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Abstract:  

Migrants have been the main labour force that helps to maintain the fast growth of the urban economy over the past two decades, but majority of them are classified by the government as temporary residents or floating population and live in poor and overcrowded accommodations. This paper reports the findings from a joint project carried out by researchers form Heriot-Watt University and Beijing University. The project aims to give a systematic assessment of housing conditions of migrants in Shenzhen, one of the prosperous coastal regions. It surveyed 807 migrant households sampled in 15 so-called urban villages. Housing conditions among migrants are poor in general in comparison with official residents in the city. Some better off migrants could afford to rent a small flat with a kitchen and toilet; others are crowded in single rooms and sleep in bunk beds. Although absolute poverty seems not a major issue because most migrants are working and earning a wage, in comparison with the modern urban living standard enjoyed by the professionals and officials, relative poverty among migrants is a major problem. The challenge for Shenzhen is that as a new city, the proportion of migrants among the total population is extremely large. To expect all these ‘temporary’ residents to move away from the city to somewhere else is unlikely, but to raise the living standards of this large group to match that of the official urban residents will be a big task.

1. Introduction

More than 100 million migrants live in cities and towns in China. So far, the government has made very little effort to provide affordable housing for them. At the same time, China’s cities do not have the kinds of large scale slum settlements that are found in the cities of other developing countries. This, however, does not mean that China has solved the housing problems of migrants. To the contrary, most migrant workers live in poor conditions either at their work sites or in low quality housing concentrated at the urban rural interface zones. Migrant labourers are classified as temporary or ‘floating’ population and receive negligible social or economic support from municipal governments (Ma and Xiang, 1998; Devin, 1999; Fan, 2001; Goodkind and West, 2002; Solinger, 1999; Wu 2002, 2004, 2006; Yang 2000). 

In the 1980s and early 1990s, migrants in Chinese cities referred mainly to those labourers who originated from rural areas. Over the past few years, however, owing to an increase in urban to urban migration, the composition of the migrant population has become more complex. In particular, intensifying competition in the urban job markets has caused many college and university graduates to leave their home cities and search for better paid employment in coastal areas. In many coastal cities, the numbers of international and urban to urban migrants have also been increasing. The different backgrounds of the migrants affect their housing requirements. Highly paid international migrants may live in rich areas or gated communities. University graduates who have moved from other cities (mainly inland cities where job opportunities were rare) tend to rent temporary accommodation while they look for a job. Then, once they have found a job and earn a more stable income, they move into mainstream housing areas, often purchasing their own place and integrating with the locally registered urban hukou residents. 

Rural migrants and poor urban to urban migrants tend to concentrate in special areas (Xu, 2001; Shen, 1995). Construction and industrial workers of large factories tend to live collectively in dormitories, usually provided by their employers. Most construction workers are married men who leave their wife and children in the villages. They commonly share a room with several other men. In the industrial areas of fast growing coastal cities, some factories provide dormitories for their production line workers. Facilities in dormitories were very basic and bunk beds were common. Apart from beds, there was usually a washing area and toilet in each room. Construction and factory workers seldom cooked for themselves and instead bought food from the factory run canteen. 
Other migrants not employed by large organisations have to find their own accommodation. They live mainly in private rental housing in poor areas in cities (Mobrand, 2006; Yang et al, 2005; Lu and Song, 2006). The location and conditions of these areas vary from city to city. They usually fall into one of two types: traditional and old housing areas in the city centre and farmers’ housing in suburban villages. Property boom and urban redevelopment programmes have renewed much of the old town areas of most large cities. However, in almost every city, there are small pockets of traditional housing areas, situated at difficult locations such as on steep slopes, along railway lines and in between large organisations. Houses in these areas are mostly owned privately by local residents. Better-off original residents have moved to new houses in other areas, but they keep the old houses to secure compensation when the areas are redeveloped. These houses or rooms are rented out to migrants. The original density of houses in these areas was relatively low. Because of population increase, every family made additions to the original structure to maximise indoor space. The open spaces between buildings were gradually covered up.  The infrastructure in these localities was however very poor, with water pipes running along the street and sewage flowing out into open or covered up ditches. The majority of families did not have internal kitchens and toilets; and many families cooked their food on stoves outside the house. (Wang, 2004) 

The most prominent areas occupied by migrants in China’s cities are the so-called urban villages or villages inside cities – chengzhongcun. Urban villages were originally rural settlements located in suburban areas. Because of urban expansion, the agricultural land of these villages was gradually taken over for infrastructure and property development, and these villages physically became incorporated into urban built-up areas. However, these villages maintained their rural organisation and most farmers remained outside the formal urban management system. On account of less stringent planning restrictions and regulations, housing in these settlements became the prime locations for the poor, particularly rural migrants. Rural migrants also found the living environment more acceptable and less intimidating than in other settings because the landlords were farmers. Also, the rent was normally cheaper than in other areas.  

