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Abstract

It is well known that differences in the average number of friends among social groups
can cause inequality in the average wage and/or unemployment rate. However, the
impact of social network structure on inequality is not evident. In this paper, we
show that not only the average number of friends but also the heterogeneity of de-
gree distribution can affect inter-group inequality. A worker group with a scale-free
network tends to be disadvantaged in the labor market compared to a group with an
Erd6s-Rényi network structure. This feature becomes strengthened as the skewness
of the degree distribution increases in scale-free networks. We show that the govern-
ment’s policy of discouraging referral hiring worsens social welfare and can exacerbate

inequality.
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1 Introduction

Referral hiring is one of the most common practices in the US labor market. In 2017, 24%
of job seekers used referrals from friends or relatives as one of their primary job search
methodsE] Although the usage rate has decreased dramatically, compared to the data
shown in [Holzer| (1988), many people still use referrals for job seeking.

Social networks facilitate job-to-worker matching in referral hiring and create inequal-
ities among workers and social groups, which is highlighted by literature Rees (1966)) and
Granovetter| (1973) | In the economy with referral hiring, workers with more friends have
lower unemployment probabilities than those with fewer friends, and thus earn higher
wages (Igarashi, 2016). Two main reasons lead to this result. First, workers may be
more likely to receive job offers with higher wages directly from their friends (Mortensen
and Vishwanath| [1994; Calvo-Armengol and Jackson, 2007). Second, workers with more
friends may have more outside options, giving them an advantage in wage bargaining
(Fontaine, [2008; Igarashi, [2016). In either case, it is argued that the number of friends is
one of the keys to shaping a hierarchy among workers in a social network.

While the number of friends is a valid factor, the network structure within a social
network could also play a significant role in determining wage and unemployment rates.
One remarkable example is via the congestion effect caused by social network structures
(Calvo-Armengol and Zenoul, 2005). As the number of connections in a social network
increases, the chances of unemployed people finding an available job via the social net-
work increases. Simultaneously, however, the probability that an unemployed one receives
multiple job information also increases. If the number of connections increases above a
certain level, the latter effect dominates the former one. Thus, the unemployment rate
increases, and the average wage rate decreases because the number of job matches in the
group decreases.

Although a moderate number of friends is desirable for workers in the presence of con-
gestion effects, most workers, typically, cannot have such a number of friends. Most social
networks observed from data are scale-free networks, in which a distribution of connections
(called a degree distribution) has a scale-free nature (Newman, 2018). Since the degree
distribution has a heavy tail in a scale-free network, workers with a moderate number of
friends cannot be a majority. Thus, workers in scale-free networks could be disadvantaged
compared to those in simple networks such as FErdds-Rényi or regular networks. Then,
differences in network structure can be a source of inter-group inequality.

In order to deal with scale-free networks composed of workers, loannides and Soetevent
(2006)) constructs a search and matching model with an arbitrary degree distribution based
on the Pissarides (2000) model. In this case, the network can be regarded as a configuration
model. A configuration model is one of the random networks that has a prespecified degree
distribution. In a configuration model, first, all nodes are given stubs according to the

degree distribution. Then, the network is created by selecting two stubs with uniform

!The number is calculated by the author with NLSY 97 (data access 4/3/2020).
2For comprehensive surveys, see Topal (2011) and [Ioannides and Loury| (2004).



probability and connecting them to make an edge until there are no more stubs. It is
well known that configuration models are locally tree-like, that is, with no edges that
form a triangle of three nodes, so the clustering coeflicient of each node becomes zero
when the number of nodes is sufficiently large (Catanzaro et al., 2005; Newman, 2018)E]
Although this is one of the limitations of the analysis, the model can still roughly capture
the economic impact of scale-free networks. In scale-free networks, most workers have only
a few friends, even if the average number of friends increases due to workers with a very
large number of friends. In contrast, in Erdés-Rényi and regular networks, the number
of friends of most workers is distributed around or at the mean of degree distributions,
respectively. This difference can cause inequality among these groups through congestion
effects.

