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Regarding the sustainability of volunteering programs the authors find that various
factors such as financial support contacts individual investment of time and money
all significantly affect the organization and operation of volunteering programs.

How Many Births Can We Have? The Potential Birth Estimation under
Policy = eeveereeeeennininin. Wang Guangzhou & Zhang Liping 119

Abstract: Based on national population sampling surveys since 1985 the authors an—
alyzed the fertility level ideal number of birth and potential birth and estimated the
range of the number of desired birth and the potential fertility of fertility age women.

The resulis are: (1) the current number of desired birth is below the replacement
fertility level; (2) the goal of the number of birth is dominated by two-children and
the potential desired birth for the second child is less than 50% . Using the stochastic
population micro-simulation model we analyzed the effects of loosening birth control
policy ( such as allowing “singleton” women or all women having two children) on
the size of the new birth population and the simulation result shows that “singleton”
women having two children will not result in big baby boom.

A Study on Migrants” Psychological Integration and Self-identity ------
............................................................... Cui Yan 141

Abstract: Under the background of China’s accelerating urbanization a large amount
of rural population from mid-western region migrate into urban areas in eastern region
where the economic development is much more advanced. During this process the
interaction between local residents and migrants has significant impact on migrants”
self-identity which in turn affects migrants” social behavior. This paper analyzes
whether migrants identify themselves as local residents which is a channel to study
migrants” social and psychological integration. Based on Generalized Hierarchical
Linear Model the paper discusses factors affecting migrants” social integration such
as systematic exclusion social discrimination relative deprivation and community
integration and proposes the corresponding policy suggestions.

The Significance and Limitation of Case Study: Based on the perspective

of knowledge growth —++--eeeeeeeerererremri Wang Fuwei 161

Abstract: This paper shifts the focus of case study from representativeness to tran—
scendence and discusses the significance and limitations of case study from two di-

mensions the relationship between the whole and the part and the relationship be—
tween empirical facts and theory. By analyzing and comparing Fei Xiaotong’s ap—
proach of classification comparison Geertz’s thick description and Burawoy’s extend—

ed case method the author points out that case study cant achieve the goal of under—

244



