11978
1990
(1) ? (2)
? (3)
2
(D)
. (@)
- (3)
- 1980
( . 2009 . “ 7 1990

(Jessop 1998 ;Gaudin 1998 ;de Alcantara 1998 ;Stoker 1998) .

“« »

* 2010 7 “ ”
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( 2001 2002a 2002b; 2000;
2004 ; 2001 ; 2002) . :
“ ”(Good Governance) ?
? ?
“ ”( 2001; 2001; . 2002 ;
2002a; 2006) -
. 1978
( 1991 ; 1992; 2000)
N N N ( 2005)
0 1990
( . 1998 ; 2003) .
£ (1)1978
? (2)
? (3)
?
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(Greif 2006) »

(Nee & Su 1996) .

(Peng 2004 ; 2009 ; Tsai 2002
2007a 2007b) -
366
90
(Peng 2004) -
( 2@)0
N N 316
(
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) 0
“ ”(solidary group)
(Tsai 2007a 2007b) »
(1)
;(2)
( ) ( )
(1)
? (2)
? (3)
?
1 o
(3) Gisdnf?
(1) XERH?
1
N : ?
()
. (
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(Freedman 1958 1966) -

( 2010) »
(Pasternak 1972; 1971; 1991;
2000; 2004)

(Baker 1968; Ahern 1973; Portter 1970 ; Watson
1981 ; Harrell 1982)

( 1989/1927) .
1840 20

(Duara 1988; N
1948 ; 2001 2008) . 1949
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. 1950 . .
( 1991) . 1950
« . 1996) ¥,
1978
1990
. 1990
@
25%
32.5% ( 2002) .
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( . 1993 ; 1995) .
. 2000
1999 ; 2003; 2004;
(
1980
( 1997)
2000) .

)

« »

113

13
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( 1997 2001). .
N ( 2002a) .
?
?
1978 13 »
( 1.
N : ?
( 1991 ; Thurston 1998) »
( 2001) .
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( 1998) .

“ ” (Tsai 2002) .
113 ”» “ » ( 1991 ) R
( 2001) »
( 2002 2003) .
( 2004) .
( 2001 ;
Tsai 2007b) ( 2003 ; 2004) .
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(winner—take-all system)

(proportional system) o ;

(Lizzeri & Persico 2001) .

(Foster & Rosenzwig 2001) »

(Besley & Coate 2001) »

(Besley & Burgess 2002) .
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(Zhang et al. 2004; N
2006; 2006 ; N 2007; Luo et al. 2007a
2007b) o :

panel

Gini (Shen & Yao 2000) .
60

( ) (Zhang et al. 2004) .

( 1997; 2000; 1997 2001).

143 ”»

(solidary group)

“ ”»

(Tsai 2007b) »

3a:
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2008 8
345 <802 o
800 o
¢ Do
1
/
N % N % N %

1851046 4.9 15 4.3 44 5.5

179268 .5 2 .6 8 1.0
1331028 3.5 11 3.2 23 2.9
2575741 6.8 13 3.8 47 5.9

929071 2.5 7 2.0 16 2.0
2090669 5.5 22 6.4 40 5.0

528491 1.4
1553900 4.1 11 3.2 40 5.0
2276009 6.0 23 6.7 48 6.0
2119991 .6 15 4.3 32 4.0
1337308 3.5 11 3.2 45 5.6
1665379 4.4 16 4.6 47 5.9
2387291 6.3 32 9.3 80 10
1259732 3.3 8 2.3 20 2.5
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N % N % N %

3733340 9.9 38 11.0 71 8.9

3277013 8.7 29 8.4 67 8.4

1381131 3.7 11 3.2 32 4.0

1541508 4.1 24 7.0 32 4.0

1163572 3.1 12 3.5 24 3.0

1359512 3.6 17 4.9 20 2.5

3251615 8.6 28 8.1 66 8.2

37792615 100 345 100 802 100

~»
X ”(Tsai 2007b; 2009) .
1; 0o
N N N 1949
1949 388 1949 216
55.67% . 1980
(46%) (78%) C 2).
2
(%)? (%)?

