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€ )@ ( IND)
(
PRE) (1UM) *
. NC, NP, i
RU, i i UM,
RUM,  NJD,/NXJ,
IUM: = =2t = “Nenp, (3)
1UM, i
- RUM, i NJD,  NXJ, i
. RUM, i . RUM.
@ ( HUM)
=
X6 + X9 + x12 + x16) / §
Do
(2) @ ( COR)
35 113 ” 36 “ ”»
37 . 38 “ ' ” . “
¥ { » K« p,
( ) @ (PGDP) GDP
16) (FDI)  FDI GDP
FDI
( ) @ ( DEN) .
( Yo
2
( )
(1) URQ 2.232 2.043 0.130 13.12
( ) LFR 131.446 184.565 1.381 1094. 720
( 7/ ) COR 30. 836 11.970 9.177 139.016
(1) 1IUM 0.364 0.167 0.099 1.710
GDP( ) PGDP 20011. 800 15512.090 2742.070 83448. 600
(1) INE 0.099 0.097 0.006 0.620
(1) PSE 0.033 0.044 0.00024 0.272
(1) IND 0. 406 0.073 0.283 0.760
( 7/ ) DEN 2002. 808 1389. 086 26.000 6307. 000
() HUM 7.310 1.056 5.438 11.554
()
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” LLC IPS o 3
Kao o
3
LLC IPS LLC IPS
URQ 1.537(0.934) 6.958( 1.000) —12.767 (0. 000) —9.975 (0. 000)
LFR 8.157( 1.000) 9.246( 1.000) —12.787° (0. 000) —3.497 "% (0. 000)
COR ~2.860 ™ (0.002) 1.443(0.925) —22.657(0.000) —14.574™* (0. 000)
UM —44.920™* (0. 000) —18.619 (0. 000) —75.783 (0. 000) —28.631™(0.000)
PGDP 36.535( 1. 000) 38.511( 1.000) —13.715™* (0. 000) —6.274™ (0.000)
INE -2.763%(0.003) 2.127(0.983) —11.421™*(0.000) —4.073 (0. 000)
FDI —4.005 ™ (0.000) -0.218(0.414) —12.535 (0. 000) —4.226™(0.000)
IND -4.766 (0.000) —0.428(0.334) —13.382™%( 0. 000) ~4.926™(0.000)
DEN ~7.845™(0.000) —1.162(0.053) —16. 825 (0. 000) —6.4377(0.000)
HUM —6.5244™*(0.000) -0.225(0.842) —11.268 (0. 000) —3.684™(0.000)
T P ok kL k 1% 5% 10% o
o F o Hausman
(2SLS) ; FGLS
2SLS o .
GMM 2SLS o
GMM o
Rz
LM . Sargan o
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4 (1)
URQ 1 2 3 4
LFR 0.004™(3.02) 0.042™(3.29) 0.046™ (3.45) 0.005(3.61)
INE 6.545" (1.86) 5.478(1.54) 5.969° (1.83) 5.728(0.76)
IND — 1.838(1.04) 1.518( 0. 86) 1.201(0..96)
UM — — -0.668( —1.05) -0.237( -1.58)
HUM — — — 0.622™(2.86)
LFR’ -0.153" ( -1.98) —-0.251™( -2.64) -0.286™( -2.57) —-2.63"( -3.28)
R’ 0.448 0.400 0.424 0.453
LM 15.173™ 16.074™ 18. 661 18. 827
F 15. 808 16.743 19. 545 19.289
Sargan P 0.287 0.126 0.350 0.483
' F “maximal TV size” 15% 8.96,
5 . \
( ) \
U o “
« »
GMM ; GMM
2SLS o
5 (2)
LFR 1 2 3 4
URQ 161.717 % (3.76) 163.178 (3. 83) 159.839™(3.21) 73.369 % (3.61)
COR -1.106" ( -1.90) -1.108™( -2.71) -1.282" ( -1.79) —1.1217( -2.52)
FDI B —1264.5™( -2.30) —1478. 37 (3.64) —1507.1™( =3.64)
PGDP — — 0.0420( 0.247) 0.0201(0.72)
DEN — — — 0.0082( 1.35)
R 0.158 0.165 0.492 0.472
LM 13. 169 13.378™ 29.6327 27.798
F 13.634 13.817 32.16 29.895
Sargan P 0.151 0.128 0.329 0.374
F “maximal 1V size” 10% 16.38.
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o, (1)
: Hausman N
6 R*\IM  Wald F Sargan o
6 (1) . .
URQ
LFR —0.044™ ( -3.35) 0.035* (2.63) 0.024™ (2.32)
INE 5.079 (2.09) 336.245(1.57) 8.231( 1.43)
IND 21,1747 (3.87) 168.342( 1.28) -1.805( —1.02)
1M -2.632( -1.11) 56.988( 0.78) -0.018( -0.01)
HUM 0.932° (2. 68) 0.247(2.35) 0.129" (1.92)
LFR? -0.256" (1.99) -0.159" (2.02) -0.207( -1.67)
R 0.589 0.245 0.371
LM 26.832™ 25,537 13.839™
F 34.198 39.129 13.833
Sargan P 0.103 0.162 0.385
:F “maximal IV size” 15% 8.96.
(1)
U ;
7 (2) .+ .
LFR
URQ 93.791™ (2.33) 2.556 (1.80) 1.055™(2.61)
COR -2.019™( -2.70) -1.039( -0.45) ~0.246( —0.44)
FDI ~3042. 8227 ( -3.50) 3314.384" (1.89) 4295.724™ (2. 20)
PGDP 0.018 " (3.83) 0.006 ™ (3.19) 0.004( 1. 50)
DEN 0.071* (2.48) 0.011(0.81) 0.013™(2.27)
R 0. 665 0.457 0.371
LM 38.040 ™ 14.683* 10353"
F 30. 748 26.714 15.432
Sargan P 0.183 0.162 0. 160
:F “maximal IV size” 15% 11.59.
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The Interaction Between Land Fiscal and the
Urban-Rural Relation

YANG Meng—yu ZHANG Ke-yun
( School of Economics Renmin University of China Beijing 100872 China)

Abstract: Land fiscal and urban-rural relation interact with each other; and the effect of land fiscal on
urban-rural relation may be nonlinear. An empirical analysis based on simultaneous equations finds that

improving urban—rural relation increases scale of land fiscal and the effect of land fiscal on urban—ural
relation shows an inverted U relationship; further studies shows that in eastern and central region the
effect of land fiscal on urban—rural relation presents an inverted U relationship; and eastern region is neg—
ative the central and western region is positive; improving urban—rural relation in eastern region can pro—

mote scale of land fiscal and the pulling function in the central and western region is relatively small.

Key Words: land fiscal; urban—rural relations; co-ordinate urban—rural development; government behav—
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