2 4 Vol.2 No.4

2003 7 China Economic Quarterly July 2003
20 90
2000
Dethier
1999 !
20 80
Fan 2001 20 80
He et al.
IFPRI
917 531 100101 8610 6485-6834

8610 6485-6533 Email Ixzhang@public. bta. net. cn
79970065
! Besley and Burgess 2001

La Porta et al. 1998
2000



948 2

2001 20 80

2

O’ Brien Li 2000 Oi Rozelle 2000

Paster Tan 2000 Xiang 2000
Tsai 2000
Tsai 2000
2000

22000 9 2—5

Lizzeri Persico

2003



949

Lizzeri

Burgess 2001 Besley Coate 2001
er 1999
Robinson 2001 2002

“ ”

Lizzeri  Persico 2003

Aidt Dutta

La Porta et al. 1998

Persico 2001 Besley

Dethi-

Acemoglu

Loukoianova 2002



950 2

20 70
1 2 3
4 Lin et al. 2003
1997
4
20 80
20 80
20 90
O Brien  Li 2002
20 90
1994
3 100
33 CRLSRT 32000
80 90
Oi Rozelle 2000 Shang
1999
CCAP-CAS
IFPRI 2000
6 60 6
4 6 7

9

3 China Rural Local Self-Governance Research Team



4 951

60 10
1985 1988 1990—1999
1985 1990 1995—1999 7
60 2 58
1 58
1985 13 2000 49
23
4%
O1  Rozelle 2000
1985 1990 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999
15 24 37 37 40 48 49
1999 180.8 175.2 164.5 183.1 199.2 218.3 225.6 192.6
% 68.4 70.9 73.2 72.2 71.7 67.4 70.2 71.7
% 27.2 25.4 24.0 24.4 24.6 26.9 24.1 24.6
% 0.3 0.8 1.3 1.8 2.2 3.6 4.0 2.2
% 4.1 3.0 1.5 1.6 1.5 2.1 .7 1.5
(¢

1999 183.0 165.1 167.1 181.9 193.7 214.6 221.3 189.8
% 35.4 34.1 34.2 34.8 36.3 35.4 32.7 34.7
% 49.4 48.2 40.8 43.2 34.6 44.1 43.5 43.2
% 11.9 7.4 15.5 16.7 21.8 22.2 19.2 16.6
% 15.0 14.6 14.7 12.4 15.4 14.7 12.9 14.2
% .0 5.8 9.9 10.9 8.6 4.9 6.0 7.4
% 3.9 .0 3.4 3.1 3.7 3.6 .9 3.4
% 60.6 62.4 62.3 62.0 60.1 61.1 64.5 61.9
% 7 7.0 4.9 4.9 4.1 .8 3.6 5.0
% 7.9 3.4 2.3 2.0 .0 2.4 3.8




952

190 1999
13 60 %
3%
3.6% 7.0%
Bernstein  Li 2000 6
2 1999
1 17
9
7 14 8
2 1999
17
1
+ 9
14
17
3 1999
1999
42.4 42.3
8.1 8.9
% 75.0 88.0
2.0 1.9
1999
1999 2962.8 3676.4
100 20.3 25.6
100 17.9 20.4
1999 182.1 198.4
% 80.1 64.9
% 14.9 30.9
1999 178.5 196.0
% 39.5 32.1
% 3.2 3.6
% 57.3 64.3
6
Lin et al. 2002



4 953
700 100
80.1%
64.9%
20 90
" difference-in-difference approach 1999
1985—1999
4 p- p-
0
0.594 10%
4
0.594 —0.031 -0.212 0.040
b- 0.094 0.940 0.046 0.666




954 2

=1 =0
5 4 4
o 5 —
5
5
p_
0 Akaike Akaikeinformation cri-
terion AIC AIC
5
Hsiao
1986
5
0.044 -=0.012 —=0.009 -0.003
- 0.161 0.836 0.425 0.817
AIC 444.8 1094.3 —636.1 —504.6
+ +
0.047 —=0.006 —=0.010 —=0.001

- 0.989 1.000 1.000 0.997

AIC 553.8 1123.3 —368.8 —-257.3
Griliches Hausman 1986

6 5
5 6
AIC
6

6 AIC

? 1985 1988 1990—1999



955

0.092 -0.326 -0.052 0.003
p- 0. 106 0.008 0.004 0.858
AIC 1112.1 1976.3 —188.3 —142.2
0.047 -0.334 —0.050 —0.009
p- 0.004 0.412 0.001 0.012
AIC 936.6 1640.4 —220.6 -82.4
10
North 1990
1 0 probit

1999



956 2

0.2 0.52
7 2
OLS 2SLS
OLS
2SLS
2SLS 7
7
OLS 2SLS OLS 2SLS
~2.363 ~2.827 6.184" " 5.975" "
2.103 1.918 2.006 2.069
0.234 0.259" ~0.455"" —0.442""
0.159 0. 144 0.151 0.155
-0.778"" ~0.778" " -0.396"" ~0.422""
0.110 0.110 0.157 0.179
~0.001 ~0.036 ~0.697" " ~0.702" "
0.102 0.102 0.120 0.125
0.074 0.544" " —0.202 ~0.061
0.105 0.220 0.130 0.330
R- 0.221 0.234 0.114 0.109
1985 1990 1995—1999
0 1 x
* 10% 5%
8

seemingly unrelated regres-




4 957

sion SUR 123
7
8
3.289** —2.488" " 2.299* -1.807"
0.608 0.578 0.957 0.929
-0.259" " 0.195* " -0.181" " 0.141° "
0.045 0.043 0.070 0.068
0.035 —=0.003 0.092"* —=0.043
0.031 0.029 0.040 0.039
-0.271" " 0.238"
0.031 0.030
0.299" * -0.287" "
0.045 0.043
—-0.324" " 0.245" " -0.336" " 0.284" "
0.061 0.058 0.080 0.077
386 386 247 247
R- 0.388 0.323 0.348 0.292
0
1 * * % 10% 5%
8

von Braun Grote 2002




958

8 9
9
1 0
9
9
9

—2.450" 0.273 —2.3457 0.267

1.366 0.243 1.338 0.242
0.183" -0.022 0.176" " -0.022

0.101 0.018 0.099 0.018
—0.050 0.025"" -0.075 0.026" "

