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( panel survey)
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(
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( first wave) ( consecutive waves)
( ) o
( target population) o
( panel attrition) o
. (2006)
( N )
3
30% 2 33.6%
S N N ( sample selection)

( Van den Berg & Lindeboom 1998; Peracchi & Welch 1995; Fitzgerald
et al. 1998) .

( non-ignorable sample selection)

o

( Hirano et al. 2001; Bhattacharya

2008)
(rep-
resentative cross-section of the target population) o
( Kim 2009) : ( sample attrition)
( population attrition) o
o ( Hirano et
al. 2001) ( Bhattacharya 2008)
o 60
10
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2 1

( nonrandom subset) . 2
1 o
? ?
2
?
( CHNS) N
( The National
Institute of Nutrition and Food Safety) o
8 1989.1991.1993.1997.2000.2004.2006 2009 .
~CHNS
CHNS o 8 N
(1. 21 1997 2000
o 23 1997
21 1989 2000 5
( 2009 2000
14891 2004 11555) .
4 AY Al
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1 CHNS ( )

1989 1991 1993 1997 2000 2004 2006 2009

21 1514 1433 1347 0 1541 1232 1170 1120 9357

23 0 0 0 1473 1451 1228 1159 1104 6415

32 1543 1499 1494 1630 1637 1261 1200 1319 | 11583

37 1638 1581 1515 1564 1459 1150 1189 1195 | 11291

41 1924 1806 1720 1816 1717 1440 1285 1352 | 13060

42 1823 1801 1729 1796 1742 1227 1104 1118 | 12340

43 1795 1607 1649 1611 1580 1194 1279 1265 | 11980

45 2070 1952 1964 1963 1959 1473 1445 1574 | 14400

52 2041 1997 1904 1922 1805 1350 1330 1250 | 13599

14348 13676 13322 13775 | 14891 11555 11161 11297 | 104025

2 1989 —2000  CHNS « )
( )
1989( ) 12951 12951
1991 1072 11315 1636 12387
1993 888 10848 345 2830 12081
1997 4175 9268 445 5198 13888
2000 1511 11099 760 7227 13370

( nonmonotone attrition) ( Sergi & Perac—

chi 2002) ( monotone attrition) o
2 (1)
10%; (2) 1991
2 2000 62.13%
4
7227
x/l T 11099 + 760 + 7227 ~ 0888
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11.2% .©

30
3 1989 —2009  CHNS )
1989 | 1991 | 1993 | 1997 | 2000 | 2004 | 2006 | 2009
1989 | 8.46% | 8.27% |14.47% | 8.25% | 14.20% | 4.89% | 7.96% | 33.50%| 12819
1991 13.17% | 12.78% | 4.45% | 32.72% | 8.52% | 8.81% | 19.55%| 1033
1993 17.32% | 5.52% | 26.08% | 17.86% | 12.66% | 20.56%| 924
1997 19.42% | 19.08% | 9.31% | 12.79% | 39.40%| 4145
2000 25.81% | 11.84% | 18.92% | 43.42%| 15%
2004 25.87% | 23.45% | 50.68%| 1612
2006 35.10% | 64.90%| 943
2009 100.00% | 1695
1085 | 1196 | 2147 | 1959 | 3602 | 1872 | 2769 | 10137 | 24767
£2009 .
3 (1)
(2) ;(3)
) 2 2000
; 2000 (7227) 1989
2000 (11099) (760)
(19086) . 1989 12951 2000
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53.6% N
70% - 2007
. . 4 20% (
10 16
. 15 25
R ¢
y 2005 6 27
139



2011.6

S (X) (Y)
3 2000 CHNS
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0% 1(2)
+(5)
. (2)
(H2) (4)
~
CHNS
@®
@ ( Kordos 2005) 14
sample surveys)
2005) 9 1997 -2001
study surveys)
®

ror)

( Lepkowski 2005) .

