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Abstract : The rura labor , which formsthe © - called tide of rura labor , poured into the cities with the
development of the reform of the rura economic syssem and the modernization. Due to the dudigtic res-
dence registration system and the absence of cia security system, the rural labor becomes to the vul ner-
able group worse than the unemployed in the cities. The redlity gives rise to series of serious conse-
guences. The socia security system should cover the rurd labor © asto improve the processof urbanizar

tion and modernization.
Key words: rura labor , socid security system
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