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The Reallocation Efficiency of Lewis Turning Point
Zhao Wen' Wang Lei’

(1. TInstitute of Population and Labor Economics Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Beijing 100028 China;
2. Institute of Industrial Economics Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Beijing 100836 China)

Abstract: With a great potential reserved from urban and rural structure China’s reallocation efficiency come from in—
creased productivity and factor reallocating. At the national level between 2003 and 2010 reallocation efficiency of industry
in different regions contributed to economic growth of 4.5% accounted for the total factor productivity of contribution to the
economic growth of 42% . Labor reallocation efficiency of rural labor employment in non-agricultural industry is the source of
the main reallocation efficiency since the reform and the non-agricultural industry productivity rate sustained faster than agri—
culture after the Lewis turning point non-agricultural employment of rural labor force will continue to support the labor factor
reallocation efficiency promotion. From 1995 to 2010 total factor productivity growth contributed 31% of the industry GDP.
Reallocation efficiency among different industries different regions and different ownership contributed 40% of total factor
productivity. The reason for the expansion of reallocation efficiency is market share improving of non-state-owned industrial
and change of factor endowment. The key of improve reallocation efficiency after the Lewis turning point is factors market lib—
eralization.

Key words: reallocation efficiency; TFP; Lewis turning point; factor endowment; comparative advantage



