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When landowning rural migrants in urban areas in China become unemployed, they
retain the option to return home to agricultural work. As a result, the opportunity cost
of the loss of employment for these migrants declines. In addition, the potential wealth
arising from compensation for expropriated rural land increases significantly with
ongoing urbanization in China. This weakens the incentive for landowning rural
migrants to work as hard in urban employment as they might otherwise. In this paper,
we employ the Floating Population Dynamic Monitoring Survey for Beijing, Shanghai,
and Guangzhou in 2012, as surveyed by the Municipal Population and Family Planning
Commission to assess the employment disincentives induced by rural land ownership.
We find that compared with landless rural migrants, landowning rural migrants gener-
ally have less job stability and lower salaries.
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I. INTRODUCTION

T he process of urbanization in China has accelerated since the Reforming
and Opening-Up (Gaige Kaifang) policies enacted in 1978. Between 1978
and 2010, the urban population in China increased from 172 million to 670

million, while the rate of urbanization increased from 19.72% to 49.94%. In 2011,
the urban population in China exceeded the rural population for the first time, with
an urbanization rate of 51.3%. The floating population (liudong renkou) reached
180 million in 2009, among which there are some 145 million rural–urban
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migrants (Meng 2012). In comparison, there were only 25 million rural–urban
migrants in 1990.1 This rapid expansion of the urban population is currently the
most defining feature of urbanization in China.

However, a shortage of migrant labor in China’s eastern and southern provinces
has recently emerged. This phenomenon is closely linked with population aging.
According to data from the National Bureau of Statistics, the number of working-
age Chinese decreased by 3.45 million to 937 million in 2012. Moreover, data from
the Chinese Ministry of Human Resources and Social Security reveal that the
working-age population in China will further decline by some 8 million people
each year between 2020 and 2030 and by 8.3 million a year thereafter. Further, the
National Bureau of Statistics (2012) shows that the number of working days per
month for migrant workers decreased from 26 in 2009 to 25.4 in 2011. The
ongoing decline in the supply of labor presents a severe challenge to the Chinese
economy. In this study, we argue that one reason for the decline in the supply of
labor is the recent increase of potential value of rural land, which could potentially
weaken the work effort of landholding rural migrants.2

In China, the potential value of rural land has recently markedly increased. First,
the abolition of the agricultural tax in 2006 led to a decrease in landowning costs.
Second, the property rights of peasants to their land have recently strengthened.3

Third, the minimum standard of compensation for expropriated land has
increased.4 For example, the minimum compensation for expropriated land in

1 Floating population refers to the large number of migrants without local household registration
status (Liang and Ma 2004).

2 Rural land in China is actually subject to “quasi-private” property rights. Land rights are not
complete and the “collective” owns the land. This implies that the rural landowning household
merely has the right to use the land for a certain period—a period recently prolonged to “forever.”
Hence, the “land transactions” referred to in this paper specifically refer to transactions for the right
of land use. Liu, Carter, and Yao (1998) provide additional details of land tenure arrangements in
China.

3 In the past, unstable land tenure in rural areas increased migration costs and thus generated
obstacles to labor allocation. As a result, the amount of rural–urban migration remains at a
suboptimal level, and this negatively affects allocative efficiency (Deininger and Jin 2007; Tao and
Xu 2007; Mullan, Grosjean, and Kontoleon 2011). However, Document no. 1 of the Central
Government in both 2009 and 2010 emphasizes rural land-use rights registration as a means of
increasing property-rights protection.

