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Are Only Children More Reluctant to Labor Mobility?

HU Yongyuan TANG Hao LIU Lu
( School of Public Administration Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023  China)

Abstract: Labor mobility behavior in one-child families is a unique issue within China$s regional distribution of labor force.
Using CLDS2016 data based on the family utility maximization model under the assumption of caring for parents this paper at—
tempts to modify traditional labor transfer theory and to understand the influences and mechanisms of the one—child variable on
labor mobility. “Biparental care” not only has a significant direct negative effect on the labor mobility of the one-child but also
has a significant negative interaction term with the one—child variable which has a significant negative mediating effect on the
labor mobility. Therefore social support for the care of one—child families is not only necessary for social security and equity
but also may be in line with the economic efficiency principle. It is concluded that in order to alleviate the cost of individual la—
bor mobility it is necessary to accelerate the reform of the social security system promote the degree of government support
and improve the level of institutional care and social care.

Key words: only child; parentscare; social care; labor mobility