N Total N 1 2 3 =4 | Total
178 58.4 | 41.6 100 74 85.1 8.1 1.4 5.4 100
88 53.4 | 46.6 100 42 66.7 | 14.3 7.1 | 11.9 100
204 60.3 | 39.7 100 82 87.8 6.1 3.7 2.4 100
190 57.9 | 42.1 100 76 71.1 9.2 [10.5 9.2 100
142 35.2 | 64.8 100 91 73.6 | 12.1 9.9 4.4 100
Total 802 54.1 | 45.9 100 365 77.8 9.6 6.6 6 100
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o 1949
¢ 3.
3 1949 (%)
1949
Total
43.8 7.7 51.6
10.3 38.1 48.4
Total 54.2 45.8 100
) :
1982 12 { y 111
- 1987 11 24
( C ) 1990
1998 ( »
(13 » R << >>
43 ”» 10
2
/ ”(Shi 1999;0i & Rozelle 2000)
(Niou 2001; 2003;
2005) R (13 7" (13
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4
« 4-
83.1% 20%
« "(11%)  “ "(15.2%)  ( 5).
100% o 2/3
13 C 6).
« )
4 (%)
N 1 3 4 =5 Total
160 2.5 1.9 8.8 42.5 44.4 100
73 1.4 5.5 15.1 48.0 30. 1 100
174 4.0 12. 1 9.8 32.2 42.0 100
159 5.7 13.8 15.7 37.7 27.0 100
80 5.0 .0 18.8 57.5 18.8 100
Total 646 3.9 7.7 12.7 41.0 34.7 100
5 (%)
N Total
154 1.3 12.3 86.4 .0 100
70 4 20.0 78.6 .0 100
170 7.7 91.2 .6 100
145 . 13.1 84.8 2.1 100
113 2.7 30.1 67.3 .0 100
Total 652 1.1 15.2 83.1 .6 100
® { » .
(10
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[

”» [43 » “© ”»
67.2% 71.9%
( 6) R [43
b4
“ » 4 7 %
C 6).
6 (%)
65.8 1.7 16.3 81.5 3.4 86.0 3.7 3.7
69.5 2.3 22.7 58.0 .0 .0 78. 4 5.5
70. 8 2.9 20. 1 74.5 .5 14.7 73.0 1.7
71.8 .0 20.5 72.1 2.1 6.8 76.8 7.1
53.2 4.2 33.1 38.0 4.2 23.2 42.3 7.4
Total 66.7 2.1 21.9 67.2 1.6 10.2 71.9 4.7
: [ ”» : 1 ;
Q (43 » - l - Q [
7 : 1; 0,
113 ”»
(good governance) : (legitimacy) - (transparen—
cy)~ (accountability) (rule of law )~ (responsiveness)
(effectiveness) ( 2001) -

“ ”»

148



2004 ; Luo et al. 2007a 2007b) o

(Zhang et al.

5
N o 5 1/3
2/3
56.7 1045 (7).
7 5
(%)
Total ( ) )
34.3 65.7 100 100.9 1663.4
25.0 75.0 100 44.6 834.6
35.3 64.7 100 23.5 1130.2
30.5 69.5 100 32.2 690. 4
33.8 66.2 100 89.3 754.6
Total 32.5 67.5 100 56.7 1045. 4
34% 18%
(15.5%) (1.7%)( 8).
(54.5%)
“ 7(62.7%) “ ”(20.3%)
16.5% C 9).
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(%)

36.44 32.31 .91 8.65 9.31 .65 6.20

40. 60 22.72 .60 8.59 18.38 1. 68 7.75

38.21 9.84 2.19 12.36 26.05 5.34 4.62

31.90 11.51 .48 18.47 30.71 2.37 2.18

23.04 18.52 .62 29.10 20.63 1.43 5.46

Total 33.94 18.19 1.03 15.49 21.67 2.48 4.90

(%)
« » o« "o )