(1)
)
10 25
(H1) (3)
(H3) .
( 2006)
1991 - 2000 ( household
( non—response rate)
( Scott et al.
( living standards measurement
CHNS

( non-observation er—
( non—coverage error)

( non-response error)

10 25

141



2011.6

. ( Kim 2010a
2010b)
o (1)
- (2)
@ ( recapture)
o (3) ( survival)
(1- )
( mark-recapture methods)
( survival rate) .
( recruitment rate) . ( population growth rate)

( closed population)

~ N ~ o

- ( Jolly-Seber) -

;(7) ; (8)
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Ko
( Bayesian)
(1)
1 0o
( Bernoulli) o
- (2)
o 0o
- (3)
- (4) ( Gibbs)
( Markov Chain Monte Carlo MCMC)
( re—
cruitment) ( survival) o
WinBUGS®@
@
( open population mark — recapture method)
( closed population mark-—recapture method) .
@ WinBUGS  Bayesian Inference Using Gibbs Sampling
( Biostatistics the Medical Research Council Cambridge United Kingdom) (St.

Mary’s) ( the Imperial College School of Medicine)
. WinBUGS
- WinBUGS

> hitp: //www. mre — bsu. cam. ac. uk/bugs/welcome. shtml .
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144

# WinBUGS @
model {
for (iin1:N) { #
alive i First i <-1 #
for (jin First i +1: Years) { #
palive i j < — survival * alive i j-1 #
alive i j ~ dbern( palive i j ) #
psight i j < — recapture * alive i j #
Y i j ~ dbem(psight i j ) #(1i i) Bernoulli
}oro#
#
survival ~ dunif(0 1) #
recapture ~ dunif(0 1) #
}o#
~ CHNS
@
“ 7 20082009
@) ( McCarthy 2007)  {Bayesian Methods for Ecology)
“#” o Stata
WinBUGS Thompson et al. 2006,
® 2005 . 2004
2003
2.1% o



2011) .

o 2008 2009
17. 48%
24.59%;
53.04%
46.
96% -
( 4) .
140 332
197 294 °
4 2008.2009
140 (17.48%) | 197 (24.59%) | 464 (57.93%) 801
332(53.04%) 294(46.96%) 0 626
0 393 1115 1508
0 0 2 3
332( 15.54%) 687(32.15%) 1118(52.32%) 2137
()
( 5 6)0
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5 25 CHNS C ) ( %)

1989 — | 1989 — | 1989 — | 1989 — | 1989 — | 1989 —

1993 1997 2000 2004 2006 2009
98.28 | 97.70 | 96.67 | 96.47 | 94.25 92.58
91.77 | 89.50 | 89.13 | 87.26 | 88.38 88. 60
97.59 | 97.28 | 95.62 | 96.00 | 93.92 92.23
88.19 | 84.79 | 84.67 | 82.86 | 84.22 84.57
98.63 | 97.85 | 97.11 | 96.63 | 94.40 92.72
93.55 | 91.82 | 91.39 | 89.51 90.50 90. 84

6 25 CHNS C ) (%)

1989 — | 1989 — | 1989 — | 1989 — | 1989 — 1989 -

1993 1997 2000 2004 2006 2009

94.57 | 94.41 | 94.24 | 92.46 | 89.30 84.86

89.09 | 86.05 | 85.58 | 79.87 | 79.99 81.12

94.59 | 94.85 | 93.60 | 92.61 88.54 84.33

84.73 | 81.31 81.28 | 77.10 | 78.43 79.43

94.61 94.24 | 94.47 | 92.28 | 89.55 85.12

90.60 | 87.74 | 87.11 80.92 | 80.56 81.70

5 6
- @
1-2% ;25
6 -7% ;25
6% 2%
@
10 -25
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. 25
25
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9% 25
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1 (2)
1989 —2000
1989 —2004
. 2004
CHNS 1993 2006
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2009
()
( 7) -
7
(2006

25
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e | 25HBL R AR IR
95% —_—————— e
i 25% Bl ERFA AR R 255 W F ARG AE AR DR
Ta
85% e
25 BT REAA: TP

80%
5% : : : : : ‘

1989-1993  1989-1997 1989-2000 19892004 1989-2006 1989-2009

5 CHNS .

7 1989 -2009  CHNS ()