Over the recent years, migrant housing has attracted a lot of attention among government officials and academic researchers (Wang and Murie, 1999; Wang, 2003 and 2004; Wu, 2004 and 2006; Shenzhen Municipal Housing System Reform Office, 2004). There is consensus now among researchers and policy makers that in every region, the quality of the housing for migrants is below the average standard and many migrants experience problems in housing and living in poverty.  There are however, not many studies emphasizing the different housing requirements from migrants with different social and economic background. Our research aims to give a systematic assessment of housing conditions of migrants in Shenzhen.  Shenzhen has developed from a small board town to a large city with over 6 million of residents in a short period of 25 years. The majority of population is migrants who have been living in the city for many years.  Apart from examining the general housing conditions in migrant dominated areas, we also compare the housing situations of different groups of migrants. It addresses questions such as does the difference in hukou status has an influence over housing conditions in regions where there is a mix of rural to urban and urban to urban migrant population? What relationship between housing and poverty can we identified in the fast urbanising and prosperous region? How does migrant housing condition in Shenzhen compare with other cities?  

2.  Data Collection

Shenzhen Municipal Government carried out a research project about migrant housing in the city in 2004 (Shenzhen Municipal Housing System Reform Office, et al, 2004).  The main aim of the study was to assess the housing demands from migrant workers. The study covers all possible social groups of migrants working in the city. The study also found that housing conditions among industrial workers and construction workers who lived at factory dormitories and work sites were generally poor and overcrowded. The study also includes many white collar office workers who do not have local hukou registration, but their housing requirements are different from other migrants.

Rather than to repeat the work of the Municipal study, our project focused on the relatively poor migrants working in the city, mainly living in the urban villages
. Our study also emphasizes the housing conditions of migrant households rather than individual living experiences. Our household survey questionnaire includes more questions on social and economic profile of migrants and their families, including characteristics of households, employment (head of households, and partners), income (individual and households), and housing
. 

A sample size of about 800 households was pre-determined on ground of representation and resources available. After a period of initial investigation, we adopted a staged stratified systematic sampling method: 

1) We divided the sample into three different areas of the city roughly according to the size and importance of these areas: central areas, other areas inside the SPE zone boundary, and areas outside the special economic zone. 

2) In each of these three areas, a number of urban villages were selected according to scale, economic sector and geographical locations (Figure 1). 

3) Within each of the selected village, individual migrant households were selected systematically.

Table 1  Sample allocation and distribution 

	Areas
	Allocated sample size
	Sampling villages

	Central Areas
	240
	Luohu District：XiangxiVillage (60/57), Hubei village (60/60）
Futian District：Futian Village (60/57), Shawei Village (60/65）

	Other areas inside SEZ
	360
	Luohu District: Dushu Village（60/59），Shuibei Village (60/66）

Futian District: Xiameiling/Hebei Village (60/60), Shameiling Village (60/60）
Nansha District：Baishizhou Village（60/59）, Pingshan/Tanglang Village（60/60）

	Outside SEZ
	200
	Baoan District：

Langxin (60), Tianxin (40)
Longgang District: 

Buji (48), Longlin (56)
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1．Futian village;  2．Shawei village;  3．Xiangxi village;  4．Hubei village;  5．Shangmeilin, Xiameilin and Hebei villgages; 6．Shuibei village;  7．Dushu village;  8．Baishizhou village;  9．Tanglang village;  10．Buji and Longlin Villages;  11．Langxin and  Tianxin villages
Figure 1  Location of case study urban villages

It is difficult to achieve a random sample in so many villages due to various administrative, political and practical reasons. We studied the social and economic profiles of residents in these villages and mapped the living pattern carefully before drawing the survey sample. In each village, we firstly selected typical or main streets; along these streets, we then selected buildings at equal intervals; within each multi-floor building, we included only one household on each floor for interview.  The sampling principle is to make the sample as systematic and regular as possible to ensure a good representation of the migrant population. All interviews were conducted inside the homes of migrants. There was no on street sampling or interview.  

Getting access to the sampled migrants was a problem, because of the working patterns of the migrant themselves and the entry control systems of most buildings. There was only a very short period in which interviews can be carried out in each week often at the evenings of Saturdays and Sundays. Because of these problems, interviews were conducted over a five month period from November 2005 to March 2006. 

3.  Social and economic profile of migrants

The 2004 migrant housing problem survey conducted by the Municipal government found that migrants in the city were dominated by the young adults. About 75 percent of them were between 20 to 33 years old. Nearly 45 percent of migrants originated from other cities or towns. About 65 percent of migrants in the city lived as individuals or families; the rest were the so-called collective households living at dormitories at work sites. The majority of migrants were engaged in the low level, but stable jobs. Income among migrants was generally low: average monthly income 1149 yuan per month, in comparison to the official city average of 2194 yuan per month; most migrants earned less than 2000 yuan per month. (Shenzhen Municipal Housing System Reform Office, et al, 2004). 

