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Selectivity Tradition or Acculturation: The Effect of Migration on
Son Preference of Rural Reproductive Women

Yang Fan Tao Tao Du Min

Abstract: The large—scale population migration is changing the child-bearing concepts of rural women
and weakening the traditional son preference for children. This paper reviews relevant theories about the
effect of migration on the child-bearing concepts analyzes the survey data and compares the difference of son
preference among rural reproductive women who never migrated and those who had migration experiences
when controlling for the selection bias of migration. This paper further examines the effect of their experi—
ences of migration with or without husband on son preference. Results indicate that there is a significant
difference of son preference between rural women who don’t have migration experience and those who have.
On one hand this difference is partly a result of the selectivity of migration; on the other hand it is because
migration modernizes the child-bearing concepts of rural women and weakens their son preference. However
the traditional culture of the outflow regions still influences the gender preference of rural women through
families and communities.
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Table 1 Review of the Effect of Migration on Gender Preference
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Table 2 Variable Definition and Sample Description
(%)
=1; =0 13.3 0.34
=1 =0 47.2 0.50
-1 =0 22.8 0.42
=1 =0 24.2 0.43
30 30 =1; =0 36.2 0.48
30 ~35 0 25.8 0.44
35 =1; =0
=1 =0 98.3 0.13
=1; =0 92.6 0.26
-1 =0 62.7 0.48
=1; =0 15.3 0.36
=1; =0 5.1 0.22
=1; =0 58.5 0.49
=1; =0 72.6 0.42
1.28 0.56
=1 =0 64.8 0.48
=1 =0 43.2 0.50
1= ; =0 78.5 0.41
1= : =0 57.7 0.49
3.08 12.2
=1; =0 71.8 0.45
=1 =0 60.3 0.49
=1 =0 31.2 0.46
=1; =0 30.8 0.46




55

3.4

47% o

4.2

3

977

(p=0.23) ,

Logistic

Logistic

A

( Bacal R. A.

1988) .

Logistic

14%

1092

”»

12%



56 40
) 21% (
) 6%
3 Logistic
Table3 Results of Logistic Regression and Covariates Balance
( Logistic
p " ( )’
12.4% 14.2% 0.23 /
/ / / -0.28 (0.15) *
30 44.4% 29.2% 0.00 -0.30(0.17) *
30 ~35 24.6% 26.9% 0.22 -0.37(0.19) *
98.0% 98.5% 0.31 0.23(0.65)
93.9% 91.5% 0.39 0.04(0.31)
58.9% 66.7% 0.00 -1.04(0.19) ™
16.4% 14.0% 0.14 -1.56(0.29) **
7.1% 3.0% 0.00 —1.69(0.45) =
56. 6% 60.3% 0.09 0.20( 0. 66)
79.7% 73.7% 0.00 -0.98(0.16) ™
1.2(0.57) 1.3(0.55) 0.00 0.24(0.14) *
61.8% 67.3% 0.01 0.64(0.17) ™
44.6% 42.0% 0.22 -0.54(0. 66)
80.1% 77.8% 0.21 -0.32(0.19) *
62.5% 52.1% 0.00 -0.25(0.16) *
3.1(16.7) 3.0(5.6) 0.59 0.01(0.01)
70. 8% 72.7% 0.34 -0.90(0.15) ™
67. 4% 54.1% 0.00 1.09( 0. 19) **
36. 8% 25.8% 0.00 0.15(0.42)
34.9% 27.2% 0.00 -0.13(0.22)
/ / / ~1.12(1.14)
R’ / / / 0.189
977 1092 2069
! a. p o