0.035 0.006 0.036 0.006
-0.088" " —0.005 —0.099" " —0.004

0.038 0.007 0.038 0.007

0.115 0.012 0.128 —0.002

0.089 0.016 0.088 0.016

0.108" " —0.006

0.036 0.006

217 217 217 217
R- 0.065 0.135 0.103 0.138




959

10

11

12

13

Acemoglu Daron and James A. Robinson “ A Theory of Political Transitions” American Economic
Review 2001 91 938—963.

Acemoglu Daron and James A. Robinson “ The Political Economy of the Kuznets Curve” Review of
Development Economics 2002 62 2 183—203.

Besley T. and R. Burgess “ The Political Economy of Government Responsiveness Theory and Evi-
dence from India” Working Paper London School of Economics 2001.

Besley T. and S. Coate “ Elected versus Appointed Regulators Theory and Evidence” Working Pa-
per London School of Economics 2001.

China Rural Local Self-Governance Research Team CRLSRT  Study on China’ s Rural Self-Gover-
nance in Chinese . Beijing China Agriculture Publishing House 2000.

Dethier J. “ Governance and Economic Performance A Survey” ZEF Discussion Paper on Develop-
ment Policy 1999.

Fan Y. “ Evolution and Features of Village Committee Election” China Rural Survey 2001 1
54—63.

Griliches Z. and J. A. Hausman “ Errors in Variables in Panel Data”  Journal of Econometrics
1986 31 93—118.

He Y. X. Kgjian and G. Zhou “ A Survey and Thinking on Re—election of Village Committee”
Chinese Rural Economy 2001 4 73—75.

North D. Institutions Institutional Change and Economic Performance. Cambridge U. K.
Cambridge University Press 1990.

LaPorta R. F. Lopz-de-Silanes A. Shleifer and R. Vishny “ The Quality of Government”
NBER Working Paper No. 6727 September 1998.

Lin JustinYifu Ran Tao Mingxing Liu and Qi Zhang “ Urban and Rural Household Taxation in Chi-
na Measurement and Stylized Facts” CCER Working Paper Peking University 2002.

Lin JustinYifu Ran Tao Mingxing Liu and Qi Zhang “ Rural Direct Taxation and Government Reg-

ulations in China Economic Analysis and Policy Implications” Memo Peking University 2003.



960

14

15

19

20

21

22

23

24
25

Lizzeri Alessandro and Nicola Persico “ The Provision of Public Goods under Alternative Electoral In-
centives”  American Economic Review 2001 91 1 225—239.
Lizzeri Alessandro and Nicola Persico * Why did the Elites Extend the Suffrage Democray and the
Scope of Government with an Application to Britain’ § Age of Reform’” Memo 2003.
O Brien K.J. and L. Li * Accommodating Democracy’ in a One-party State Introducing Village
Elections in China”  China Quarterly June 465—489 2000.
Oi J.O. and S. Rozelle “ Elections and Power The Locus of Decision-making in Chinese Villages”
China Quarterly June 513—539 2000.
Paster R. A. and Q. Tan “ The Meaning of China’ s Village Elections” China Quarterly June
465—489 2000.
Putterman L. “ Effort Productivity and Incentives in a 1970s Chinese People’ s Commune”  Jour-
nal of Comparative Economics 1990 14 88—104.
Shang Y. * Myth and Reality The Chinese Village Elections”  Perspective 1 2 1999 http
www. oycf.org Perspectives 2110299 society - and - culture_ A. htm .
Tsai L. " Strategies of Rule or Ruin Governance and Public Good Provisions in Rural China” Paper
presented at the international symposium” Villager Self-Government and Rural Social Development in
China.” September 2—5 Beijing 2000.
Von Braun Joachim and Ulrike Grote * Does Decentralization Serve the Poor ” In Managing Fiscal De-
centralization” Edited by Ethisham Ahmad and Vito Tanzi. New York Routledge 2002.
Xiang J. “ Self-government in Chinese Villages An Evaluation” Perspective 1 4 2000 http
www. oycl.org Perspectives 4022900 self - government. htm .

1997
World Bank  World Development Report 2000 2001 Attacking Poverty Washington D.C. World
Bank 2000.

Local Governance and Public Goods
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Abstract In developing countries identifying the most effective community-level gover-

nance mode is a key issue in rural development therefore empirical evaluation of these different

modes is desperately needed. Since the early 1990s tens of thousands of villages in rural China

have held local-government elections providing a good opportunity to investigate the effect of de-

mocratization on the level of public goods provision. Using a recent village survey conducted over a

significant period of time this article compares two different governance modes. It finds that elec-

tions help increase the size of revenue of local community primarily by generating more taxes from

enterprises. However privatization has made taxation or levies on rural enterprises more difficult.

Elections alone do not necessarily improve the allocation of public expenditures. Only when deci-

sion-making power is shared is the share of public investment higher.
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