As indicated in the above section, this study focuses on the urban villages and migrants as families. While our findings confirm these general observations of the earlier Municipal study, they show some distinctive features of the migrants living in urban villages. The average age of migrant head of household is 30.7 years. Male heads of households tend to be younger than females, and those who stay in the city as single are younger than these headed a family. There is no obvious age difference between those from urban areas and those from rural areas. The length of stay in the city ranged from less than a month to 30 years. The average length is however 6 years for heads of households and 7 years for their partners.  Most single person arrived at the city in their early 20s (20-21) and most head of households and their partners arrived at the city in their middle 20s (26-27). Over 99 percent of the migrants (heads of households and their partners) are healthy and very active in works. About 66 percent of migrants living in urban villages are from rural areas. Off the 807 cases, 47 percent are individuals who live on their own (including these sharing with other individuals) and 53 percent live as families (Table 2). Over 80 percent of the families surveyed are headed by a male. 

Table 2   General migrant household characteristics

	
	Origins of residence registration
	Total

	
	Urban
	Rural
	

	
	Number
	%
	Number
	%
	No.
	%

	Household type
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Single person household
	153
	56.5
	223
	46.6
	376
	46.6

	  Families
	118
	43.5
	313
	58.4
	431
	53.4

	Sex of head of household
	
	
	
	
	
	

	  Male
	189
	69.7
	374
	69.8
	563
	69.8

	  Female
	82
	30.3
	162
	30.2
	244
	30.2

	Marital status of head of household

	  Single
	122
	45.0
	176
	32.8
	298
	36.9

	  Married/Divorced/Other
	149
	55.0
	360
	67.2
	509
	63.1

	Number of children of married couple or divorcee 

	  No child
	35
	25.0
	23
	6.5
	58
	11.7

	  1
	66
	47.1
	139
	39.3
	205
	41.5

	  2
	29
	20.7
	133
	37.6
	162
	32.8

	  3
	8
	5.7
	46
	13.0
	54
	10.9

	  4
	2
	1.4
	9
	2.5
	11
	2.2

	  5
	0
	0.0
	4
	1.1
	4
	.8

	Final education level of the  head of household

	  Not finished primary 

      School
	5
	1.8
	14
	2.6
	19
	2.4

	  Primary School
	12
	4.4
	62
	11.6
	74
	9.2

	  Junior Middle School
	44
	16.2
	280
	52.2
	324
	40.1

	  High School
	67
	24.7
	117
	21.8
	184
	22.8

	  Career/Technical   

    Certificate
	38
	14.0
	33
	6.2
	71
	8.8

	  College Diploma
	50
	18.5
	21
	3.9
	71
	8.8

	  University Degree
	48
	17.7
	8
	1.5
	56
	6.9

	  Postgraduate degree
	7
	2.6
	1
	0.2
	8
	1.0


Over 63 percent of the migrants are married, and the proportion among rural migrants is higher. A higher proportion of female migrants and urban migrants are single. Nearly 20 percent of those living on their own in the city are married, but their partner stayed back at original home. Marriage within the same hukou category is still predominated, but there are cross marriages between these originated from urban areas and those from rural areas: 10.4 percent head of households from urban areas married with a rural migrant, and 23.5 percent of female head of households from rural areas married with someone with an urban hukou registration. Off the married heads of households, 84 percent have their partners living with them in Shenzhen; off migrants living as single in the city, nearly 80% were not married at the time of interview. Majority of the married migrants have child/children. Off those married with child/children, 62 percent of them have children living with them in the city. Over 50 percent of married rural migrants have more than 1 child. While the educational background of these migrants is generally poor in comparison with official urban residents, the rural migrants tend to have a particularly poor educational background.

4.  Housing condition

Two types of housing could be found in urban villages: private housing built by individual families, and collectively owned housing by the village. Most villages in Shenzhen city have reformed their traditional administration structure and have become so-called Shareholder Companies Ltd, in which the original villagers are shareholders. The collectively owned housing has been developed by the SC Ltd on collectively owned land and rented out. The rent from these properties is used to pay the SC Ltd management fees or for income distribution to the villagers. Each building owned by SC Ltd usually specialises in one form of housing, for instance, dormitories for single workers or small units for families. Privately owned rental housing varies substantially between buildings and also within each building. Each private building reflects the wealth of the family that has built it. Richer families build better and taller buildings (plot size is similar for all villagers). Inside each building, the units available for rent also varies. Some are single person units offering one bedroom while others are family units that comprise up to three bedrooms and a hall area.  

There are differences between the recently built new areas and the older traditional areas in each village (Figure 2 and 3). Old parts are typically developed before 1980s. Houses in this part are old, low rise, poor design and quality. They also have various extensions. New parts of villages are dominated by multi-storey buildings with improved design, better facility and privacy.  In general, poor migrants tend to rent in the old parts of villages where conditions are poor and rent relatively low; and better off migrants rent in the new parts of villages. Buildings in new areas inside villages are crowded together at high density cause poor lighting and ventilation. High-rise buildings on small family land plots are so close to each other that the locals nicknamed them ‘kissing buildings’ or ‘shake hand buildings’; neighbours can shake hands through their windows. In villages, there is a dearth of green or open spaces. 
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Figure 2    New housing in urban villages.
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Figure 3   Old housing in urban villages 