To introduce referral hiring, we formulate how a worker’s friend finds a vacant job and
sends the information to the worker. Most previous studies that deal with referral hiring
in search and matching models have assumed that workers who are already matched to
jobs also randomly obtain information about a vacancy in the labor market and pass it
on to their unemployed friends (e.g. (Calvé-Armengol and Jackson, 2004} Toannides and
Soetevent, 2006)). While this assumption can simplify the analysis, it still cannot illustrate
the actual process of referral hiring. Tassier and Menczer| (2008) uses job networks to depict
a more realistic referral hiring procedure. If a worker knows the status of a job position,
the job position may be located in or near the worker’s office. Thus, a job network can be
created such that job positions are nodes and the positions in the same office are connected
by edges. In fact, Job A and Job B can be connected by an edge if a worker who matches
Job A can observe the status of Job B. According to empirical works by [Cingano and
Rosolial (2012) and |Glitz (2017), job networks, or coworker networks, play a significant
role in the employment probability of workers. Therefore, when describing the referral
process, it is plausible to assume that not only social networks but also job networks are
used.

In this paper, we capture the network structural effects that lead to inter-group in-
equality. It is necessary to incorporate into the model not only macroscopic indicators
(e.g., the average number of friends) but also microscopic characteristics, that is how
workers are connected or how many hub workers exist within each social network, for
instance, to discuss inequality among groups. The introduction of microscopic character-
istics allows us to examine what kind of network structures is beneficial for worker groups
in the labor market. In particular, we compare workers in relatively simple networks such
as Erd6s-Rényi or regular networks with workers in scale-free networks that are frequently
observed in reality, and investigate the extent to which the unemployment rates differ.

Combining |Calvé-Armengol and Zenou (2005) and Ioannides and Soetevent| (2006)),
we construct a |Pissarides (2000) type search and matching model. (Calvé-Armengol and
Zenou (2005) points out the congestion effects of referral hiring, while loannides and

Soetevent, (2006) studies the impact of heterogeneous degree distribution on job finding

3See [Newman| (2018) for more detail about a configuration model.



and inequality. There are two types of worker groups having different social networks in
the economy. Workers in different groups face the same job arrival rate in the market,
but the different ones via referral since they have different degree distributions in their
social networks. Due to differences in social networks, these two groups achieve different
unemployment rates, resulting in wage inequality between groups via Nash bargaining.

This paper is related and contributes to two kinds of literature. The first one is to
investigate inequality caused by referral hiring (e.g. Montgomery, 1991; |Calvo-Armengol
and Jackson), 2004, [2007; Lindenlaub and Prummer, 2021). In these works, Lindenlaub
and Prummer| (2021)) is the closest to our interest; however, the approaches are different.
Lindenlaub and Prummer| (2021 conducts game-theoretic analysis in a setting where
worker income is determined by their achievement through efforts and information sharing
among workers. In our model, we construct a search and matching model, and the income
is decided by bargaining in which the crucial factor for the wage determination is the
unemployment probability of workers.

The second one is to analyze effects of referral hiring on the market with search and
matching model (e.g. [Fontaine, 2007} Galenianos, 2014} [Horvathl, 2014; |Galeotti and Mer-
lino, 2014; Zaharieval [2013} [2018; |Galenianos| |2021; [Horvath and Zhang, [2018). In par-
ticular, [Fontaine| (2007) is the most related work to our research. In his model, the social
network structure is given by a regular network, in which all nodes in the network have the
same number of edges. He shows that increasing the average number of friends leads to a
low average unemployment rate in the economy with referral hiring in a mathematically
tractable model. In contrast, we identify network structural effects by capturing degree
distributions in addition to the average number of contacts.

