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Livelihood strategy livelihood capital and family income of immigrants
involved in poverty alleviation relocation in deeply impoverished ethnic minori—
ty areas of Yunnan province

. .1 ) e 1
MA Ming CHEN Shaojun’ TAO Siji® CAO Zhijie
(1. School of Public Administration Hohai University Nanjing 210098; 2. School of Philosophy and Political Law Yunnan Normal University
Kunming 650500 China)

Abstract: During the country’ s 14th Five — Year Plan period consolidating the results of poverty alleviation
relocation and enhancing endogenous development capabilities are the key points. Therefore it is the key to
understand the changes in livelihood strategies and household income increase caused by relocation of poverty
alleviation and relocation. 515 household survey data in Nujiang Prefecture Yunnan province were used to ana—
lyze the livelihood strategies and family income differences of migrants involving in poverty alleviation relocation.
Based on the framework of sustainable livelihoods a regression model of immigrant income was established to
analyze the differences in the contribution of core livelihood capital and other factors to the income of immigrant
families with different livelihood strategies. Studies have shown that poverty alleviation relocation has changed the
livelihood strategies of immigrant families greatly reducing low — income families whose main income is from
agricultural production and the higher the degree of non — agriculturalization the more obvious the increase in
family income. Poverty alleviation relocation has obvious anti — poverty effects in minority areas. The results of
income regression show that the factors affecting the income of immigrant families with different livelihood strate—
gies are significantly different. Differences in customs of resettlement communities retention and development of
ethnic minority culture community management and the number of family laborers significantly affect the
income of immigrant families. The five cores of livelihood capital have different impacts and contributions to
immigrant families. Among them interpersonal relationships household assets non — agricultural labor force
and family deposits make outstanding contributions to the income of immigrant families. This article is of refer—
ence significance for investigating the effects of relevant anti — poverty policies in ethnic minority areas and
strengthening precision livelihood support policies.

Key words: poverty — siricken ethnic regions; poverty — alleviation relocation; livelihood strategy; livelihood

capital and household income



