLS J7 kAt th (R 45 SR A e L 8 B , AR SCHERR TS v [ A
i B ) LA R 0ot 2 A SRR S M I T2 (] OLS Jy il A Al i o [WlAE , AR S fd FH e A 3107
R EE BT 100 A LA T 2 T A M X A A 2 T

SR 43T L A5 R X A AR A ) o ER S AR ) B2, A SCR P Y SIS AL AN T

SWB, =a, +AS, +'M; +p,

b SWB, SRR FEM AR, o, R RFEO, A R He A BE Y [ H R 4K, S, R LE# 0
BE M, SR — A FURHIE AR 5, " o A PR AR 500 S AR R R ) R 48, S B IR 25 0

ASSCHE AN VS IR, 23 BT L O UL SE AR R A R o TR TR v 4% figp R A
A SC R BUS A B, A R AL i Z [ AN AAE ™ 1 1Y 22 R 2 Ve (R A Bt 22 [B] A AT DG R R
HARLL0.5) o K 10 3} 7 ARRMHEA MM TR . KPEE 10 B8 1 AT 85 R, ZE B
AT B R OU T, AR FEXS F A S S AN 3 o ARPEARRY 2 I A TR AR
AR, AR BE T AR SR A 3 o DR, TG A A TS o, Lo
JEXSEAR R LA B o A SCRBFR SR S Clark Fil Senik (2010 ) AFFELIEA—EL.

x10 Pb 8238 B XY £ W SE 18 B AT 220 : OLS
B, AL L COREFRAER) 8 2 (Al il AR i)
RE Fafgbr iR RE FafgbruEiR

# R 6.749 0.088 3.061 1.070
PR R B (R AR

A (A =1, 348 =0) 0.041 0.137 0.066 0.129

ZEW(ZEK =154 =0) 0.494 0.378 0.315 0.313
N B AR x4 0.258 0. 064
i -0.068" 0.033
Fill T 7.579¢ -4™ 3.051e -4
PR (FH=1) 0.104 0.161
ZHEF F IR 0.085 ™ 0.023
AEXRR(EBR =1) 0.438*" 0.136
AR (BAE =1) 0.302 0.230
AEVBERK(VHERE=1) -0.118 0.337
HNEE S Az T 4]
HAE 928 928
Adjusted R 0.0022 0.3027
F 14 0.86 6.28

T e (x SRR TE 1% 5% A 10% 69 K-F LB E
H.EBAESER

(—) e 7T EEI RN B R 5347
F TS T BB LR il e TR A L HE R R RE#F , AU E P 229326 Logit SEALMHT A
I7i] PR 280 EE AT 1o PR (AR AR 2 ) AR TR B A
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=

Logit =a, +@,Z, +e€,

S

5=
S— T ———

!
ap, + @2 €y

=

Logit o + 32, + €y

(
Logit(
(

—_

Logit(—S) =ay, teiZ, +€y
1

ES0P,D(0=1,2,3,4,5) 53 n gk AR M AR IS " AR R IR AR RN 2K
SR R JITAC A0 U T IR, oy w0y o oy TR, @1 @5 3 i T LB S 11 R
WA REL, Z, R BT IR IN R €, € €5 €, B BEHLIR 2T,

R FNH 1 TS R PR AT AR o WA R IR h B fi i) 1 FOAH AC R B, mT i
T R AT e IR IR M R B AN R AT TR B RUSE 2 (i RV AC R 5 LU &
S B SRR ACHEAT HEE 3 55 R A3 2 PSR A FE A AHE LR AR HE A 355 i S 4% 5
AT A AL 2 SRR T Ko 20T AR MUK I A Jo IS ST A B A, 31X 5 52 80
FARFRAC A Ji BEAE A3 ] sl B AR AR A LU A o 56 B3 SE SR S A
R A B/NALRUITAC LR, 344 5 B2 g AR L3S MR AS S0 53 o R 2 52 1 i Pl A
Ko THSMAATE B RAZE R HLEL, ol B K T 45 8 R M AR IS 24 06 D3
PR Jiy B S B RS ARN Jd LE A, ik D B BB SR By 19 SN AC T B A O AT G o v gk
R A7 (e FU BT 1) A% L HA L 2 e R TG s AT %, 3X 5 Clark I Senik (2010) {6
FEHIR—Eo

