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Abstract: 
China’s imbalanced sex ratio has increased the prevalence of hypergamous (marrying up) and 

hypogamous (marrying down) marriages. We explore the implications of this phenomena for 

satisfaction with one’s spouse in terms of sexual satisfaction along a range of dimensions, 

care received from one’s spouse, affection expressed to, and received from, one’s spouse and 

the prevalence of domestic violence in the home. The main argument that we develop in the 

paper is that assortative mating is associated with higher satisfaction levels with one’s spouse 

because those involved in homogamous marriages will have more shared values, have more 

empathy for each other and be better able to communicate with each other, both in terms of 

everyday living and in terms of their sex lives. We test this argument using data from the 

China Health and Family Life Survey.  We find considerable support for the argument that 

marrying up, or down, lowers satisfaction with one’s spouse. 
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1. Introduction 

 

One of the major socioeconomic phenomena accompanying China’s economic reforms has been an increase 

in the ratio of males to females. For cohorts born between 1985 and 2005, it is estimated that there are 

between 27 million (Das Gupta et al., 2010) and 32 million (Hesketh et al, 2008) more men than women. 

The 2005 Chinese census suggested a sex ratio at birth of 119, implying that each year there are 

approximately one million more boys than girls (Das Gupta et al., 2010).   

 

 

One reason for the imbalanced sex ratio is that economic liberalization and land reform has generated 

differential gender specific economic returns (Almond et al., 2013). Another reason is the One Child Policy 

which, combined with traditional son preference, has encouraged pre-birth selection. This practice has been 

facilitated by the use of B-ultrasound devices (Du et al., 2015; Hesketh et al, 2008).   

 

Parallel with the emergence of the imbalanced sex ratio, China has undergone a sexual revolution over the 

market reform period (Farrer, 2004, 2008; Pan, 2006; Pan & Huang, 2011; Xiao et al., 2011; Zhang, 2011). 

The gradual withdrawal of the state has created more  ‘space’ in which to enjoy private relationships in the 

home, including sexual relationships. In sexology research, orgasm rates among married  couples have been 

used as an indicator of economic progress and modernisation (Hershatter, 1996; Wong, 2015). As Altman 

(2004), notes, economic openness not only increases income levels, but fosters individualism, in which 

hedonism and personal freedom take precedence at the expense of broader collectivist goals.  

 

The legacy of China’s One Child Policy in the form of the increase in males relative to females has been 

studied across a range of dimensions. Some of these have been negative. Enforced bachelorhood has been 

linked to an increase in the prevalence of anti-social behaviour and increased criminal behaviour among 

males (Edlund et al., 2013) as well as the spread of STDs as unmarried surplus men have turned to 

commercial sex workers (South & Trent, 2010). The imbalanced sex ratio has been linked to abduction and 

forced marriage of women (Gupta et al. 2010). Gupta et al. (2010) show that a surplus of unmarried males, 

many of whom have low income and human capital, will place a big burden on China’s social security in the 

future. 



 

 

Others, however, have focused on the strengthened position of women in the marriage market and stronger 

bargaining power of women after marriage resulting from the surplus of men (Anderson & Teng, 2013; Du 

et al., 2015; Gupta et al 2010; Porter 2015). These studies have found that the shortage of women in the 

marriage market leads to female hypergamy (marrying up) and increased say in the allocation of household 

resources after marriage. This, in turn, can have positive outcomes, such as better educational and health 

outcomes for offspring (Porter, 2015).  

 

In this paper we extend this literature to examine the effect of the imbalanced sex ratio on satisfaction with 

personal relationships with one’s partner, including sexual satisfaction with one’s partner in the the 

bedroom. One might expect, all things being equal, that with less regulation by the state, satisfaction with 

marital relationships should improve. This expectation is evident in recent writings on China’s sexual 

revolution by sociologists. For example Xiao et al. (2011, p.106) state that China’s economic reforms have 

led to increasing urbanization which have provided “individuals with more privacy and freedom to pursue 

sexual pleasure when  compared to the communal and collectivist lifestyle of rural areas”. Pan (2006) 

suggests that since the market reform period, the role of marriage has changed and that married couples now 

pay more attention to the quality of their marriage. The latter reflects the shift from collective to individual-

oriented goals in the reform period with more focus on individual subjective wellbeing and improving 

satisfaction with one’s intimate relationships, particularly those in the home (Wong, 2015).    