b. +p<0.10 * p<0.05 *%p<0.01 ¥kp<0.001.
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Table4 Sample Size and Covariates Imbalance of Propensity Score Analysis Models
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Table5 Results of Three Propensity Score Analysis Methods
( ) )
( ) ( ) ( )
~0.26(0. 16) -0.21(0.15) -0.24(0.15)
30 ~0.36(0.21) * -0.27(0.15) * -0.38(0.19) *
30 ~35 ~0.43(0.20) " -0.57(0.21) * ~0.40(0.19) *
0.35(0.76) 0.02(0.65) 0.12(0.70)
0.15(0.38) 0.05(0.33) 0.03(0.31)
~0.98(0.21) ** -0.70(0.20) ** ~0.90(0.19) **
~1.32(0.32) ™ ~1.89(0.35) ™ ~1.50(0.29) **
~2.15(0.68) * -2.10(0.67) * ~1.72(0.45) =
0.06( 1.09) 0.36(0.85) 0.47(0. 64)
~1.23(0.17) ** ~1.42(0.16) ** ~1.18(0.16) **
0.16(0. 16) 0.06(0. 15) 0.19(0. 14)
0.60(0.19) * 0.81(0.18) ** 0.59(0.18) **
~0.14(1.09) ~0.35(0.85) ~0.65(0.64)
~0.23(0.21) -0.51(0.19) * -0.27(0.19)
~0.20(0.17) ~0.20(0.17) -0.21(0. 16)
0.009(0.011) 0.005( 0. 006) 0.006( 0. 004)
~0.94(0.16) ™ ~1.05(0.15) ™ ~0.97(0.15) ™
0.80(0.34) " 1.12(0.38) ™ 0.88(0.31) ™
0.03(0.46) -0.22(0.42) 0.23(0.48)
~0.15(0.26) ~0.01(0.25) ~0.14(0.20)
~1.05(1.53) ~0.74(1.27) ~0.56(1.18)

P +p<0.10 * p<0.05 *kp<0.01 *kp<0.001,
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Table6  Results of Effects of Different Migration Types on Son Preference of Rural Women

6

Logistic
( ) )
( ) ( ) ( )
-0.45(0.19) " -0.42 (0.21)" -0.35(0.19) * -0.41(0.19)
-0.09(0.19) -0.11(0.20) -0.07(0.18) -0.07(0.19)
30 -0.32(0.19) * -0.38(0.22) * -0.28(0.20) -0.40(0.20) "
30 ~35 -0.40(0.19) -0.44(0.20) ° -0.58(0.21) ™ -0.41(0.19) "
0.22(0.65) 0.35(0.76) 0.03(0.65) 0.13(0.69)
0.01(0.32) 0.12(0.39) 0.03(0.33) 0.06(0.31)
-1.03(0.19) ™ -0.98(0.20) ** -0.70(0.20) ** -0.91(0.19) ™
-1.56(0.29) ™ -1.31(0.32) ™ —1.88(0.35) ™ -1.50(0.30) ™
-1.70(0.45) ™ -2.18(0.68) ™ -2.13(0.67) ™ -1.77(0.45) ™
0.23(0. 66) 0.04( 1.09) 0.40( 0. 85) 0.48(0. 65)
-0.97(0.16) ™ -1.23(0.17) ™ -1.42(0.16) ™ -1.18(0.16) ™
0.25(0.14) * 0.14(0. 16) 0.05(0. 15) 0.18(0. 14)
0.64(0.17) ™ 0.60(0.19) ™ 0.82(0.18) ™ 0.59(0.18) ™
-0.54(0.66) -0.13(1.09) -0.36(0.85) -0.64(0.64)
-0.30(0.19) * -0.21 (0.21) -0.49 (0.20) ™ -0.26 (0.19)
-0.26(0.16) * -0.20(0.17) -0.20(0.17) -0.22(0.16)
0.007(0.007) 0.010(0.012) 0.005(0.006) 0.006( 0.004) *
-0.92(0.15) -0.95(0.17) ™ -1.07(0.15) ™ -0.99(0.15) ™
1.11(0.19) ™ 0.77(0.34) 1.07(0.38) ™ 0.84(0.31) ™
0.16(0.42) 0.04( 0. 46) 0.21(0.42) 0.23(0.48)
-0.09(0.22) -0.15(0.26) -0.12(0.25) -0.13(0.21)
-1.08(1.14) -0.95(1.54) -0.64(1.27) -0.46(1.19)

D 4+p<0.10 * p<0.05 skp<0.01 kp<0.001.



