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Expectation of Left-Behind Families for Return of Migrant Workers
SUN Jian, TTAN Ming
(School of Social Development and Public Policy, BNU, Beijing 100875, China)

Abstract : On the basis of the questionnaires on left-behind families in seven villages of four provinces in Western China in
2013, this study makes an empirical analysis of the factors that would influence the expectation of left-behind families for the
return of migrant workers by binary logistic regression. In analyzing the data,the study verifies the consistency between the
expectation and the return willingness,despite divergence in a small part. The exploration of the influencing factors is based
on the perspective of left-behind families. It is then found finds that the age and the level of education,as well as the acreage
and relative poverty of left-behind families, the relationship with relatives, work places, work hours,hours of going home and
the state of home purchase of migrant workers have great influence on their return,a fact that verifies part of the hypothesis
of The New Economics of Labor Migration. As a consequence.during the key period of social transformation, the living con-
ditions of left-behind families should be given great attention;and by taking measures such as reforming land systems, reduc-
ing relative poverty and strengthening population intercourse, the satisfaction of such expectation will be enhanced;thus, pro-
moting the employment of migrant workers with the initiative return and speeding up rural urbanization and construction of
new countryside in the Western China is an urgent matter to concern.

Key words: left-behind family; migrant worker;return expectation;new economics of labor migration



