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On the Effect of Policy Support on Migrant Workers’
Willingness to Return and Start Businesses
—A Study Based on the Survey Data of Jiangxi Province

ZHU Hong-gen WENG Zhen-lin CHEN Zhaojiu

( College of Economics and Trade Jiangxi Agricultural University Nanchang 330045 China)

Abstract: Based on data from a survey of 1 145 returned migrant workers of Jiangxi Province by using bi-
nary logistic model this paper analyzes policy support and its effect on migrant workers” willingness to start
businesses. The results indicate that the greater the overall policy support efforts are the more willing returned
migrant workers are to start businesses. However the impact of specific support policy on returned migrant
workers is different. The workers are most concerned about whether entrepreneurial skills training tax reduc—
tion and assistance to entrepreneurial credit are provided. Therefore the government should give priority to
provide tax reduction entrepreneurial skills training and entrepreneurial credit support in order to promote re—
turned migrant workers’ willingness to start businesses.
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