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Human capital theory
and screening hypothesis :
Survey of empirical studies

A H ia

The correlations between the schooling and income are well known
for a long time and a lot of empirical studies about the cause are
conducted. There are two principal theories to explain, the human capital
theory and the signaling theory(screening hypothesis). It is important for
the higher education policies to decide which theory holds true. If the
human capital theory is true, the subsidy policy for higher education
enhances economic growth and labor productivity. On the other hand, if
the signaling theory holds true, the subsidy policy for higher education
declines them.

In this paper, we survey previous empirical studies about the
screening hypothesis. To do so, we divide previous empirical studies into
five groups, those are the methods of Psacharopoulos(1979), Wolpin(1977),
Wiles(1979), sheepskin effects and others. About 40% of previous empirical

studies support the screening hypothesis.
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REBE O NGRS Mincer IEGBIBOHEGT 5 L1z &k o T BEKAE
GRAFEERAL) L BRI ORI IEOHBBIGR2 S 2 2 LIZR ST
W3, ZOHHEKELTEEIROMIC IEOMHBIBIRAE U 2 EHRIZ DWW T,
PEH I X 2 EENERIR%E TR 2 AEARG (human capital theory) &
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IR AT B DORE Z B ISR T 2 EE R s 7y v 7
i (signaling theory) &7 Y —=v 7 {K#i (screening hypothesis) 12K Z
(ahitsd, L Lo, WERIEEES Mincer UGB OHEFHEFI1Z 2
DBITDOFH 2 T7 EBEATH D | HIERNCTH 2 XA$ 5 & L vEELFE L
ToTnb,

ZO0%E 2 I \IFERINERORE?Z T4 < BORMIC EE 2R 2 i3
5, &6 5 DOMFHABIFICEILL TW 2202 X - T, WEHE IR 288D
BORD IS 2 5 &0 ) [ EZ Z2ATY S, ANEARBERDIRAL L <
waEH, KDL COMANCRCET 2T 2 2 L35 & OV EEEZ &
D5 EREWRL, REHENOBUN DEAIR T A LRFREIC 77 A
W@ LEZ OGNS, WS, 7 FV VIR AR ) —= v TRESBFEIC
ZHL T 5% 61, WEHENDBEZER I X DA ORG24 2 KREE
IEEIE S 2 LIk ) RIEERDLHEHE DI EEEDET 2 2 L
275,

AFREERTH 2D FPRDIE b, DAENCE TS EEHE OE DRAEYE
PSS NEFHE LR OBRVPER I NO2H 5, )7, boEOEEH
HX A GDP H#Id OECD GEE O TRALIC & £ > T2 DBHRTH
5, 2O HICH T, 7TV v TERP A ) — = v TGO BEZ
ZEIL, SEBEANOBNSCHZIR T L) 20O HL IG5 LEZ S
ns,

AFICBCTE, UED L) BBl S, T Ty 7T v ZHERP A
7)==y JRED IS 20— A L, Ko, WBSHE BT 2 FEEE R
ZPOMCEERT 5, ETHliRz k9T, HiffiZe Mincer IESBISUC X 250
AR E BRSO EOMHBBRIE, AWEARBMR, X7 —=v 7RO &
LoDEZELEANTHS, ZDkd, TNE TS DRSS ANNEAR R
ERDY) =2 JREOMHER Z R L, 7= 712X > THIEMICHEET % 2
AT NG,

DUFTlk, ThETOANNEAERHE A7) —= v JREOWGEEE . KE <
5 DICELTHD L%, AfETONEIZ, AWNEABGRERAZ Y —=v 7
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IRBLD B GAEP ERAVRARS OB OBEEEICEH L2 b D TH D, 4T L
bEBLI NI TIERWY, £9, 4 1 HiTix. Psacharopoulos (1979)
@ weak screening & strong screening D& Z /7 & FAEAGRIC DO WTH — A4
L. % 2MiTid, Wolpin (1977) 12 & 2 HEFEE & BEHE O Iz T <
FEEANT AT %, 8 3 Tk, REDHLEWED 2y F v JICFEH L
Wiles (1979) 12 & 2 MG E 2 TOEIFEREHN L, F 4 HiTI,

Layard and Psacharopoulos (1974) %#Wj% & 9 % sheepskin effects 123
BEIFSHZLT2—F3, H5HTE. ED4DUADRI Y —=v IR
TDOMGEESTE & FHFERER 2N L, mEBEDOHE 6 fiTld, TN E TOHEIEFRZ
T LBl %,

1. Psacharopoulos (1979) IC&% weak screening &
strong screening MX3ll

AfiC¢lk. Psacharopoulos (1979) %24 L 7z weak screening & strong
screening DE 2T 2N L. ZDEZ KD FHAER 2 — XA T 5,
(1) weak screening & strong screening

13U %I, weak version of screening hypothesis (BAF. weak screening
hypothesis) & strong version of screening hypothesis (B, strong screening
hypothesis) DEHFEZRLTEZH?,

D  weak screening hypothesis
BIEME BT 2 D W G, (R OCEEREDBIE I
HATEWEE 22 g & I EMES & D @ eEs z fn
ERA)

@  strong screening hypothesis
—EMIHE, BEMAEEZEA LT 2 BELL) %y, BHEN X
DRVEBEZZ T WERZICE D EVCERZ I OFET 5

weak screening hypothesis D¢, BN R TOE®RDI B V720, EM

1) L., BITHROIGEHE» S, 20 5 DI T 22 LIZARERMTH S,
2) BDUNOE#IZ, Psacharopoulos (1979, p.181) DI L 72h3> T3,
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FIIHBKREZGRIPEELED S 7V L L CTHIEHE OWTERG 2 RO 5 23,
IR OB 3R HE 1B T 2 Bl I D w1 e A EE D Bl O FERIC
LoTEEN 2D, Lo T, §9\ (weak)screening & 1F. fD A%
W DI RIS B W T, WEMAE BB KEZ R PEEEDS L e
L T screening §2 2 £ ZFEKEL T3P, Stz iU, sk, peEm
HDORZTTEIBAKELI DR R\ T, 2z 7F NV ELTRAT
23, BB BRI A O E S ) 2B L oL EEZITE L 72 ) A TES
EEZTCHLIERFEKRL TS, ZOEMTIX, weak screening hypothesis
F> 7 F ) v TR & NINEABROM S O Z o> TW2 L5 A %,

ZHUZK LT, strong screening hypothesis Tlk, ZHEKUE (GLEFHP
S0r) DHIRHE DR 2R THE—OEHE Ha L, MIRgIcs L ThEvWH
AAKMERZ R OB F ISR CERZ VT 5, L LAads, silkEom:
(strong) screening DYEHFIZ & - THT O IUIEHH D RE ST A EEMEDSH & >
270, BOBEKEZROWREAE (KF) LEVCBEEKEOHEME (5
) DEEINCED RN L (BE ICEEE EASIRS R L) AL 728
G, MEOBEKAEIMNT 2 2 Lick 2%, Wi, BB (strong)
screening 1 & o THEEKUE & AEEESIEOMBEZ > T3 2 LSBT 2
&L RVWEEKEZFOBENE (R¥) LEOBEREDHETE (F2)
DEEKAEDFH AT 2 EDTREND, 6D —ADEETR 7 74
N ER1 DX 5159,