 

The argument that economic reform should be accompanied by higher levels of satisfaction with marital 

relationships, however, fails to account for the effect of the imbalanced sex ratio on the degree of assortative 

mating. Assortative mating refers to mating based on similarity more frequently than expected by chance. 

The Chinese adage of men dang hu dui means that a successful marriage is predicated on the couple having 

similar family backgrounds (He et al., 2013). The imbalanced sex ratio has led to a reduction in the 

prevalence of assortative mating and an increasing number of cases in which individuals marry up or down. 

The main argument that we make in this paper is that marrying up or down should result in lower levels of 

satisfaction with one’s spouse, an increase in the prevalence of domestic violence and an increase in the 

prevalence of extra marital sex. We test these conjectures with data from the China Health and Family Life 



Survey (CHFLS). Foreshadowing our main findings, consistent with our story, we find considerable 

evidence that marrying up or down lowers satisfaction with one’s spouse in terms of a range of daily life 

indicators and in terms of sexual satisfaction, relative to being in an homogamous marriage. 

2. Assortative mating and marital satisfaction 

 

Our main argument is that assortative mating results in higher levels of marital satisfaction. There are 

several reasons to expect this to be the case.  

 

 The first is that assortative mating is associated with higher levels of shared values.  From an economics 

perspective, Becker (1981) emphasised the role of complementarities in production and Lam (1988) 

emphasised the role of complementarities in consumption. Complementarities in production refer to 

economies of specialization in the household and predict disassortative mating. As Lundberg (2012, p. 3) 

describes it, “the hard-driving careerist marries the happy homemaker”.  However, as the gendered division 

of labour has declined in importance with an increase in the female participation rate, complementarities in 

production have given way to complementarities in consumption as the most important source of gains to 

marriage (Lundberg, 2012; Stevenson & Wolfers, 2007). Complementarities in consumption suggest 

assortative mating on the basis of shared values with respect to household consumption; for example, shared 

values with respect to children and the value of market and non-market time (Lundberg, 2012).    

 

 From a social psychology perspective, consensual validation predicts that having values in common with a 

marital partner will be intrinsically rewarding. The basic idea is that all human beings seek social 

confirmation of their own worldview. Individuals will be attracted to partners who share their worldview 

because this will validate their own perspective and sense of self worth (Becker, 2013).      

 

Irrespective of whether one starts from an economics or social psychology perspective, there are several 

studies which suggest that in successful relationships considerable similarity exists along a range of shared 

values such as hobbies  (Glicksohn & Golan, 2001), political values and religion (Bleske-Rechek et al., 

2009), attitudes towards marriage (Caspi et al., 1992) and family values (Roest et al., 2009).  

 



Individuals with the same socioeconomic status are more likely to have shared life histories and are better 

able to relate to each other (Olderbak & Figuredo, 2012). Shared values lead to less conflict and higher 

satisfaction with one’s spouse. 

 

The second reason is that assortative mating is associated with higher levels of empathy in intimate 

relationships (Dijkstra et al 2014). Empathy is highly correlated with emotional support (Cramer 2003; 

Rostowski, 2009), which, in turn, results in higher satisfaction levels with relationships (Cramer & Jowett, 

2010).  Empathy depends on shared experiences, learning and outlook and is likely to be similar among 

couples with similar socioeconomic backgrounds (Dijkstra et al 2014). 

 

The third reason is that assortative mating facilitates communication that is linked to relationship satisfaction 

(Chi et al, 2013; Turliuc & Preotu 2013). Individuals of similar cognitive abilities (Gruber-Baldini et al., 

1995) or with similar levels of human capital (Rainer & Smith, 2012) are better able to communicate, 

leading to higher levels of marital satisfaction. This extends to sexual satisfaction. Blanchflower and Oswald 

(2004) and Cheng and Smyth (2015) find that the better educated derive more happiness from sex. As 

discussed by Rainer and Smith (2012), a potential explanation for this result is that individuals with higher 

human capital can better articulate their sexual preferences under conditions of incomplete information 

during sex. Happiness derived from shared intimacy also depends on the ability to listen to, and learn about, 

the sexual preferences of one’s partner. Individuals with higher human capital may be better listeners and 

better able to learn by doing. Another possibility is that better educated individuals have more liberal sexual 

values, which may translate into higher satisfaction from additional sex – for example through willingness to 

experiment.  These effects could be reinforced by assortative mating. Better-educated individuals partner 

with other better educated individuals, potentially improving communication in the bedroom and 

contributing to higher happiness. 

