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KZ

Competition

Age

Tenure

Tenure?

Local / Dispatch / Intertrans

Per — GDP GDP
Area
Year2005 — Year2012 2004
2. o
2002 { 61.4%; 17.7%:;
bs N 13.8%; 7.1%
2
2004 -2012 KZ 22.365 | 2.311 | 5.832 34.269
° Competition 0.277 | 0.139 | 0 0.708
€ ), Age 46.3 4.976 |33 57
N Tenure 2.869 | 1.492 | 1 11
o GDP. Tenure? 14.528 | 13.284 | 1 121
2004 —2012 4 Local 0.614 0.487 0 1
Y. Intertrans 0.071 | 0.257 | 0 1
Dispatch 0.177 | 0.382 | 0 1
Per - GDP 9.271 | 0.883 | 6.846 13.295
Area 9.082 | 1.038 | 7.351 11.926
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(B =
0.308)
o (B =-0.081)
H3a o H4a
H3b o H4b H4c o
3
Model ( A) Model ( B) Model ( C) Model ( D) Model ( E)
( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
Competition 0.131" (1.77) 0.127° (1.79) 0.124" (1.86) 0.152%*(2.31) 0.117%*(2.47)
Age -0.262%* ( -2.32) -0.312" ( -1.91)
Tenure ~0.071%*( -2.03) —0.068**( -2.17)
Tenure? 0.007" (1.92) 0.007" (1.87)
Local 0.312**(2.38) 0.308**(2.27)
Intertrans -0.052( -0.73) -0.051( -1.21)
Dispatch -0.081% ( —1.69) | —0.081%*( =1.72)
Per — GDP 0.492" (1.83) 0.337**(1.99) 0.526" (1.79) 0.419" (1.91) 0.438%*(2.31)
Area 2.179%* (2.37) 2.113%*(2.24) 2.071%*(2.41) 1.931%*(2.52) 2.204**(2.17)
Control Control Control Control Control
N 2084 2084 2077 2079 2071
F 96.21%** 97.37*** 97.83%** 98.37%** 102.48***
Adi - R? 0.8217 0.8733 0.7961 0. 8471 0. 8935
Hausman test 178.49* ** 177.31% %% 179.53* ** 176.29 % * * 179.28* **
Rk Lk KL 1% 5% <10% ; o
(2) (e) (D)
25 R
4 o 19.3%
Hausman
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o (c) (d)
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4
Model ( a) Model ( b) Model ( c) Model ( d) Model ( e) Model ( f)
Competition | 0.138" (1.77) 0.129" (1.83) | 0.083**(2.33) 0.086" (1.69) 0.184(1.04) 0.179(1.27)
Age -0.253" ( -1.79) -0.199( -1.58) -0.127" ( -1.86)
Tenure —0.077**( -2.08) -0.062" ( —1.91) —0.049( —1.04)
Tenure? 0.009" (1.87) 0.017" (1.74) 0.005" (1.89)
Local 0.229**(2.39) 0.018( 1.54) 0.174" (1.92)
Intertrans -0.016" ( —1.91) -0.291( —1.47) -0.133( —1.44)
Dispatch 0.279(1.29) -0.118" ( —1.81) -0.316( -0.77)
N 971 967 596 592 517 513
F 62.17%%* 46.39* ** 21.37%%* 19.71% %% 57.39%** 48.27%**
Adi - R? 0.8791 0.8827 0.8133 0. 8471 0. 8003 0.7149
Hausman test 153.95%** 149.86* * * 56.31*** 53.69*** 38.74% %% 36.517***
t Dok ok ok Lk ok Lk 1% 5% 10% N
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[Abstract] Using an unbalanced database of 235 prefec—
ture — level cities of China from 2004 to 2012 this essay analy—
ses the impacts of promotion competition personal characteris—
tics of local government officials on urban expansion. As the re—
sults show promotion competition of local government officials is
significantly beneficial for urban expansion while age and ten—
ure of officials are negatively related to urban expansion; com-
pared with officials promoted from other places officials that
promoted locally are more likely to boost urban expansion while
officials that designated by superior government are less active in
boosting urban expansion; geography conditions the relationship
between promotion competition and urban expansion.

