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Abstract: Based on the survey data of migrants in Yangtze river delta this paper investigates influencing effect of the household regis—
tration individual characteristics job characteristics family factors flow characteristics and city heterogeneity on access to public
services of migrants and further analyzes the impact of access to public service on the dwelling will in city of migrants. The results
show that compared with the migrants of urban household registration the migrants of rural household registration are more difficult to
obtain urban public service and their dwelling will in city intends to be lower. But for migrants who have obtained urban public serv—
ices different household registration has no difference in dwelling will. In addition the migrants who have human capital of high quality
or less family burden or come from large scale city are more likely to obtain urban public services and their level of dwelling will is
higher. With the constraint of household registration ensuring migrants” access to public service and then improving the quality of pub—
lic service are the effective ways to improve social integration and urbanization.

Key Words: Migrants; Yangtze river delta; Public service; Dwelling will in city
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