TS o

*x11 LA A ZREITER( USBEEAS B 4H) :Multinomial Logit Model
EN ST AR RN LR R SR WA
M—Eg N JIAY —; S JIAY —; S JIAY —; S JiNY —;
& gy | BRI o | B o | BER o | R
HETR HETR HETR HER
RO 4.508 1.655 4.117 1.795 -38.225 | 3.567 -1.584 | 2.633
BN BRI | —0.2737 ] 0.138 | —0.3137 | 0.139 -0.284 | 0.338 0.278 0.280
EX S -0.004 | 0.014 0.012 0.016 | —0.053* | 0.027 | —0.040* | 0.024
PR (B =1)] -0.028 | 0.385 -0.198 | 0.407 0.012 0. 607 -0.466 | 0.615
THEF SR 0. 040 0. 048 0.026 0. 044 -0.070 | 0.08 | 0.209* | 0.093
v o2 s 2
%ﬁﬂ:m 0.635* 0.328 0.360 0.338 0.314 0.796 0.139 0.610
(st =1)
AR K L . .
(oas-1) | ~1.278 0.711 -1.203 0.703 | 14.798 0.689 | -2.118 0.909
RETVHREE | B B
(TR = 1) 0.756 | 0.682 0.372 | 0.696 |12.995 1.382 0.328 | 1.222
LENTF eS|
HAE 414
Pscudo R 0.1376
FHiE 11746. 69

FE o wer | x AR T 1% 5% A2 10% 9K F LR FE,
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(D) IeBRAASEN =R

RGPS M LT (1 414 DREASRA IS R T AR MRPER 12 1
PEATER T LU B, A AR S B A5 O0 T, 296 48 A O LE B AL AR i R4
A e AR A R I, AR A I, R 4 S 1 LA S IR AL A T I e I o

F*12 ELE 77 [ %) £ W E 18 BRI 220 : OLS
S RV B RN AT RIS Y HAS 2 (i F il Ar i)
RE Fefatbr e 1R 3 AR E R

W HA 6. 589 0. 202 1.847 1. 414
W aR T vy (4R JE A AR

AR 0.273 0.271 0.246 0. 257

AR ALE R, 0. 264 0.274 0.225 0.278

3 0.117 0. 470 0.291 0. 549

FRA 1. 120 0.394 0.784" 0.412
N R 0. 486 0. 101
i -0.039 0. 053
FHe T 5.552¢ -4 5.192¢ -4
MR (FH=1) -0.167 0.241
THREHFR 0.117 " 0.427
AEXR(ER =1) 0.504 ™ 0.219
HKA(EHE=1) 0.517 0.423
AEVERK(VHERE=1) -0.810 0.524
BEEMEE PEos EC!
HAERE 414 414
Adjusted R 0.0142 0. 1626
F1& 0.0853 4.32

T e x AR T 1% 5% F0 10% 69 K-F LB %

N EEBRPHEEEEER

(—) EBFHERERNZME R
ARSCAEFH AP Logit AR A AN ] DR 200 B AR RS2 BB B I

f;
LOg(ﬁ) a3 = Z 0.Z; + s
i i=1

Horp L Fn g A A AR SR MR, i T RO, 0, 47s A0 2 5 B R Mg IR AR 1l U1 2R
B, Z, FnSE MgOR A A AR IR, RO (BCE RIS RO) AR M e SO AR RR 2
258 D1 IS IR BL AR AR DR s EBERLERZET

3G 7B B AR R I R AL AR A AR B R B0 IE HoAE
5% WK LR35 WA S B AR PRI . S A AR BRI R BON IEIFTE 10% B KF- L
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PEEC I PR R A58
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A RE FRldbRiE R HERFON

F AR -0.981 1. 603
N B R 2T 0.258™ 0.130 0.037
ES7S 0.001 0.014 1.489¢ -5
EA(FHE=1) -0.671°" 0.384 -0.083
THEFHF R 0.085" 0.048 0.012
REXR(ER =1) 0.289 0.327 0.040
KA =1) 0.179 0.516 0.027
AEVBRER(VHRAL=1) -0.166 0.589 -0.025
EEMEE 4
A 414
Pseudo R’ 0.1224
F Ak 47.36