1989 | 1991 1993 1997 2000 2004 2006 2009
1989 R2.18%|3.76% | 7.93% | 4.64% | 5.94% | 3.83% | 8.43%|63.29%| 3214
1991 8.57% | 0% 3.81% | 1.9% | 1.9% | 4.76%|79.05%| 105
1993 10.34% | 6.9% 6.9% | 3.45% | 3.45%|68.97% 29
1997 14.83% | 9.19%| 4.46%|12.1% |59.42%| 1099
2000 14.81% | 8.05%|15.58% | 61.56%| 385
2004 16.56% | 18.2% | 65.24%| 489
2006 25.32% | 74.68%| 233
2009 100% 980

70 130 258 318 353 287 618 4500 | 6534
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8 CHNS ( ) ( 1 %)
1989 - | 1989 — | 1989 - | 1989 — | 1989 — [1989 —
1993 1997 2000 2004 2006 | 2009
98.79 | 98.19 | 96.1 96.39 | 95.24 |94.17
95.96 | 93.88 | 94.3 | 92.85 | 93.45 |93.31
97.82 | 98.01 | 95.31 | 96.18 | 94.70
93.28 | 89.54 | 90.01 | 88.32 | 89.36
99.11 | 98.17 | 96.40 | 96.39
97.24 | 95.92 | 96.35 | 95.06 | 95.43
:2009  CHNS .
(1989 2006
6 ) o
5.6 8 25
25 25 o
6) o
7 5.6 8 25
0 25
1989 - 2004
@ 2004 —2009 o 25
2000
@ 2004 (96. 10%) 25
(96.67%)
. MCMC
. . MCMC
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100%
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=~ ——
90% S -
\.\,k e
85%
e KB A AR \
Q00— -25% Bl L REAA A " "
——25% AR E
75%

1989-1993 1989-1997  1989-2000 1989-2004 19892006 19892009

6 CHNS

98%

94%

90% [—

—=— R EEREACBER TR
—= =254 Bl EREABER R Th T

806% |—
— 253 DT R A I B S N

82%

1989-1993 1989-1997  1989-2000 1989-2004  1989-2006 19892009

7 CHNS
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1997

25
(2009

x93.31 =88%; 25
97.7% %x89.5=87%); 25

=84%) .

1997

10%
25
25
25
2009
94. 17%
1997
2009

(94.57% x 89.09%
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corporate strategy .......................................... Yang Dian 102

Abstract: Based on the data of 676 Chinese publicly-traded companies ( 2000-
2007) this paper examines the causes and consequences of corporate diversification.
Different from conventional efficiency-based studies on corporate strategy this
research examines diversification from an institutional perspective and investigates
how institutional environment shapes corporate strategy. Specifically the author
focuses on the role of state and financial market in the construction and diffusion of
diversification strategy in China. The study finds that both the high level of
diversification and later de-diversification of Chinese firms are largely driven by state
policies. The result also shows that Chinese institutional investors have substantial
influence on firm strategy. This paper finds significantly negative effects of
diversification on stock return and firm growth. Despite the negative relationship
between diversification and performance Chinese firms have diversified to the highest
level among the major economies in the world implying that diversification was
spread more through institutional than economic processes in China.

Research on the Success Tracking Rates in Panel Survey: Sample attrition

in the context of social transition — ceeceeeeeeeeeeenes Liang Yucheng 132

Abstract: This paper focuses on the success tracking rates in panel survey in China.
Based on the ecological mark—recapture theory this research develops a method that
decomposes non-ignorable sample attrition rates into survival rate and recruitment rate
with Bayesian statistics. The proposed method is used to obtain the survival rates and
recruitment rates of the eight-wave panel survey—China Health and Nutrition Panel
Survey. The sample attrition urban—ural differences assumption  social
transformation assumption and life cycle assumption are confirmed on both household
level and individual level. At the end this paper proposes suggestions on how to

reduce sample attrition rates.

Multilevel Analysis of Public Environmental Concern: Based on 2003
CGSS dataset  seeeeeereeeeeeeeanenne. Hong Dayong & Lu Chuntian 154

Abstract: In the past several decades many researchers focused on individual level
determinants of environmental concern while neglected the effects of regional level
factors on environmental concern. In this article the authors try to apply a twodevel—
hierarchical linear model to sort out the significant municipal level effects from the
effects of individual characteristics. As expected 5% variance can be explained by
municipal level factors. The findings indicate that income age education and
gender are significantly associated with environmental concern on the individual

level; at the municipal level post-materialist value city type and GDP per capita
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