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Notes 
                                                 
 
1. The system of household registration is currently undergoing significant revision, and there are signs that the 
situation regarding migrant settlement might change dramatically in the near future (Roberts, forthcoming) 
 
2. Maurer-Fazio, Hughes, and Zhang (2005) have identified a substantial increase in labor force participation (which 
includes own-farm labor) by older rural women between the 1990 and the 2000 Chinese censuses.  Much of this 
would appear to be caused by the migration of the younger generation to manufacturing jobs in urban areas. 
 
3. According to Riley (2003) “joint is such a nebulous concept.  If a women has a tiny little role in a decision, that’s 
joint.  But that kind of role (say she says to her husband, showing a tiny doubt, ‘really, you think you want to buy 
that multiplex TV?  Oh…’) is different from an equally shared decision or one where the woman takes a larger role 
in the decision.  But they all fall under the rubric ‘joint’.” 
 
4. Even this statement is subject to some doubt based on the interesting work done by Ghuman, Lee and Smith 
(2000), who show that empowerment questions must be interpreted within the context of their society and are 
difficult to compare across locations. 
 
5. While marrying a man who was not one’s first boyfriend may simply be the direct result of migration if single 
women migrants find mates while they are away from home, most women in the sample did marry a man from their 
home county, and there is no significant difference in the proportion marrying outside the county by migration 
status. 
 
6. One might consider including family income level, but income is endogenously related to having migrated, with 
women who had migrated having significantly higher current family income.  Having a husband who had migrated 
was not significantly related to family income.  
  
7. One disadvantage of the recursive probit model is that it requires a strong assumption that the errors are 
distributed bivariate normal.  We did estimate 2SLS linear probability models which are less sensitive to the 
assumption on the error terms, and the results were essentially unchanged. 
 
8. We used Limdep to estimate the bivarate probit and the marginal effects.  Limdep allows us to calculate robust 
standard errors and adjust the standard errors for the clustering of the sample in villages.  There are 38 villages in 
our data. 
 
9. We used Stata’s heckprob procedure which uses a maximum likelihood estimation procedure. 
  
10. These partial derivatives are estimated acknowledging the discreet nature of the variables.  The underlying 
probabilities of answering “yes” to the Yj variable are evaluated at the mean of all the variables except “ever 
migrated”, which is set first to one and then to zero.  The derivative is based on the change in the expected 
probabilities, evaluated at ever migrated equal to one minus ever migrated equal to zero. 
  
11. One  possible explanation for the negative correlation may be that we should be more concerned about the 
selectivity of who returns from having migrated than we are with the selectivity of who initially migrates (though in 
2000, when our data were collected, it was still safe to say that most migrants still returned).  All else being equal, 
we expect those who benefit most from migrating would be less likely to return and appear in our sample of rural 
women, so returning migrants might have some unobserved characteristics that lead them to be less rather than more 
“empowered”. 
 
12. As in the full sample estimation of the effect of having ever migrated, most of the correlation coefficients related 
to the self selectivity of migrants into the sample of migrant women are not significant, indicating that the 
assumption of exogeneity would not have been misplaced for these Yj’s.  In other words, self selection is seldom 
confirmed as a problem in the estimates reported in Table 3 
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13. These results are essentially unchanged if we assume that having ever migrated is exogeneous to decision 
making.  In the exogeneous estimation only women’s migration and house building decisions were significantly 
influenced by migration status.  In terms of the decision to build a house, the issue is increased standard errors in the 
model that corrects for potential endogeneity.  As was the case with Table 3, the magnitude of the significant effects 
is greater in Table 4 than the model that assumes exogeneity.  The correlation coefficients for the models presented 
in Table 4 are uniformly small and insignificant, indicating that assuming exogeneity should not be a problem in the 
context of these decision-making variables. 
 
14. The results are the same if we treat ideal number of children as a continuous variable: having ever migrated is 
significantly related to lower ideal number of children. 
 