FEokx L x AR T S5% 10% KT ERFE,

(D) tBRPHERESERE

M 14 BIR 1 (AGTTEE IR, LB A A AP0 U A B AT RS20 HLAE 1% W /KF
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AFEAR R, AP A A ons DL AR ATAT IE RS, HH R R AN AE 5% 1 K-F- F

o

AR LB A I AL AP T AR A A AR IE A DR SC AR HL B )l REAF AR [ R SE R
RSB FLsE ke i e B HAT QA AR BT G AR RO AR A Js RSN~ A, 53 T i
AP AR T AR A B 2 (05 2 frt [ R R IR 1 i L b i bk, e
T2 ) S B 2 (E R R PR AR S, LA SRDL 8 A T 3 [l I L AT B 5 el 25 P 00 B g ) 52
R E LA e , AR SCBAT R BN G 1 LS R A e N A PRI, {178 L7 (2009)
WO, T HASRAS AT e, T HASRAG THn BELL OLS Al AT o NI, AR ST 5K
JIT OLS Al |-, JAF I REAl |-t A28 R vl B2 1 BEAT i PR 175 DL

F 14 e i e S Xt £ WS4 B Y 2 0E : OLS
A LRV B RN AT RIS Y HERS 2 (il Ar i)
RE FfgtbrE i Y44 AR R
F R 6.221 0.228 2.296 1.376
R P aRR(LR =1) 0.770 ™" 0.254 0.591™ 0.269
SR SE o 0.465" 0.100
iy -0.056 0.052
-l 7.057e -4 5.095e —4
PR (FH=1) -0.140 0.240
ZHE IR 0.104 " 0.042
AEXR(ER =1) 0.490™ 0.218
KA T =1) 0.421 0.398
AFEVRER(FHRAE=1) -0.812 0.532
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HARE 414 414
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e e DARTE 1% 5% #KF LR

£ HERIE

ASCHEITA: 7111 4 4 8 B 64 A-FEE 900 2R BRI A BB 9 e
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Price Misestimation and Marriage Market Disequilibrium
Zhang Xiaodi

(School of Economics,Fudan University )

Abstract: This paper examines the equilibrium and disequilibrium in the marriage market by using
a lwo — sided search model based on the theory of social price. When all agents are rational and price
signal is not distorted ,the market reaches the perfect sorting homogamy equilibrium,in which agents
with similar types and categories marry within their groups. But misestimations for both oneself and
others lead to disequilibrium. On the one hand,over —sell — estimated individuals turn down matches
of the same type. Under — self — estimated people end up in unfit marriages at an earlier time. Both
kinds of inaccurate self — evaluation have the negative externality which prevents the low — type men/
women from marrying. On the other hand,the displayed social price may be distorted from the actual
social price of an individual either on purpose or indeliberately, leading to the absence of marital
market clearing. However, the misrepresented price will be gradually correcied as the time spent
together increases and information asymmetry fades away.

Key Words: Homogamy ;Social Price ;Search and Match Model ; Disequilibrium
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Social Comparisons , Inclusion and Happiness:
An Empirical Evidence from Rural China
Chen Qianheng and Chi Guijuan
(College of Economics and Management, China Agricultural University )
Abstract; This paper aims lo seek the relationship between comparative intensily, comparative
directions , inclusion in social comparison and subjective well — being by using the survey of more
than 900 rural residents from 64 administrative villages in 8 counties, and 4 provinces in China.
About 45% investigated rural residents compare with others in daily life. The lower income the rural
residents have ,the higher the intensity of comparison is. Meanwhile , the intensity of comparison has
no significant impact on subjective well — being. With respect to the directions of comparison,
villagers in the same sub — village are the most frequently cited as the reference group. Those who
compare to neighborhoods are unhappier than those who compare to other benchmarks. Females or
those who have higher income or higher education have stronger inclusion. The rural residents who
have higher inclusion are much happier.
Key Words: Chinese Rural Residents; Intensity of Comparison; Directions of Comparison;
Inclusion; Subjective Well — being
JEL Classification: D60,131,7Z10
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