[Key words] local government officials; promotion com—

petition; personal characteristics; urban expansion

1 Su F. Tao R. Xi L. and Li M.. Local Officials’ Incentives
and China’ s Economic Growth: Tournament Thesis Reexamined
and Alternative Explanatory Framework J . China & World E-
conomy 2012(4): 1-18

I 2009(7) : 21 -33
3 . : M .
2008: 177 —180

4 Jones B.  Olken B.. Do Leaders Matter? National Leadership

and Growth Since World War IT ] . Quarterly Journal of Econom—

ics 2005(3): 835 -864
5 . N

J. 2011(12): 72 -84

6 . N J.

2013(1): 65 -78 ( 40 )

0320



¢

»2015 1

2009(4) : 1301 -1328

pirical regularity and theoretical structure J . Review of Environ— 12 Li Jinying Wei Junwei Cheng Peng. Research on the Relation—
mental Economics and Policy 2010( 1) :3 -23 ship between Economic Development and Environmental Quality
4 Elliott Robert JR Sun Puyang Chen Siyang. Energy intensity and Based on Environmental Kuznets Curve ] . Advanced Materials
foreign direct investment: A Chinese city — level study J . Ener— Research 2011(281) :69 -73
gy Economics 2013( 40) : 484 —494 13 .PM2.5 J.
5 Buehn Andreas Farzanegan Mohammad Reza. Hold your breath: 2013(26) :75 -78
A new index of air pollution J . Energy Economics 2013( 37) : 14 PM2.5 30 R/
104 - 113 OL . http: //www. docin. com/ p —682760261. html 2013 - 04
6 VAR -15.
— J. 2013(8) :11 -16 15 PM2.5 I
7 Kaitka D Zervas E. The Environmental Kuznets Curve ( EKC) 2005(5):1-5
theory—Part A: Concept causes and the CO2 emissions case 16 PM2.5
J . Energy Policy 2013( 62) : 1392 —1402 J. 2014(2) :411 -417
8 Thompson Alexi. Water abundance and an EKC for water pollu— 17 PM2.5
tion J . Economics Letters 2012( 2) : 423 —425 D . 2013:49 -50
9 Zhang Baoshan Zhang Xiaoni Yuan Xiaoling. Pollutant emis— 18 N
sions energy consumption and economic development in China: J. 2012(9) : 1333 - 1420
Evidence from dynamic panel data J . Chinese Journal of Popu— 19 J .
lation Resources and Environment 2013(2) : 155 - 167 2010( 6) : 829 —833
10 VAR — — (3E)
I ( ) 2010(1):
23 -28
11 — U
. . 2012(8) : 160 — 165 ( ; )
( 32 ) 17 Mccabe B.  Feiock R. . Turnover among City Managers: The Role
7 . of Political and Economic Change J . Public Administration Re—
7. 2011(4): 35-43 view 2008(2): 380 -386
8 S 18  Guo G. . Retrospective Economic Accountability under Authoritar—
J . 2012 ianism Evidence from China J . Political Research Quarterly
(2):11-23 2007(3) : 378 -390
9 Finkelstein S.  Hambrick D. C. Cannella A. A.. Strategic lead— 19 I
ership: Theory and Research on Executives Top Management 2010(6) : 42 -58
Teams and Boards M . Oxford University Press 2009:71 —73 20 Shih V. Adolph C. Liu M. . Getting Ahead in the Communist
10 . Party: Explaining the Advancement of Central Committee Mem—
J . 2010(5) ; 17 =25 bers in China J . American Political Science Review 2012( 1) :
11 J . 166 - 187
( ) 2012(2): 613 —634 21 Liu M. Tao R. Yuan F.. Instrumental Land Use Investment —
12 N driven Growth in China J . Journal of the Asia Pacific Economy
I 2013(2) : 28 -39 2008(3) : 13 -33
13 I 22 N : 12
I 2012( 11): 89 I 2011(3): 123 -131
~102 23 Melo M. A. Pereira C. IREDO C M. Political and Institutional
14 LiH. Zhou L.. Political Turnover and Economic Performance: Checks on Corruption:  Explaining the Performance of Brazilian
The Incentive Role of Personel Control in China J . Journal of Audit Institutions J . Comparative Political Studies 2009(9) :
Public Economics 2005( 10) ; 1743 - 1762 1217 - 1244
15 Landry P. F. . The Political Management of Mayors in Post — Deng 24 -
China J . The Copenhagen Journal of Asian Studies 2003 I 2013(2) : 1115
(17): 31 -58 25 " I
16 J . 2010( 10) : 69 -76

o C)

0400