 

Individuals with different cognitive abilities or levels of human capital may have different expectation levels 

with respect to their partner which go unfilled leading to lower levels of satisfaction. There may also be 

miscommunication. The partner with the lower cognitive ability/human capital level may be unable to 



understand what is being asked of him/her, while the individual with the higher cognitive ability/human 

capital might feel frustrated that his/her needs are not being met.   

 

There is evidence that individuals from similar socioeconomic backgrounds will have similar levels of 

human capital and communication skills, controlling for intelligence. Cognitive ability and social skills are 

formed early in life and persist over one’s life (Case & Paxson, 2008). This, in part, reflects differences in 

parental investment in education and differences in the perceived value of education (see eg. Heckman et al 

2006) across socioeconomic boundaries. It may also reflect differences in opportunities available to 

individuals from different socioeconomic backgrounds.  

 

Overall, there is much evidence that assortative mating increases relationship satisfaction (Acitelli et al., 

2001; Olderbak & Figuredo, 2012) and reduces divorce rates (Bleske-Rechek et al., 2009; Hill et al, 1976). 

There is also evidence that assortative mating   improves reproductive success (Mascie-Taylor & Boldsen, 

1988; Huber & Fieder, 2011), which, in turn, reduces stress on relationships. 

 

In the Chinese case, the imbalanced sex ratio has reduced the opportunities for assortative mating. As a 

result, increasingly individuals are forced to marry up or down in terms of socioeconomic status. Based on 

the arguments above, we hypothesise that marrying up or down will result in lower levels of satisfaction 

with levels of intimacy and sexual relationships with one’s spouse, higher levels of extra-marital sex and 

higher levels of domestic violence in the home. 

 

3. Data and methods 

This study uses data from the 2000 CHFLS, which is a survey of the adult population (aged 20-60) sampled 

across all provinces, municipalities and autonomous regions (excluding Hong Kong, Macau and Tibet).
1
 

Survey respondents were selected from 14 strata, 48 primary sampling units and 70 neighbourhoods with 

probabilities proportional to their respective populations. In total, 3,821 respondents completed the survey, 

with a response rate of 75 per cent. This is very high for this sort of survey and compares favourably to other 

similar surveys in developed countries (see Parish et al., 2007a). We restricted our sample to 3,129 

                                                        
1
 The CHFLS is a collaborative project of the University of Chicago, Renmin University, Peking Union Medical College and the 

University of North Carolina. For more details see http://popcenter.uchicago.edu/data/chfls.shtml.  



respondents (51 per cent being males and 49 per cent being females) who were first married at the time of 

survey. The CHFLS is described in more detail in Parish et al (2007a, 2007b).  

We estimate the following empirical function: 

𝑦𝑖 = 𝛼 + 𝛽1𝑈𝑖 + 𝛽2𝐷𝑖 + 𝛽3𝑋𝑖 + 𝛽4𝑁𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖 
where y is the outcome variable, depicting satisfaction with one’s partner along a range of dimensions for 

the ith respondent. Taking marriage between individuals from similar household socioeconomic status (i.e. 

an homogamous marriage) as the reference group, U is a dummy if a respondent married a spouse from a 

higher household socioeconomic status (i.e. an hypergamous marriage), while D is a dummy variable if the 

respondent married a spouse from a lower household socioeconomic status  (i.e. an hypogamous marriage). 

X is a vector of characteristics of the respondent and his/her spouse, including age and age squared of the 

respondent, age difference between the respondent and his/her spouse, years of schooling of the respondent 

and his/her spouse, monthly income (in natural log) of the respondent, employment status of the respondent, 

health status of the respondent, location of residence of the respondent and his/her spouse at 14-years-old, 

body mass index (BMI) of respondent and his/her spouse and attractiveness of the respondent and his/her 

spouse compared to peers of a similar age. N is a vector of neighbourhood dummies. In the empirical 

analysis we use probit regression where the dependent variable is binary and an ordered probit regression 

where the dependent variable is ordered. In each case, standard errors are clustered at the neighbourhood 

level. 