4.1  Housing Sources

The 2004 Municipal Government survey shows that 66.4 per cent of migrants had found their housing from the market and 20.5 percent had obtained their housing via their employers. In the same survey 9.6 percent of migrants were found to own their own housing while 2.5 percent reported living with relatives or friends (Shenzhen Municipal Housing System Reform Office, 2004). The sources of migrants housing in urban villages differ from the overall pattern.  Most migrants in urban villages live in rental housing and that very few own a home. Among the 107 households whose houses were provided by employers, 14 (13%) pay the rent. In relation to family types, one person households had a higher proportion of housing provided by employers (23.7%) against 4.2% among 2 or more person households. There is also a slightly higher proportion of single person living in houses owned by friends or relatives (2.7% against 0.9%). Female headed households have a higher proportion living in employer provided housing in comparison with male (17.6 against 11.4%). The comparison with our early study of Shenyang and Chongqing is very interesting. Although the survey were done at different time, in all cities, over 80 percent of migrants rented their housing.  

There is no significant difference in housing tenure between the urban and rural registered migrants. Rural to urban migrants shows a slightly higher proportion living in employer provided housing, (14% compared with 11.8%). This indicated that the different origins are less important in relation to housing sources. The difference is more important between the settled local insiders and the ‘floating’ outsiders. Ordinary urban and rural migrants face the same difficulties in housing.

Table 3  Sources of housing and comparison with other cities (%)

	Housing Tenure
	Shenzhen
	Shenyang
	Chongqing

	
	No. respondents
	%
	%
	%

	Owners
	11
	1.4
	8.7
	1.2

	Provided by employers
	107
	13.3
	5.0
	5.7

	Rented from the market
	675
	83.6
	82.6
	81.7

	Borrowed from friend/relative
	14
	1.7
	1.9
	2.5

	Total
	807
	100.0
	100.0
	100.0


Notes: Shenyang and Chongqing surveys were conducted in 2000; Shenzhen survey in 2005/06.

4.2  Space

Sharing a room or a flat with other migrants is very common (Table 4, 5 and 6).  Those who share rooms with other families or individuals have the lowest standard of living. On average four persons share a room with an average floor space of only 7.7 square meters per person. In some instances over twenty people share a room, and some individuals have only 2 or 3 square meters of living space. Households originated from rural areas, female headed households, and single person households show a higher proportion of sharing and lower proportion of living in an independent house unit. Although the majority of those who share a room are one person households, there are 25 (5.8%) families in the sample with 2 or more persons sharing a room with other people. If shared by married couples, wooden board, cardboard or curtains are usually used to keep some privacy. Most halls in flats tend to be used as another bedroom for either children or other tenants. 
Within the sharing a room group, comparison on personal living floor space between rural to urban and urban to urban migrants was made. The average space used by urban to urban migrants is bigger than the rural to urban migrants, 9.5 to 7.0 square metres per person. This result is also statistically significant. There is however no significant difference between males and females. Nearly 43 percent of respondents share with one other persons (Table 6).  Urban to urban migrants and females have fewer people sharing than the rural to rural migrants and males. 

Nearly 60 percent of migrants interviewed live in self-contained units. Again migrants from other urban areas tend to have more space than rural migrants. There is also a clear difference in the average floor space per person between male and female headed households with the female headed households tend to have more housing space. The reason for this could be that average household size of the female headed ones is much smaller than the male headed ones (1.72 persons against 2.61 persons), while the most common house size in urban villages is around 40-45 square metres.

Table 4    Housing condition: Sharing

	House sharing
	No. of 

households
	%
	Floor space per person (m2)

	Sharing a room with others
	187
	23.2
	7.7 

	Family use 1 room
	131
	16.2
	13.0 

	Family use 2 rooms
	5
	0.6
	42.6* 

	Family use 1 whole unit
	479
	59.4
	23.7

	Other
	5
	0.6
	25.6

	Total
	807
	100.0
	

	
	One person 

households
	Two or more person households

	
	No. of 

Households
	%
	No. of 

households
	%

	Sharing a room with others
	162
	43.1
	25
	5.8

	Family use 1 room
	57
	15.2
	74
	17.2

	Family use 2 rooms
	2
	0.5
	3
	0.7

	Family use 1 whole unit
	152
	40.4
	327
	75.9

	Other
	3
	0.8
	2
	0.5

	Total
	376
	100.0
	431
	100.0


Note: * The small number of cases and the unexpected large space per person may indicate that this category is not reliable. Respondents may have included all housing areas including these used by other families sharing with them.
Table 5    Housing floor space 

a) Among households that has exclusive use of a housing unit

	
	No. of

respondents
	Average housing floor space of the unit
	Standard Deviation
	Average housing floor space per person
	Standard deviation

	From urban areas
	181
	43.4
	21.3
	26.7
	18.8

	From rural areas
	298
	45.2
	24.8
	21.9
	16.2

	Male
	355
	45.8
	23.1
	22.1
	16.8

	Female
	124
	40.8
	24.3
	28.5
	18.1


b) Among those who sharing a room 

	
	No of respondents
	Average housing floor space per person
	Standard Deviation
	Average No. of persons in room
	Standard deviation