Total Total

59.7 40.4 100 14.9 33.3 51.8 100

33.3 66.7 100 15.1 20.6 64.4 100

40.4 59.6 100 8.8 10.4 80.0 100

43.9 56.1 100 15.5 17.1 67.5 100

47.3 52.8 100 31.9 22.0 45.1 100

Total 45.5 54.5 100 16.5 20.3 62.7 100

“ 5
»
10).®
® .
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N Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
In 802 5.82 . 902 3.219 8.517
In 731 —. 66 . 995 -5.423 2.802
In 787 2.76 1. 427 —-4. 605 5.704
775 8. 65 23.172 .263 649. 287
In 787 7.92 . 848 5.011 10. 897
% 798 82.26 22. 686 2 100
-1 791 .41 . 494 0 1
792 1.95 3.301 0 32
~
38% 1949
20% 1979 2
1980 o
20
? 15
f ‘ ' | \\ 10
/ lﬂ / / \I‘Vﬁl‘\ / \ / ‘. ’\
Vo \ /
Y, AN
Ao AL Vi W o
———————————————————— SR R R Y
2 a2 RIFIIBEETEESSSTEEETGS
2
( 1)
?
(proxy) .
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« »
“ »
. ¢ 11)
«c 0
1980 « 2.
o 1o
11 (Cox Model)
Q) @ @ (€)) ©)
1980 1980 1990 2000
. 262" —34.457 7237 -.059 . 030
. 145 42714810. 233 . 182 .331 275
Observations 27 995 14 562 4 1755 4 642 4 036
pseudo R-squared . 00494 . 0155 . 0666 . 000175 7.42E -05

Notes_Titles:Standard errors in brackets;” p<0.1 *p<0.05 **p<0.01.

% . Kaplan-Meier survival estimate
=5 % e &
analysis time
3
1980 ( 2) 1980 ( 1) 1990
(  3.4).
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(
| 2;;5)0
(
Wald test
( | 3.4)

(Dimaggio & Powell 1983) .

(Tolbert & Zucker 1983) .

(
)
(
)
probit ( 1.3.5)
7 (Tsai 2007b)
( 2.4.6).
( 12).
¢ 12)
7 ( 1.2);

2003;

“1949
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12
Q)] (@) 3) C)) &) (6)
Probit IV Probit Probit IV Probit Probit IV Probit
=1 . 068 . 199 —.515"  —-.530" .498 1. 080 ***
. 108 . 181 . 146 .253 .233 . 357
In . 005 -. 046 . 004 —-.004 . 267 .218
.074 .076 111 L 113 . 176 . 173D
In .022 -.036 -.029 -.032 -.219 —.246"
. 057 . 060 . 084 . 087 .135 .133
In -.028 -.016 . 150" . 140 . 149 132
. 051 . 052 . 081 . 082 . 146 . 139
-.026 -.024 -.011 —-.002 -.063 -.057
. 022 .023 .035 . 036 . 066 . 063
In 1147 154 . 164 L1677 | -.034 -.030
. 064 . 066 . 101 . 100 . 150 . 142
% -.003 -.002 -.002 —-.002 -.002 -.001
. 003 . 003 . 003 .003 . 005 . 005
—-. 111 -.063 402 ™ .381™ -.073 -.032
=1 L1113 117 . 167 . 169 .273 . 264
. 000 -.007 L1277 L1277 -0 123 -.133
.018 .018 . 044 . 044 .092 . 090
-.521" - 558" L7257 .709 % . 486 . 627
. 195 .205 .293 .303 . 400 .393
-.141 -.183 420 .394" | -.236 -.184
. 169 . 178 .214 .217 .383 .375
-.405" —.411™ .483 ™ .499 1 .201 .296
171 . 180 .241 . 248 . 361 . 349
=557 —.590 " . 128 . 161 -.854 -.959"
. 190 .200 . 257 . 264 . 545 .535
Constant .452 256 | -1.176 | -1.199 |-3.060" | -3.074"
. 781 . 796 1. 141 1. 146 1.758 1.708
Observations 668 632 429 409 453 433
Wald test of exogeneity|
(/aththo = 0): chi2| 1.35 . 246 .08 .773 3.98 . 046
(1) /Prob > chi2
pseudo R-squared . 0323 . 0993 127

Standard errors in brackets;” p<0.1 *p<0.05 **p<0.0l.