 

Descriptive statistics for dependent and independent variables for males and females are provided in Table 

1. Among the variables depicting satisfaction with one’s spouse in daily life, whether one’s spouse takes 

good care of the respondent and expressing, and receiving, affection from one’s spouse are measured on a 

four point scale. The mean response for males and females was in the 3-4 range. Whether one perpetuates 

domestic violence on one’s spouse or one’s spouse inflicts domestic violence on the respondent are depicted 

as a binary variable. Almost one third of male respondents, and 16 per cent of female respondents, reported 

inflicting domestic violence on their spouse, while 16 per cent of male respondents, and almost a quarter of 

female respondents, reported being victims of domestic violence at the hands of their spouse. 

[Table 1] 

 



Among the variables depicting sexual satisfaction with one’s spouse about one quarter of male respondents, 

and 6 per cent of female respondents, reported having an extramarital affair. Meanwhile, about 10 per cent 

of male respondents and 30 per cent of female respondents reported having unwanted sex with their spouses. 

The duration of sex was ‘just right’ for about 80 per cent of female respondents and 70 per cent of male 

respondents. On average female respondents were more likely to have sex just to satisfy their partner, while 

men were more likely to fantasize about someone else when having sex with their spouse. On average, male 

respondents were also slightly more likely to have an orgasm during sex than female respondents. 

 

The key independent variable is the prevalence of hypergamous (marrying up) and hypogamous (marrying 

down) marriages. About one fifth of the male and female samples married up, while one third of the male 

sample, and 37 per cent of the female sample, married down. Of the other independent variables, used as 

controls, the average age of respondents was around 40 years old, males had more years of schooling, higher 

income and were more likely to be engaged in regular work; 63 per cent (55 per cent) of male (female) 

respondents were in good or excellent health; and the BMI and attractiveness of respondents and their 

spouses were similar.     

 

4. Results 

In this section we present the results from the above empirical specification. For the sake of brevity, we only 

report the results for the key variables of interest (ie. hypergamous and hypogamous marriages, relative to an 

homogamous marriage). All specifications contained a full set of controls as outlined in Table 1.   

[Table 2] 

 

Table 2 presents the (ordered) probit regression coefficients and the marginal effects of marrying up and 

down on satisfaction with one’s spouse in daily life for the male and female samples. Part 1 of Table 2 

shows that among husbands, marrying up and marrying down is negatively correlated with the level of care 

received from wives in daily life. For husbands, marrying up increases the average probability of receiving 

either grossly insufficient or not enough care from their wives by 1 and 5 per cent respectively, while it 

decreases the probability of receiving enough care by 6 per cent. Meanwhile, marrying down increases the 

probability of receiving no care at all, grossly insufficient and not enough care by 1, 2 and 9 per cent 



respectively, while it decreases the probability of receiving enough care by 11 per cent. The coefficients and 

marginal effects for females in Part 1 of Table 2 are statistically insignificant.  

 

Parts 2 and 3 of Table 2 examine the correlation between marrying up and down and expressing/receiving 

affection to/from one’s spouse. The results suggest that individuals in an hypogamous marriage will be less 

likely to express deep affection for their spouse.  For husbands, marrying down increases the probability of 

expressing either no, not-too-deep or fairly deep affection to their wives by 0.2, 3 and 6 per cent 

respectively, but decreases the probability of expressing very deep affection by 9 per cent. For wives, 

marrying down increases the probability of expressing no, not-too-deep or fairly deep affection for their 

husbands by 0.3, 3 and 3 per cent respectively, but decreases the probability of expressing very deep 

affection by 6 per cent.  

 

In terms of receiving affectation from wives, marrying down increases husbands’ probabilities of receiving 

not-too-deep and fairly deep affection by 2 and 4 per cent, but it decreases the probability of receiving very 

deep affection by 6 per cent.  Meanwhile, for females marrying down, this had no significant effect on the 

affection received from husbands, relative to the reference of homogamous marriage. 