4 The existing compensation policy for the expropriation of land is in accordance with the Land
Administration Law of the People’s Republic of China. The compensation for land has three
components: compensation for land; resettlement subsidies; and compensation for attachments and
immature crops on the requisitioned land. The basis for the calculation of compensation is the
average output value of the expropriated land over the previous three years. In general,
the compensation for cultivated land is six to ten times the average annual output value of the
expropriated land. The standard resettlement subsidies are four to six times the average annual
output value of the expropriated land. The provinces, autonomous regions, and municipalities
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Jiangsu province rose to 30 thousand yuan per mu (approximately 666.7 square
meters) in 2011 alone, nearly 30% higher than before. Fourth, the actual compen-
sation for expropriated land is also increasing. Taking Hangzhou, the capital of
Zhejiang province, as an example, the actual compensation for expropriated land
increased from 79 thousand yuan per mu in 2009 to 95 thousand yuan per mu in
2011, representing a growth rate of nearly 20%.5

The wealth effect generated by the increase of potential value of rural land is
important in discussing the labor supply in China. The existing literature already
emphasizes the potential role of the wealth effect on the labor supply, particularly
Algan et al. (2003), Gladden and Alexopoulos (2004), Henley (2004), and Lentz
and Tranaes (2005). For example, using French panel data, Algan et al. (2003)
analyze the impact of the wealth effect on labor supply. They find that the duration
of unemployment and rate of resignations increases with the holding of short-term
liquid assets. That is, the wealthier an unemployed worker, the longer the duration
of unemployment, whereas the wealthier an employed worker, the greater the
probability of resignation. Elsewhere, Gladden and Alexopoulos (2004) examine
the impact of the wealth effect on the probability that a job seeker will transition
to employment. There, an increase in wealth raises the reservation wage and thus
decreases job-search efforts. In other work, Henley (2004) investigates the house-
hold wealth effect on the number of hours of work undertaken using British panel
data. The findings suggest a significant decline in hours worked for both men and
women in response to gains in household wealth and vice versa. Finally, Lentz and
Tranaes (2005) analyze the saving and job-search behavior of a risk-averse worker
in moving back and forth between employment and unemployment by proposing
a general theory to explain the negative relation between job-search effort and
wealth as well as the motive for precautionary saving.

In common with the above strands of research, our analysis emphasizes the role
of land as an important form of wealth for rural migrants and explores its influence
on their employment behavior. The expected wealth benefit from expropriated land
increases with urban expansion and the development of infrastructure.6 Combined

operating directly under the central government prescribe the rates of compensation for attach-
ments and immature crops on expropriated land. However, the total land compensation and
resettlement subsidies should not exceed 30 times the average annual output value of the expro-
priated land.

5 We have no official data about the actual compensation paid for expropriated land. However, we are
able to use the survey data in Wang (2012) to illustrate the increasing trend in actual fees for land
compensation.

6 The increasing compensation of expropriated land may suggest that landless migrants are wealthier
in their non-land assets than landowners. This may not necessarily be the case, however, because
the compensation was very low in the past and it has been increased only recently. Our sample may
include many landless migrants who have lost their land when the compensation was very low, but
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with preferences and wages, this provides three key elements that determine the
labor supply. As a rule, as wealth increases, there is a reduction in the incentive for
work, and landowning rural migrants then have less motivation to work harder. In
addition, compared with urban areas, the coverage of the social security system is
extremely low in rural China.7 Given the deficiencies of the rural social security
system, rural land provides some leeway for rural migrants when they become
unemployed in the city (Yang 1997; de la Rupelle et al. 2009). Therefore, the cost
of unemployment in urban areas deceases. Work effort will decline as a result, and
this provides a negative shock to the effective labor supply.

Based on Municipal Population and Family Planning Commission (2012)
having recently released data, we identify a significant difference in employment
behavior between landowning and landless rural migrants. After controlling for
several observable individual, household, and employment characteristics, we find
landowning rural migrants tend to have greater job instability and lower hourly
salaries than do their landless counterparts.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section II describes the data
and summarizes the principal variables. Section III conducts the empirical analy-
sis. Section IV concludes.

II. DATA DESCRIPTION AND SUMMARY

In this section, we empirically test the above hypothesis. For our data, we use
Municipal Population and Family Planning Commission (2012) data, as surveyed
by the Municipal Population and Family Planning Commission. The program uses
a probability-proportionate-to-size sampling technique.8 The primary purpose of
the program is to obtain detailed information about the floating population in each
megalopolis and, in doing so, to provide policy suggestions for urban development.
We only consider the floating population with rural residence registration after
removing students, retirees, and homemakers from the sample. In our final sample,
we have data on 12,287 rural migrants, of which 48.3% are landowning rural
migrants.

unfortunately we cannot know when they have lost their land. We argue that the steep rise in
competition implies that the expected value of land is even higher than the present value. We also
have indirect evidence that landless migrants do not necessarily have more financial assets than
landowning migrants. The data reveal that 11.6% of landless migrants have purchased wealth
management products, which is lower than the ratio (12.0%) for landowning migrants.

