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Socio — Demographic Analysis of Social Support of the
New Generation Migrants
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Abstract: To investigate socio — demographic characteristics of the social support and to provide in—
formation for establishing a health promotion pattern of social support among the new generation mi-
grants in China a questionnaire survey was conducted among 2271 new generation migrants and 997
local residents in 2010. The average of the fotal scores in social support is (33.81 +5.09) involving
three dimensions which are objective support subjective support and utilization of support whose aver—
age score are (5.71 £1.50) (21.28 £3.88) and (6.82 +1.80) respectively. Migrants have signifi—
cantly lower levels in overall social support objective support and utilization of support than local resi—
dents. Marital status has significant impact on social support that is  married migrants have markedly
higher social support level than those unmarried. While social support generally tends to be low in the
new generation migrants marriage has some advantages in receiving social support.
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Table 1  Social Support Rating Scale ( SSRS) and Standards of Grading
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Table 2 Basic Characteristics of New Generation Migrants and Native Population A%
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Table 3 Social Support Score and Score of Each Dimension of New Generation Migrants
RIS &5 FH
LS 11 5.71 £1.50
ERVEE 32 21.28 £3.88
AR AR R 12 6.82+1.80
HEIFEY 14 50 33.81 +5.09
4
Table 4 The Scores of Social Support between New Generation Migrants and Native Populaton
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LA 997 6.43 £1.42 21.25 £3.85 7.25+1.84 34.93 £4.87
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Table 5 Socio — demographic Characteristics of New Generation Migrants in Social Support
TZ AB(AN) BRI ERVE® A T I R o
)
5 1166 5.54 £1.50 21.22 +3.90 6.79 £1.82 33.56 +5.06
S lica 1105 5.89 +1.48 21.34 +3.86 6.85+1.77 34.08 £5.12
t 1A -5.53 -0.737 -0.821 -2.474
P14 0.000 0.461 0.412 0.013
F#( %)
18 ~20 414 5.33+1.43 19.96 +3.86 6.77 £1.89 32.06 +£5.16
21 ~25 947 5.52£1.46 20.86 +3.78 7.01 +1.84 33.39 +4.98
26 ~30 910 6.08 £1.50 22.33+£3.72 6.66 £1.69 35.06 +4.88
F & 50.07 66.22 66.22 62.22
P14 0.000 0.000 0. 000 0. 000
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NEFERTF 85 5.74 £1.24 22.56 +3.90 6.33+1.76 34.64 £4.51
1P 939 5.75+£1.39 21.62 +3.86 6.60 +1.81 33.97 +4.97
5P AP E 880 5.75 £1.57 20.90 £3.92 6.95+1.79 33.59 +5.32
RERZVL L 367 5.50 £1.65 21.04 £3.71 7.22+1.68 33.75 +4.98
F A& 2.772 8.981 14.571 1.604
P& 0.04 0. 000 0. 000 0.186
H-H R
P 898 6.22 £1.46 22.86 +3.70 6.66 £1.75 35.73 +4.85
P 1373 5.38£1.44 20.25 +3.65 6.93£1.82 32.56 +4.85
t A 13.59 16.54 -3.52 15.24
P 1i 0.000 0.000 0. 000 0. 000
P #
R 1710 5.72 £1.45 21.37 +3.89 6.75+1.79 33.85 +5.06
R 561 5.66 £1.64 21.02 +3.84 7.03 +1.81 33.71 £5.91
t A 0.85 1.81 -3.14 0.53
P& 0.425 0.07 0.002 0.599
FiE—AABA(R)
<2000 1115 5.72+£1.43 21.13 £3.80 6.61 £1.76 33.46 +4.93
2000 ~ 646 5.78 +1.53 21.28 £3.92 6.98 £1.80 34.04 £5.15
3000 ~ 310 5.63£1.52 21.45 +£3.91 7.09 £1.81 34.17 £5.23
=4000 200 5.53+1.72 21.28 +3.88 7.10 +1.85 34.49 +5.46
F 14 1.804 2.255 11.143 3.945
P& 0.144 0.080 0. 000 0.008
A3 B R ()
<1 322 5.39 +£1.45 20.61 £3.67 7.01 +£1.88 33.01 £4.82
1~ 1195 5.68 £1.49 20.83 £3.79 6.86 +1.78 33.37 £5.00
5~ 528 5.81+1.49 21.72 +3.91 6.81 +1.80 34.34 +5.16
=10 226 6.08 £1.56 23.60 +3.61 6.39 +1.71 36.08 £5.06
F 14 10.504 39.745 5.715 23.093
P14 0.000 0.000 0.001 0. 000
2.3.5
“ » “ » (P <
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Table 6 Binary Logistic Regression Results of New Generation Migrants in Social Support

HEe )2 % 3% Wald & P 1a OR 1&( OR & 95% CI)
PEA (vs. Kotk)

F -0.083 0.854 0.355 0.920(0.771, 1.098)
S -0.017 1.028 0.311 0.983(0.951, 1.016)
YEARIK I (vs. AL

T A5 0.938 91.895 0. 000 2.556(2.110, 3.096)
HERE(vs. NFEIAT)

19 -0.079 0.110 0.741 0.924(0.580, 1.472)

5P AP E -0.051 0. 045 0.833 0.950(0.592, 1.526)

RERVA L 0.026 0.010 0.922 1.026(0.610, 1.727)
P4 (vs. dER )

R -0.110 1.108 0.293 0.896(0.730, 1.099)
PN K 0.000 6.882 0.009 1.000( 1.000, 1.000)
BB ) 0. 004 8.584 0. 003 1.004(1.001, 1.006)
T HR -1.911 160. 330 0.000 0.148
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