R 7F kil
2022 4 World Economic Papers August, 2022

~ N

(Wu  Treiman 2004)

( 2001 2014) (
2004; Whalley ~ Zhang 2007, 2011) . ( 2008;
2013) ( 2008;
2016) .
2014 7 24 ( )
o «
(2014—2020 ) ) 2
( 2015) .
(
* N E-mail: luojun@ zufe.edu.cn; (
) E-mail: xxwang@ zufe.edu.cn : 18

:310018. (72073117) . (2021C25041) .
(71773108) ;



W e

40 2022 4
2015) . 2017 1 897.45
5 283.86 17.6% »
( Ben—
jamin 2014; Jackson 2016) ;
( Wantchekon ~ 2015) .
®
('social identity)
( framed field experiment)
(ultimatum game) ( Giith 1982) . .
o “ " ( priming) @
( Bargh 2006)
( subjects) @
@ (. 7 )
©)] ( priming effect) ( )

( Benjamine

2010; Hoff ~ Pandey 2006) .



2002 4 41
( )
( Harrison  List 2004; 2015)
N N ( prosocial behavior) ( Giith 1982; Forsythe
1994; Berg 1995; Fehr 1996)
o Oosterbeek  (2004) 37 75
40%

16% . ( Cam—
eron 1999) .| ( Henrich 2001) . (Chen  Tang 2009) . ( Car—
penter et al. 2005) o

( group identity) o Eckel  Grossman
(2005)
o McLeish  Oxoby(2007)
o Chen  Li(2009)
o Bernhard  (2006)
o Goette
(2006) o Tanaka  (2016)

( Fershtman

(identity salient)

Gneezy 2001; Falk  Zehnder 2007,



42 e fﬁ’f’ﬁ 41 2022

4

Ferraro  Cummings 2007; Benjamin 2010) .
Hoff  Pandey( 2004 2006 2011)

Hoff  (2011) .
. Afridi  (2015)

o Dulleck  (2020)
o Luo (2019)
o Luo  Wang( 2020)

o

2016 6 12 o
765 18 o

( 2009; Dulleck  2020)

“© ”»

o 388 377 o



2022 4

43

352 176 176
176 176
( proposer) ( responder)
o 10
5
0 2X2X2
) ( ) o 1
o ( between subjects design)
Control 1 9:00—10: 00 22 22
Control 2 9:00—10: 00 22 2
Control 3 10: 00—11: 00 22 22
Control 4 10: 00—11: 00 22 22
Treatment 1 9:00—10: 00 22 22
Treatment 2 9:00—10: 00 22 22
Treatment 3 10: 00—11: 00 22 22
Treatment 4 10: 00—11: 00 22 22
° 10 10

”»



44 e fﬁ’f’ﬁ 41 2022 4

( experimenter demand effect) ( Zizzo 2010) .

()
352 176 176 N
t AY AY AY AY
. (p=0.005) ;
(p<0.01; p<0.01) .
()
1.



45

2022 4
() ( () (
65.18% 34.72% — 12.50% 87.50% —
85.20% 5.75% 9.05% 12.12% 67.30% 20.58%
58.25% 9.50% 32.25% 12.50% 55.85% 31.65%
67.25% 9.25% 23.50% 8.20% 65.58% 16.22%
( 1) .



46 e Wfﬁ’%ﬁ 41 2022 4

( Wilcoxon signed-rank test)

vs. (2=2.564 p=0.036) vs. (2=2.013 p=0.048) ; : vs.

(2=3.988 p=0.007) vs. (2=3.105 p=0.022) @,
: vs.

(2=4.096 p=0.005) vs. (z=2.125 p=0.042); : vs.
(2=4.525 p=0.003) vs. (2=1.976 p=0.052) .