1IZBWTIE, FERETH2 T % DIZ non-screening (RIkEIZ A 7 ) —
SV TDR, HDOIIARTRER) 7 —ATH D | BERIZERY (strong)screening
DMTHONBEKIE & AEMEDOMICHBIN R W LML 27 —ATH %, &

3) Cohn, Kiker and DeOliveira (1987, p.290) IZEWTH FEKOFHB L INT VS,
4) MICE D &, BB D screening ZHEFICAILT VL2 E W) EET, §9\» (weak) &\ IH{E
FEDIOVT VG,
5) ZO¥fAlE. weak screening hypothesis ($3Z L C\» %29 strong screening hypothesis
BEOZL T AW LItk 5,
6) Psacharopoulos (1979, Fig.1) 22D &, X 11, HEARICIZARE & FEO SR
2RLTV?,
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R1 &E70771)

B4 e K2z& (strong screening)

K# (non-screening)

KA (strong screening)

0 e e

512, MBI (strong)screening 2MTH N AR ICEH /KAE & AEFEMEDMIZ
EDOMBIBIEASH 2 2 LI L 727 — A ThH 5,
(2) Psacharopoulos (1979) Ic& % REERFI & AHEFIDOXE

strong screening hypothesis # 7 — 7 IZ k> THEAET 2846, A7 Y —=v
TS TO B0 89 W2 WS 2 HMERNEL L 25> TL %, BRI
1DEI) BERTO7 7 ANZH T EMNTE 208, FEERCEEL %5 DI,
strong screening % D E/KHE L A pEME: & DRIDOHBIBIR DB D HHE L 72
% non-screening NEH 70 7 7 A WDIGIRTH %, Psacharopoulos (1979)
13 2 DAL LT, strong screening 23V TV WIEFEFM & LTt
P 2@, Chne i s U ORI T H 2 KRS & i L 72, S 5102,
Psacharopoulos (1979) 1Z& Wik, AN & RIERTFM o REGS. - FIE
faHR D g fTbn T3

Psacharopoulos (1979) 14 XV 2D 57 —% % T, #FHRMIBEH S
TR B35 I ONTHREBIR S - WTARHERIEIR E (50, 20 BR
LIIFHBMDOSBRE G ERRF LD AP AR TREREM 0 S5 038
&7 7 7 ANDIEENKRE 2D HEH L AEEEORICIEOMHBENERLET 2

7) Psacharopoulos (1979, p.183, Table 1) %#ZH,
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ERRBELTWS, ZOHREGE - WG IERIRROIBRZ /i L2 D k)
1274 %%,

M2 RS- THEGELLER
R 5 — BRI

ISR

0 e

& 512, Mincer MRSz HEat L.
O EBIEICBELR (AT A Tw3Ga, AEMED D
IKHEBM O 72587 (R?) 12245 %> T2
@ B GRPAAEE) OlGERIE, KRN (7.8%) OFhvaHiH (6.9%)
IZHRTRE Y
ZERMSHIC L, RS EE L 4 5 REFHMIC BT, —E D BIEIR
O EE IXMfEZ R > TH DY, strong screening hypothesis 13/K7Z L TH 5
T ANBEARGRDALL T 5 2 E 2SI L,
(3) Lee (1980) D5Hh
Lee (1980) &, v L —7 D7 =% HwT, KREGM GRFAED) &t
M GEBFERM) O ESBEBEHE LBAE OISR 2 KL Tw5, 2D
B, 1956 4F~1964 2 E1F 5 MSSEE(Malayan Secondary Schools Entrance
Examination) Dm#ZBEILHELE L THCLHEIHT>Te 5, 2 OfiR,

8) 7:72L. Psacharopoulos (1979) W Tk, X 2 BHirnTwizw,
9) Psacharopoulos (1979, p.184, Table 2) #Z&HDZ &,
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REN B2 I L 7282 b . IRERBMOBE OUGREHED Ao 2k b
LEVI LS ER DO e, REFEMOBENITT 2008813, At
D 2 5 EOKRE X LORIHE SN TV S, D LEDORERD S| strong
screening hypothesis & IFFEAIITR (., HHE IZEFEE ERIRE AR > Tw3
LR Tw 3,

(4) Psacharopoulos (1983) D%k

Psacharopoulos (1983) IZ&EWTIE, A ¥V A, FYT 7, XN bHIL, 7
YN, ARVET, ?L—v T D6 A EOT—% 2T, RIFEM &ALk
BMOHEIC & 2 BEKAEZWGELHHE G LT 5,

9. RIS T 2 A OFHFED 512, 6 » BV T, o
PRI - RSP HERIE 1.34 & 72 D, SR D AR & b & A
B\BAFEOZ EDRENTOEY, £, AHIMATE - REREMPHEIEER .
BEAKUEDS 13 21D TR T L AP OB 13 7% < 72 B 1EIANC B 212,
Bz E, 6 »EVHETRS L PIEREETE TR, 116, TEREEETHET
12 0.95. BEHBBTHTIZ089 Lx->TWw3, 51T, WM iz, £#
HRETOFSOKAEE RS &, HEREN DB IZO0NTEAIIKRE &>
TWB I EWRENTLEY . BARMIZIE, 6 » Y TO, hEHEBETH
S - WIEHEE T AR IEAIEM TR 161, RERFM T 2.09, &
SHEG T HIHE - PEEEE T BRI AT 1.99, KM
TIF 220 DEE B> TV 5,

S 51z, BERBBOHEND S . ZE OIERRIG RGO /TSR E | BEF
BORED REREFID K E | BT & 72 2 RERSM o R Rk
LTWw3BZEREDHSICENTVSEY, DL EDSIHTA 5 13, Psacharopoulos
(1979) THSH»IcS Nk )iz, REEBMICEV»TIE, A7) —= v 7K

10) KRS, Z OEANIEMER, K, KEB L Lo EEBEM ETHETH L 2 L HRENTW»
%,

11) Psacharopoulos (1983, p.124, Table 1) #&HDZ &,

12) Psacharopoulos (1983, p.126, Table 2) #Z&MHDZ &,

13) Psacharopoulos (1983, p.126, Table 3) #&MHDZ &,

14) B DORBDREREMO SR E VB E LT, OJT OFEIRBRINT V2,
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X0 b ANWBEABRSRL L T 3 WHESE WV EE 2 5N,
(5) Tucker (1986) D7 T

Tucker (1986) 13HESIZA$ %% L T, Psacharopoulos (1979) 50D 41#t
ZTRAVADT = ZHOTIRRL 7%, FTbiliR7% k)i, EHESRHD
e & B ICKREDERE THEIEL, K5 L EADOERAEDRH & &b Iz
WT 2D THNE, weak screening hypothesis 23CFF I N5, fh)i, K& L
D E DI & EIER T 2D ThIUL, EHHIIRBoREE & bic
WE DA ZBZE L 2RICKRICE D EOESZ N> TwE Z itk
. ABEARHERDESZL Tw 3,