60

40

“«

1

Logistic



10

11

12

/References:
Almond D. Edlund L. and Milligan K. 2009. Son Preference and the Persistence of Culture: Evidence from Asian Im—
migrants to Canada. National Bureau of Economic Research. http: //www. nber. org/papers/ w15391.
Almond D. and Edlund L. 2008. Son-biased Sex Ratios in the 2000 United States Census. Proceedings of the National A—
cademy of Sciences 15: 5681-5682.
Bacal R. A. 1988. Migration and Fertility in the Philippines: Hendershots Selectivity Model Revisited. Philippine Popula—
tion Journal 1-4: 53-67.
Goldstein S. and Goldstein A. 1981. The Impact of Migration on Fertility: an ‘own Children” analysis for Thailand. Popu—
lation Studies 2: 265-284.
Lee B. S. and Farber S. C. 1984. Fertility Adaptation by Rural—urban Migrants in Developing Countries: The Case of
Korea. Population Studies 1: 141455.
Stephen E. H. and Bean F. D. 1992. Assimilation Disruption and the Fertility of Mexican-origin Women in the United
States. International Migration Review 1: 67-88.
2012;2: 103407
Cao Rui. 2012. Factors Affecting Birth Expectation of the New Generation Floating Population. Northwest Population 2:
103407.
- W. . : . 2012:56
Guo Shengyang and Mark W. Fraser. 2012. Propensity Score Analysis: Statistical Methods and Applications. Chongqing:
Chongqing University Press: 56.
— . 2004;5: 7498
Huang Honglin and Liu Suoqun. 2004. Acculturation: A New Perspective on the Fertility Behavior of Floating Population.
Social Science 5: 74-78.

2013;3: 1524
Jin Xiaoyi Xie Yating and Han Xue. 2013. Rural Migrants’ Sex Preference in Reproduction under the Marriage
Squeeze: From the Perspective of Relative Deprivation. Population Journal 3: 1524.
2013;6: 195200
Liao Jingru. 2013. A Review on the Fertility Desire of Floating Population in Cities. Social Science Front 6: 195-200.

2012;1: 242



62

40

13

15

16

17

18

19

Liao Qingzhong Cao Guangzhong and Tao Ran. 2012. A Study on the Fertility and Son Preferences of China’ s Migrants:
Empirical Evidence from 12 Cities. Population & Development 1: 242.
“ V. 2005;3:240
Liu Shuang. 2005. Sex Preference in Childbearing for Chinese Women 3:2-0.
— . 2011;3: 7399
Shi Renbing and Xiong Bo. 2011. The Fertility Characteristics and Related Theories of Migrants: A Literature Review 4:
1045.
2011;4: 1045
Shi Renbing and Xiong Bo. 2011. The Impacts of Migration on Son Preference. Population & Economics 4: 1045.
2006; 1: 61-68
Wu Haixia Li Shuzhuo and Yu Zhongshan. 2006. Analysis of the Fertility Concept and Behavior of Rural Floating Popu—
lation in Urban Areas: Survey Results from Shenzhen. Population Research 1: 61-68.
— . 2007;1: 5357
Xie Yongfei and Liu Yanjun. 2007. Migrant Fertility Desire and Its Transition: in the Case of Guangzhou City as an Ex—
ample. 1 5357
N N . 2010;2:51-57
Xu Yingmei and Li Xia. 2010. Analysis of Child-bearing Intention of the Women with Migration Experiences in Rural
China: A Survey in Ezhou Huangshi Xiantao. South China Population 2: 51-57.
2002;6: 52-62
You Danzhen and Zheng Zhenzhen. 2002. Analysis of Fertility Desire of the Rural Migrated Women: Based on the Survey
Data in Anhui and Sichuan. Sociology Studies 6: 52-62.

( : 12016 -02)