()

)
1.
Wilcoxon ( ranksum test)

o

( Control 1 vs. Control 3:z=0.158 p=0.8216; Control 2 vs.
Control 4:2=0.224 p=0.7652) ( Control 1 vs. Control 2:
z=0.135 p=0.8925; Control 3 vs. Control 4:z=0.111 p=0.9114)

o

( Treatment 1 vs. Treatment 2:z=-1.929 p=0.0537) ;

( Treatment 3 vs. Treatment 4:z=-1.863 p=0.0624) ,
( Treatment 1 vs. Treatment 3:
z=0.124 p=0.8762) ;
( Treatment 2 vs. Treatment 4:z=0.0892 p=0.9463) .

3) -

o ( . ) (vs.)

z Wilcoxon signed—rank test p



47

2022 4
1 0 ;
=1 0
0 o (1)
3 Tobit
(1 (2) (3) (4)
0.19 (0.26) 0.19 (0.26) 0.16 (0.35) 0.85™(0.35)
0.11 (0.24) 0.14 (0.34) 0.09 (0.34) 0.12 (0.24)
-0.60*(0.24) -0.58% (0.34) -0.61*(0.24) 0.04 (0.33)
~0.10 (0.24) -0.10 (0.24) -0.10 (0.24) -0.07 (0.24)
0.02 (0.09) 0.02 (0.09) 0.02 (0.09) 0.03 (0.09)
~0.05 (0.26) -0.05 (0.27) ~0.05 (0.26) -0.10 (0.26)
-0.16 (0.13) -0.16 (0.13) -0.16 (0.13) -0.13 (0.13)
0.34™(0.17) 0.34™(0.17) 0.35™(0.17) 0.377*(0.16)
-0.18 (0.15) -0.18 (0.15) -0.18 (0.15) -0.17 (0.15)
0.19 (0.14) 0.19 (0.14) 0.19 (0.14) 0.18 (0.14)
* -0.05 (0.48)
x 0.05 ( 0.49)
* ~1.30*( 0.47)
sigma_cons 1.57*%(0.08) 1.57%%( 0.08) 1.57*%(0.08) 1.54%( 0.08)
N 176 176 176 176
L ek | ek 10% 5% 1%
. (4)
1.30 o
3.
?
=0 =
1 ; =0
=1 :
=0 =1



48 *f7ﬂ’ﬁ o 2022 4
; =0
=1 ( 4 (D—(4)) -
4 Tobit
(@) (2) (3) (4)
0.19 ( 0.33) 0.14 (0.37) 0.08 ( 0.38) 0.19 (0.34)
~4.80%%(0.83) -3.10%(0.90) -0.49 ( 1.09) -4.35%%(0.79)
~1.04™ (0.47)
~1.21*(0.54)
* 1.82 % (0.38)
-1.177(0.55)
~1.15" (0.63)
* 0.927(0.43)
0.69 (0.63)
0.71 (0.67)
* -0.30 (0.45)
—-1.627(0.66)
-0.83 (0.53)
~1.96*( 0.63)
* 1.237%(0.28)
sigma_cons 1.56**(0.12) 1.71%%(0.13) 1.76 7% (0.13) 1.57%%(0.12)
N 88 88 88 88
FGNE LN s 10% 5% 1% ;
()



2022 4 49
: 2A
), 2B
),
2C )
6
: 7
8 1 9
10
2
; 10
5 ;
( 5) .



ad fﬁﬁ’ﬁ A 2002 4

50
5
Control 1 Control 2 Control 3 Control 4 Treatment 1 Treatment 2 Treatment 3 Treatment 4
0 2 2 1 0 0 1 0
10 6 8 13 2 5 2 4
12 14 12 8 20 17 19 18
22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22
2.
o Fehr  Schmidt
(1999) “ ” ((inequality aversion)
113 ”»
e
“ ” (‘advantage inequality aver—
sion) “ ”( disadvantage inequality aversion)
( most advantage inequality MAT) ( most disadvantage

inequality MDT)
3.

Wilcoxon

2.046 p=0.0408) ;

MAI  MDI
MAI MDI
MAI ( Treatment 1 vs. Treatment 3: z =

MDI ( Treatment 2 vs. Treatment 4:z=-2.371 p=0.0178) .