FEEERER D 613, MEFBOREUIES (0.044) ITHARTKRE (0.065) D
HREL, RELEFROEE 707 7 A VISR & L bITIERLTwaZ E
DRENTW 39, X512, weak screening hypothesis 2324 Tld ¥ 275,
JEHED OJT I &k 88 %M L T OHOEFEIEIC > L COERE/H 2
IZoNT, BEBKICBT 28BEERORBUINS S kb eEZONDD, E
AERG R S 13 BREEEBDROR L T O BEABDREE 6.1~T.0% TAZLTH
22 EDBHSPICENTLEY, T DFEEEREL S, 27 ) —= v 7R
FIIHEA I NANEARAMGRm I LRI N T3,

(6) Rao and Datta (1989) D#f

Rao and Datta (1989) X, 4 ¥ FD 7 —4% %M\ >, weak screening hy-
pothesis & strong screening hypothesis D £S5 60324 CTld F % 2> Z kMBI D
HERHC X o TRIGE L) | WIS, PO~ ORELZMET 2 2 Lic kD
FRAVEEMBGR Z AL L9 £ LTw3, Z DR, weak screening hypothesis
TIE AR OURSL X BRI OBEKHE L L B2 LA L strong screening %%
b B %6 T O ANBIRE ORRALOE T H B & T4 - BkbZ 71 7 7 A VI

15) Psacharopoulos (1983) ICEW T, A7V ==V 7 RHDEHRICOVTER L TZ AR,
16) Tucker (1986, p.392, Table 1) ZZMD Z &,
17) Tucker (1986, p.393, Table 2) Z&MD I &,
18) W%, KA, BHAE, LS HEE Lo, DT ORGSR H 23 L CT\n»5,
H=a,+o0EX + a,(EX)?
7L, EX BRBEHEERL TV 2,
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LTwlELTwa,

C DR BB D IZEERE RS & . FEKHED LA & &b ICATRRFIC X D ROl
FLIZDOWTWVL 2 2 EDHIS A E 7% D1 | weak screening hypothesis 2334 &
NDBIERPRRL TS, 7, BEKENE RiUde 2138, REERD
ZIRHEOREUE 2 A F A THONES K E < o T SHEHH ORI L &
HICHRBIEAS 7 7 v P o T ZEDREN, 4 ¥ FOH@ilisTldmy
(strong) screening 2SEINIMT W3 EFEFRIT T3
(7) Ziderman (1992) D4%f

Ziderman (1992) &, FEHEGHETE L TRILERM, Big-ET & L TIREER
1% %% L 7= Psacharopoulos (1979) DFiExE A A 7 TV DT —FI2YTiE
DTAZ Y —= v TR % BEEL T %, Psacharopoulos (1979) 12 L 7278
v, A7) == JREE SR 2 KELE LTRD 3 0FET TS

O AHEFFICHART, REFFTOHE O IR
@ FEFFEFNC B D & TREEBHIE 2 2 108> T hEG S, - PIEARH
KIFMET T2
® FrEOHEKEICE VT, RIFEMOTERIGE - WUTAG R IZ AR
Flicle_T/han
FEEERER & LT, hEES. - PHTERRHERIGEEKIEE L bIC AT 285
BT 256 L3S0, MEENEFHREIEHINTUIVR Y, Fi, HEOIL
WHRICBLTH, ARG R E ORER LS ORSROE DS T
%, 712U, FrG-OBEKED T TIRHELGS - YL HEIERETRR D 7753
HORERPFO N TV S, 2L L TR, A7) ==V ZIREHEA A7 )L
BTEE- T 0L ) IEBBIRAKKR L L>Tw 3,
(8) Lambropoulos (1992) D%k

Lambropoulos (1992) &, ¥V ¥ 7®D 7 —% % M \»T, Psacharopoulos
(1979) KX > TREINL A7 ) — = ZIRSOBGEEZTT> T %, Z DB,
A7) ==y JREDOWEET % . R & I o B8 AR o Hi |

19) BHEKEEGR, KA, ELAE, HlgmieH LH < & 210on T, B BERDESH o DE
MBRELHZIEZERL TV S,
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PR & AREES OBMAERIC X 2 R, BAEBEREZEGR 2 CREO®
& & Z OB EE LRI ) BEOFROHIR, & v oIyl T
%20,

# @ L. Lambropoulos (1992) 1% Tucker (1986) & [[Afkic, EHED
R OWIEAF OREINCB T 2 WA ST 5 7% 6 . BEERIC X 2 R
M & A HFMOFHRE OB AR & & b1 LIRS BT 2 L ¥
WL 7, CNZBGET 272010, BHEOUGERIIFHFOREI k> TEML &
WEW) IRERELE . BRRFORE L L B ICHBOPEEFRIIIEMNT 2 L v ) %)
VAREL R BRE LT\ %, FEAERS R, HEKEDOHMNE & HICAHTM LR
IO E® 70 7 7 A VDZEDBFAVWTW L 2 EAVHBH L. strong screening
hypothesis (ZXHEINT, TV TICBLTIRANEARMGZHATE 0
EREL TS
(9) Arabsheibani and Rees (1998) D%k

Arabsheibani and Rees (1998) (&, ZEAERENE EASIR 2R > Tzl
LY, BEREFEE ICE RS 2L\ BT 5 £\ 9 Psacharopoulos (1979)
? strong screening hypothesis % RFEBMY & AT D EGBIBUE HEGE§ 2
ZEICKk o THEEL T3, %7 L., Arabsheibani and Rees (1998) (. ifj
M OHE OISR 2 i 2 2 Licid, AR & REEM O £ 5 & T
b0 ) RIS I H COBINA 7 ADMFEET 252 LTw3?), Zo
HOERANA 7RAE2ZRLTH, A FYRADT—F Tk, BPAER—FEYS D
OIS L, REFEFE 9.65%. AFRBIIE 6.1% & & D, I 512, FiffoE
AR E E B I TOL 2 EDBHSDICENTV S, ZofEL S,
strong screening hypothesis 133 Ff & 17\ EfEHTIT TR 22,

20) ZOfl, BEFEHOFE., EEEBOTHELDIE, % EDHEEBETF TS,

21) WEAZIIECERZA->TL 522 ) iM% T 2 L) L TADBFET 5,

22) Arabsheibani and Rees (1998, p.190. Table 1) ZZH N7\,

23) ZOfll, Patrinos and Savanti (2014) 2BV TH, HEDIZERITAIEI L b b R
MOFHBRE L FIZ, BEHHF IOV T, COEANEETH 2 I EWRINTRE, 17
L. Patrinos and Savanti (2014) Ti%, sheepskin effects D HTICHE RS H TSN T
%, ZORICBIL TS 4 HiTWY LT3,
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2. Wolpin (1977) IC& 3 screened & unscreened DX

AHfiClx. Wolpin (1977) 232% L 7z unscreened 814 & L CTHEES
ZHE L. screened J7EIE DR £ XA L, W& DB ZBGHET %5 —HED
LT 2 T 5.

