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Factors Reallocation Productivity and Economic Growth
—An Empirical Study Based on the Perspective of All Industries

HE Jingtong HE Lei
( School of Economics Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China)

Abstract: Based on the perspective of all industries in national economy this paper examines comprehensively how fac—
tors reallocation caused by the change of industrial structure impacts productivity throughout 2002—2013 from angles such as
labor productivity capital productivity and total factor productivity. The empirical results show that the labor productivity of
China has a remarkable “structural bonus” and the labor reallocation explains the 18.4% rise in labor productivity. In the
contrary the capital productivity has an obvious structural negative effect as the capital structure change explains the 77. 4%
decrease in capital productivity. As for the TFP labor structure effect should be positive while capital structure effect should
be negative in most cases. Since 2008 the capital structure has been having a severe decrease which has explained the 50%
fall of the TFP and it has dragged down the increase of GDP by 7.5%.

Key words: industry structure; factor allocation; total factor productivity; economic growth; supply-side reform