7 The General Social Survey of China shows that in 2008 the coverage rates of medical insurance,
pension, minimum livelihood guarantee, and the child education subsidy in rural areas of China
were only 39.1%, 8.3%, 2.3%, and 5.4%, respectively.

8 Probability-proportional-to-size sampling technique includes a number of sample selection
methods in which the probability of selection for a sampling unit is directly proportional to a size
measure.
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According to our hypothesis, land provides an employment disincentive for rural
migrants. Consequently, the effort exerted in paid work by landowning rural
migrants is expected to be lower than that of landless rural migrants. The depen-
dent variables in our regression model include the frequency of changing employ-
ment per year after migration and the log of the hourly salary. A higher frequency
of employment changes implies that employment is unstable, while we consider
the log of the hourly salary, a proxy variable for work effort because salary
effectively measures the marginal product of labor. At present, mobility in the
Chinese labor market is high, with nearly 145 million rural–urban migrants. In a
market with high mobility, the distortion provided by the distribution of factors is
relatively weak, which means that the marginal return on these factors well reflects
their marginal product. Therefore, salary should be a good measure of the marginal
product of labor. Ceteris paribus, greater work effort implies a higher marginal
product of labor. Because the government mostly determines land expropriations,
in the following model we treat the land dummy as an exogenous variable while
controlling for the other variables that affect employment behavior.

Employment instability as represented by the frequency of changing employ-
ment each year (Turnover) and the log of the hourly salary (Salary) shows a sharp
distinction between landowning and landless rural migrants.9 The key explanatory
variable (Land) is a dummy variable signifying ownership of rural land. If the
individual owns land in a rural area, the dummy variable takes a value of one,
otherwise zero. The control variables are nonagricultural experience (Experience),
nonagricultural experience squared (Experience 2), and a dummy variable for
gender (Male), which takes a value of one for males and zero for females.10 We also
include the level of education (Education), with six years for a primary school level
of education, nine years for junior high school, 12 years for senior high school, 13
years for technical secondary school, 15 years for junior college, 16 years for
college, and 19 years for graduate school. The remaining control variables include
the number of children (Children), a dummy variable for marital status (Married),
which takes a value of one for married persons, otherwise zero, and the period of
unemployment following migration (Unemployment Duration). We also include
dummy variables indicating whether rural migrants moved to the city with family
members (Migration with Family), which takes a value of one if they moved with

9 According to the mover–stayer model, highly efficient labor will remain while less efficient labor
will move (Goodman 1961). Therefore, high labor turnover implies relatively low efficiency. We
discuss this further in Section IV.

10 The nonagricultural experience of rural migrants is more important than age in the Mincer
equation, because rural migrants may have spent much of their working lives in agriculture prior
to migration, and this will not be useful for work in the manufacturing or service sectors in the city.
To obtain nonagricultural experience, we use the present year (2012) minus the year of migration
to the city (but not necessarily Beijing, Shanghai, or Guangzhou).
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their family, otherwise zero, and whether rural migrants are employers (Self-
employed), which takes a value of one for self-employed persons, otherwise
zero.

Because the migrant data do not include information on individual health, we
use access to social security as a proxy for health investment. The medical costs of
rural migrants qualified to access social security are lower than those who do not
have access to social security. Therefore, the group that can access social security
will purchase additional medical care. The variable Social Security is a dummy
variable that takes a value of one if a migrant has social security, otherwise zero.
We use two dummy variables (Shanghai and Guangzhou) to identify the current
residence (the reference category is Beijing). Finally, we use dummy variables for
original residence (Dummy_city), the year of migration (Dummy_year), occupa-
tion (Dummy_occupation), and industry sector (Dummy_industry) to control for
geographic discrimination and employment characteristics.

