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Family Endowment and Return Migration in Rural China

Yang Yunyan Shi Zhilei

Abstract: Using data from a sampling survey of rural families in Hubei Province in Central China
this paper analyzes the factors influencing migrants™ decision making on their return migration. Two
types of empirical models are performed to test the determinants of return migration decision of the new
generation of migrants and the children of householder. Results indicate that rural labour migration is a
rational choice of decision taking into account of a variety of factors including family endowment Effect
which is more apparent for the new generation of migrant workers. Family’s economic capital tends to
impede return migration. The probability of return migration initially increases with accumulation of hu-
man capital and natural capital but turns downwards after reaching a certain level. Members from
families having abundant human capital can more fully and effectively use their social capital. Differ—
ences exist in utilizing social capital and natural capital between the first and the new generation of mi-
grants.
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Table 1 ~ Descriptive Statistics of the Sample
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Table 2 LPM and Logistic Regression Models of Return Migration
R1 R2 R3 R4 RS R6
Logistic
. Std. . . Std.
Std td Std Std td B Exp( B)
Beta Beta Beta Beta Beta
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Table 3  Variables Definition and Description
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Table 4 The Logistic Regression Results of Return Migration
R1 R2 R3
B Exp( B) B Exp( B) B Exp( B)
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Table 5 The Logistic Regression Results of Return Migration
R1 R2 R3
B Exp( B) B Exp( B) B Exp( B)
-0.784 0. 456 -0.767 0. 464
(0.109) (0.11)
0.253 1.287 0. 263 1.301
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~0.025 0.975 -0-027 0.974
(0.009) (0.009)
~0-053 0.948 ~0-055 0.947
(0.017) (0.017)
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)
0.287" 0.278" 0.33
1.333 1.320 1.391
(0.171) (0.168) (0.175)
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15

R1 R2 R3
0.088 109 0.145 L 156
(0.051) (0.053)
)
-1.072 0.342 —0.901 0. 406
(0.347) (0.360)
~0.788 0.455 -0.738 0.478
(0.217) (0.232)
-0.482 0.617 —0.448 0,639
(0.181) (0.192)
0.082 0.102
1.085 1.108
(0.201) (0.211)
0.017 0.052 0.038
1.018 1.053 1.038
(0.035) (0.033) (0.035)
( )
0.017 -0.153 -0.097
1.018 0.858 0.907
(0.142) (0. 140) (0.149)
0.077 -0.009 0.02
1.080 0.991 1.021
(0.129) (0.125) 0 (0.133)
( )
-0.373 0. 689 -0.275 0.760 ~0.364 0. 695
(0.112) (0.106) (0.113)
-0.073 0.930 -0.071 0.931 -0.074 0.98
(0.016) (0.013) (0.016)
0.030 0.027 0.036
1.030 1.027 1.036
(0.027) (0.025) (0.027)
( )
0.826 5 284 0.723 > 060 0.846 533
(0.144) (0.134) (0.146)
2.028 7.596 0.935 2.548 2.251 9.498
(0.724) (0.534) (0.737)
3009 3009 3009
144.201 84.5317 171.43*
Nagelkerke R’ 0. 094 0.052 0.111
: (
4
3 @: N ) ®
85.6% 1997
“ ” 00
“ ” 1 “ N ” ()a



16 36

Logistic °

5

Stark “ 7 o
/References:

1 Black S. P. Devereux and K. Salvanes. 2005. Why the Apple Doesn’t Fall Far: Understanding Intergenerational
Transmission of Human Capital. American Economic Review 1: 437-449.

2 Bowles S. H. Gintis and M. Osborne — Groves. 2005. Unequal Chances: Family Background and Economic Success.
Princeton: Princeton University Press.

3 Erikson R. and J. Goldthorpe. 2002. Intergenerational Inequality: A Sociological Perspective. Journal of Economic Per—
spectives 3. 31-44.

4 Grawe N. and C. Mulligan. 2002. Economic Interpretations of Intergenerational Correlations. Journal of Economic Per—
spectives 3:45-48.

5 Campbell C. and]. Lee Kin Networks.2006. Marriage and Social Mobility in Late Imperial China. California Center for



17

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Population Research On — Line Working Paper Series CCPR —018 —06 University of California — Los Angeles: 1-42.
— (1940 -2001) .
2003; 3: 8697
Li Chunling. 2003. Socio — Political Changes and Inequality of Educational Opportunity. Social Sciences In China 3: 86-97.
N : . 2008;2: 142
Du Fenglian. 2008. The Structure of Family Child Care and the Labor Participation of Female: Evidence from Rural in
China. World Economic Papers 2: 142.
2005;7: 1827

Yao Xianguo and Tan Lan. 2005. Family Income and Labor Force Participation of Married Women in Unban China. Eco—
nomic Research 7: 18-27.
Florin P. Vadean and Matloob Piracha. 2009. Circular Migration or Permanent Return: What Determines Different Forms of
Migration? The Institute for the Study of Labor Discussion Paper no. 4287 July.

[lahi N. 1999. Return Migration and Occupational Change. Review of Development Economics 2: 170486.

2009;2: 1822

Jin Jiuren. 2009. Equality in the Relations between Occupation Achievements and Family Background. Research in

Teaching 2:18-22.

Stark O. and Taylor JE. 1991. Migration Incentives Migration Types: The Role of Relative Deprivation. The Economic

Journal 101: 11634178.

Mincer. J. 1986. Famly Migration Decisions. Journal of Political Economy 5: 749.

N . 2001;3:1723
Zhou Hao. 2001. The Study of Migrants From the Perspective of Place of Origin and Family Household. Chinese Journal
of Population Science 3:17-23.
2008; 5: 6672

Yang Yunyan and Shi Zhilei. 2008. An Analysis about the Effect of Household Endowments on the Emigration of Rural La—

bor. Chinese Journal of Population Science 5: 66-72.

Dustmann C. 2001. Return Migration Wage Differentials and the Optimal Migration Duration. IZA Discussion Paper

No.264 February

S . ( ) 2008;4:11054129

Sato Hirshi and Li Shi. 2008. Class Origins Family Culture and Education in Rural China. China Economic Quarterly 4:

11054129.

Glass. D. V. 1954. Social Mobility in Britain. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul Edition.

Chambers R. and R. Conway. 1992. Sustainable Rural Livelihoods: Practical Concepts for the 21st Century. IDS Dis—
cussion Paper 296.

Bebbington A. J.1999. Capitals and Capabilities: A Framework for Analyzing Peasant Viability Rural Livelihoods and

Poverty. World Development 12: 20212044.

2011
Shiyan Bureau of Statistics. 2011. Shiyan Statistics Yearbook. China Statistical Press.
2011

Nanyang Bureau of Statistics. 2011. Nanyang Statistics Yearbook. China Statistical Press.

( : 12012 -04)