Although several results obtained in this paper are in common with the previous stud-
ies, there are additional findings to understand the impact of networks on inter-group
inequality in the labor market. Firstly, the structure of a social network, or how it is
connected, can be one of the factors causing inequality among groups. Even if two groups
have the same average number of contacts and all workers have the same productivity,
these groups can achieve different average unemployment rates and wages.

Secondly, worker groups with scale-free networks tend to be worse in unemployment
and/or wage rate. In the analysis, we use Erds-Rényi , regular, and scale-free networks
with the same average number of contacts for social networks, to compare the average
wage and unemployment rate at the equilibrium. Between a group of workers having
an Erdos-Rényi network and a regular network, the gaps in unemployment rates are not
substantial. While, if a worker group holds a scale-free network structure, they suffer from
a non-negligible disadvantage in most cases. The result implies that workers in scale-free
networks are more congested in sharing vacancy information than workers in Erdos-Rényi
networks if the average number of contacts is the same. Since the empirical observations
show that numerous social networks form scale-free network structures, theories based on
Erdos-Rényi or regular networks could not be applied directly to empirical works.

Thirdly, if connectivity in the job network increases, the inequality expands among



groups having the same average number of contacts but different social network struc-
tures. Larger connectivity in the job network leads to a higher probability that a referrer
gets vacancy positions, and as a result, workers get a lower unemployment probability.
However, that benefit is allocated unequally between groups. Groups that can share va-
cancy information more efficiently reap greater benefits.

Lastly, restrictions on referral can deteriorate not only social welfare, but also inequal-
ity. We check the effects of referral restrictions on worker groups with different network
structures. Referral restrictions influence social welfare and inequality between groups.
On the one hand, social welfare decreases since unemployment rates increase and wage
rates decrease in all worker groups. On the other hand, the effect on inequality could be
changed depending on referral prevalence. If the impact on a disadvantageous group is
much more than on an advantageous group, the inequality expands. In this situation, the
result in this paper is consistent with Igarashi (2016).

This paper is constructed as follows. We build the model in section [2| and solve it
numerically in section Then we go on comparative analyses including changing job
network connectivity and restriction of referral in section [4f and summarize the discussion

in section Bl

2 The Model

We mainly follow the works introducing the social network structure to search and match-
ing model (e.g.|Calvé-Armengol and Zenou, 2005; loannides and Soetevent), 2006; Fontaine,
2007). Time is continuous, and the horizon is infinite. There is a free entry of jobs, and
one job matches one worker. We only consider the steady state of the economy, with a
fixed number of workers and worker groups. Further, there is no on-the-job search in this
economy.

Unemployed workers seek a job at random in the labor market; moreover, they can ask
for vacancy information from connected contacts in the social network. When workers are
employed, they sometimes look for vacancy information to watch the state of the adjacent
jobs through the job network. When the event occurs, they can send its information to

all unemployed contacts.

2.1 Workers

Workers are risk-neutral and maximize expected discounted utility with a discount rate
r > 0. All workers have identical productivity. Let L > 0 be the number of workers and
sufficiently large. Moreover, workers make social groups, indexed by ¢ € {1,2,...,1}, and
each worker can belong to only one group. Denote the number of workers in group ¢ as
L, then L= L.

Job matches break up by job destruction which occurs at constant probability ¢ € [0, 1].
If a worker is employed, the worker serves the labor force to the matched job and receives

wage w;. While, an unemployed one produces home production b > 0, and at the same



time, seeks a job. A job is an arrival to an unemployed worker with probability p;. Let W;
and U; be the value functions of the employed and unemployed workers in group i, they

satisfy the following equations;

TWi = w; — (S(VVZ — Ul), (1)
rU; = b+ pi(W; — Uy). (2)

When workers seek a job, there are two available ways; market search and referral.
Therefore, arrival rate p; is also constructed by two parts as arrival rate through the
market pM and referral pZ.