Table 1 provides selected descriptive statistics for the landowning and landless
rural migrants in our sample. As shown, the landowning rural migrants differ
from the landless rural migrants in several respects. To start with, the log of the
hourly salary of landowning rural migrants (2.454) is significantly lower than
that of landless rural migrants (2.493). Thus, landless rural migrants earn a
3.34% higher wage on average than do landowning rural migrants. The fre-
quency of changing employment each year for landowning rural migrants is also
higher (0.221) than that for landless rural migrants (0.191). Figure 1 depicts the
differences in employment instability for landowning and landless rural migrants
by industry. Figure 2 illustrates the differences in hourly salary for landowning
and landless rural migrants by industry. These figures illustrate well that the
frequency of changing employment for landowning rural migrants in most indus-
tries is higher than that for landless rural migrants. For example, landowning
rural migrants employed in the production of electricity/gas/water, scientific
research, and traffic/transport/storage/post change employment much more fre-
quently. In addition, the log of the salary of landless rural migrants in most
industries is higher than that of landowning rural migrants. For example, landless
rural migrants in mining, public management, scientific research, and financial
intermediation generally have higher salaries than do landowning rural migrants
in the same industries.

In addition, landowning rural migrants have 11.4% more nonagricultural expe-
rience than do landless rural migrants. The landowning rural migrants are also
generally less educated and spend less time finding employment following migra-
tion than do their landless counterparts. There are also more males and married
persons among landowning rural migrants. Moreover, landowning rural migrants
are more likely to find employment in a secondary industry than are landless rural
migrants. By contrast, landless rural migrants are more likely to engage in a tertiary
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industry than are landowning rural migrants. Finally, among all landowning rural
migrants, 73.2% migrated before 2010, while among all landless migrants, 67.9%
migrated before 2010. We incorporate these features into our analysis by including
them as control variables.

TABLE 1

Data Description

Variables Definition Landowning
Migrants

Landless
Migrants Difference

Salary Log (hourly salary) 2.454 2.493 −0.039*
Turnover Number of employment

changes per year
0.221 0.191 0.030**

Experience (year) Present year (2012) –
year of first migration

10.317 9.259 1.058***

Male (dummy) =1 if male 0.594 0.545 0.049***
Education Years of education 9.052 9.355 −0.303***
Unemployment duration

(week)
Unemployment duration

following migration
2.911 3.224 −0.313**

Married (dummy) =1 if married 0.985 0.977 0.008**
Children Number of children 1.476 1.336 0.140***
Migration with family

members (dummy)
=1 if migrated with

family
0.119 0.112 0.007

Social security (dummy) =1 if covered by social
security

0.347 0.325 0.022

Self-employed (dummy) =1 if self-employed 0.088 0.096 −0.008
Primary industry (dummy) =1 if employed in

primary industry
0.022 0.013 0.009***

Secondary industry (dummy) =1 if employed in
secondary industry

0.418 0.343 0.075***

Tertiary industry (dummy) =1 if employed in tertiary
industry

0.560 0.644 −0.084***

Migrating year 2012
(dummy)

=1 if migrated in 2012 0.065 0.081 −0.016*

Migrating year 2011
(dummy)

=1 if migrated in 2011 0.102 0.125 −0.023**

Migrating year 2010
(dummy)

=1 if migrated in 2010 0.101 0.114 −0.013

Migrating year before 2010
(dummy)

=1 if migrated before
2010

0.732 0.679 0.053***

Beijing (dummy) =1 if current residence is
Beijing

0.232 0.180 0.052***

Shanghai (dummy) =1 if current residence is
Shanghai

0.648 0.598 0.050**

Guangzhou (dummy) =1 if current residence is
Guangzhou

0.119 0.221 −0.102***

Note: The migrating year indicates when a rural migrant moved to Beijing, Shanghai, or
Guangzhou, but not necessarily the year of their first rural–urban migration; hourly salary in yuan.
*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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III. EMPIRICAL RESULTS

A. Correlation between Land and Employment Instability

In this part of the analysis, we investigate the correlation between land and
employment stability using an ordinary least squares (OLS) approach. Ceteris
paribus, a higher frequency of changing employment implies that these individuals
exert less effort at work and are less motivated to perform at their best in fulfilling
the responsibilities of their position. If the above hypothesis holds, then landown-
ing rural migrants will face a lower opportunity cost in losing employment, and
thus employment instability among landowning rural migrants will be greater.

