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Abstract: In the past 20 years under the inducement of industialization guided targets of
economy development, the local government tred to maximize rentals through continuous
land acquisition which brought about famers’ strong dissatifaction and resisting
aclivities and threatened central govemment’ s grin secuity goals as well as social
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Abstract: This paperis a case study on the labor process of female migrants in sewice
industry. It focuses on the management strategies which result in the split of female
migrants working in the same restaurant especially the differentiation between the “older
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distribution of work. Thus comes despotic control on the older ssters and hegemonic
domination on the younger sisters, by the restaurant management.
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