15. One might be concerned the one’s ideal living arrangement was highly correlated with their actual living 
arrangement, but the correlation is only .43.  Clearly, many women imagine an ideal arrangement that is different 
from their actual one.  
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Table 1: Population and Economic Statistics of the Four Counties in 1999 
 

 
County 

Population 
(thousand) 

Percentage 
population 

rural  

GDP/capita 
(current 
yuan,) 

Agricultural 
percentage 

of GDP 

 
Land type 

Huaining, Anhui 779.4 89.6 3,576 31 

Zongyang, Anhui 946.0 91.2 2,445 39 
Alluvial Plain 

Xingwen, Sichuan 423.0 89.4 1,974 41 Mountainous 

Changning, Sichuan 422.0 90.5 2,969 36 Hilly 

Data sources: Sichuan Statistical Bureau, Sichuan Statistical Yearbook 2000, China Statistics Press, 2000;  
Anhui Statistical Bureau, Anhui Statistical Yearbook 2000, China Statistics Press, 2000; Social-Economic 
Statistics Summary by County (City) of China, 2000, China Statistics Press, 2000. 



34 

 

Table 2:   Descriptive Statistics of the Married Sample by Migration Status 
 

 Ever migrated Entire 
Variable                Yes         No      Sample 
  
Ever migrated (%)  100.0 0.0 35.6 

Mean Age 29.4 30.5 30.1 

Mean age at marriage 21.7 21.7 21.7
   
Education  (column %)   
  Illiterate/some primary school 33.9 37.8 36.4
  Primary school graduate/some middle school 43.6 43.9 43.8
  Middle school graduate 22.5 18.3 19.8
  
Current occupation  (column %)  
  farming 56.0 77.9 70.1
  paid job 24.0 3.4  10.7
  self employed 6.8 2.8  4.2
  housework 13.2 15.9 14.9
  
Mean age at first migration 23.9   

First migrated before marriage (%) 33.6   

First migrated to another province (%) 80.2   

First destination was big city 30.1   

First destination was mid-small city 48.3   

Duration of stay of first migration (months) 
 

11.6   

Employment status in first migration  
  unemployed  6.1  
  self employed 24.6  
  employee 68.2  
  manager  1.2   

Primary job  in first migration  
   factory worker 41.1  
   restaurant worker 15.2  
   retailer 21.1  
   other 22.6   

Migrated a second time (%) 
 

38.9  

Sample Size 1,109 2,010 3,119
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Table 3:  Partial Derivatives of Determinants of Views of Male/Female Relationships  
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
 Couple  

decides 
whom to 
marry 

Believe  
unmarried 
women should 
have access to 
contraception 

Believe 
OK to 
divorce 

Believe OK 
to go out 
with 
another 
man 

Believe OK 
to refuse 
sex with 
husband 

Believe OK 
to ask for 
sex with 
husband 

Believe 
premarital 
sex is not a 
moral 
problem 

All Married 
Women 

       

Ever migrated 0.2339*** 
(0.087) 

0.1820* 
(0.097) 

0.1988*** 
(0.056) 

0.0689 
(0.074) 

-0.0158 
(0.077) 

-0.0315 
(0.080) 

-0.0353 
(0.101) 

 
Ever Migrated 
Married Women 

       

1st migrated 
before marriage 

0.0470* 
(0.028) 

0.0102 
(0.047) 

0.0324 
(0.047) 

0.0223 
(0.038) 

0.0270 
(0.046) 

0.0221 
(0.050) 

0.0240 
(0.043) 

        
Total months 
away from 
home 

-0.0010 
(0.001) 

0.0025** 
(0.001) 

0.0007 
(0.001) 

0.0024* 
(0.001) 

0.0010 
(0.001) 

-0.0005 
(0.002) 

0.0013 
(0.001) 

        
1st migrated to 
city or different 
province 

0.0624 
(0.051) 

-0.0006 
(0.055) 

0.0644 
(0.071) 

0.0581 
(0.055) 

0.0483 
(0.081) 

0.1317 
(0.081) 

-0.0402** 
(0.056) 

        
1st migrated to a 
factory job 

-0.0120 
(0.027) 

-0.0773** 
(0.037) 

-0.0470 
(0.031) 

0.0951*** 
(0.036) 

0.0517 
(0.051) 

0.0093*** 
(0.047) 

-0.0949** 
(0.040) 

        
 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
 
In this and the next three tables, the partial derivatives above the line are estimated using bivariate probit, 
which accounts for the endogeneity of the ever-migrated variable.  The right hand side variables for the 
women’s position indicator include whether the woman graduated from primary school, graduated from 
middle school, age, the age difference between the woman and her husband,  and average village income. 
The right hand side variables in the ever-migrated equation include all those included in the position 
equation plus whether the woman lives in Anhui province, her husband’s migration status, the proportion 
of the village estimated by village authorities to be currently migrating, the distance of the village to the 
nearest bus stop, the distance to the nearest train station, and indicators whether the terrain is flat, hilly or 
mountainous.  The standard errors presented here are derived from a robust estimation procedure and are 
corrected for the clustering within villages. 
 
