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Standard and Non-standard: the Influence of Employment
Models on the in-Work Poverty of Migrant Workers:
Empirical Evidence from Eight Big Cities

LI Zhengang' ZHANG Jianbao’
( 1. Institute of Sociology Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Beijing 100732 China;
2. School of Marxism Beijing Wuzi University Beijing 101149 China)

Abstract: This paper analyzes the scale of rural migrant workers with different employment models and
their risks of in-work poverty as well as the mechanism and constraints of in-work poverty based on the
National Migrant Population Health and Family Planning Dynamic Monitoring Survey Data of 2017. The
result shows that 81% of the migrant workers in the surveyed cities are employed in the non-standard
employment model while only 19% in the standard employment model. Compared with the standardly
employed migrant workers the poverty risk of non-standardly employed migrant workers is 25.6%
higher while the self-employed migrant workers have no significant divergence. Low hour wages is the
main labor market mechanism that causes differences of in-work poverty risk among migrant workers in
different employment models. As for other factors both similarities and differences exist among different
employment models. The main suggestion of this paper is to deal with the problems of migrant workers”
working poverty according to the divergences of their employment models and poverty constraints. On one
hand the labor market policy should be improved by raising the minimum wage level and strengthening
the enforcement of labor law; On the other hand the family policy and pension policy should be improved
to raise the degree of defamiliarization and de-commercialization of migrant workers” families.

Key words: employment model; non-standard employment; in-work poverty; migrant workers