(1) Wolpin (1977) D%k

WLIETHHL LS I1C, A7) —= v FREEBGEET % 7291213, screening
INTORWHEFZIEL U GERNEDDH %5, Psacharopoulos (1979) 128
W, screening STV WHERE & L TP CoOBEH (unscreened)
DIEILN, screening ST 5 RHBMO#EHE (screened) & DK T
FEEaHT T,

ZHUTH L T, Wolpin (1977) 1&, ZE N0 EDEEMIBE %22\ 7204
PEVED RIS % 1 T 2542 | JEHEICAS OEREN % R T R EH R )
f## (unscreened) ZEBE XA Vv T4 TOWNSL D EHEZT, L
72035 T, B END ZDOFTG-DOAEEND [T, unscreened F7#j5 1% screened
HEF LD PR GEREE L »RZ T 52 LItk b, & 512, Wolpin (1977)
13, FT5G-OEE O T Cld, unscreened B 13 & D WAEEEZ R > TE
D screened Y7{#i# & V) bHEHEFE 25 EE A 2D unscreened %7
i e LT AP OBIEME O D D IS HERER (self-employed) 1ZHEH
L7,

HEEOGA. BAZICHS ORI EEEZRET 2 0E0 R, > 7
T () OERDDICHTOEIR (R & 288 2 v 203 3k
EZo6N5, IHIT, PRABVEEEZEOROTH S0, HEHEHIL
PRBEZZT 2ERP R D TEREEZR T 52 %5, LIB>T, BHE
SEUDERHE T 5613 ANERERUNOBEIIEZ sihvwl t
I27%%,

COHiFRIZZ S, Wolpin (1977) (&, 7 AV ADEHEM LT —4% 2T
A7) ==V TRAEBGREL T3, ZOREE, HEZFEH (self-employed) &

24) FVHZ UL, BEICEEE EFARPEEAERCEAETH S,
25) Wolpin (1977, p.955) D &,
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W # (employee) D FIRBEFEHIIED 0.6 4 L 0D T, FREE
screening & L COBERETIZ 7% { AINERTBROBRED B 2 &\ ) % GE
TERVEMMIT TN
(2) Riley (1979) O&f

Riley (1979) &, 227 Y —=v 7T 2 WIf AR AL O B € 7 L 0
5. BEKEE 2 12T % unscreened HF1D I EIF QA MEEREIE ©(2(n)) &
screened D IEIE DEFEE GBI w(2(n)) 2K 3 D & I ITHHTWL 520,
7272 L, HEKEE 2 MAADEENOZDANEA n OB E RSN TR22D,

3 LS EEREH

log w

0 z (n) z (n) z

ORI 3505 LI IT, unscreened BT F7 81 O R IEEBIEU
screened B[ DS EE D ETEE GBI L D & EHFIAEL, XD 3 DD
RS 23D 57,

O Fr50EFEFNDEDANEAR n 12K LT, unscreened M D25 @
DITDIFE KIEDME  REE S B R
@ FUCHEKE 2 2R L 72EAICEI L T, unscreened [ H7{l14

26) WHOEER 707 7 AV LR Y | AEGSER O (2500 3EEKES L ShTw
%,

27) Riley (1979, S238. Fig.2) &,

28) Riley (1979, S239) & &,
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DFFHEFEE R
® BAEEHDBEKE LB CIEOHEDS 2 7% 6, Fr5- ORI B
L . unscreened FM DI85 D /5D screened FM DI #IE L D b
AFENE L AR
Riley (1979) (&, ZOMEHE TN DIEICOVTT AV ADT =8 2T
BEEL T3, ZORHR, &% v 7V oI D W TIZAMEE S = — DR
DEBICA LR D BERZOLERSBIBUIMIENE X ) T HICIET 2
LRI, Lo EZ S L, A7) -V TREUCTFET %
fERsEonTws,

Riley (1979) . 512, unscreened F[M. & %\ % screened #i[M &%
Zo6NBH 7Y TNVCHEIL, 2RZENDY 7Y TNK L CHEHBEDO T
o T 32, BEINICIE, EEESBBOURBRE NS h, H 2D
VIR EEHERERE CPMEOPIC L 5T A DD PN — 713330 R
BB DY R K E { BB KEEDME 7V — 7% unscreened M, A
BEEBDOUIA DG TFHBEFEKEDE G 7V — 7% screened F[M & A
LT3, 20 LT, ZRZND T N—T Dy T2 LI EEESES
ZHERF UBGEE L T 5, Z OFEH. AIRBE X ANEATZL & screening DM
FiDRE = Fi o T 2 LTI T 3,

(3) Katz and Ziderman (1980) D%

Katz and Ziderman (1980) 1%, £ A7 TN D57 —% W T AWEAREE
& screening WEDOW i #EB L TA V) ==V S RFDKALZ T > T\ 5,
K12, Riley (1979) 2%\ >72, unscreened HFFIDIHBIH |3 HE K HEDME 32
&) FERINIRAE I BER 2 R L 7 T, 2 Oni & EIE LKA 2o T
2, BRMICIE, HEEZICIRE 2 ERE OB (ANWER) 3L 2 5

29) T3 HEIOME & LT, unscreened M EFEZSNDH 7V Y TIVDHEHES S — L screened
WM EBLNZY 7Y TINVOHEESY I —DHIKIC X > T, @Y RBREEDThN 2 %25 T
w3,

30) AREESEEOUIFICBIL TiE, BEEI LI I —EHE LU OREIZRDOTV S,

31) ZHUE, 3 ODHRNEKEOORZE LTV EEISNS,

32) Ed Riley (1979) @ 3 DM OOZEHRL TV 3,
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7o, FEEREICE W CHE ST IBIREAE XD D VPFENICBEKEN S %
D, ZO¥ERMICHIELFMNEREIREC R 5IcoN T, ZOMEAIZNI RS
EEZ T, Boiiziud, AEEEORERT L VI NINEARERELERT
&L Riley (1979) @ 3 D DOHEIIFREDOHRL L B WEAEDIH 5 LEZ T
DTH 2,

Katz and Ziderman (1980) ZZDf%EZEEL, A AT ZILDT—F»5
WIEHE & HEEE DO VHBEERDE %G L. screening B2 TV
3 LRI TR B,

(4) Fredland and Little (1981) O%#f

Fredland and Little (1981) &, 7 XV ADF—% ZH\WTHEHEE L)
BGOSR & L Tw B, ERERERETEE L, ANEA
IR PRCE ORRAEEL. FIRE R T REER L 2 0 I, JIMoBIfED
BRCHWENTVE0ERT 2008 I —AKEMITEKLELTVS,

HEFHE R 51339 | BEEZOHDPEEKEDRIIAE | HEDOITE
NORPEBRE, T, BEEMESE 23100, AEEREOERII
BAFICHART7 7y Mk b, MICE ) L. BRI ARROFTR /NS
VAR 2 OISO T OFHRD EARMIKRE V- EDORERZEH TV 5, iz
R B EREORTHOTWENE I pERT Y I —ERDREICOWT
FHEEEOHPEEMF LD b2 OMEIZT > EMhE v, S50, 2ot
XOYTFFEY BAGRAMEFOS DT L VIR L 25T 539,