 

Parts 4 and 5 of Table 2 present the results for the incidence of domestic violence. For husbands, marrying 

up and down increased the probability that they would inflict domestic violence on their wives by 7 and 8 

per cent respectively. For husbands, marrying up, and down, increase the probability of suffering domestic 

violence at the hands of their wives by 5 and 6 per cent respectively. For wives, only marrying up increases 

the probability of suffering domestic violence by 6 per cent. 

[Table 3] 

 

Table 3 presents the results depicting sexual satisfaction with one’s spouse across a range of measures. Part 

1 of Table 3 shows that, compared to an homogamous marriage, the probability of having extramarital sex is 

8 per cent higher among husbands who married down. For males, marrying up and for females marrying up 

or down has no statistical effect on the probability of engaging in extramarital sex. 

 

 



Part 2 of Table 3 presents the results on whether the respondent has sex only to satisfy his/her spouse. For 

husbands, only marrying down has a significant effect. Marrying down decreases the probability of 

husbands never only having sex to satisfy their wives by 7 per cent, while it increases the probability of 

rarely, sometimes and often having sex only to satisfy their wives by 2, 5 and 0.1 per cent respectively.  

 

 

For females, both marrying up and down have significant effects. Marrying up and marrying down decrease 

the probability of never and rarely having sex only to satisfy their husbands and increases the probability of 

sometimes and often having sex only to satisfy their husbands. Overall, for males there is evidence that 

marrying down and for females both marrying up or down has a positive and significant effect on the extent 

to which they only have sex in order to satisfy their spouses.  

 

Part 3 of Table 3 presents results on whether the respondent had experienced unwanted sex with his/her 

spouse. The precise question was: “Up till now, has it occurred that you were unwilling, but still had to 

concede to having sex with your spouse?” For males, marrying up and down increase the probability of 

having unwanted sex with their wives by 5 and 6 per cent respectively. For females, marrying down 

increases the probability of having unwanted sex by 7 per cent. 

 

Part 4 of Table 3 shows the results for whether the respondent ever fantasizes about having sex with 

someone else when having sex with their spouse. For husbands, marrying down decreases the probability of 

never fantasizing about having sex with others by 5 per cent and increases the probability of sometimes and 

often doing so by 4 and 0.3 per cent respectively. For wives, marrying up decreases the probability of never 

fantasizing about having sex with others by 4 per cent and increases the probability of sometimes and often 

doing so by 3 and 0.6 per cent. 

 

Part 5 of Table 3 reports results on whether the spouse knows how to satisfy the respondent during sex. For 

males, marrying up or down has no significant effect on whether their wives know how to satisfy them 

during sex. However, for females,  marrying up and down have significant negative effects on whether their 

husband knows how to please and satisfy them during sex. For females, marrying up or down increases the 



probability that their husbands do not know at all, know a little or know somewhat how to satisfy them 

during sex, but decreases the probability that their husbands know a lot about how to satisfy them during 

sex.  

 

Part 6 of Table 3 presents results on whether the duration of sex with one’s spouse is considered to be “just 

right”. For females, marrying up and down decreases the probability that the duration of sex with their 

husbands is “just right” by 7 and 8 per cent respectively. For males, marrying up or down has no statistical 

effect on whether the duration of sex with their wives is regarded as “just right” or not.   

 

 

Part 7 of Table 3 shows the results for frequency of orgasm when having sex with one’s spouse. For males, 

marrying down has a negative effect on their frequency of orgasm when having sex with their wives. 

Specifically, for males, marrying down increases the probability of never, rarely, sometimes and often 

reaching orgasm with their wives by 0.3, 0.7, 0.3 and 0.9 per cent, but decreases the probability of always 

having an orgasm by 5 per cent. For males, marrying up and for females marrying up or down has no 

statistical effect on their frequency of orgasm.  

 

 

Part 8 of Table 3 reports the results for the frequency with which female respondents fake an orgasm in 

order to satisfy their spouse. Marrying down has a positive and significant effect on the frequency with 

which they fake orgasms just to satisfy their husbands.  Specifically, for females, marrying down decreases 

the probability of never faking having an orgasm by 8 per cent and increases the probability of rarely, 

sometimes and often doing so by 2, 5 and 1 per cent respectively. 

