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Re-examination of Healthy Migrant Phenomenon in China: Using the 2006-2011 Waves of CHNS Dataset
YI Long—fei', QI Di?
(1.Zhejiang University ,School of Public Affairs ,Hangzhou, 310058 ;2. University of Bristol, School for Policy Studies ,Bristol ,BS8 1T7)
Abstract: This paper aims to test the healthy migrant phenomenon,that whether migrants are healthier than the urban resi-

dents. Three waves in China Health and Nutrition Survey (CHNS) dataset is employed to test this hypothesis,including the

wave of 2006,2009 and 2011. Logistic regression model is established to examine hypothesis by controlling other variables

such as gender,age,education,occupation,income and smoking history. Analysis result indicates that migrants are indeed

healthier than urban residents in the aspect of historical

groups are not significantly evident in current

(long—term ) healthy indicators,but the differences between these two

(recent)healthy indicators. Cox model is established further to better make use

of the longitudinal property of CHNS dataset, and Cox regression result also certifies that migrants are healthier than urban

people in the aspect of long—term healthy indicators after controlling other variables.

Key words::floating population ;migration choice ; healthy migrant phenomenon ; healthy migrant hypothesis
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