A7 —= v JREH» 6, BEME L AEEEDFRCBIOBAICIEAE
EH PN EE RIEINS . BB, WEDFRUEEKETDH 255
IFHEEEIRCEEIZ R EOIE2E % 2 LErN 5, FEHERED S
13, BEEZONDPEEKETDCEDERTHH, 227V —= v FKHLD

33) LEDo T, 7= Ik > T screened Th % #iJEHH DEEKIEDH EHEZ OBEKHEE |
FloTWARWIEIRINALELTH, AZ Y-SV PR EHISN 2 LI ko hvweH
Zbhs,

34) UM Tld, BHRRPCESEZ EOEHMEEZ Y v TV RO EADOREE F LD TV 5,

35) ANNEABGEGDSHALL TW 2D ThIuE, HERE LWEMHEFOUTIE ) BARFCICR2 L
EZo b,
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b NNEARM G L BEN LR ER->Tw D,
(5) Shah (1985) D4Mf

Shah (1985) &4 ¥V 2D 57 —% %2 H\»T, Riley (1979) OFiEZ)JGH L
A7) ==V STRBDOZ LRI L T3, 20BN, M3 TRLAELD
12, unscreened FMDHEE (HEFE) OEEESEE DD screened
Moyiig BIeH#E) OLEEREBID b LHIcH 2 I L2 BEEL T 5,
ELURINC I, KD 4 D% Bk LT 236,

O HEHEEOEERRBI L IEMH O ARG SRS KA 1T )

@ Riley (1979) 12 L7228, £~ 7% unscreened &8 & screened

Mo E LGRS %
® Riley (1979) OHERITINCIED E | RN OEEESBEBOY A
DAl & BEKHED A DB % BGEET 5
@  unscreened MO IEIE OAEJEE BB L screened T D ) E
DAHEESBB D %2179
NS DHEFSHTOFRE LT, AV ) ==V VIREDBRBIFHEEE T, 47
Lb, A7V ==V 7 RFADEHIN S DTk LI Tw 5,
(6) Tucker (1985) DI

Tucker (1985) DO HIIZ, Wolpin (1977). Fredland and Little (1981)
DOWERIER L, 7 AV HDF =4 %o THEIERE & B EEEOPTESEkz
HEL A2 —= v VRS WET 2 2 Licdh B, 2RI, WEMFZ L HE
RofRoE% ., FREEOUIA (£ FIVICREI N TR WRIER) D2,
B I N B HIHZAS GEAREE, OJT, AL, B, ARESE) oz, HEES
LR AE OIS AR OIS D IS L THEEL Tw 3,

9. IR OHE» S . BEMAE ORI OHIAN (0.488) DIins
HEEOFHBEE O] (0.277) XD BREVI EIRIND, TORE
. HEER LR Y EREAF L CXEAE A BN E R L &
SIREERITH> T D72, HREAE OISR D T 05HHEE N3 7% 2 &3

36) Shah (1985, pp.119-122) ZHD T &,
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HINTWwE, Zod, HEHZEDOAVPHEHEFH LD D X D% < screening
NINTVD EMINTES L L, unscreened & L THEESR ZIERLIE
L2 FIRL T 5,

CNZHIHRIC, Tucker (1985) (&, FIEHER & HEHF OBFTKIEDRE
ZHIEL, AEEEORBDITDBETHEC I EZISRICLTWE, E5IC,
FHSEDIROBLRD S HEFEE DO HBWIERF AT, BEKE (B
FH) OFFF~NOHBED 1.163% A L k> Twb 2L RSN, A7 —
=V TRBDFEH I N TN B,

(7) Cohn Kiker and DeOliveira (1987) D%

Cohn Kiker and DeOliveira (1987) &, 72X U ADT—F ZH T
Psacharopoulos (1979). Katz and Ziderman (1980) DT &fkEE L T
%, Cohn Kiker and DeOliveira (1987) 12X % &, HEZH#H L screening &
ZIEBIRTH 203, BWEAZ ZEVIRKEDIRE IR 7O DEENZHE
EBCHNTIDERATEEEZA OGNS, INZHHRICT 2 L&, BHEET N
SRFUIAT DL I 1Tk %,

S« BEREICB L Tk, BEER LHEAE R THRERAR

TAEL 2
MAIARFD : Ev (R) FfKEDIREEIC B VT, BUEHEORE
HIZAEEZOBHEHRAL D BRE L (haw)

51 HiCHIAL 72 X 9 12, Psacharopoulos (1979) @ weak screening hy-
pothesis IZEB W Tld, JEHHF IZBEKEZ PIFEAGORE ICHIH T % 235thkiz o
ESIZOWTIEREEIC > TIREINS LEZX D, flifi. strong screening
hypothesis (&, ZHHEVME—DEHRIETH D . BLAELIC X 2K IE T
Cscreening IC &> THEL B EFZ D, Lo T, BEAEOEERE%HED

DI K EEDVEE KIS O T S LT 2 IERFMIC B W TE, strong
screening hypothesis 23R 112 AR E -, £ 72, BEFHPTTIE, EM
FIIEAER L & S I F QAN 2T 2 X 9 1072 5 DT, B
WL BESERIRAITNS SR REMICIIERT 2, ZNS5ELVOD
ThiuL, HBEE (RAER) OURSERIZHFTIT X D b IEFFBI D /553
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REWIERD, Lo T, BEETREKHE LTRIUTDOLH L% D,
I - BE OGRS, MM OB FORIEIC X > TR L &
37
AR - BEOUERHRIE, MBI OBEFOREL L £ HIET T2
IR « RAFBAIR IR E, TGS - MR TR IE T 2
XARHG  REE R E &b, PERS - WMEAG LIS EEICE T L

AR
SR @ © BEEIRY & IR O T ERAR S - WITAR IR IE R A S
AR

MA@ © PEAEL. - WU HEERIG IR ST D ST hvE

NS DIRFUCBI T 2 ISR L LT, HEETAERICEb ST A2 Y —= v
PIRHE TR T A EICE B RBRES s ko lk, Lo T, HHIC
X 2EGOEIANNEATRICE > Th o L b RFHEI NS LGHwAT S
nTtns,

(8) Grubb (1993) D5

Grubb (1993) 1Z. Riley (1979) 2SHERIVIC/R L7z X 91T, EREEH OIL
1% screening HMTH L VIESEIZ AR T screening DMTH N B MEHED T7H3
5 < | screening 2MTH N BIEZEICHE A ITE BB KHELERT 5 L DR
FHETAVIDTFT =Y ZRHCTHKGELL 72, Z DBX. screening 2MThbi 34 7
) —= v & screening AT LHEEEOIREZ KL TAZ ) —=v 7
Rt EBEEL T3, 512, fERHC BT 2FALEE LT, B amE, &
SEHECENL HESEAL, AR T T Y — <V (screened) & HENEL
(unscreened) DEEBEHE ZNZNHE L T3,

