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Awareness of Workers” Rights on Job Quality of Rural Migrant
Workers and its Heterogeneity: Empirical Analysis
by Quantile Selection Methods

LIU Chang-quan
( Rural Development Institute Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Beijing 100732 China)

Abstract: This paper first constructs rural migrant workers job quality index which has indices
on six aspects of job status including income rights intensity safety stability and social securi—
ty. Then by employing the methods of Heckman two — step regression Buchinsky control func—
tion quantile regression and A & B copula — based quantile regression methods the paper analy—
zes the effects of awareness of workers’ rights( AWR) of labor contract and minimum wage on
job quality of rural migrant workers. Results show that AWR has positive effects on job quality
of rural migrant workers and the effects are higher at lower quantile of migrant workers; after
controlling heterogeneous sample selection in percentiles the effects of AWR will be lower

especially for the effect of awareness of minimum wage in bottom percentile it s effect on job
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quality is not significant because of being offset by it’ s negative effect on job participation.
Finally some policy implications are discussed based on the results of the empirical analysis.
Key words: Rural Migrant Worker; Job Quality; Awareness of Worker’ s Rights; Sample Selec—

tion; Quantile Regression; Heterogeneity
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