	From urban areas
	46
	9.5
	6.1
	3.0
	2.3

	From rural areas
	131
	7.0
	5.4
	4.3
	3.2

	Male
	114
	7.4
	5.9
	4.33
	3.5

	Female
	63
	8.1
	5.3
	3.4
	1.9

	Overall
	
	7.7

(1.5-45)
	5.7
	4.0

(2-20)
	3.1


Table 6   Sharing a room: number of persons in room and floor space per person

	Number of persons sharing a room
	Number of respondents
	%

	2 people
	77
	42.5

	3 people
	32
	17.7

	4 people
	28
	15.5

	5 to 10 people
	36
	19.9

	10 to 20 people
	8
	4.4

	Total
	181
	100.0

	Housing floor space per person
	
	

	Less than 2 m2
	13
	7.3

	2.1-4 m2
	37
	20.9

	4.1-6 m2
	49
	27.7

	6.1-8 m2
	20
	11.3

	8.1-10 m2
	27
	15.3

	10-15 m2
	18
	10.2

	Over 15 m2
	13
	7.3

	Total
	177
	100.0


Housing floor space used by migrants is smaller than the cities average. Most halls in flats are used as another bedroom for either children or other tenants. Some larger rooms are subdivided and separation materials are either woodchip board or cardboard. The average figures however presented in these tables also show that apart from those who share a room with others, overcrowding seems not a very serious problem.

Housing floor space in each unit in urban villages is much smaller than the average new house units developed by commercial developers. The buildings look very similar from outside, the division inside differs. Some buildings offer 3 relatively bigger units on each floor, while other buildings offer 6 very small one bed room units on each floor.  Few years ago, many large flats (2-3 bed rooms) were on the market; recently, subdivisions were carried out to increase the number of rentable rooms. A 3 room flats may rent for 700-800 yuan per month; a good sized single room could rent 400 yuan. Many new buildings were constructed with small flats or even single rooms with toilets and cooking areas. 

There are also importance differences in how these spaces are used. Even in the same building, space used by migrants differed substantially. In one of the buildings that we studied, one family of three lived in a three bedroom unit which included a small hall, a toilet, and a kitchen. By contrast, in the unit next door, a two bedroom unit with a hall was used by no less than eight people. A couple lived in one bed room; four and sometime even five singletons used the other bed room, and two singletons slept in the hall. In another case, the resident reported that only 3 persons live in the flat, but more beds were in the house. Residents claimed that these were for occasional visitors. This could be the case, or the resident may have under reported the number of tenancy for fare of landlord or local authority penalty. All tenants are required to register with the local Private Rental Housing Management Office. Not all migrants are willingly doing so.  In a one bed room flat, 5 bunk beds were used by 10 young girls, which used up almost all the available space. One two bed room flats of around 40 square metres was used as a small company’s dormitory shared by 10 people (from 3 families).

4.3  Facilities

Facilities inside migrant housing are generally poor: 37 per cent migrants did not have their own toilet, bathroom, and kitchen; 35 percent do not have exclusive access to a water tap; over 40 per cent did not have showers; 67 percent do not have a refrigerate to keep food; and only a quarter of them had air conditioning for the hot summer and have a washing machine. Moreover, even though gas supply has become normal, most migrants still use gas bottles or coal as their main fuel (Table 7).  Migrants originated from urban areas tend to have better access to facilities than rural migrants; families have better access than single person households; and male headed households have better access than female headed households.  Some migrants put coal fire stones or gas cookers inside the bedrooms. 

Most rooms and flats rented by migrants are unfurnished. Migrants have to buy their own furniture. For this reason, the standard of furniture varies across families, and household furniture reflects the nature of the residents’ work. We visited a room of about nine square metres shared by two married couples. Apart from beds, an old radio, two hand washing basins, a couple of stools and two sets of gas cookers, there were no other furnishings. In another small room, three young men slept on the floor and there was no bed; they worked in shifts and the sleeping area was used in rotation. They did not have any furniture, just some cleaning utensils and their travelling suit cases. Some migrants also use their rental home as a production place. Shop owners’ houses for example look likes shops or storerooms; restaurant owners’ houses resemble a kitchen; and waste collectors’ rooms are filled with old newspapers and flattened cardboard. Household furniture provides a good indication of how long the tenants have been in the city and their long term plans. Those who had stayed in the city for several years and planned to stay on had some reasonable furniture.
Table 7    Facilities in house (% within group)

	Exclusive

use of:
	Overall
	From Urban Areas
	From Rural Areas
	One person households
	Families
	Male headed
	Female headed