HEFORER, PP EC R AP LYY =7 v 725 4 GO
DETIHFEOPIRIZY 7 ) —< > (screened) &£ D b HEHEHE (unscreened)
DHWFEL A7V ==V JREEFIE LR EL->TVE, 62200
FhL L TEICE L CRABEEEMRDSSH 5 £ 2 EBRINTV S,

37) JHud, BERLEIBI L CHIRMNE L HHEOMICIIERARIFEL B0 I E2HKRL Tw 5,
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75, BEHEALIZY 7Y —< v OFRHCHRIC 7 7 AL LTHWTw 3
D3, BRERECP OJT ZHHHER E L TANS LSEEA AR TR &
52 EDURINT S, Fio, BEEEAIIHEEFOFRICE > THRETIE
RO E R > T, Grubb (1993) ¥, ZHIZDWTHUTOL) %2
DFR%E 5.2 T 5, BSEHEEIZ, EAFEZSERICE LT, Jo%EME
Fio T A2 IC X D% < OfRERS OJT %o 5 LE R I i
ET 5720 D screening #iF & L TN TV 57O, BLEEERP OJT 55
WIZH L LT 3 ERSEIELAL D RIR D T { i 5 LB R 5 DH—DHODfE
WTH 2, 2 DHDOMRIE, BREEMELN 2 HUE L T 2 A ANEARTERIC
Lo THNPEBRIN TV SO A T OJT B E & D, BB
TEEFHOP OJT ASFHHZEL L LTl % & IEEHEAAL ORISR 2 XA
Bl BB EVHERTH S, L7oioT, BESEMEAN OHEFHERICBI L T,
A7) —= v TRH. NNEARIGRD EB & TOMIRTRE L 85 & LT 5,
(9) Brown and Sessions (1999) D%k

Brown and Sessions (1999) 1%, Wolpin (1977) & Psacharopoulos (1979)
DIFERA YY) T OHETED T — & THEEL TV 3, unscreened 7 L— 7
& L T Psacharopoulos (1979) (&AHF%2 % 2, Wolpin (1977) (ZH %
%% 7 7=, Brown and Sessions (1999) (#E 23 screening ¥éfg & L THw»
5N B REIIE % OE D ALPHIEICKAF T 2 L& 2, EME L HERED
ok, REFBMISURAIE ., AHEPIWIE S & BEES O =0k MO
BREAEZ T W5, ZOBE, /N hEERe, Bk, REE & v ) BEKiE
XL TH I —AH UL, unscreened 7V — 7 & screened 7 )L— 7D
BHE OISR 2 L Tw 5,

B 1EICHPMHL 72 & 9 1. weak screening hypothesis D FTld, &£TD
FEHEIZANNERTGRD 7= OICHE ISR E2IT>TE D MA T screened J7
EEIEI SISy 7Y Vv T DD EERELZ{T> T\ 5, fli77. unscreened
HEE S T TN T DD DEE LTI MBI R DO THEREL TR LD
BN 22 %, L 72435 T, weak screening hypothesis 23837 L T\ % 7%
5. screened J7{HIHE D 7)Y unscreened FHHIH ISR TEHOWEE OUIGEHEE b
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763 LIk D, fli)i. strong screening hypothesis 2337 L TV 284
KB 13 screened HIF ORISR G52 5 2 L1255,

BESBBOHGD S HEOBEEHE L RFEOYALIR, BIEME & HES
BRI OS2 BN S &, SR OB EREHE IS HTE HE O T 2 B S & 5 03
HEELEOIEE2HME RV EDEREE TS, £, ¥ LEEROIGE
RIIBEAEZEDOHPHEEZELD DREVEDHEPHS P Lo T0E, Z
NS DFEAKER & 1 | strong screening hypothesis Tid 7 { . weak screening
hypothesis 23832 L T\ % EfEEI T T 5,

(10) Lofstrom (2000) D5f

Lofstrom (2000) 12X % &, 1980 SFRDT A Y AW KBIF 2 BEHEDER T L
27 LD ARG ORHHOFHFEADIERD FE AT TH D . ZOHHIC X
2EG 7L 27 L EAOERICIZEGEE & XV 7954 120 2 TN A
boltEZIoNTw3,

Lofstrom (2000) (%, T 1980 fFROER TV I 7 LA DIKEDIERH Y 7
FU v B AN E I PREEL T B, INEEDD B0, B
FHOEETVIT 20BN EAHEEZOESR T L I 7 208 E KL T
5, YTV IHmPIYTUIESL RS, HEESTIBEME L 3RV HE
kDY 7PN ERELEET, BEOEERICE L WG 250 2 1REMEE
Vv, LEdso T, BEEZEOBE DA L 2FiHEE1R. SEAE DR K%
IO bhshrEEZLND,

Fro, TPV TEERBIE L o ThiuX, AENLS a vy 7 IR
EHEESICR L S 1EE b 6T, ANERMERIE L WA, mi#E~
DEETIZIZ LA EEIT R W L1225, BEAERNICIE, ANEARIRRIEL
WOTHIUE, 1980 SEROBWEH L O 2 ZHEELOIEEE LD b
FERLTOHBW I EDBEINLIETTH 5,

FEERSSRE LT, ¥ 7Y v 7 1980 SERICB U 2 HBEOEE 7L
7 LOECEFL 9 05, M7, NNEARBEGIC X > TEFHTE ZR0fGE

38) strong screening hypothesis Tld, HEIZANEAZEHL 2L EHEIN TS,



TRV FIIUR T4 BH 3 5

toTn3,

3. REDFHEWEDV Y FUJICER LU Wiles (1979) OFiE
AHiTliE Wiles (1979) DTFHEICBIT 2 IGEAT 2 BBl 5, 2 DEARN A

EZ I, KETER L AN 2T E 2 EOMADIS £, FL

MR 2 Fi o 13 2 NsiE e S N IO RS DA A DG 5% Lg% L w»
IbDTH 2,

(1) Wiles (1979) D737

Wiles (1979) 1ok 3 &, A7) —= v JREDIRILL T 58546, ke
B LSS 7Y v 7 LTHEEL T 20T, FRE DR REN %2 F5 >
AANDKEEG BB IC X > THRAE 2 2 Lidd VR, fih, ANEAHRT
&, &2 AR EOWS CIEPSNEL TV I 7T ADFKET L LEZ
55,

Wiles (1979) (&, AREABE & 1B % X 3 72 o0 12 JERRSER 2 207
DA EEZLTHB3), DF ) 67132 WHMEET 2 EFH DNE (content)
TEEL, HHGOECIBEITRA T .00 F ry b THLEREINTY
240, 2Dk, FROEEZGET 57 01d, FERH &l by
2IEDBMETHD EEZSNTVD, BURNICIE, v 27 ) v MEED T
DG & RFED TH ) OREED £ b & DFiEOMINICEB 2 D, Stz
UL, FOBHEBE L D~y F v TIZ X > TEHINTW 3 A% Dftfs %
ST B EDEELEML TS, ThoDZ Eh o, Aifd & oM
DEWIEE, 2L T, BHOBE LD~y F v 7 LS & DBFRMENIZE,
ETNC R#AIE L < ABEARBGRA T E 5 7% < & % L@ Tzt
(2) Miller and Volker (1984) D%#f

