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Growth Pressures Stimulus Plan and Industrial Land Transfer

Yang Jidong and Yang Qijing

( School of Economics Renmin University of China)

Abstract: In China’ s unique decentralized system macroeconomic policies of the central authorities must rely on local
governments who have substantial financial and administrative resources. In order to explore the running mechanism of
China’ s macroeconomic policy based on the data of urban industrial land in 2007—2011; we investigate how stimulus plan
determine industrial land transfer by using difference in difference method. Our results show: ( 1) growth pressure will make
local government more active to using stimulus plans and have more industrial land transfer but fiscal pressure is will
restricted; (2) without stimulus plan growth pressure does not take effect on land transfer in local government; (3) When
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the tenure of municipal secretary in office is more long especially over 3 years local government are more likely to give

more industrial land transfer. These results suggest that promotion incentive of economic growth performance competition is
important motivation for local government investment and economic development. This effect also has impact on China’ s
macro-economic policy and economic volatility.

Key Words: Economic Stimulus Plan; Growth Pressures; Industrial Land Transfer

JEL Classification: E60 E62 RI12
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Tracing Value Added in China’s Exports at the Provincial Level

Su Qingyi

( Institute of World Economics and Politics Chinese Academy of Social Sciences)

Abstract: This paper considers both global value chains and domestic value chains building for the first time a framework
tracing value added in one country’ s exports at the regional level. Then based on this framework this paper traces value
added in China’ s exports at the provincial level and makes some applications. The results reveal that: (1) Among the
sources of value of every province’s export domestic value added has the highest share returned domestic value added has
the lowest share and domestic vertical specialization and foreign vertical specialization have medium shares. The level of
development has negative and positive correlations with the share of domestic value added and the share of foreign vertical
specialization respectively. (2) The gap among every province s export will narrow if measured by value added export. The
province-industry with comparative advantage tend to provide more value added to other provinces. China’ s low ratio of
domestic value added in exports is mainly due to low ratio of value added exports to gross exports in manufacturing
industries in coastal provinces. (3) There are differences between revealed comparative advantage measured by value added
exports and gross exports; and as for many province-industries the revealed comparative advantage even reverses. As for
most provinces the level of export specialization measured by value added export is less than it measured by gross exports.
Key Words: Global Value Chains; Value Added; Comparative Advantage; Export Specialization

JEL Classification: EO1 F14 018

( 1 ) )

113