( 5.6) . ( 2):
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?
2x2
( 13): 0
( 13 ”» ) 1
2 3
13
1
0
5 ( In )
o (Raw Effect
) 13 3 » ; 13 2 ”» (13 O ”»
; (13 1 » [ 0 » ( 14) .
( 15).
14 Raw Effect
3 1
2.44 1.75
2 0
2.01 1.93
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15
(€)) &) 3) )
OLS OLS Tobit Tobit
1 -. 176 -.063 -.271 -.133
.212 .216 .294 . 288
2 . 083 .216 .039 .218
. 240 . 249 .333 . 331
3 514 . 463 .581" .517°
.224 .229 .310 .304
In L6787 785
. 098 . 131
In -.011 . 028
.075 .099
In -. 067 -.022
.072 . 096
. 025 . 044
. 031 . 041
In .248 7 .336 "
. 086 . 115
% -. 005 -. 006
. 003 . 004
-.195 -.361"
=1 . 148 . 198
-.02 -.03
.022 . 031
-. 125 -.232
. 255 .339
-.370" -.533"
.212 .283
-.29 -.363
221 .294
-. 113 —-. 144
254 .335
Constant 1.928 ™ -3.263 " 1.516 % —-4.863 "
. 182 1. 063 .252 1.415
R/-squared .023 . 163
pseudo R-squared . 00477 . 0364
Observations 711 602 711 602
Standard errors in brackets;” p<0.1 *p<0.05 **p<0.01.
( 15, “ 0”( )
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- (43 3 ”»
( 30) ; “ 1 b4 “ 2 ”»
( 3a; 3b).

“ ” (counterfactual dilemma) :

o (bias) :

[43

” (selectivity bias) o

143 ”»
o

(propensity score matching)
(Rosenbaum & Rubin 1983; Gu & Rosenbaum 1993 ; Heckman et al.
1997 ; Winship & Morgan 1999 ;Lechner 2001) .
(propensity score matching)
“ ”(equivalent)
N (match)

o

43 ”»

(propensity score)

(average treatment-effect on the treated) :
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A=E@GIT=1 7Z)
=E(Yt—- Ye Il T=1 Z)
=E(YtIT=1 Z) - E(c | T=1 Z)
T=1 (treatment) Z N
o E(YtIT=1 Z)
E(Yc I T=1 Z)
(treatment) (outcome)
“ ” (average treatment-effect on
the treated) o
“ ” (unobservable)
(treatment) (outcome) o

(conditional independence assumption)

(ignorable treatment assignment assumption) o

(observable characteristics) (treat—
ment) (
potential non-ireatment outcome) (treat—
ment) o
. (propensity score)
Z (treatment
group) (control group) :P(Z) = Prob(T=11Z),
(propensity score)
(categories blocks)
o (treatment group) (control group)
(match) :(a)
;(b)
Z o
(test of balancing property) o
©) (propensity score matching)