	Kitchen
	61.8
	71.2
	57.1
	48.1
	73.8
	65.5
	53.3

	Toilet,

bathroom
	62.8
	72.7
	57.8
	48.9
	74.9
	66.3
	54.9

	Shower
	57.4
	64.6
	53.7
	43.9
	69.1
	60.4
	50.4

	Bath
	8.1
	7.0
	8.6
	5.1
	10.7
	7.8
	8.6

	Water tap
	64.7
	72.7
	60.6
	50.0
	77.5
	68.4
	56.1

	Refrigerator
	33.1
	41.7
	28.7
	20.1
	43.6
	33.7
	31.6

	Washing machine
	23.0
	31.0
	19.0
	16.2
	29.0
	24.3
	20.1

	Telephone
	26.3
	27.7
	25.6
	17.3
	34.1
	27.9
	22.5

	Piped gas supply
	3.0
	7.4
	0.7
	3.5
	2.6
	3.2
	2.5

	Bottled gas
	63.3
	64.6
	62.7
	45.2
	79.1
	66.6
	55.7

	Air condition
	24.1
	29.5
	21.3
	14.6
	32.3
	23.3
	25.8

	Computer
	22.8
	38.4
	15.0
	23.1
	22.6
	26.3
	14.8

	Internet
	17.3
	30.3
	10.8
	17.3
	17.4
	20.4
	10.2


4.4  Income and Rent 

Most migrants, especially the heads of households are working. The unemployment rate is very low at 6.7%, which include some migrants that have just arrived at the city and are searching for job. The largest employment categories among the heads of households is working in a private company (35.4%), followed by self employed (29.5%), and working for other family businesses (8.2%). A very small proportion (6.4%) is employed by public sector. In relation to economic sectors, the largest proportion of migrants are employed in retail, hotel, restaurant and other services (50.8%), followed by manufacturing (19.3%) and construction (9.2%). The proportion of people employed by the highly paid public and finance sectors is small.  Of the heads of households, about a quarter of them are either managers of private companies or owners of small businesses, the rest are ordinary workers or office staff.  

With the relatively poor employment profile, income among the migrants is low in comparison with the city average. The 2004 Municipal Government survey of migrants found that the average monthly income was only 1149 yuan, far below the average personal income in the city (2195 yuan). Table 8 shows that the median monthly wage income 2000 yuan and 1500 yuan for heads of households and their partners respectively. The mean income is higher than the median income in every group and the standard deviation is big. The mean income of heads of households is also slightly higher than the overall average reported in the city (2637 yuan).  This indicates that wage income among migrants living in urban villages varies substantially and there is a big gap between the richer ones and poorer ones. By focusing on the urban villages we have excluding a large number low income workers living in factory dormitories and construction sites.  

There is also clear differences between migrants originated from urban areas and those originated from rural areas. While the average income among the heads of household from urban areas is above the overall city average, the mean for those from rural areas is much lower than the city average. Male migrants tend to earn more than females.  Part b) of the Table gives a better picture of income distribution. About 62 percent of heads of households earns less than 2000 yuan per month (the median figure have been influenced by the large number of people who earn 2000 yuan); among the partners, 64 percent of them earn less than 1500 yuan per month. 

Table 8  Monthly income among migrants

	a)  Median and mean monthly income 

	
	No of respondents
	Median monthly income
	Mean monthly income
	Standard Deviation

	All head of households
	745
	2000
	2749
	3630

	From urban areas
	248
	2900
	3780
	4959

	From rural areas
	497
	1500
	2235
	2591

	Male
	537
	2000
	3081
	4127

	Female
	208
	1500
	1891
	1489

	Living alone
	348
	1900
	2320
	1861

	Living with family
	397
	2000
	3125
	4627

	
	
	
	
	

	All partners
	222
	1500
	2082
	2318

	From urban areas
	59
	2000
	3181
	2948

	From Rural areas
	163
	1200
	1684
	1903

	Male
	65
	1500
	2926
	3147

	Female
	157
	1200
	1733
	1770

	b)  Income distribution  

	
	Income per capita
	Head of households
	Partner

	
	No. of Households
	%
	No. of respondents
	%
	No of respondents
	%

	<500
	77
	10.0
	19
	2.6
	13
	5.8

	501-1000
	205
	26.7
	165
	22.1
	77
	34.6

	1001-1500
	133
	17.3
	124
	16.6
	51
	23.0

	1501-2000
	122
	15.8
	153
	20.6
	29
	13.0

	2001-2500
	45
	5.9
	40
	5.3
	7
	3.2

	2501-3000
	55
	7.1
	77
	10.4
	15
	6.7

	3001-4000
	42
	5.5
	49
	6.6
	8
	3.6

	4001-5000
	48
	6.2
	57
	7.6
	9
	4.1

	5001-10000
	33
	4.3
	51
	6.9
	10
	4.6

	>10000
	9
	1.2
	10
	1.3
	3
	1.4

	Total
	769
	100.0
	745
	100.0
	222
	100.0


Housing rent paid by migrants in urban villages also varies. On average, migrants pay 534 yuan rent for housing a month. Those who living on their own or shared with others pay less and those who live with their families pay more; single females pay more than single males; male headed families pay more than female headed families; migrants from other urban areas pay more than migrants from rural areas (Table 9).  Although the rent seems not extraordinarily high in a very prosperous city, rent actually has taken a large part of migrant workers income. On average, migrant spend 24 percent of their total household income on rent. About a quarter of them spend more than 30 percent income on rent. We compared income and rent levels in urban villages located in the central areas and those located outside the main built up areas. Both income and rent in suburban villages are lower than the central areas (Table 10). 