We employ the matching function proposed by [Pissarides (2000) for market matching.
In the market, thus, vacancy information arrives at random. Let v and v be unemployment
rate and vacancy rate, respectively, and define market matching function as M (Lu, Lv) =
A(Lu)"(Lv)'=" (n > 0). The matching number of group i is determined proportionally to
the number of unemployed workers in group ¢. With denoting u; as unemployment rate
of group 4, the number of unemployment of group 4 is u;L;. Since the whole number of
market matching is M (Lu, Lv), the number of matching in group ¢ is M (Lu, Lv)L;u;/ Lu.
Consequently, the job arrival rate through the market is given by, pZM = Lju;/Lu x
M (Lu, Lv) Ju; Ly = ~ (u/v)" .

Unemployed workers can use referrals for job-seeking besides the market search. An
unemployed worker asks all the contacts to refer any jobs and if at least one contact holds
vacancy information, the unemployed person succeeds in job matching through referral.
For a mathematical description of the referral procedure, we need to denote the degree
distributions of the social networks and the job network. Assume that there is no edge
between workers of different groups. Let d; ~ Fj(n), n € N be a degree, which is a
stochastic variable of the number of contacts for workers in group i, where F;(d;) is distri-
bution function of group i. We denote the probability mass function of group i as f;(d;).
Contrary to social networks, we assume that the job network is constructed of a random
regular network for simplicityﬁ A random regular network is generated, such that all
edges are created at uniformly random among nodes under the constraint that each node
has k € N degree. Then, the network is often called k-regular network. We simply refer
to random k-regular networks as regular networks. Thus, the degree of the job network
can be denoted by dy, which can treat as a deterministic variable.

We denote P; as the probability that an arbitrary worker in group ¢ holds vacancy
information and it makes up as follows. Pick up an arbitrary worker in group 7. The worker
is employed with probability (1 — ;). Suppose that the worker is employed and searches
for vacant jobs through the job network. FEach adjacent job is filled with probability
1 —wv/(1 —u + v), hence, the probability that all connected jobs are already filled is
[1 —v/(1 —u+v)]%. Subtracting it from 1, we get the expected value of an arbitrary

4If job entry is determined endogenously and the job network makes up more complex networks, the
value of the vacant incumbent job would be ambiguous. Since the main focus of the paper is the social

network structure, we avert the difficulty caused by the heterogeneity from the firm network.



worker in group i is employed and connected at least one vacancy job, (1 — u;)[1 — {1 —
v/(1 —u+v)}%]. However, the referral event occurs only when the employee watches job

vacancy information with probability ¢ € [0, 1]. Consequently, we get

P =o(1 —w) [1 - (1 - 1_;’m}>df] . (3)

In this formulation, ¢ can be understood as search frequency used in [Fontaine| (2008)),
which is the parameter indicating eagerness of workers to seek jobs for their friends.

An arbitrary unemployed worker with degree n in group ¢ can get at least one vacancy
information with probability 1 — (1 — P;)™. Consequently, the job arrival rate of group i
through referral is

pit = [1—-(1-PR)" filn)

n

iy [1 (- Pi)dl} , (4)

where, E;[-] is the expectation operator over the degree distribution of the social network
made up by workers in group .

As a result, we can write the average firm arrival rate for workers belonging to group
1 as
u

pi:’y( )n_1+Ei {1—(1—P,-)di] . (5)

v
2.2 Jobs

For each job, discount profit is maximized. If a job is vacant, it searches for a worker in
the labor market with a cost of ¢ and via referral without cost. Assume that vacant jobs
cannot exit from the market deliberatelyl’] We denote the arrival rate of worker 7 as ¢;. If
a job is filled, it produces an output of y > b and pays a worker wage w;. A filled job is
destructed with probability 6. Let J; and V be the value functions of filled jobs matched

with workers in group ¢ and vacant jobs, then these given by
rJi:y—wi—(S(Ji—V), (6)
rV=—c+> q(Ji-V) (7)

We must note that V is regarded as the expected value over all worker groups.
Since the number of matched workers in group ¢ is given by L;u;p;, which is equivalent
to the number of matched jobs, the arrival rate of workers in group ¢ is determined by

¢i = Liu;p;/Lv.

