(China Family Panel Study CFPS)
Logit CFPS
0 CFPS o

(qiuzq@ pku. edu. cn) .
— PSID (Panel Study of Incoming Dynamics)
— “ ” (Understanding Society)
BHPS(British Household Panel Study) ( http: / /psidon—
line. isr. umich. edu/;http://www. iser. essex. ac. uk/survey/bhps;http://www. understand—

ingsociety. org. uk/) .
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“«
o

” (Panel Study on Income Dynamics PSID)
1989 22 549 (Fitzger—
ald et al. 1998).

(Groves 2006) -

(Groves & Couper 1998 ;
Groves et al. 2000; Lepkowski & Couper 2002 ; Stoop 2007 ; Nicoletti &
Peracchi 2005; Branden et al. 1995)

o

“ ”(China Family Panel
Study CFPS) o
()
113 ”» ( CFPS)
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. 2008  CFPS NN
® 2375 . 2009
1955
82.3% I
@ 10. 0%
1 CFPS
() [ | ()@ [ )] | )] o
699 87.4 595 76.9 661 82.5 1955 82.3
56 7.0 97 12.5 85 10. 6 238 10.0
1 .1 8 1.0 11 1.4 20 .8
7 .9 13 1.7 4 .5 24 1.0
37 4.6 61 7.9 40 5.0 138 5.8
800 100 774 100 801 100 2375 100
CFPS2008 2009

(Groves & Couper 1998)

Lepkowski & Couper 2002) .

N

(Campanelli et al. 1997;

1.
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HRE AR B
- BRI WS
- RO . EE R
- ANBER . B
AR .
s sy R o)
AL 55 A
C A NRIE el
T2 -
T s
- s Lk
- HEAE
1
()CFPS
o CFPS
CFPS2009
2 9
10% o
2 CFPS
C /) 35127 50118 ***
(Std. Err.)(Std. Err.) 1069. 6 4135. 1
25% 9500 13000
24000 32200
75% 46000 60000
(%)
14.9 18.9
85.1 81.1
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) 3.4 3.37
(Std. Err.) .03 .09
7 (%)

82.3 86.6"
17.7 13.4"
(%)
66.3 58.0"
33.7 42.0*
() 52.8 50.2*
(Std. Err.) .3 .9
25% 44 41
52 49
75% 61 58
(%)
28.8 24. 4
34.3 28.6
/o 31.7 38.2™
5.2 8.8
(%)
42.7 11.8*
/ 17.8 26.5*
39.5 61.8™
() 1955 238

(1) " p<0.10 *p<0.05 ***p<0.01.
() T .
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Logit o A
A = 1 A = 0 o
(odds rate) :
A = Pr(A =1)
1 -Pr(A =1)
A 0 1
Lil = IOgEA* = BO +B1Zt +BZZI—I +B3Xil—l + Eir
t i 7z,
Z[ —1 Xix -1
>
(MLE) o CFPS
Logit 3.

()

1.
(Zabel 1998) PSID (Sur-
vey of Income and Program Participation SIPP)®

o (Lepkowski & Couper 2002)
(Anterior Cruciate Ligament Injury ACL)@,
(National Election Study NES)
o (Watson 2003)

@ http://www. census. gov/sipp/
@ ACL ( http -/ /www. ncbi. nlm. nih. gov/

pubmed/11720296) .

172



(The European Community Household Panel ECHP)®

o

3 CFPS Logit
Coef.
(Coef.) (Std. Err.) (odds rate)
(O ) . 0863 .203 1.09
C 7)) .000002" 1. 23E-06 1.01
) . 0901 . 062 1. 09
7 (0= 474 .234 .62
(%)

/ . 550 " .256 4.71
. 646 .263 5.18
. 0222 . 00631 .98
o= ) . 0898 . 154 .91
434 .213 .65
/ / .610 ™ .216 54
. 682" 338 .51
. 00108 . 00421 1.00
0= ) 429" 212 1.54
0= 793 .398 6.00

) 2193

T p<0.10 "p<0.05 " p<0.01,
(0= 1= )
@ http: //circa. europa. eu/irc/dsis/echpanel /info/data/information. html
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o :(D)

é“© ”

(Al-
len et al. 1991; Brehm 1993; DeMaio 1985; Fitzgerald et al. 1998;
Goyder 1987 ;Iyer 1984 ;Nathan 1999 ;Ross & Reynolds 1996) ;
(Alderman et al. 2001)
U

(Groves & Couper 1998)

o

3.
(Uhrig 2008) BHPS
CFPS
40
. BHPS
:  CFPS
. BHPS
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(Groves & Couper 1998)

(Groves & Couper 1998 ;Lepkowski & Couper 2002 ;

Stoop 2007) » ( )
(7
) a= )
0. 62
(National Longitudinal Survey of Youth
NLSY®) (PSID.SIPP ECHP (Watson 2003; Za-
bel 1998) .
5.
CFPS N
N / Y
/
. /
) http: //www. bls. gov/nls/nlsy97. htm
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4.7
51 &
Couper 1998) . (Stoop 2007)
()
. ®
1.
(Dillman 2000; Groves et al. 2000; Stoop 2007) »
(Lepkowski & Couper 2002) . (Jones et al. 2006)

(Hawkes & Plewis 2006;Behr et al. 2005) .

