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* Xie,Yu and Xiang Zhou. 2014.“Income Inequality in Today’s
China.” Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences (PNAS)
1 11:6928-6933.



A Debate (WSJ, December 10,2012)

Inequality Gini Is Out of Bottle

Incomes are higher than
reported, per capita urban

disposable income, in yuan,

2010

20000 )i
15,000
10,000

5,000

0

NBS CHFS

But distribution is skewed, Resulting in extreme
share of total household inequality, Gini coefficient
income
e S e e et s Perfect Maximal
equality inequality
China ks o
China (CHFS, 2010) China SIS P
0 ys.2009) (CHES) | @ %
] e [ Japan ‘«0339—3—4—-
N e US. +—6.45f
10 HE Colombia | 056{}
Js be South [« é,ssgn :
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Sources: China Household Finance Survey, National Bureau of Statistics; U.S. Census Bureau; CIA

The Wall Street Journal



What’s the True Level of Gini?

The Numbers Game

In China, statistics have long been skewed by their use in rewarding performance;
secial scentists say they are beginning to remove those distortions



Gini Coefficient
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Trends in China and the US Compared

Trends in Gini Coefficient in China and the United States
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Official Figures

— Trends in China
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International Comparisons
( Kuznets Curve)

GDP per Capita and Gini Coefficient across Countries and Trends in China

CIA World Factbook
- UNU-WIDER Database
u Recent Surveys
Fitted Kuznets Curye
— Trends in China

s CHES 2011

U5 2007
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¢ Xie,Yu, Xiaobo Zhang, Jianxin Li, Xuejun Yu,
and Qiang Reniff 5 KBS Z=EH T
2. {5, 2014. Wellbeing Development
Report of China 2014 «pEBRA L EHE
2014» (in Chinese). Beijing, China: Peking

University Press. JbaE % H Rtk -




Wealth Distribution (2012 CFPS Data)

Percentiles (%)
90/10

25;/ 0-50%  75-100%  90-100%  95-100%  99-100%

Ad’:“e 12 7.3 79.0 62.0 51.2 34.6 0.73 36.79




US-China Comparisons

0-60% 60%-100% 80%-100% | 90%-100%

Countr
; 4

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%)

1983 0.799 0.9 6.1 93.9 81.3 68.2 56.1 33.8
1989 0.832 -0.7 4.1 95.9 83.6 70.6 59.0 37.4
1992 0.823 0.4 4.8 953 83.8 71.8 60.0 37.2
1995 0.828 0.2 4.7 953 83.9 71.8 60.3 38.5
1998 0.822 0.2 4.7 953 83.4 70.9 59.4 38.1
2001 0.826 0.3 4.2 95.7 84.4 71.5 59.2 334

2012 0.727 42 1.6 88.4 74.7 62.0 51.2 34.6
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* Zhang, Chunni, Qi Xu, Xiang Zhou, Xiaobo Zhang,Yu Xie.
2014.“Are Poverty Rates Underestimated in China!? New

Evidence from Four Recent Surveys.” China Economic Review.

« Xie,Yu, Xiaobo Zhang, Jianxin Li, Xuejun Yu, and Qiang Reni}
FORBEE S RS TR fEIR. 2013. Wellbeing
Development Report of China 2013 «p [E B AL B4 £52013»
(in Chinese). Beijing, China: Peking University Press. Jbx{ K

FH AL o




Poverty

Official statistics underreport level of poverty in China.

The estimated poverty rate in 2012 is 7%-13%
(depending on threshold).

The estimated poverty rate in rural area is 8%-15%

(depending on threshold).

The estimated poverty rate in urban area is 3%-9%

(depending on threshold).
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The national poverty level has decreased in 2010—2012.

The people followed by CFPS are getting better.

\/

W20125 A 220120k 22K 2012442 1A

Outof [.0.7.7."
Poverty | 87.2
Stay in : ::: .
Poverty [-'-7.7.°
Getti — }New
etting
Worse 8.0
20104 % 1A

Changes in Poverty in Rural Families

%

100.0

90.0

80.0

70.0

60.0

50.0

40.0

30.0

20.0

10.0

0.0

20125 H  B2012% A H 0201244

- 73.7 | L Out
Povert

Better

| Stayin
Poverty

20104 %% Al

e Getting

T~

of ::::::::
Y 1840

=]

2010¢k 2 1]

~ Stayin

}Getting 2.3 == }new
3.8ﬁ

Out of
Poverty | g40-

Poverty

2010444 1Al

Changes in Poverty in Urban Families



4. 15 5Kz

* Yu, Jia,and Yu Xie. 2004."“Cohabitation in China.”
Unpublished.

e Xie, Yu, Xiaobo Zhang,_lianxin Li, Xuejun Yu, and
Qiang Renifi ¥ SKBRIE 25HT T2%E. (E5.
2013. Wellbeing Development Report of China 2013

«p E AL E#RE2013» (in Chinese). Beijing,

China: Peking University Press. Jbt 522 H ikt




General Observations

Women’s education attainment has reached
parity with men.