 

5. Conclusions  

 

China has an imbalanced sex ratio that has increased the prevalence of hypergamous and hypogamous 

marriages. The implications of China’s imbalanced sex ratio have been explored along several dimensions, 

but, to this point, the implications for satisfaction with one’s spouse has not been examined. In this study, we 

examine the effect of China’s imbalanced sex ratio on satisfaction with one’s spouse in daily life and sexual 

satisfaction with one’s spouse.  Our expectation was that marrying up, or down, would reduce the level of 

satisfaction with one’s spouse. The intuition is that assortative mating leads to higher satisfaction levels with 



one’s spouse because those involved in homogamous marriages will have more shared values, have more 

empathy for each other and be better able to communicate with each other, both in the activities of daily life 

and in the bedroom. We tested these conjectures using data from the CHFLS.  We find considerable support 

for the argument that marrying up and down lowers satisfaction with a range of marital relationships.  

 

In terms of satisfaction with one’s spouse in daily life, for males, marrying up or down, reduces the level of 

care he reports receiving from his wife and increases domestic violence in the household, while marrying 

down reduces the amount of affection he expresses to, and receives from, his wife. For females, marrying 

down reduces the amount of affection she expresses to her husband, while marrying up has a weakly 

significant effect on being a victim of domestic violence. 

 

In terms of sexual satisfaction with one’s spouse, for males marrying up or down increases the probability of 

having unwanted sex. For males, marrying down increases the probability of having an extramarital affair, 

having sex only to satisfy his wife and fantasizing about having sex with others when having sex with his 

wife, while it lowers the frequency of having an orgasm during sex with his wife.   For females, marrying up 

or down increases the frequency with which she only has sex to satisfy her husband and reduces the 

probability that the duration of sex is “just right” and the extent to which her husband knows how to satisfy 

her during sex. For females, marrying up has a weakly significant positive effect on the extent to which she 

fantasizes about others during sex with her husband, while marrying down increases the likelihood of having 

unwanted sex and has a weak significant effect on the probability of faking having an orgasm in order to 

satisfy her husband.  
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Table 1 Descriptive statistics 
 

  Mean (S.D.)/percentage 

  Male  Female 

Satisfaction with spouse in daily life    

(1) Spouse takes good care of respondent in daily life 1=none; 2=very insufficient; 3=not 

enough; 4=enough 

3.71 (0.52) 3.55 (0.65) 

(2) Express affection to spouse 1=none; 2=not too deep; 3=fairly 

deep; 4=very deep 

3.38 (0.62) 3.31 (0.67) 

(3) Receive affection from spouse 1=none; 2=not too deep; 3=fairly 

deep; 4=very deep 

3.42 (0.62) 3.36 (0.65) 

(4) Inflict domestic violence on spouse (ref: no) Percentage 31.61 16.04 

(5) Spouse inflicts domestic violence (ref: no) Percentage 16.12 23.14 

Sexual satisfaction with spouse    

(1) Have extramarital sex (ref: no) Percentage 24.11 6.40  

(2) Have sex only to satisfy partner 1=never; 2=rarely; 3=sometimes; 

4=often 

1.73 (0.81) 2.20 (0.92) 

(3) Have unwanted sex (ref: no) Percentage 10.93 30.44 

(4) Fantasize about having sex with others during sex with 

spouse 

1=never; 2=sometimes; 3=often 1.20 (0.42) 1.09 (0.31) 

(5) Spouse knows how to satisfy respondent during sex 1=none; 2=little; 3=some; 4=all 2.95 (0.72) 3.09 (0.71) 

(6) The duration of sex with spouse is just right (ref: no) Percentage 70.88 79.12 

(7) Have orgasm when having sex with spouse 1=never; 2=rarely; 3=sometimes; 

4=often; 5=always 

4.11 (0.89) 3.23 (0.90) 

(8) Fake having orgasm in order to satisfy spouse  1=never; 2=rarely;  

3=sometimes; 4=often 

 0.45 (0.50) 

Household socioeconomic status comparison between 

respondent and spouse at the time of first sexual 

intercourse 

Percentage   

   Same (homogamy) (ref)  44.74 42.88 

   Marrying up (hypergamy)  21.84 20.03 

   Marrying down (hypogamy)  33.42 37.09 

Age of respondent Years 41.22 (10.02) 40.09 (10.02) 