2011.2

(Groves &

0.98



(Groves 1990)

Logit
(Watson 2003) o
3.
(Groves & Couper 1998) .
(Lillard et al. 1998) . (Watson 2003) « (Fitzgerald
et al. 1998)
~N Y /
/ N
35% ; / /
46% ;
49%
4.
(Loosveldt & Carton 2001) .
M
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40

) .

(Branden et al. 1995; Nicoletti & Peracchi 2005) .

o

a = )

1.54 .

(Burton et al. 2006)

S ~

CFPS
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On Max Weber’ s Rational “Progress” and Its Meaning «««+«««seseeseeees

s seeneeees. Wang Junmin 102

Abstract: Taking rational “progress” and its meaning as the point of penetration to
Max Weber’ s problem domain of “rationalization” this paper reviews the meaning
and the appropriate conditions and scopes of Max Weber’ s “progress” and rational

i’

“progress” and discusses the highlighted meaning especially scientific “progress”
and its meaning under the premise of whether rational “progress” serves the “mean—
ing” of life for man associated with specific culture values in order to develop further
insights into Max Weber” s thoughts in particular context and to provide a reference to

China’ s academics’ reflection on “progress”.

Network Structure and Power Distribution: Explanation from elementary

theory «eeeseeeeeeeees Liu Jun David Willer & Pamela Emanuelson 134

Abstract: Social Network Analysis in China seldom pays attention to the relationship
between network structure and power distribution which is the main subject matter of
Elementary Theory (ET). This paper introduces the basic concepts modeling proce—
dure basic principles structural conditions and research findings of ET. ET finds
that power distribution depends on preference beliefs network structure and structural
conditions. Therefore the central actor may not be powerful. The advantage of ET is
that it can predict power distributions. ET uses experiments to support its formula—
tions and predictions for social structures. ET can also be used to analyze large scale
social-historical structures. Future directions are discussed at the end of this paper.
ET study on China can offer new understandings of guanxi. This future study will in—

crease our knowledge of Chinese society.

Effects of Respondent Household and Its Head” s SES on Panel Refusal:
A case study of CFPS «eeeeeeeseesemimniiiiiiinii i
Sun Yan Zou Yanhui Ding Hua Yan Jie Gu Jiafeng & Qiu Zeqi 167

Abstract: This article examines the panel refusal in a large panel survey in China

China Family Panel Study (CFPS). Logit model is used for attempting to identify the
panel refusal occurred in the follow-up CFPS pilot survey. Paradata and survey data
from both baseline and follow up of the CFPS pilot surveys are used. The panel refusal
on unconditional distribution of socioeconomic variables and on estimates of regression
coefficients are explored and the result shows that panel refusal is highly selective in
conditions of respondent household and its head” s SES and their experiences of sur—
veys. The analysis illustrates that refusal in CFPS is quite similar in many ways to

other panel studies in developed countries and is predictable. Paradata and survey da—
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ta collected in the prior wave can be used to predict the follow-up refusal.
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Family Change in Urban Areas of China:Main trends and latest

Ma Chunhua Shi Jinqun Li Yinhe Wang Zhenyu & Tang Can 182

Abstract: Based on the family survey data in urban areas of Guangzhou Hangzhou

Zhengzhou Lanzhou and Haerbin conducted by the Institute of Sociology of Chinese
Academy of Social Sciences in 2008 the article analyzes main trends of family
change in urban areas of China with the revised modernization theory of family. It
discusses the main trends and latest findings in marriage cost independence in mar—
riage women labor participation rate and couple relationship nuclear family and rela—
tive network and difference of family change among five cities. It is concluded that
during family change process the traditional and modern factors are cooperating with
and complementary to each other instead of opposite to each other. Therefore different
group of traditional and modern factors result multiple approaches models and driving

forces of family change in urban areas of China.

COMMENTARY AND DEBATE

How Does the State Shape the Contentious Politics: A literature review on

the role of the state ceecececsceecsscessesessctnssnne Huang Dongya 217

Abstract: Focusing on how the state shapes the contentious politics this paper re—
views the studies on social contention. The role of state in contentious politics could
be divided into three dimensions that is the stable political structure the less stable
political environment and the changing political context. Many factors in these three
dimensions have significant impact on the social contention’ s rise such as form and
outcome as well as the identity and action capacity of the social actors. Furthermore

the paper discusses the relationship between the state and social contention in Chi-
nese scholars’ studies and reflects on the current studies based on the Chinese expe—

rience.
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