2.3 Equilibrium

We specify the equilibrium of the economy in this section. Firstly, the vacant job value
must be zero at the equilibrium;

vV =0. (8)

5This assumption is needed for the existence of the stable job network.



If the vacant value is positive (V' > 0), jobs outside continue to enter the market for
positive profit. In this case, since there are implicitly infinite jobs in this economy, vacant
jobs keep increasing, and lastly, the vacant value reaches zero because of competition.
In contrast, if V' < 0, there is no firm to enter the market, whereas existing jobs are
continuously destructed. As a result, V keeps increasing until V' = 0. It is often called
the “free entry condition”.

Next, we suppose that the wage for each group 7 is decided by Nash bargaining in this

economy, hence,

w; = max(W; — U)P(J; = V) =F. (9)

Lastly, at the steady state, the inflow into and the outflow from the unemployment

pool are equivalent, thus,

1 — w
UiP; = (5(1 — uz) < pi = (S(UUZ) (10)

Here, we define the equilibrium as follows.
Definition 1. An equilibrium is a set of (u;, u,v, Wy, U;, J;, V,w;) such that:
1. The steady state of labor market is given by (@) for all 7.
2. The worker wage is determined by (@)
3. Free entry condition is satisfied: (@

For solving the model, let S; = J; — V + W; — U;. From @D, we get J; —V = (1—-75)S;
and W; — U; = 8S;. Thus, with , w; is determined by

wi =y — (r+0)(1 - 5)S;. (11)

We can rearrange the conditions of value functions and get

y—2>b
S = —. 12
r+ 6+ Bpi (12)

By , and wage bargaining solution, we can derive

Z%’Si = E 5 (13)

From , , we obtain

_y=v@A-p) ui(1 —u;) L
o oL D3 iy oy e

i

(14)

At the equilibrium, equation and must be satisfied simultaneously. Once the
combination of (u;,v) satisfying them is found, p; is determined by and later S; and
w; are given by and , respectively. Finally, we attain workers and jobs values
from , , @ and , therefore, the model is closed. We can find the equilibrium with

some appropriate parameters as show below.



(a) Erd6s-Rényi network  (b) Random regular network (c) Scale-Free network

Figure 1: Network structures with 3 neighbours

3 Numerical Solutions

In this section, we focus on two points to identify the influences of network structures; the
average number of contacts in social networks and the difference in network structure. The
main interest of the paper is the effect of network structures on inequality, while there are
many network structures in empirical findings. We pick up three representative network
structures; Erdés-Rényi , (random) regular, and scale-free networks. Examples of these
networks are shown in Figure[l] in which the average number of contacts sets 3. An Erd&s-
Rényi network is a random network with N > 0 nodes and probability 7 in which any two
nodes are connected with 7w. Then, the all possible combinations are given by (1;/ ) and each
pair is connected with m; thus, the degree distribution is given by a binomial distribution,
B ((g ) , 7r). If N is sufficiently large, it can be approximated by a Poisson distribution. In
turn, a scale-free network is a network in which the probability of generating edges is not
uniform, and the degree distribution has a power law. There are various ways to generate
scale-free networks. In the paper, we only need the information of degree distributions;
therefore, we use Zipf distributions for degree distributions of scale-free networksﬁ As the
scale parameter o approaches 2.0, the tail of the distribution becomes fatter.