Age difference between respondent and spouse Years  2.01 (2.67) -2.28 (2.88) 

Schooling of respondent Years 10.26 (3.45) 9.37 (3.77) 

Schooling of spouse Years 9.18 (3.59) 10.34 (3.41) 

Monthly income of respondent In natural log 6.45 (1.24) 5.58 (1.95) 

Employment status of respondent Percentage   

   Regular work (ref)  70.66 50.06 

   Never worked   0.46 1.76 

   Unemployed  5.28 16.43 

   Retired  5.15 10.85 

   Temporary  18.45 20.90 

Health status of respondent Percentage   

   Poor (ref)  0.52 0.63 

   Not good  9.19 9.85 

   Fair  27.56 30.36 

   Good  41.37 37.52 

   Excellent  21.37 21.64 

Respondent lived in urban area at 14 (ref: no) Percentage 50.65 50.19 

Spouse lived in urban area at 14 (ref: no) Percentage 43.70 50.31 

Body mass index (BMI) of respondent  22.97 (3.04) 22.69 (3.22) 

Body mass index (BMI) of spouse  22.24 (3.11) 22.72 (2.72) 

Attractiveness of respondent 1=not at all; 2=not much; 

3=somewhat; 4=very much 

2.34 (0.58) 2.34 (0.55) 

Attractiveness of spouse 1=not at all; 2=not much; 

3=somewhat; 4=very much 

2.48 (0.62) 2.50 (0.63) 

Note: To conserve space, the descriptive statistics of the dependent variables are presented at their means or percentage terms; in 

empirical analysis below, however, they are treated as binary or ordinal variables. 



Table 2 Satisfaction with spouse in daily life 
 Coefficient Marginal effect 

(1) Spouse takes good care of respondent in daily life Not at all Grossly insufficient Not enough Enough 

Panel A: Males      

Marrying up -0.210* (-1.73) 0.0035  0.0080* 0.0459* -0.0574* 

Marrying down -0.392*** (-4.18) 0.0065*** 0.0150*** 0.0856*** -0.1070*** 

N 1502      

Panel B: Females      

Marrying up 0.0647 (0.72) -0.0027 -0.0041 -0.0159 0.0227 

Marrying down -0.0672 (-0.84) 0.0028 0.0042 0.0165 -0.0236 

N 1580      

  

(2) Express affection to spouse None Not too deep Fairly deep Very deep 

Panel A: Males       

Marrying up -0.133 (-1.58) 0.0013 0.0152 0.0332 -0.0496 

Marrying down -0.242*** (-3.05) 0.0024** 0.0277*** 0.0606*** -0.0906*** 

N 1501      

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up -0.0622 (-0.70) 0.0012 0.0092 0.0124 -0.0228 

Marrying down -0.174** (-2.23) 0.0033* 0.0257** 0.0348** -0.0637** 

N 1580      

       

(3) Receive affection from spouse None Not too deep Fairly deep Very deep 

Panel A: Males       

Marrying up -0.0996 (-1.05) 0.0008 0.0106 0.0261 -0.0375 

Marrying down -0.167** (-2.12) 0.0013 0.0178** 0.0437** -0.0627** 

N 1500      

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up -0.104 (-1.10) 0.0020 0.0131 0.0236 -0.0387 

Marrying down -0.0807 (-1.03) 0.0016 0.0102 0.0184 -0.0302 

N 1580      

       

(4) Inflict domestic violence on spouse  Yes    

Panel A: Males       

Marrying up 0.190** (2.09) 0.0658**    

Marrying down 0.233*** (2.86) 0.0804***    

N 1500      

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up -0.0277 (-0.25) -0.0060    

Marrying down 0.0161 (0.17) 0.0035    

N 1505      

       

(5) Spouse inflicts domestic violence  Yes    

Panel A: Males       

Marrying up 0.217* (1.73) 0.0468*    

Marrying down 0.271** (2.57) 0.0584***    

N 1494      

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up 0.217* (1.95) 0.0612*    

Marrying down 0.0946 (1.08) 0.0267    

N 1555      

Notes: z statistics in parentheses; standard errors are clustered at neighbourhood level; 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01; 

all specifications control for other variables include age, age squared, schooling, income, employment status, health status, BMI 

and attractiveness of respondent and spouse and community fixed effects; 

results for constant and other variables and z statistics for marginal effects are available from the authors. 