The dependent variable is job instability, defined as the number of changes in
employment per year. A lower (higher) frequency indicates more stable (unstable)
employment. The key independent variable is the land dummy. We specify the

Fig. 1. Employment Instability for Landowning and Landless Rural Migrants
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Notes: 1. Black bars represent landless migrants and white bars represent landowning migrants.
2. The top ends of the bars indicate the means of Turnover for landowning and landless

rural migrants by industry and the solid line segments represent the 95% confidence
intervals surrounding them.
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individual, family, and employment characteristics that are thought to impact upon
employment outcomes as control variables. Table 2 reports the results. Model (1)
includes only the key independent variable (Land). As shown, there is a positive
correlation between being a landowning rural migrant and job instability. Model
(2) includes all independent variables along with the interaction term between
Land and Migration with Family. This interaction term tests whether when a
migrating family leases out land, it inhibits the influence of land on employment.
As shown, the estimated coefficient for land ownership is significantly positive.
The frequency of changing employment for landowning rural migrants is higher
than that for landless rural migrants, meaning that job instability is a common
feature of landowning rural migrants. The turnover of landowning rural migrants is
0.039 higher than that of the landless, which implies a 20.42% increase over the
mean value for the landless. This supports our earlier hypothesis regarding the
correlation of rural land ownership and employment behavior.

Fig. 2. Log of Hourly Salary for Landowning and Landless Rural Migrants
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Notes: 1. Black bars represent landless migrants and white bars represent landowning migrants.
2. The top ends of the bars indicate the means of Salary for landowning and landless

rural migrants by industry and the solid line segments represent the 95% confidence
intervals surrounding them.
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TABLE 2

The Relationship Between Land Ownership and Employment Disincentive

Independent Variables

Models and Dependent Variables

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Turnover Turnover Salary Salary

Land 0.030** 0.039** −0.039* −0.040*
(0.014) (0.018) (0.021) (0.021)

Land × Migration with
family

−0.053 −0.045
(0.046) (0.044)

Experience 0.062*** 0.008
(0.011) (0.005)

Experience2 −0.002*** −2.40e–4
(3.72e–4) (2.05e–4)

Male −0.012 0.200***
(0.015) (0.016)

Education 0.006** 0.047***
(0.003) (0.004)

Unemployment duration 0.002** −3.60e–4
(0.001) (0.001)

Married 0.072* −0.063
(0.039) (0.050)

Children −0.012 −0.030**
(0.016) (0.012)

Migration with family 0.058 0.011
(0.036) (0.031)

Social security 0.022 0.165***
(0.024) (0.018)

Self-employed −0.016 0.292***
(0.025) (0.042)

Shanghai 0.001 −0.020
(0.046) (0.036)

Guangzhou −0.019 −0.143***
(0.049) (0.042)

Dummy_city† No Yes No Yes
Dummy_year‡ No Yes No Yes
Dummy_occupation No Yes No Yes
Dummy_industry No Yes No Yes
Constant 0.191*** 0.057 2.339*** 1.793***

(0.021) (0.196) (0.017) (0.267)
Observations 12,287 12,287 12,287 12,287
R-squared 0.001 0.148 0.001 0.210

Note: Standard errors are in parentheses.
† Dummy_city indicates the migrant’s original residence; for current residence dummies, the
reference category is Beijing.

