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( i )

The Effect of Minimum Wage on Economic Structure

—Empirical Analysis Based on Provincial Panel Data

FAN Yubo' LIU Xiaoge’
(1. Policy Research Office Shandong Academy of Social Sciences Jinan 250002 China;
2. The Center for Economic Research Shandong University Jinan 250100 China)

Abstract: The minimum wage system can improve the income of low-income people and it will also have a structural

effect on economic development. The empirical study using Chinas provincial panel data from 2008 to 2013 showed the mini—

mum wage system produced obvious economic structure effect. The test of quasi-natural experiment method proved that the re—

sults were robust. The minimum wage system can promote the growth of the proportion of the service sector but it has nega—

tive

effect on the proportion of export processing trade and high-tech industry which requires that government should take cor—

responding policies and measures to increase the competitiveness of high-tech industries and processing trade.

Key words: minimum wage; structural change; new structural economics; industrial structure; quasi-natural experi—

ment