MAI MDI

MAI MDI



2022 4 N 51
MAI
o 6 MAI Tobit o
6 MAI Tobit
(1) (2) (3) (4)
1.297(0.57) 1.28™(0.57) 1.08 (0.76) 1.49" (0.79)
0.69 (0.53) 0.45 (0.76) 0.47 (0.76) 0.69 (0.53)
-0.78 (0.53) -1.03 (0.75) -0.79 (0.53) -0.59 (0.75)
-0.23 (0.53) -0.23 (0.53) -0.23 (0.53) -0.23 (0.53)
0.24 (0.21) 0.24 (0.21) 0.24 (0.21) 0.24 (0.21)
-0.05 (0.58) -0.01 (0.59) -0.05 (0.58) -0.06 (0.59)
-0.38 (0.29) -0.38 (0.30) -0.38 (0.29) -0.38 (0.30)
-0.66" (0.37) -0.67" (0.37) -0.63" (0.38) -0.65" (0.37)
0.08 (0.33) 0.08 (0.33) 0.07 (0.33) 0.09 (0.33)
-0.06 (0.30) -0.05 (0.31) -0.07 (0.31) -0.06 (0.31)

o 0.48 (1.06)

* 0.45" (1.07)

* -0.39" (1.06)
sigma _cons 3.45%%(0.20) 3.45™%(0.20) 3.45%%(0.20) 3.45™%(0.20)
N 176 176 176 176

Yok | Yook 10% 5% 1%
MAI
MDI o MDI
o MDI Tobit



59 R 7F kil

2022 4

7 MDI Tobit
(1) (2) (3) (4)

-0.82 (0.64) -0.86 (0.64) 0.10 ( 0.84) -2.25"%(0.88)
-0.51 (0.59) -1.12 (0.83) 0.45 (0.82) -0.55 (0.59)
0.46 ( 0.58) -0.14 (0.83) 0.49 (0.58) -0.90 (0.81)
0.66 ( 0.59) 0.66 ( 0.59) 0.67 (0.58) 0.60 ( 0.58)
-0.23 (0.23) -0.23 (0.23) -0.22 (0.23) -0.26 (0.23)
-0.04 (0.65) 0.03 ( 0.65) -0.03 (0.65) 0.04 (0.64)
-0.11 (0.32) -0.10 (0.32) -0.14 (0.32) -0.18 (0.32)
-0.13 (0.41) -0.15 (0.41) -0.26 (0.42) -0.20 (0.41)
0.30 (0.37) 0.29 (0.37) 0.36 (0.37) 0.28 (0.37)
0.10 (0.34) 0.13 (0.34) 0.15 (0.34) 0.14 (0.33)

# 1.21 (1.17)

* -1.97" (1.19)

* 2.79™(1.17)
sigma _cons 3.71°%(0.25) 3.70™%(0.25) 3.69°%(0.25) 3.68%(0.25)
N 176 176 176 176

DR sk ok 10% 5% 1%
(4)
MDI
o (3)
5.
MAI 8  Tobit
8 MAI Tobit
(1) (2) (3) (4)
3.49°%(1.37) 2.84(1.32) 2.00 (1.67) 3.35%( 1.26)
-1.17**(0.55) -1.26"(0.57) -1.18*(0.58) ~1.11*%(0.54)
1.21 (0.78)
1.887%(0.88)
* -1.12" (0.63)

0.28 (0.79)




2022 4 . 53
(1 (2) (3) (4)
1.54" (0.89)
# -0.84 (0.63)
0.33 (0.97)
0.56 ( 1.04)
* -0.32 (0.68)
1.79*( 1.03)
1.73 (0.81)
2.40" (0.94)
* -0.85" (0.45)
sigma_cons 2.55™%(0.20) 2.57"(0.20) 2.627%(0.20) 2.52*(0.20)
N 88 88 88 88
SR sk | ok 10% 5% 1% ;
MDI
MDI ( 9) -
9 MDI Tobit
(1) (2) (3) (4)
-1.26 (0.78) -1.32 (0.80) -1.54" (0.84) -1.44" (0.80)
-2.36 (1.91) -1.83 (1.94) 0.39 (2.39) -0.80 ( 1.86)
-1.61 (1.10)
-0.89 ( 1.28)
* 2.09°%(0.88)
-0.97 (1.18)
-1.87 (1.39)
* 1.947*(0.93)
-0.85 ( 1.40)
-0.87 (1.51)
. 0.60 ( 0.98)
-0.75 (1.61)