For numerical calculations, we inherit the parameters in , and set y =1
for normalization, and b = 0.4, r = 0.012 and n = 0.72. For the job destruction rate,
we put § = 0.036 based on the 2017 average of the separation rate in the Job Openings
and Labor Turnover Survey (JOLTS). Further, we set df = 16 because the number of
employees per establishment is about 16 based on the calculation from 2017 SUSB Annual
Data Tablesm We use this number as an approximation for the number of coworkers, also
the number of observable job positions for a single worker. F;[d;] will be set for each group

later. There are 2 groups in the economy and set group sizes equivalent (L; = 106 Vz)ﬁ

5Zipf distributions are also called Zeta distributions. The probability mass function of a Zipf distribution
is z(k,a) = 1/¢(a)k® for k > 1 and z(0, ) = 0, where k is the degree, « is the scale parameter, {(-) is the
Riemann zeta function.

"https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/econ/susb/2017-susb-annual . html| (accessed on July
2022)

8The sizes of worker groups do not affect unemployment rates and wages in the setting. Each group size


https://www.census.gov/data/tables/2017/econ/susb/2017-susb-annual.html

Table 1: Parameters

Given parameters Values Sources

y  output 1 normalization
b home production 0.4 |Shimer| (2005)
r  discount rate 0.012  |Shimer| (2005))
n  exponent of matching function 0.72  |Shimer| (2005)
dy number of contacts of a job 16 SUSB

6  job destruction rate 0.036 JOLTS

Calibrated parameters

v market matching efficiency 0.402
B worker’s bargaining power 0.028
c  vacancy cost 7.188
¢  referral frequency 0.048

The rest parameters, v, 3, ¢, and ¢, are calibrated. In the baseline case, assume that
all worker groups have Erdos-Rényi network structures and the same expected degree. We
set the average degree E;[d;] = 22.47 Vi based on the data provided by International Social
Survey Programme (ISSP): Social Networks and Social Resources, 2017. The calibration

targets at the equilibrium are as follows:

1. The average unemployment rate is 4.4% (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics).
2. The average value of the unemployed per job opening is 1.1 (JOLTS).

3. The share of labor compensation in GDP is 0.6 (Penn World Table 10.0).
4. 50% of workers finds jobs by referral (Igarashi, [2016).

The first and second targets mean u = 0.044 and u/v = 1.1, resulting in v = 0.04.
The third target indicates w; = 0.6 in the model. The last target implies pZR/ p; = 0.5.
These targets lead to (v, 8, ¢, ¢) = (0.402,0.028, 7.188,0.048). We summarize parameters
in Table[I] For comparing results, we also calculate the Gini coefficient and social welfare
defined by SW =), [y(1 — ;) + bw;]L; /L — cv.

3.1 Effects of Average Contacts

At first, we check the effects of the average degree in each network structure case. Set
one group Ej[d;] = 15 and the other group Es[ds] = 30, and calculate the unemployment
rate, wage, and Gini coefficient at the equilibrium. Results are shown in Table 2|

In each case, the inequality between groups is generated by the different expected

degrees, consistent with [Fontaine (2007)). If the social network structures are the same,

is a critical factor to determine other indicators (e.g., Gini coefficient). However, all groups are analyzed
with equal network size, and the size effect is not discussed in this paper.

9For a scale-free network case, we choose each scale parameter a1, oo such that the average degree of
the distribution adjusted by each target value, (E1[d:1], F2[dz2]) = (15, 30).



Table 2: Effects of the average contact for each network structure

Network Structure  FErdés-Rényi Regular Scale-Free
(u1,u2) (%) (5.10,3.94) (5.08,3.93) (8.14,8.10)
(w1, we) (0.581,0.615) (0.582,0.615) (0.529,0.529)
Gini 1.451 x 1072 1.454 x 1072  2.310 x 10~*
SW 0.685 0.685 0.627

the worker group with a greater average degree can achieve a lower unemployment rate on
average. Furthermore, the lower unemployment rate can give the group a higher average
wage because the worker has better outside options.

