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Inhabitants’ income inequality and inter-generational transmission in rural China
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Abstract: This paper analyzes the income inequality inter-generational transmission in rural China on the data from
China Health and Nutrition Survey (1989-2011). The empirical results show that the income inequality
intergenerationaly transfered from parents to offspring through education and occupation between 1989 and 2011. Among
them, the occupation factor was more important, which has explained 24% of total effects. However, this effect has
decreased since 2004, which directly causes the improvement of offspring’s income inequality. From the perspective of
generation, the effect of parents’ income toward 80’s offspring decreases compared with 60’s and 70’s offspring. This
makes the income inequality of 80’s offspring is on the mend when parent income inequality is still larger. In this paper,
the research results show that with the deepening of the market economy, whatever from the perspective of time series or
generation, the influence of parent toward offspring has decreased and offspring’s income inequality has also eased in
rural China. However, the government still needs to be careful and make sure offspring in all levels, especially those
whose income are at a disadvantage class have more fair education and employment opportunities. So offspring in all
levels can earn more or less from their own effects.
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