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The Levels of Social Network and Wage of Rural — urban Migrants:
From a Perspective of Indentity Model
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(1: School of Economics Peking University; 2: Department of Economics London School
of Economics and Political Science; 3: Department of Economics University of Arizona;
4: School of Economics and Resource Management Beijing Normal University)

Abstract: This paper discusses the effect of the levels of social network on the wage of rural — urban migrants with the applying of
identity model. The empirical analysis using the 2009 surveys for rural — urban migrants in Beijing shows that the high — level social
network can affect the migrants belonging to it and raise their wages; after controlling the effects on job seeking the levels of social
network can still influence migrants’ wage positively indicating that the channel also lies in effects on productivity and behavior
patterns. We get those conclusions after robustness tests and resolving the endogeneity problem by identifying ATT matching on
propensity scores. Our results indicates that if the government encourages the migrants to construct new social capitals and high — level
social networks then not only the productivity and the wage of individuals can be increased but also the return on human capital and the
productivity of the whole country can be improved.
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