Next, we move on to a comparison among cases. For the Gini coefficient, it is highest
in the Erd6és-Rényi network case and lowest in the scale-free network case. However, in
the scale-free case, unemployment rates are higher than in the Erdés-Rényi and regular,
leading to the social welfare being worst. The differences are due to network structural
features. We see what structure is better for worker groups in the next section. Then, we
focus only on the unemployment rate since a lower unemployment rate leads to a higher

wage.

3.2 Effects of Network Structure

The next step analyzed in the section is how much the network structural difference affects
inequality. One way to check the effects is to compare the two groups with the same
expected degree while differing in network structures. First of all, let the social networks
of group 1 and group 2 be an Erd&s-Rényi network and a regular network, respectively.
Then, for various expected degrees, we calculate the unemployment rate for each group at
the equilibrium.

We show the gap of unemployment rate between group 1 (Erdés-Rényi network) and
group 2 (regular network) in Figure and Gini coefficient and social welfare in Figure
Obviously, there is no inequality at the E;[d;] = 0 and in Ej;[d;] > 0, the inequality
begins to rise and it reaches maximum value around FEj;[d;] = 25. On the contrary, social
welfare monotonically increases in E;[d;].

Under the setting, in a regular network, workers have the same number of contacts.
By contrast, in an Erdés-Rényi network, some workers have a lower degree than E;[d;],
and their unemployment probabilities are usually higher than those who have the degree
E;[d;]. The inequality between the two groups could be caused by the number of workers
who have a high unemployment probability.

We implement the following comparison between an Erdés-Rényi to a scale-free net-
work group with an identical expected degree. Let group 1 and group 2 comprise an
Erdés-Rényi and a scale-free network with scale parameter ay. The expected degree is
calculated from the generated distribution of group 2. An Erdés-Rényi network is gener-

ated with the expected degree. Finally, we compute the endogenous variables at the steady

10
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Figure 2: Comparison of unemployment rate, Gini coefficient, and social welfare. Erdds-

Rényi network group (FR) v.s. regular network group (REG).

state. Results are shown in Figure 3| and the expected degree associated with each a9 in
Table [3l If a point is on the 45 degree line in Figure two groups hold the equivalent
unemployment rate.

The scale-free network group gets a higher unemployment rate than the Erdos-Rényi
network group under the small scale parameters. One intuition is rather simple. In a scale-
free network with a low scale parameter, a few workers have many contacts while others
have few contacts. Thus, workers in a scale-free network are more congested in information
sharing than in an Erdés-Rényi network if the average number of friends is the same. The
matching inefficiency arises in information sharing when too much information is gathered
by a few popular workers. In most cases, the scale-free nature of social networks is worse

for worker groups.

4 Comparative Analyses

4.1 Job Network Connections

In this section, we carry out comparative analyses. At first, we check the effect of job
connectivity on inter-group inequality. The previous literature usually considers the simple
case with constant dy. If the number of connections in the job network increases, the
probability that a referrer finds a vacant job position also increases. We compute the
equilibrium in different dy with two worker groups having the same expected number of
contacts but different network structures, Erdés-Rényi and scale-free networks. We put
Ei[di] = Esldy] = 22.47 and parameters in Table [I| except for dy. Let the set of df be
{0,1,2,3,5,10, 16, 20,40}.

Results from calculations are shown in Figure @ and @ As dy is increased from
dy = 0 with complete equality, the unemployment rate worsens for the worker group with
a scale-free social network structure, and the inequality increases monotonically in terms
of the Gini coefficient. Despite the expansion of inequality, social welfare improves along

with the d; since referral hiring becomes available for many workers, leading to a large
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Figure 3: Comparison of unemployment rate, Gini coeflicient, and social welfare. Erdds-

Rényi network group (E'R) v.s. scale-free network group (SF).

Table 3: Expected degree for each aso

(e 2.028 2.05 2.1 2.3 2.5 3.0 5.0
E;[d;] 2247 1286 6.78 274 195 137 1.04

match surplus. However, most additional benefits from referrals go to one group with a

better social network structure for job matching.