‡ Dummy_year indicates the migrating year (the reference year is 1976).
*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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As also shown, the estimated coefficient for the interaction term is large and
completely offsets the correlation of land with job instability, although it is statis-
tically insignificant. This suggests that even if migrants own land, if they migrate
with their family, and presumably lease out the land, then the influence of land on
employment disappears. This reinforces our main hypothesis.11 There is also evi-
dence of an inverted U-shaped relationship between experience and job instability.
Thus, rural migrants with less experience are more likely to change employment,
perhaps because they have a greater opportunity to correct for past vocational
mistakes in a new role and thus improve their reputation as workers and gain a
higher salary, whereas the pattern of employment becomes more stable as experi-
ence increases before the threshold. For educated migrants, job instability is much
greater than for less-educated migrants. This could be because educated migrants
find it easier to change employment because of their superior human capital. The
duration of unemployment after migration also plays an important role. The time
spent finding employment could be a proxy for personal skills. For instance, skilled
migrants are more likely to find employment in the city, and thus the duration of
unemployment should be short. The value and sign of the estimated coefficient
signify that skilled migrants are less likely to change employment, partly because
the employment mismatch is less serious. Furthermore, we control for the person’s
current residence by including dummy variables (the reference category is
Beijing). As shown, job instability in Beijing is not significantly different from that
in Shanghai or Guangzhou.

B. Correlation between Land and Salary

In the previous subsection, we used the frequency of changes in employment to
measure job instability and found that landless rural migrants exerted greater work
effort than did their landowning counterparts. Assuming the competence of labor
is constant, work effort should then mostly determine the marginal product of
labor, after controlling for other causal factors, including nonagricultural experi-
ence, gender, education, and marital status.

If the land indeed provides an employment disincentive in labor markets, then
landowning rural migrants will not work as hard as their landless counterparts.
Using OLS, we find that, ceteris paribus, the log of the hourly salary of landowning
rural migrants will be lower than that of landless rural migrants. The last two
columns of Table 2 report the results. The dependent variable is the logarithm of
the hourly salary, and the key independent variable is the land dummy. Model (3)
contains only the land dummy, from which we observe a significant correlation
between land and salary, signifying that landless rural migrants have higher

11 However, this is not true for log hourly salary in the next subsection; therefore, we cannot
completely draw this conclusion.
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salaries than do landowning rural migrants. Model (4) includes all independent
variables, as well as the interaction term for Land and Migration with Family. As
shown, the estimated coefficient for the land dummy is significantly negative,
indicating that the salaries of landless rural migrants are higher, after controlling
for individual, family, and employment characteristics. The log hourly salary of the
landless migrants is 0.040 larger than that of the landowning rural migrants,
indicating a 1.63% increase over the mean value for landowning migrants. Ceteris
paribus, landless rural migrants earn more, and, by implication, are more produc-
tive. This result also supports our main hypothesis.

In addition, males’ salaries are generally higher than females’ salaries. Educated
migrants also earn more, primarily because of their higher level of human capital.
Employers have higher salaries than employees and migrants with social security
have higher salaries than those without. This could be because only formal employ-
ment offers social security combined with a high salary. The childrearing burden
has a negative effect on hourly salary, as childrearing distracts people’s attention
from employment. The wage levels in Shanghai and Beijing, approximately equal
to each other, are slightly higher than in Guangzhou.

C. Further Discussion

The above analysis only compares landowning and landless rural migrants. It is
also meaningful to investigate the disincentive effect caused by land among land-
owning rural migrants. We select the landowning rural migrants and use land area
per capita in the migrant’s hometown (Land Area) to measure the relative magni-
tude of their wealth. Table 3 reports the results. The dependent variable in model
(1) is labor turnover and that in model (2) is the log of the hourly salary. Both
coefficients for Land Area are not significantly different from zero. This indicates
that land area has no significant effect on the labor supply. In the sample, the mean
of Land Area is 1.807 mu and the standard error is 1.268 mu. One likely explana-
tion for this may be land fragmentation in that because farmers have equal allo-
cations of land, it is difficult to measure the effect of wealth on the labor supply.12

Another concern that could weaken our conclusion is that the high frequency of
labor turnover may not truly represent less work effort. In fact, the mover–stayer
model implies that only more efficient labor remains in the current position, while
less efficient labor moves on (Goodman 1961; Munasinghe and Sigman 2004).
Employees exerting less work effort will have a higher frequency of changing
employment. However, according to the vacancy competition model (Sørensen and

12 Jia and Petrick (2014) demonstrate the problem of land fragmentation in China. Their theoretical
model indicates that land fragmentation leads to lower agriculture labor productivity. Conversely,
when land consolidation results in an increase of on-farm employment without hiring laborers,
the off-farm labor supply will decline. However, in their empirical analysis, the effect of land
consolidation on off-farm labor supply is insignificant.