The partial derivatives below the line are estimated using a maximum likelihood probit with selection 
model.  Control variables not shown are the same as above. Robust standard errors that correct for 
clustering of the data are presented. 
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Table 4:  Partial Derivatives of Determinants of Household Decision Making 
 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
 Child-

bearing 
Child’s 
education 

Giving 
gifts 

Buying  
consumer 
durables 

Building 
house 

Investments 
or loans 

Women’s 
migration 

Family  
planning 

All Married 
Women 

        

Ever migrated 0.0184 
(0.066) 

0.0436 
(0.081) 

  0.1898** 
(0.093) 

0.0367 
(0.076) 

0.1015 
(0.091) 

0.1113 
(0.099) 

0.2431** 
(0.122) 

0.0817 
(0.076) 

 
Ever Migrated 
Married Women 

       

1st migrated  -0.0175 -0.0101 0.0280 0.0754** -0.0365 0.0476 -0.0053 0.0303
before marriage (0.031) 

 
(0.040) 

 
(0.022) (0.031) (0.034) (0.040) 

 
(0.023) (0.027) 

Total months  0.0016* 0.0002 0.0010  0.0036*** 0.0005 0.0007 0.0013 0.0011
away from home (0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

 
(0.001) (0.001) 

1st migrated to  0.0285 -0.0229 0.0001 0.0682 -0.0671 0.0293 -0.0139 0.0271
city or different 
province 

(0.055) 
 

(0.042) 
 

(0.024) (0.055) (0.046) (0.062) 
 

(0.035) (0.037) 

1st migrated to a  -0.0185 0.0252 0.0065 0.0040 -0.0086 -0.0819** -0.0459* 0.0363
factory job (0.028) (0.027) (0.017) (0.033) (0.027) (0.034) (0.026) (0.022)

 
Standard errors in parentheses 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
 



37 

Table 5: Partial Derivatives of Determinants of a Woman’s Relationship with her Husband 
 

  
 (1) (2) (3) 
 Not married to first 

boyfriend 
Argue with 
husband  

Not beaten by 
husband 

All Married Women    
Ever migrated 0.1173*** 0.0329** 0.0665 
 (0.018) (0.017) (0.062) 
    
Ever Migrated 
Married Women 

   

1st migrated before  0.0524 -0.0017 0.0782** 
marriage (0.050) 

 
(0.027) 

 
(0.037) 

 
Total months  0.0002 0.0007 -0.0009 
away from home (0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 
1st migrated to  -0.0419 -0.0162 0.0893 
city or different 
province 

(0.036) 
 
 

(0.036) 
 
 

(0.060) 
 
 

1st migrated to a  -0.0130 -0.0615** 0.0535* 
factory job (0.031) (0.027) (0.032) 
 

Standard errors in parentheses 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 
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Table 6:  Partial Derivatives of Determinants of Views on Intergenerational Relationships 
  
 (1) (2) (3) 
 Only One Child 

Desired 
Ideal Living Situation 
is Without Parents 

Girl’s education is 
considered necessary 

All Married Women    
Ever migrated 0.1356* 0.0463 0.1139 
 (0.080) (0.095) (0.077) 
 
Ever Migrated 
Married Women 

   

1st migrated before -0.0113 -0.0750*** 0.0423* 
marriage (-0.040) 

 
(-0.028) 

 
(0.022) 

 
Total months  0.0006 0.0006 0.0002 
away from home (-0.001) 

 
(-0.001) 

 
(0.001) 

 
1st migrated to  0.1080** 0.0560 0.0658* 
city or different 
province 

(-0.053) 
 
 

(0.050) 
 
 

(0.040) 
 
 

1st migrated to a  -0.0236 0.0219 0.0034 
factory job (-0.028) (0.042) (0.014) 
 

Standard errors in parentheses 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1% 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 