4.2 Policy Intervention to Referral

Next, we examine the effects of referral control by the policymaker. Suppose that the
policymaker can control ¢ by regulations or announcements. We employ the parameter
set of Table [I] except for ¢. At first, let group 1 and group 2 form an Erd6s-Rényi and
a scale-free network, respectively. We set expected degree such that Fi[di] = Fslds] =
22.47 following before discussion. Scale parameter of group 2 is calibrated to a = 2.028.
Calculations are carried with ¢ € {0,0.001,0.01,0.1,0.408,0.1,0.3,1.0}.

We show the results in Figure |bajand When ¢ = 0, both groups cannot use referral,
regardless of the worker group. Then, the model is identical to the basic Pissarides type
model. Naturally, there is no inequality between groups. Moving focus onto the Gini
coeflicient and social welfare in Figure Although the welfare increases monotonically in
¢, the Gini coefficient does not. While the inequality increases at first, the gap between the
two takes a maximum value around ¢ = 0.1 and decreases from that point. If the economy
is in the regime such that ¢ > 0.1, restrictions of referral not only make the welfare worse,
but also aggravate the inequality. The result is consistent with the discussion in [[garashi
(2016).
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Figure 4: Change in the number of connections in the job network, d;. Two groups have
the same expected degree Ej[d] = Ea[ds2] = 22.47, while they have different network
structures (Erdds-Rényi v.s. scale-free).
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Figure 5: Policy intervention to referral prevalence, ¢ € [0, 1]. Two groups have the same
expected degree Ei[d1] = FEs[da] = 22.47, while they have different network structures
(Erd6s-Rényi v.s. scale-free).
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we investigated whether network structure can affect the inequality of un-
employment and wage rate between groups. Hence, we constructed a general equilibrium
model with referral hiring and analyzed the effect of the characteristics of network structure
on inequality. We have found that not only the average number of contacts in the group,
but also the social network structure has a significant impact on the inequality between
groups. Random regular networks have an advantage in lowering unemployment rates and
increasing wage rates over Erdés-Rényi networks, although the gap is not large. However,
scale-free networks could be disadvantageous for worker groups and the effects cannot be
negligible. Scale-free network structures in social networks are more congested than other
network structures. This result suggests that network structures need to be considered
when connecting theoretical models and empirical data because empirical findings show
that a lot of social networks are scale-free.

Also, we have shown comparative analyses including expansion of job network con-
nectivity and effects of policy intervention via the referral prevalence. In the first case
that the number of connections in the job network increases, social welfare improves while
the inequality deteriorates monotonically. In the second case, there is a non-monotonic
relationship between the frequency of referral and inequality. If the government restrains
referral hiring when it is sufficiently widespread, inequality between worker groups may
widen.

The analysis could be extended in several directions for the next step. First, we could
use actual data to identify the extent of the gaps between different social groups attributed
to differences in the network structures. The model presented in the paper needs scarce
information on the network for the empirical analysis because it only needs the degree
distribution’s information in worker groups. Second, we could incorporate time-dependent
networks to search and matching model with overlapping generations (e.g. |Chéron et al.,
2011}, 2013; |[Fujimoto, 2013 [Hahn, 2009). Social networks usually change over time and
are called temporal networks (Holme and Saramaki, 2019). If the change of the networks
along with generations can be captured, we can build temporal networks in the model to
analyze intergenerational inequality. Finally, qualitative differences in networks, such as
clustering coefficients, could be incorporated into the model. In the model, the probability
of a clustering coefficient being positive is almost zero since we use configuration models in
fact (Catanzaro et al.l [2005; Newman, |2018). Also, there are other qualitative variables to
characterize a network property, for example, average distance and diameter (Chung and
Lul 2002). By incorporating the differences in these qualitative variables in the analysis,

we could examine the extent of changes that affects the economy.
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