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Transitional Identity of the New-generation
of Off-farm Workers and its Characteristics

YANG Yivyin
(Institute of Sociology, Chinese Academy o[ Social Sciences, Beijing 100732, China)

Abstract: The large-scale flow of rural force into the cities has a history of over thirty years. As time
marches on, the heterogeneity of the off-farm workers identity has become obvious. The new-genera-
tion of off-farm workers at the age about 26 numbers about 100, 000, 000 in China and they often
change jobs in different places with their identity showing some transitional features as follows: They
are neither urban citizens nor farmers but in-between or marginalized by their transitional role. The
paper discusses their identity from five theoretical perspectives, that is, the acculturation perspective
of inter-cultural psychology, the inter-group relations in the theory of social identity, the dynamic
construction of social psychology, the theory of social representation and the theory of globalization.
It concludes that the identity dilemma of these off-farm workers is more related to the institutional
classification than their individual choice. The hierarchal structure of such classification plus their de-
sire for a change of identity has produced their identity crisis which mirrors the power struggles be-
tween the urban and rural areas.

Key words: new-generation of off-farm workers; transitional identity; social classification
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