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The Impact of Chinese Rural Surplus Labor Transfer on Economic Growth
ZHANG Guang-ting', JIANG Jing’, CHEN Yong’
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Abstract: This paper study the mechanism of the rural surplus labor’s transfer on economic development
using the labor allocation model under the Chinese urban-rural dual economic structure. The empirical results
indicate that from 1997 to 2008, the impact of the rural surplus labor’s transfer on the whole society labor
productivity and GDP growth was 16.33% and 1.72%. Regionally, the surplus labor’s transfer on labor productivity
and GDP is highest in the central region, while the western region benefits the least. With the decrease of the
total amount of surplus labor, the low labor transfer and the change of the labor structure demand, it is urgent for
the government to speed up the urbanization, develop the small and medium enterprise, increase the labor force
skills training and change the mode of economic development to realize local employment.
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