Table 9   Average monthly rent paid by migrants

	
	No. of  respondents
	Average monthly rent

	Whole group
	805
	534

	One person households

Male

Female

From urban areas

From rural areas
	375

217

158

153

222
	422

403

448

512

360

	
	
	

	Sharing a unit with others
	182
	342

	Sharing a room with others
	130
	203

	Multi-person households

Headed by a male

Headed by female

Family head from urban areas 

Family head from rural areas
	430

344

86

118

312
	632

640

600

741

590


Table 10   Income and spending: a comparison between central and suburban districts

	
	Three Central 

Districts
	Two Suburban Districts

	
	No. of cases
	Average
	No. of cases
	Average

	Heads of households’ monthly income (Yuan)
	558
	2892
	187
	2322

	Partner's monthly income (yuan)
	170
	2336
	52
	1252

	Monthly income per capital
	577
	2299
	192
	1697

	Total monthly housing costs (rent, mortgage repayment, tax, fees)
	520
	779
	186
	433

	% of income spend on housing
	496
	25.6
	176
	21.8

	% of income spent on food 
	573
	24.5
	191
	29.0

	% of income spend on food and housing
	494
	50.3
	175
	52.1


4.5  Affordability

Income and rent levels are the main factors that influenced migrants housing choice. With most migrants earn less than 2000 yuan per month, housing in urban villages become the most popular choice. Housing affordability is also affected by other factor such as cost of food and travel.  Buying food is always a major spending among migrants. On average migrants used 26 percent of their income on food each month. Rent and food took away half of total household income for over 40 percent of migrants in the sample (Table 11).   It is not surprising that nearly 68 percent migrants surveyed thought their current house in urban villages is the most suitable choice for them. This does not mean that urban villages are the ideal living places. A large proportion of migrants wish to own a house in a properly built housing estate (Table 12).  Over 51 percent of migrants from urban areas have plans to buy a house in the city and the 31 percent of rural migrants in the sample also have such plans.  
Table 11    Housing and food costs

	Percentage income spent
	On housing
	On food
	On housing and food

	
	No. of cases
	%
	No. of cases
	%
	No. of cases
	%

	Less than 10%
	141
	21.0
	123
	16.1
	7
	1.0

	11-20%
	221
	32.9
	219
	28.7
	44
	6.6

	21-30%
	142
	21.1
	188
	24.6
	110
	16.4

	31-40%
	71
	10.6
	124
	16.2
	120
	17.9

	41-50%
	46
	6.8
	68
	8.9
	113
	16.9

	More than 50%
	51
	7.6
	42
	5.5
	275
	41.1

	Total
	672
	100.0
	764
	100.0
	669
	100.0


Table 12   Housing choice and preferences

	
	Suitable house under current income
	Ideal house if income increased in the future

	
	No. of Respondents
	%
	No. of Respondents
	%

	Current house or rent other urban village housing
	547
	67.9
	149
	18.5

	Rent government sponsored cheap rental housing
	73
	9.1
	27
	3.4

	Rent private housing in commercial housing estate
	70
	8.7
	86
	10.7

	Buy housing in urban village
	8
	1.0
	44
	5.5

	Buy government sponsored affordable housing
	52
	6.5
	146
	18.2

	Buy ordinary commercial housing
	38
	4.7
	310
	38.6

	Other
	17
	2.1
	42
	5.2

	Total
	805
	100.0
	804
	100.0


5.  Discussion

Housing conditions among migrants are poor in general in comparison with official residents in the city. When most official residents have become property owners, low income migrants are excluded from the new housing estates and live in the relatively poor quality private rental housing provided by local residents and factory owners in villages or at construction sites. Housing floor space used by migrants is much smaller than permanent urban residents; housing areas occupied by migrants consisted of mainly high density or older generation buildings with poor internal and external design. They also lack modern facilities, green/open space, and pose serious fire hazards. 

There are, however, important variations in housing condition among migrant population. Better off migrants could afford to rent a small flat with some modern facilities; others are crowded in single rooms and sleep in bunk beds. Housing condition is a good indication of household poverty. Within our sample, 220 (58.1) out of 376 single person households has 5 square metres or less living floor space (5 square metres are used widely as poor living condition); 101 (23.4%) out of 330 families live either in only one room or have to share a room with other people. If we take these two groups as people living in poor conditions, 40 percent of the sample (32% of urban migrants, and 44% of rural migrants) is in housing poverty.  Among the other 60 percent, although absolute poverty seems not a major issue, relative poverty is also a problem, in comparison with the modern urban living style enjoyed by the professionals and officials. Same as in other cities, housing poverty is a problem among migrants, but housing problems is related to other factors. Low income and no access to government services are the two most important ones. Migrants can only improve their living conditions when their income increased. To improve their income, migrants have to be involved in training and further education. Government need to do more in labour and wage regulation. 

