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Political Budget Cycles Chinese Style

WU Yanbing
The Institute of Economics Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Beijing 100044

Abstract: The office term of China’ local officials is non—fixed. Under the non—fixed tenure system in order to maximize
political benefits during their tenures local officials carry out different infrastructure strategies in different office years according
to tenure expectations resulting in cyclical fluctuations of infrastructure and thus forming the Chinese—style political budget cy—
cles. Based on provincial party secretaries and provincial economic data during 1978-2014 empirical results support the theo—
retical hypothesis: significant growth of infrastructure has been observed in the first office year and in the fourth office year of
party secretaries. However the same mode does not exist in investment on culture education science and health care. The
study reveals that the Chinese—style political budget cycles are the rational investment choice of local officials under the circum—
stance of the non—fixed term system. To restrain negative effects of the political budget cycles it is necessary to strengthen hori—
zontal supervision for local officials and to improve official performance appraisal system.

Key Words: non—fixed tenure system; infrastructure investment; investment on culture education science and health;

Chinese—style political budget cycles
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