(Perkins et al. 2000) .
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(treatment) (outcome) (treatment)
(treatment) o
(treatment)
(Lechner 2001)
(treatment outcomes) K(K-1)/2 o
I8 2. 3
I8 2. 3
:1/0.2/0.3/0.
Probit
(propensity score) 16 .
16 Propensity Score Matching
1/ 0 2/ 0 3/ 0
In —.255 —-. 064 .263
157 . 208 . 161
In -. 060 . 067 . 044
. 085 . 133 . 092
In -.041 -.209° . 058
. 091 . 116 . 101
% . 000 —-.001 —-.001
. 002 . 003 . 003
-.034 -.085" -.021
.039 . 046 . 036
. 000 ™ . 000 . 000
. 000 . 000 . 000
-. 000" . 000 . 000
. 000 . 000 . 000
% . 004 .011 ™ .001
. 004 . 005 . 004
. 154 . 179 .252
=1 . 180 .228 . 206
. 000 . 000 . 000
. 000 . 000 . 000
. 003 —-.002 . 045
.031 . 055 . 036
.461 .216 .222
.303 425 . 341
. 268 —-.308 171
. 254 . 351 . 286
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16
1/ 0 2/ 0 3/ 0
. 355 -.377 -.025
. 253 .376 . 309
-.585" -. 094 . 040
.314 . 343 . 304
Constant 1.237 1.522 -1.365
.913 1.200 .974
Observations 330 190 244
pseudo R — squared . 063 . 084 . 047
Final blocks 5 5 5
Balancing property
Hosmer — Lemeshow chi2 /P |325.01/. 3225 188.27/.2176 250.01/. 1514
Matched cases 249 +78 108 +79 160 +79
Standard errors in brackets;* p<0.1 "p<0.05 "p<0.01.
16 Hosmer-.emeshow p
0.10 o
(propensity score)
(blocks)
o 5
(test of balancing property) o
(blocks)
(ATT: average treatment-effect on the Treated)
(treatment)
o “ ”(nearest neighbor matching) 17,
17
1/ 0 2/ 0 3/ 0
Coef. -.176 . 083 .514 ™
S.E. .212 . 240 .224
Coef. -.387 . 206 .707
S.E. . 247 . 274 . 255
Talue —1.569 .752 2.771
@ Hosmer — Lemeshow
o p ;
p ( o) (Hosemer & Lemeshow 1989) .
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¢ 3
3

2008

1980

1980

(propensity score)

( 15).

¢ 17

800

1990
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[13

(Tsai 2007b)

»
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Village Governance and Kinship in South China: A functionalism analy—

Abstract: The relationship between village democracy and kinship has become a hot
topic since 1978. This paper discusses three related issues: (a) the reason of the re—
vival of kinship after 1978 in rural China; (b) the effect of kinship on village democ—
racy; and (c) how the interaction of kinship and democracy affects the performance
of village governance. Using a dataset of 800 groups conducted in Guangdong Prov—
ince the empirical results of this paper show: (a) the villagers’ functional demand
on public goods was the reason of kinship revival when village collective collapsed af—
ter 1978 ; (b) kinship does not affect the development of village election in form but
it will limit the substance of grassroots democracy; (c¢) there is no essential differ—
ence for kinship and village democracy in the provision of public goods if there is only
one of them. The better performance of village governance comes true only when they

coexist within the community.

Measuring the Labor Market Effects of Social Capital = A literature review
and research strategy of dealing with the endogeneity problem ««++«----

sessreseeessesiieniisiananannes Chen Yunsong & Fan Xiaoguang 167

Abstract: A major challenge for quantitative research in social science is the endoge—
neity problem. How to exploit various model identification strategies to alleviate esti—
mation bias to identify causality has recently been a cutting-edge research field in stud—
ies on social capital. This paper reviews the endogeneity problem and model identifica—
tion issues in existing studies on the labor market role of social capital following three
research lines focusing on using contacts used social capital and accessed social cap—
ital. Improving model specification and data collection exploiting exogenous variables

clearly specifying working assumptions and replication studies are called for.

REPORT

A Study of the Relationship between Income and Subjective Well-being
in China  s+eeseeeemremmeneeeneennennininninnicneceneees Xing Zhanjun 196

Abstract: This study systematically investigated in the existing research on relation—
ship between income and subjective well-being and examined the relationship based
on public government statistical data the survey data from six provincial capitals

and the survey data of urban residents from a coastal province for seven consecutive

245