0.10 ( 1.24)




R 7F kil

54 2022 4

(1) (2) (3) (4)

-0.91 (1.53)

* 1.06 (0.66)

sigma_cons 3.437%(0.34) 3.53%%(0.35) 3.657%(0.36) 3.557%(0.35)

N 88 88 88 88
SE ok | ook 10% 5% 1% ;
N
( ) (



2022 4 . 55

Afridi F. L. Sherry and Y. F. Ren 2015 “Social Identity and Inequality: The Impact of China’s Hukou System ” Jour—
nal of Public Economics 123(3): 1729.

Bargh J. A. 2006 “What Have We Been Priming All These Years? On the Development Mechanisms and Ecology of
Nonconscious Social Behavior ” European Journal of Social Psychology 36(2): 147-168.

Benjamin F. 2014 “The Human Capital Stock a Generalized Approach ” American Economic Review 104 ( 11):
3752-37717.

Benjamin D. J. J. J. Choi and A. J.Strickland 2010 “Social Identity and Preferences ” American Economic Review 100
(4): 1913-1928.

Berg J. J. Dickaut and K. McCabe 1995 “Trust Reciprocity and Social History ” Games and Economic Behavior 10
(1): 12242.

Bernhard H. E. Fehr and U. Fischbacher 2006 “Group Affiliation and Altruistic Norm Enforcement " American Eco—
nomic Review 96(2): 217221.

Cameron L. 1999 “Raising the Stakes in the Ultimatum Game: Experimental Evidence from Indonesia ” Economic In—
quiry 37(1): 47-59.

Carpenter J. E. Verhoogen and S. Burks 2005 “The Effect of Stakes in Distribution Experiments ” Economics Letters
86(3) : 393-398.

Chen K. and F. F. Tang 2009 “Cultural Differences between Tibetans and Ethnic Han Chinese in Ultimatum Bargaining
Experiments ” European Journal of Political Economy 25(1): 78-84.

Chen Y. andS. X. Li 2009 “Group Identity and Social Preferences ” American Economic Review 99( 1) : 431-457.

Dulleck U. J. Fooken and Y. M. He 2020 “Hukou Status and Individual-Level Labor Market Discrimination: An Experi—
ment in China " ILR Review 73(3): 628-649.

Eckel C. C. and P. J. Grossman 2005 ‘“Managing Diversity by Creating Team Identity " Journal of Economic Behavior
and Organization 58(3) : 371-392.

Falk A. and C. Zehnder 2007 “Discrimination and In-Group Favoritism in a Citywide Trust Experiment " 1ZA Working
Paper No. 2765.

Fehr E. S. Gichter and G. Kirchsteiger 1996 “Reciprocal Fairness and Noncompensating Wage Differentials ” Journal
of Institutional and Theoretical Economics 152(4) : 608-640.

Fehr E. and K. M. Schmidt 1999 “A Theory of Fairness Competition and Cooperation ” Quarterly Journal of Econom—
ics 114(3) : 817-86826.

Ferraro P. J. and R. G. Cummings 2007 “Cultural Diversity Discrimination and Economic Outcomes: An Experimental
Analysis 7 Economic Inquiry 45(2): 217-232.

Fershtman C. and U. Gneezy 2001 “Discrimination in a Segmented Society: An Experimental Approach 7 Quarterly
Journal of Economics 116( 1) :351-377.

Forsythe R. J. L. Horowitz N. E.Savin and M. Sefton 1994 “Fairness in Simple Bargaining Experiments ” Games and
Economic Behavior 6(3) : 347-369.