Economic factors have become important
determinant of marriage (Yu and Xie 201 3).

Local housing price has deterring effects on
age of marriage (Yu and Xie 201 3).

Hypergamy marriage pattern persists.

Age gap between husband and wife has
increased (Mu and Xie 2014).



A Key Finding of Mu and Xie (2014)

Figure 3 Percentage of Age Homogamy with Moving Averages
for Marriages with Birth Cohort Median Age at Marriage, by Gender

70

60

50

40

| | | | | | | | | |
1940 1945 1950 1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985
Birth Cohort

Men ————- Women

Note: Age homogamy is defined as marriages with husband-minus-wife age gaps lying between
[0,3] years. For this figure, percentages of age homogamy are calculated only for those who got
married at median age of first marriage within each birth cohort from 1940 to 1984, respectively
for men and women. To observe the trends more clearly, we constructed moving averages for
the adjacent seven birth cohorts with equal weights.

Source: National Bureau of Statistics of China, China 2005 1% Population Inter-census Survey.



Figure la. Kaplan-
Meier survival curves
of transitions to first
marriage for urban
males by education
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Figure 1.b Kaplan-
Meier survival curves
of transitions to first
marriage for urban
females by education
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Housing Price and Men’s Age of Marriage (Yu and Xie 201 3)

8 _ ° oo oo o Shenzhen s\
Guangzhou
| c e o . N
% — 00 o [ X J o
[y Wuhan
- © B eBe®e 000 A ™ o® o o A Beijing
[ J [ J
Lanzhou
© ° GNO GIEENeS 00EN QA (X A .
N Nanjing Shanghai
Bacto? ° Xi'an
o4 [owme oo /o
— [ J .z ] @0 a» o [ J
o
% — 000 G GBS ©¢ ©® [ ]
g — [ ] [ J
—
(V] | | | | | | |

| | | | |
0 .05 A 15 2 .25 3 .35 A4 .45 5 .55 .6
Average housing price during 2000-2003 (Unit: 10,000RMB/square meter)



Cohabitation before marriage by cohort of first
marriage and education (Xie et al. 2013)

Cohort of first marriage = Non-cohabitation Cohabitation Total (obs.)
1970 prior 98.2 1.8 100.0 (1876)
1970~1979 98.0 2.0 100.0 (1647)
1980~1989 95.0 5.0 100.0 (2763)
1990~1999 87.9 12.1 100.0 (2283)
2000~2012 67.4 32.6 100.0 (2765)
Non-cohabitation Cohabitation Total (obs.)

[lliterate 94.3 5.7 100.0 (2507)

Primary School 89.8 10.2 100.0 (2625)

Husband  \iddle School 85.1 14.9 100.0 (3432)

Education  pjgh School 82.9 17.1 100.0 (1512)

College and Above. 77.3 22.7 100.0 (784)

Illiterate 95.6 4.4 100.0 (4496)

Wife Pr!mary School 86.8 13.2 100.0 (2257)

Education M_lddle School 81.8 18.2 100.0 (2676)

High School 81.0 19.0 100.0 (1148)

College and Above. 74.5 25.5 100.0 (604)
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* Ongoing work with Xiang Zhou



Estimated Layer Effect

Estimated Layer Effects from Unidiff Model
(Farming Destinations Blocked)
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* Xu, Hongwei, and Yu Xie. 2013. "The Causal Effects of Rural-
to-Urban Migration on Children’s Wellbeing in China."
Research Report |3-798, Population Studies Center,
University of Michigan
(http://www.psc.isr.umich.edu/pubs/pdf/rr13-798.pdf).

* Liu,Airan,and Yu Xie. 2013. "Influences of Monetary and
Nonmonetary Family Resources on Children’s Development
in Verbal Ability in China." Research Report |3-800, Population
Studies Center, University of Michigan
(http://www.psc.isr.umich.edu/pubs/pdf/rr13-800.pdf).
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Family SES and
Achievement Disparities

Monetary Resources

(income)

Achievement

1
\
\
\\ /
\ -Parenting is important

_Class-differentiated ~ Non-monetary (Heckman 2006)
parenting style (Laureau Resources
2011) (parenting)




What’s Different for China?

* State has strong power, and shape individuals’
educational opportunities.

* Children’s achievement is important to a
family in traditional Chinese culture.

* Confucian culture: Educational-oriented
parenting style regardless of a family’s SES.