 

 



Table 3 Sexual satisfaction with spouse 
 Coefficient Marginal effect 

(1) Have extramarital sex Yes     

Panel A: Males       

Marrying up 0.0181 (0.18) 0.0051     

Marrying down 0.296*** (3.11) 0.0838***     

N 1499       

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up -0.0913 (-0.47) -0.0082     

Marrying down 0.0994 (0.80) 0.0090     

N 1297       

   

(2) Have sex only to satisfy spouse Never Rarely Sometimes Often  

Panel A: Males        

Marrying up 0.0901 (0.96) -0.0336 0. 0095 0.0211 0.0030  

Marrying down 0.191*** (2.73) -0.0713*** 0.0202*** 0.0447*** 0.0063**  

N 1430       

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up 0.210*** (3.17) -0.0671*** -0.0105*** 0.0567*** 0.0210***  

Marrying down 0.176** (2.50) -0.0563** -0.0088** 0.0475** 0.0176**  

N 1473       

        

(3) Have unwanted sex Yes     

Panel A: Males        

Marrying up 0.260** (2.11) 0.0451**     

Marrying down 0.321*** (2.61) 0.0558***     

N 1318       

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up 0.147 (1.58) 0.0500     

Marrying down 0.215** (2.48) 0.0728**     

N 1570       

        

(4) Fantasize about having sex with others during 

sex with spouse 

Never Sometimes Often   

Panel A: Males        

Marrying up 0.0741 (0.73) -0.0184 0.0168 0.0016   

Marrying down 0.183** (1.96) -0.0454** 0.0415* 0.0038**   

N 1429       

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up 0.318** (2.19) -0.0413** 0.0349** 0.0064**   

Marrying down 0.135 (0.90) -0.0176 0.0149 0.0027   

N 1470       

        

(5) Spouse knows how to satisfy respondent 

during sex 

None Little Some A lot  

Panel A: Males        

Marrying up 0.1226 (1.19) -0.0087 -0.0243 0.0012 0.0317  

Marrying down -0.0393 (-0.51) 0.0028 0.0078 -0.0004 -0.0102  

N 1428       

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up -0.1584* (-1.80) 0.0086* 0.0265* 0.0127* -0.0478*  

Marrying down -0.2776** (-2.12) 0.0151** 0.0465** 0.0223** -0.0838**  

N 1470       

        

(6) The duration of sex with spouse is just right Yes     

Panel A: Males        

Marrying up -0.0312 (-0.28) -0.0105     

Marrying down -0.115 (-1.21) -0.0386     

N 1429       

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up -0.256** (-2.37) -0.0699**     

Marrying down -0.293*** (-3.30) -0.0800***     

N 1473       

 

 

 

       



 

 

(7) Have orgasm when having sex with spouse 

Never Rarely Sometimes Often Always 

Panel A: Males        

Marrying up -0.00111 (-0.01) 0.0000 0.0001 0.0002 0.0001 -0.0004 

Marrying down -0.144** (-2.10) 0.0034** 0.0065** 0.0317** 0.0091** -0.0507** 

N 1426       

Panel B: Females       

Marrying up -0.0920 (-1.03) 0.0068 0.0129 0.0110 -0.0183 -0.0124 

Marrying down -0.0606 (-0.48) 0.0045 0.0085 0.0072 -0.0120 -0.0082 

N 1469       

        

(8) Fake having orgasm in order to satisfy spouse Never Rarely Sometimes Often  

 

Females 

      

Marrying up 0.0157 (0.19) -0.0060 0.0015 0.0037 0.0007  

Marrying down 0.222* (1.78) -0.0845* 0.0217* 0.0517* 0.0101*  

N 1470       

Notes: z statistics in parentheses; standard errors are clustered at neighbourhood level; 
*
 p < 0.10, 

**
 p < 0.05, 

***
 p < 0.01; 

All specifications control for other variables include age, age squared, schooling, income, employment status, health status, BMI 

and attractiveness of respondent and spouse and community fixed effects. 

Results for constant and other variables and z statistics for marginal effects are available from the authors. 

 
 