Miller and Volker (1984) (&, Wiles (1974) D#& 2 %, #F: L HARIE

39) Wiles (1979) H 1. External-Test-Not- Content(ETNC) Kl LA TV 2,

40) COBA. FREETERT 2RI, (EFhoE0) BOOMHR, MRS, fHS Ly
BREEILNTR D,

41) Wiles (1979) T, FEIEDHTIE R IN TRV,
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BENEF—A L) P ORFFEEEIYGTID 72, BAIICIZ, PHEROR
B WHNERE LD M08 4 7, 00, BGOSAT, 1% &% BRE
e L7 Mincer BIE &2 L T2, Z0fE, B L Tk, &
FEAIC DOV TR, ZOARRSLRE DS CHETH S ) Lan b ) LERICH
B0, AR DL TL, ARSI B OSE T 7 A0 E
BTV ITLADRD SN, Flo, THEICO W TR L BRREEO R
BICES 7L I 705 5 LIERD N7, TNXh, B0 AAE
ORGSR D A ANEAHGR THAI 20, I A7) — =2 F G
THHES NS LRI w3,

(3) Rohling (1986) D7

Rohling (1986) (&, 75 F ¥ DEAA0 & REBEAL, 1~2 R ORY¥7 1
75 5 3~AAERDORET T 75 Mo WT, Wiles DEA T2 LT, AN
BEARBGRE A7 ) — =2 JRHD EB & WEEHE ORHE % FHT 5 0% Wk
LTw3,

PRI OREE G R © . KETOHIKEBBET 25 ciivTws 2 L i
FHHCHBIC T 7 AT TS IER L 25T 5, REOHEBDMEHE LFN
DR TLEEERFET DV TR RV T 47T~68%F305R 72> T
B KEBEICO W TIFIEIN 64% LA L. 3~4 FHOKRAT0 75 A
B L TS0 100% LA § 2 R ME o Tw3, 2o Lid, ERE
BEHEEAFBy F VT L TOAGARETEARRRICT LI T L2552
ZIEEERLTEY ., AVEARGZ XRHT 2R ER> TV,

(4) Arabsheibani (1989) D% f

Arabsheibani (1989) %, Wiles (1974) & Miller and Volker (1984) &
FHR LY 7 N ORFFEAITY TIZOTHRILL T3, Wiles (1974) D
Wz fito> T, K¥ETIES L 2 ARRLRE S D30T & 722 BIRE b 7 2R 0 )
G &L M U ARRRRET & R0 232 OAGRCHE I IEREBIR D 72 W I
TREEOYERBEZ IR L Tw 5, b LESTL I 7 APHIH I bty

42) BRI AESDEOR L 2B O FE8I1013 OJT 4 81 X 2 BN O ERA KB Z T 2 RS
HBHDT, WHHEE L L THHERBMRHINTw 5,
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ZDTHIUTA 7Y —= v JIRBUIFTEH S N, b UIRSEICBIR 2 < Anikohe
DERICLZEE 7L I 7 A bN TR0 THIUIA Y Y —= v JiKd
PXFFINDZ LIRS,

Z DFER, HEOBEROEE 7L I 713 37%. HARIER 8.1%, Ak
2% E VI RER E e ) ANBEARBERS R I N2 T L REI N T 5,
(5) FengLiang, Xiaohao and Morgan (2009) O4%#f

FenglLiang, Xiaohao and Morgan (2009) 1. & DEHISERAE % WGE
T2 7-%12, Miller and Volker (1984) TIZEEI N TWLish o KEAHE
DHZav =L LEDS, FEOT—F % AT Wiles DHIFIC X 2 BGE
E{FoT03, B, BEAY X 27 28R A a7 0%, 8L
LR LEHKD >y F ¥ 7 OMR 2 BEEBIHAAA THREEZ1T> T» 513,
ANHBEABERICE 2 L, XDELDa—20RBEPRVWAa7EREZ L, &
Wi, Bz ey F LRI 2 L 3EAOUIERZ N L3835 L% 2
5, i, A7V ==V ZREDPIEL VO THIUL, ZD X ) RERIZHTL
BEVITEZE L LIERS 2,

FenglLiang, Xiaohao and Morgan (2009) ¥, Z® 2 DO IFZnZh
WSR2 522 L%, Pa ey FroaiReEET 582
NA 72 b6 TRETOEBEZ Y P —LTXRETHY, fhff, 2—2R
RHER a7 ORMER M T2 0ICE, Ya Ty FrToRNE Y b
O—LTRETH S EEZXTHIETHTZITH> TV 5,

FRERER E LT, 1ZEALOEISTICE L CRHITR, BRE7 v 7., Y3
7y F U T RHFEROWE IR LN EHo» Lo TWwE, 2D
LiF, REBEHERZS 7P E LT TWw s 2 L2 L Twb eE2S
Nz, LaLans, ARRED TS CREOHK B L Tk, A
BABERGSHOL LT LML Tw 3, fime LTiE, PEOAEE R, K
YHETONNEAGED 5 H5 22T TOBEELH B, 77 ) v 7%
RICE > THREDTsNTw 3 EfFmI T T 5, 6 HIKORIZELIEE 1300 4F

43) $%ED Wiles 12X % test TH D,
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ﬁ‘““f&fﬁ%fﬁugﬁ‘l U— FRBER T ARETH - mBER LY T Y
BERSSCR SN2 2 LIRE Z TRV EBRENTw S,

(6) van der Merwe (2010) D21

van der Merwe (2010) 13, 7 7 VA D ¥ — N T¥EKRKY (Durban Uni-
versity of Technology) D&FEIEED T —F % H\WT, FEHE ORRFIAMifE 2
NEARBERIC K > THHTE L) 2MEEL Tw 5, EThiliR7z L9
12, Wiles (1979) 13, “AAPRFEDNLE & TG & OMBIR R IR E, 7,
HYRH (ER) LWSEE DO~y F v 7 L EHBEMERWIZ & ANEARR

I TIIES T, 7TV Y VHmPYTIESL EHEZ TS,

van der Merwe (2010) (%, T D& ZIED VT, FELEOHMFE, K¢
BHEOBRICBT 2 HOMf, BEEL R LD~y F V7, Fh, . Blo&
BKHES L YUHEROBIRPEITH 5 2 & HiHRICERMZEHEI L Tw 5,
NEATERAIRALY 5 7201213, WL HKD < v F ¥ 7 L WIEREDSIEDOH
Blzfi o Binid 5, FEEERERIE, BEE L HB O~ v F v J 1WA L A0
RIZH D EDIERTH D, 7)) v 7B ST 57217 T, ANER
BlE 2 SR L 20 BRI Tw B
(7) Zhu and Zhu (2011) OZMF