Goette L. D. Huffman and S. Meier 2006 “The Impact of Group Membership on Cooperation and Norm Enforcement:
Evidence Using Random Assignment to Real Social Groups ” American Economic Review 96(2): 212-216.

Giith  W. R. Schmittberger and B. Schwarze 1982 “An Experimental Analysis of Ultimatum Bargaining ” Journal of
Economic Behavior and Organization 3(4): 367-388.

Harrison G. W. and J. A. List 2004 “Field Experiments ” Journal of Economic Literature 42(4): 1009-1055.

Henrich J. R. Boyd S. Bowles C. Camerer E. Fehr H. Gintis and R. McElreath 2001 “In Search of Homo Economi—

cus: Behavioral Experiments in 15 Small-Scale Societies ” American Economic Review 91(2): 73-58.



56 e fﬁ";’ﬁ 41 2022 4

Henrich J. J. Ensminger and R. McElreath et al. 2010 “Markets Religion Community Size and the Evolution of
Fairness and Punishment ” Science 327(5972) : 1480-1484.

Hoff K. and P. Pandey 2004 ‘“Belief Systems and Durable Inequalities: An Experimental Investigation of Indian Caste ”
World Bank Policy Research Working Paper.

Hoff K. and P. Pandey 2006 “Discrimination Social Identity and Durable Inequalities ” American Economic Review
Papers and Proceedings 96(2) : 206211.

Hoff K. and P. Pandey 2011 “Making up People: Experimental Evidence on Identity and Development from Caste
India ” World Bank mimeo.

Hoff K. M. Kshetramade and E. Fehr 2011 “Caste and Punishment: The Legacy of Caste Culture in Norm Enforce—
ment " Economic Journal 121(556) : 449-475.

Jackson C. R. Johnson and C. Persico 2016 “The Effects of School Spending on Educational and Economic Outcomes:
Evidence from School Finance Reforms " Quarterly Journal of Economies 131(1): 157-218.

Luo J. Y. Chen H.Heand G. Gao 2019 “Hukou Identity and Fairness in the Ultimatum Game ” Theory and Decision
87(3) : 389-420.

Luo J. and X. Wang 2020 “Hukou Identity and Trust: Evidence from a Framed Field Experiment in China " China Eco—
nomic Review 59 101383.

McLeish K. N. and R. J. Oxoby 2007 “Identity Cooperation and Punishment " IZA Discussion Paper.

Oosterbeek H. R. Sloof and G. Kuilen 2004 “Cultural Differences in Ultimatum Game Experiments: Evidence from a
Meta-Analysis ” Experimental Economics 7 171-188.

Tanaka T. and C. F. Camerer 2016 “Trait Perceptions Influence Economic Out-group Bias: Lab and Field Evidence from
Vietnam " Experimental Economics 19(3) :513-534.

Wantchekon L. M. Klasnja and N. Novta 2015 “Education and Human Capital Externalities: Evidence from Colonial Be—
nin " Quarterly Journal of Economics 130(2): 703-757.

Whalley J. and S. Zhang 2007 “A Numerical Simulation Analysis of ( Hukou) Labor Mobility Restrictions in China
Journal of Development Economics 83(2) : 392-410.

Wu X. and D. J. Treiman 2004 “The Household Registration System and Social Stratification in China: 1955-1996 " De—
mography 41(2) : 363-384.

”

Zizzo D.J. 2010 “Experimenter Demand Effects in Economic Experiments ” Experimental Economics 13(1): 75-98.

. 2011 ( : ? —
)« ) 8 41—54
. 2001 ¢ PIKS Yy 12 41—49 .
2015 ( : . Y« Yy 3 131—146 .
2008 ¢ : Y « y 1 43 21—32
2004 ( . Y « Y 6 50—58 .
2008 ¢ — PEKS ) 129 149—162 .

. . 2015 ( — )« ( )) 3
14 853—884 .

2014 ( )« y 4 62—1 .
2013 ( PEKS ) 9 48 43—55
. 2009 (. : Y « y 10 32 81—9 .
2015 ¢ PEKS y 2 61—19 .
2016 ( — )« )

10 41—59