Table 4 Regression of Children’s Word Score on Monetary Resources, Parenting Attitudes and

Practices
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
Coef. sig Coef. sig Coef. sig Coef. sig Coef. sig
Constant 352 ** 6.94 *** 350 -2.72 -5.45 *
Log(Family Income Per Capita) 45 | ** 43  ** .36 *
Education Expenses(in 1,0002) 07 .06
Parenting Attitudes and Practice
Academic Expectation 07 | ***| .07 Hxx
Educational Involvement .05 * .05 *
Family Environment A5 | F*| 42 fakaie
Control For
Grade Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Gender Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Structural Factors Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Parents’ Characteristics Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
R?2 0.442 0.441 0.443 0.457 0.458

N= 2954, + p<0.1, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
a. The amount of money is measured in yuan or RMB

one standard deviation increase (1.25 points) in family

environment = 145% increase in family’s income



Educational Involvement

Fé6 The following questions are related to your caring about your child’s study

and life. Please answer according to the actual situation last year [Show card].
WSO 0 2. Often (2-3 3. Sometimes 4 Rarely (Once > Never

(LA SHE R times a week)  (1-2 times a a month)

week) week)

How often did you give up watching TV shows you liked to avoid
disturbing your child when he/she was studying?

How often have you discussed what happens at school with your child
since this semester started/last semester?

How often did you ask the child to finish homework?
How often did you check the child’s homework?

How often did you restrict the child from watching TV?

How often did you restrict the types of TV programs the child could
watch!?




Family Environment (Interview Observation)

Z301 Home environment (such as child’s artwork, books,

or other study materials) indicates that the parents care
about the child’s education.

Z302 The parents take the initiative to actively
communicate with the child.

l. 3. Neither

Extremely 2.Agree agree nor 4.Disagree
agree disagree




Counterfactual Thinking of the Migration
Effects on Children

Urban children and migrant children are often
compared — wrong comparisons.

Urban children are advantaged structurally.

Rural-to-urban migration as a treatment/cause

— Migrant children are the treated

A causal question of the effect of migration is

— what a child's well-being would be had he/she migrated,
compared to what his/her well-being would be had he/she
not migrated!?

40

MICHIGAN



Xu and Xie (2013) Study

* Two-stage migration process

* Three distinct groups of rural-origin children

Parental Migration

No Yes
Non-migrant Lefi-behind
Child’s No (N =1433) (N =326)
Migration Migrant
Yes — (N =194)

41



Non-Migrant

Migrant & Left-Behind

(mean) (mean) ATT
Educational Performance
Word test score 21.65 2068 097 (052) +
@ test score 10.78 10.04 074 (030) *
Chinese grade reported by parents 276 271 005 (0.09)
Math grade reported by parents 268 269 001 (0.09)
| Political Knowledge -0.07 022  0.15  (0.09) iJ
Subjective Well-Being
Depression -0.12 -0.18 007 (0.09)
Positive self-perspective 0.05 003 0.02 (0.09)
Inter-person Relationship
N of quarrels with parents last month 0.58 046 012 (022)
N of good friends 6.67 547 1.20 (0.86)
Time Use
Days/week doing housework/farming 246 1.75 071 (022) **
Hours/week studying 44 57 3942 515 (1.22) ¥4
Health & Nutrition
Height (cm) 145.83 14386 197 (105) +
Weight (kg) 37.28 3567 161 (0.78) *
N of food types eaten last month 492 429 062 (0.15) **4
Interviewer's observation
Comprehension capability 5.20 500 021 (0.10) *
Mandarin fluency 477 430 047 (0.11) **y
Intelligence 5.20 493 028 (0.10) *=*
Self-expression 5.26 495 030 (0.10) *=*
Parents care child's education 337 321 017 (0.06) *=*
Parents actively communicate with child 3.56 3.55 0.02 (0.06)

Note: Bootstrap standard errors are in parentheses; ATT = average treatment effects on the

treated.
Tp=<.1:*p<.05; ¥p<.01; ¥*¥p<.001

42



Xu and Xie (2013) Conclusions

* Positive effects of child’s rural-to-urban migration
— Better-off than those remaining in the countryside
— Do fairly well compared to urban native children
* Little or no effect of parental migration on non-migrant
children’s well-being

— The extra economic resources brought back by their migrant parents
do not automatically transfer into gains in objective well-being

PAA 2013 43



Cohabitation before marriage by cohort of first
marriage and education

Cohort of first marriage = Non-cohabitation Cohabitation Total (obs.)
1970 prior 98.2 1.8 100.0 (1876)
1970~1979 98.0 2.0 100.0 (1647)
1980~1989 95.0 5.0 100.0 (2763)
1990~1999 87.9 12.1 100.0 (2283)
2000~2012 67.4 32.6 100.0 (2765)
Non-cohabitation Cohabitation Total (obs.)

[lliterate 94.3 5.7 100.0 (2507)

Primary School 89.8 10.2 100.0 (2625)

Husband  \iddle School 85.1 14.9 100.0 (3432)

Education  pjgh School 82.9 17.1 100.0 (1512)

College and Above. 77.3 22.7 100.0 (784)

Illiterate 95.6 4.4 100.0 (4496)

Wife Pr!mary School 86.8 13.2 100.0 (2257)

Education M_lddle School 81.8 18.2 100.0 (2676)

High School 81.0 19.0 100.0 (1148)

College and Above. 74.5 25.5 100.0 (604)
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