Zhu and Zhu (2011) &, HEOD 3 FFHl O EERE AL OHAIT L - Tk
& S 172 K% NUC(Newly-Upgrade Colleges) D7 — % % T Wiles Df2
IBIZI > THEEL T2, 2416 ORSFIGE AR TIEMEA AT I SERIHCR IS
MEASEA T 5 Toleds, MERIC—RBEETP T AT Iy 7 AF V2 EH
FTEPEIDEVIERITHS NS Z LIk o7, Wiles D& 21T & A HEEDY
NWEAG 23T 2745, NUC REGDUAT & [/ UIIETITCRETH D,
A ==V JRBDTRF S 15 75 6 —REEENBHE 2 L2 5\ Z L OFHE
BREVHEINTVS

Zhu and Zhu (2011) (&, #)fTAG (HiR) 20EEA%. 5 BRERHii TR n
7z Job match index #2880, HEEF, M, BREE FRLAKEAD) .
Firfd, BlOFEKAES 20 HE b 7 22802 HIfZE R L L CHEGF L Tw 5,
HEGHZ Y72 o T, RFETOEL % soft-pure (L7, FEHZ L), soft-applied
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(REFH, %< ML), hard-pure (WBY, (L7 &), hard-applied
(avta—%, BRTELRE) D420 NV—7ICyFTHEF LT3
HEFHREH & LT, KD 4 DDFERIEH L T %
@  Job match index DfR%EXIE soft-pure 7' NV — 7 ZR\T 77 ATHR
Th-o7
@ MWilZarybtue—nN72L, Job match index DFREUZ soft-applied.
hard-applied 7' )V — 7 D} 3 soft-pure % hard-pure Z)L—7%& D}
AEERS
@ HEGHEar Fr—LT 5L, Job match index DREUT LML D
PO IEEEIEE &5
@ FEEBOBEEIH DIN—TTHEER>TWS
NS DR S, HREARO2y F Uy TBEFL Lo TR AD %2
ITHVLEALD OIBEIEV I LML, ANEREGRI S TUIE> T
5T ENHEIEINT WS,
(8) Liwiriski and Pastore (2017) DO%4f
Liwinski and Pastore (2017) 1%, KEQHEHK L{LHEDO~y F v JICIEOHE
BTV TLDPROD S5 ND T EINIREEE VLRI T I ZADRNEBH ) AN
HARBH AL L strong screening hypothesis D3ZH I N5 Z LIc% 5 L%
AT, AT, REQHK EMAHEDRE Y F 4 (good job match) IZE VT
EDE®& 7L I 7 L0550 o4, FRfIC, RFEDAICHIEDE®R 7L 27 4
DEL 2D THIUE, weak screening hypothesis DIEAZ LTV 3 & L7,
CDEZZHHRIC, R—F v FOREHEEE LREAEEICOWT, ¥ 7Y
VB MEEL TW 5
Liwinski and Pastore (2017) Tl&, BIfEDOWZE & RETOHKDI2 v F L
TR BEPITOVTOREEEDHEIZFES B (Job Match Index) %K
LESBEBEHEI L C0 3, £/, I E COHEFEFRIREDHBIZDWT

44) weak screening hypothesis I$H BT 2 IEOAEURIRZ DT> 553, strong screening
hypothesis IZFB®H TR,
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B ENDITH LT, Liwiiski and Pastore (2017) T3 E—7 ¥ FORY¥
LRI L THEEREE TICOfTbn T 20 b RHETH 2,

EERE OGRS 5 1, good job match DFED A, Fiifd & Job Match
Index PSIEDHBIZFf > TE D, good job match DKRFEIFSIHILAE L 72 2
2y FVIPEOEELD S 21%DER TV ST LD B L ORREF T
2, IS DMERD S, BERERBOREEICHEL Tk, Rt {tEowy
F v 7 LR OMBIBGRY 5 AINBERMGR RSN, 7, #hieERT
LI7 LRSS 7 F ) v THEBKIRE N TS 2 8% D, weak
screening hypothesis 2353 & 13 Z LIS o ZNT W59,

4. Sheepskin effects ICB9 D RIED
KEITlE, A7) —= v ZJIREOBEEICE LT, SRR Tl % Sk o%e
FAWEDRZED AN DRI D LML IC DWW T —_ 1 2179, FUH
AT O . BT & HUS LA 2 87 AR 0 708, BN R T & B
TEBD-oFELIDL, LVECIREZHRE TSI LBTEL L), VWb
W % sheepskin effects 1B 2 FIEIHT2 ¥ —~A § 247,
(1) Layard and Psacharopoulos (1974) D&
Layard and Psacharopoulos (1974) X, 7 XV ADT =% ZH\WTRD 3
OREH 2 BGEE L T 5,
O HEOFANNER IZBAEETIE 7%  FEIEAFTICE W TR D | mlk
PRYEDREIE (E0D) AERE OPASHILEELE OPRFH EF U Tl
A
©@ HHEICLDNPESITETEE £ HIIET LT WL

45) Miller and Volker (1984) TII#&FaEE HARIEDS, Arabsheibani (1989) Tid#E, H
B, FE&BIED, FengLiang, Xiaohao and Morgan (2009) Tix %%, HARA,
KRR E SN TV 5,

46) FRARZEEIC DOV TS strong screening hypothesis % XFF 9 25 R E2E T3,

47) sheepskin effects ICBI9 2 FEAEMJE & LCidk. 2 2 THD LI 2 3CHREAAHIC, Belman and
Heywood (1991), Shabbir (1991). Patrinos (1996), Arabsheibani and Manfor (2001).
Mora (2003), Skalli (2007), Bitzen (2009) %743% %,
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@ AfhDZlli 72 57T screening 237 IS YA, (screening HEAE & L T
D) HBEDLEMET R
DODRFLZ A 7)) — =¥ 7K D sheepskin version TH . BN A EA4E
BOAFGENEZ 72 5 THAICOATN LA T2 2 L 2 KL TR 2, @
DfGEUE, JEMMMAIR 742 5 LHJEME T 2 EHRE o N5 720, v
(strong) screening 238 < By, FMWPESEINI K BB EEBKRL TV 5

Layard and Psacharopoulos (1974) 13, Z®D 3 DRFHDOMILDL 5, A7
==V RFEU T EF o TR I EEHS2ICLTwS, DD,
(P01 RERHE OIRSRIZ PR OREEDOPIEHE EFH L TH D | sheepskin
effects IZFEH SN, /. BEOMPIFMEFELLE LHICLAL TR LD
RZRFT 2, DEDZ &, AWEABGRIZENS N LRI T
w3,

(2) Liu and Wong (1982) D%

Liu and Wong (1982) 1Z, YR —LDF—FZHT, AL A7 Y —
=V JIRE AR BRAAEECTIE 2 RS (40T) IKEE D WTREEL Tw B,
H BMEANDOF ORI DREE DHFIT R D & N B P AR Z T 550D
B, RERFZOMAZERN L ESFEZERT 2, i, s AoKE M

ZREPEIR, D)~ EOBMNAAEL2Z T 20890 TlERSCEDE
WKHE (CEE) (T E I EELE kS, o ZAEiEE LT, Liu and
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