146 THE DEVELOPING ECONOMIES

© 2015 Institute of Developing Economies



TABLE 3

The Effect of Land Area and Labor Turnover

Independent Variables

Models and Dependent Variables

(1) (2) (3)
Turnover Salary† Salary†

Turnover 0.006
(0.013)

Experience 0.085*** −0.001 0.007
(0.017) (0.007) (0.006)

Experience2 −0.002*** 1.28e–4 −2.15e–4
(0.001) (2.94e–4) (2.12e–4)

Male 0.016 0.186*** 0.198***
(0.021) (0.022) (0.016)

Education 0.003 0.045*** 0.047***
(0.004) (0.005) (0.004)

Unemployment duration 0.004** −0.002 −2.86e–4
(0.002) (0.002) (0.001)

Married 0.138 −0.039 −0.069
(0.092) (0.075) (0.050)

Children −0.018 −0.026* −0.033***
(0.028) (0.016) (0.012)

Migration with family 0.017 −0.044 −0.014
(0.032) (0.028) (0.021)

Social security 0.052* 0.156*** 0.165***
(0.028) (0.026) (0.018)

Self-employed −0.038 0.332*** 0.292***
(0.027) (0.056) (0.042)

Land area 0.001 0.001
(0.001) (0.001)

Shanghai 0.008 0.007 −0.017
(0.057) (0.036) (0.036)

Guangzhou −0.042 −0.113** −0.136***
(0.073) (0.047) (0.041)

Dummy_city Yes Yes Yes
Dummy_year Yes Yes Yes
Dummy_occupation Yes Yes Yes
Dummy_industry Yes Yes Yes
Constant −0.836*** 2.708*** 1.797***

(0.270) (0.386) (0.266)
Observations 5,913 5,913 12,278
R-squared 0.191 0.227 0.209

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses.
†Logarithm of salary.
*, **, and *** indicate significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% levels, respectively.
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Kalleberg 2001), labor turnover is one result of competition. Therefore, only
hardworking labor will move to higher-paying positions. This implies that the
higher frequency of employment changes represents a willingness to seek higher-
paying employment. Unfortunately, it is not possible to separate these two effects
using the data available to us. Nevertheless, we check the relationship between the
log of the hourly salary and the frequency of changing employment to examine the
overall effect of labor turnover. If the vacancy competition effect dominates, then
a higher frequency of changing employment will lead to a higher salary. However,
if the stayer–mover effect dominates, then we expect a negative correlation
between salary and the frequency of changing employment. As shown in the last
column of Table 3, the coefficient for labor turnover is statistically insignificant. At
the least, this suggests the competition effect does not dominate.

IV. CONCLUSION

Using the analysis of the Floating Population Dynamic Monitoring Survey in
Beijing, Shanghai, and Guangzhou from 2012, we find that there is a significant
difference in employment behavior between landowning and landless rural
migrants. Ceteris paribus, job instability among landowning rural migrants is
greater than that among landless rural migrants, and the salaries of landowning
rural migrants are lower. These differences remain after controlling for individual,
family, and employment characteristics. The available empirical evidence is con-
sistent with the hypothesis that land generates an employment disincentive for
landowning rural migrants. As a result, the work effort exerted by landowning rural
migrants is lower than that of their landless counterparts because landowning rural
migrants have relatively less incentive to work hard. If rural residents lose their
land, the social security played by land as well as the potential wealth from
increasing compensation for expropriated land is also lost. The work effort in paid
employment increases accordingly. In other words, the land reduces the motivation
for hard work. From the perspective of landowning rural migrants, our study
provides evidence supporting the existence of land security.
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