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The Influence of the Effectiveness of Financial Assets Allocations on
the Higher Education Investment Decision of Urban Families in China

YU Jiaju XU Ye'
( School of Statistics Jiangxi University of Finance and Economic Nanchang Jiangxi 330013 China)

Abstract: From the perspective of family assets allocations taking Sharp ratio as the measure of the effectiveness of

family assets allocations and putting forward the concept of scale of Sharp ratio it is believed that the action of high—

er education investment will increase the scale of Sharp ratio of the portfolio of family assets so as to make the posi—

tive effects but also will have negative effects by reducing the level of family wealth in the current period. After as—

suming the specific form of household utility Probit model is used to analyze the survey data of urban residents in

CHIP 2013. It is found that the willingness of individuals to receive higher education is positively related to the im—

provement of the scale of sharp ratio of family assets and negatively related to the decline of spot wealth.

Key words: maximization of utility; higher education investment; Sharp ratio; portfolio of family assets
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