We looked at the differences of housing conditions between migrants originated from rural areas and urban areas living in urban villages. Housing condition among migrants from urban areas is a slightly better than rural migrants. This however, could be the result of differences in educational background. Migrants from urban areas have a better educational achievement. This indicates that the influence of urban or rural hukou registration on housing among migrants in urban villages is very small. This also reflects the factor that better educated urban migrants with good jobs may not choose urban village as their place of living.  

Because of hukou restrictions, not many migrants have been integrated into the urban population system. The low income migrant population have been accumulated over the years and have reached a huge proportion. The challenge for Shenzhen is that as a new city, the proportion of migrants among the total population is extremely large. To expect all these ‘temporary’ residents to move away from the city to somewhere else is unlikely, but to raise the living standards of this large group to match that of the official urban residents will be a big task. Improving migrant housing will be a long process. Public supported cheap housing or housing subsidy will not be a viable option. 

Housing conditions in urban villages reflect general picture of income levels among migrants. Most migrants spent a large proportion of their income on housing and food, and their ability in improving housing conditions is very limited. Although migrants negatively accepted the housing condition rather than at their choice, urban villages do provide the affordable housing to the low paid migrant workers. There are poor migrants in every city in China and in other part of the world. It was estimated that there are over 3 million migrants living in urban villages in Shenzhen, but migrant housing condition is no worse than that found in other cities. In comparison with what we found in Chongqing and Shenyang a few years ago, migrant housing conditions in urban villages in Shenzhen is actually better. Most migrants in the city live in new buildings. Although the quality of these buildings is not as good as properly planned housing estates, they offer better accommodation than the running down traditional areas. With the support of local village residents, millions of migrants solved their housing problem without any help from the government or public funds. They did it within the relatively low wages they have received each month, after deduction of food costs and remittance they send home.  

This should also be seen in the international context. In many developing countries, fast urbanisation and industrialisation created huge areas of slums and shanty towns. We do not find such areas inside or around Chinese cities. The living condition of urban villages in Shenzhen and other Chinese cities is relatively better. In criticising the post war public housing approach in developing countries, Turner (1968, 1976) questioned the relevance of the concept of ‘modern minimum standards’ to the shelter needs of the poor.  He focused on the function of the dwelling environment and emphasized three elements of housing: a) to provide access to employment or employment opportunities, services (location); b) to provide appropriate security of tenure (security); and to provide amenity and comfort (amenity). All of these should be at affordable cost. Turner believes that squatter settlement in developing countries is both positive and normal (“not a problem but a solution”); and the attempted imposition of middle-class standards upon the mass of urbanising populations leads to massive squatting and to the bankruptcy of many official ‘low-cost’ programmes. ... The result is enormous waste. 
Due to historical reasons, urban villages in Shenzhen provide good locations to migrants. Urban villages occupy some good areas inside the city. This locational advantage enables migrants to make short travel to their works either on foot or by bus, which in turn saves them time and travel costs. Because of the shared background of rural migrants and the local village residents, the rental tenure is relatively safe and secure for most migrants. Indeed, most migrants have more troubles in dealing with public authorities than with their landlords. The amenity in urban villages is not as good as properly built housing estates, but they are affordable. In this sense, the phenomenon of urban villages in Shenzhen should be seen as a development miracle, rather than as a problem. Apart from the cheap housing they offer, urban villages should also be celebrated for its success in providing jobs and livings for original local village residents.  

Urban villages could be seen as special low level segments in the urban housing market – traditional private owners and rental market. Figure 4 indicates the owners’ and renters’ housing ladders in the city.  The current system cut the urban housing market into two independent sectors: the formal market and the informal market. The formal market is only open to the official urban residents and the richer migrants, and the relatively poor migrants are concentrated into the informal rental sectors. This system artificially fragmented the housing ladders into several sections. The system does not encourage migrants to climb up the housing ladder and to become a proper urban citizen. The system also excluded a huge source of cheaper and smaller properties from the owners market. Long term plans should be made to bring together these two separate markets.  


[image: image3]
Figure 4   Housing market segments and different housing ladders for owners and renters 

There are many criticisms about urban villages. They are referred by some as cancers of modern cities. Such extreme views are the results of ignorance of the values of urban villages have made to the development of the cities. They have not considered the interests of the majority low income migrants living there. There is tendency recently for large scale urban village redevelopment in order to improve the modern image of the city. Such action must be taken very carefully to avoid the mistakes other developing countries have made and Turner has criticised. Redevelopment plans for urban villages are often drawing up with any consultation of migrants living in these villages. The action seems aiming to improve the migrant living areas; the result is the destruction of affordable housing for migrants at good locations. Poor migrants will be pushed further away into marginal locations. Large scale urban village redevelopment will lead to more serious social and spatial division. Gradual improvement, upgrading, rent regulation and other soft actions may be more beneficial and sustainable.
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� Our project was planned without the knowledge of the Municipal study. Our initial aim was to include migrants who live at factory dormitories or construction sites. After reviewing the works from the municipal study, we decided to focus on the urban villages.


� In preparing the survey questionnaire we maintained the basic structure of a questionnaire we used early in Shenyang and Chongqing for the purpose of comparison, but introduced new questions to reflect the particular features of migrant population in Shenzhen.





