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The Value of Height in the Marriage Market
Zhang Xinhui Li Jianxin

Abstract: Based on the Chinese Family Panel Survey 2010 this paper explores the value of height in
the marriage market of China focusing on its influence on the entry and matching results of marriage.
There is a height premium in the marriage market: a positive but concave relationship has been found be-
tween height and odds of getting married timely both for men and women. Height can be traded off with oth—
er socioeconomic attributes such as education and income. Specifically with 10 ¢cm increase in a man’ s
height relative to his wife his wife” s schooling year increase 0. 62 while an increase of 10 ¢cm for a woman
implies 0. 40 more years of education in her husband. A 10 cm-shorter husband need to earn 9% more of
the annual income to compensate for his shortness relative to her height. Height seems to be more relevant
for males than females. To build a more equal and harmonious society more actions should be made to re—
duce adolescent health inequality indexed by widening height gap and to eliminate height stereotyping and
discrimination.

Key words: height; overaged singlehood; assortative mating; resource exchange; gender difference
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