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116 145.4 85.0 11.3 413.3
116 103.2 74.8 0.0 342.2
116 42.2 35.9 0.0 153.3
% 116 10.9 12.7 0.0 69.3
| % 116 12.1 21.2 0.0 104.4
1 % 116 4.1 12.2 0.0 81.1
116 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.5
116 1553 961 157 5047
% 116 50.2 12.1 20.0 79.2
% 116 57.9 37.0 0.0 100.0
116 5.1 4.0 0.0 20.0
116 2093 1165 260 5750
116 14.2 68.8 0.0 656.5
GDP 116 6897 4017 1480 17615
116 6 6 0 32
116 1 2 0 13
116 3 5 0 30
116 7 10 0 65
116 66.7 54.6 0.4 261.0
116 27.4 39.6 0.0 220.4
116 39.3 32.3 0.0 147.9
% 116 10.9 12.7 0.0 69.3
| % 116 12.1 21.2 0.0 104.4
1 % 116 4.1 12.2 0.0 81.1
116 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.5
116 1583 979 161 4975
% 116 51.3 11.7 19.5 81.0
% 116 59.1 37.2 0.0 100.0
116 5.1 4.1 0.0 19.0
116 2675 1473 273 6107
116 14.1 61.4 -15.5 465.4
GDP 116 8438 5272 308 22422
116 8 9 0 58
116 1 2 0 13
116 3 5 0 30
116 7 10 0 65
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Impacts of Farmers Organizations on Village
Public Finance: Negative or Positive ?
A Case of Rural Tax Reform

ZHIGANG XU

(Chinese Academy of Sciences)

MINGXING L IU

( Peking University, Central University of Economics and Finance)

YONGDONG L I1U
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Abgract Using an amost nationaly representative village survey, this paper provides
an initial assessment of the efects of the rural tax reform and an anayss on the impacts of
farmers organizations on village public finance. In general , the rural tax reform has led to a
sgnificant reduction in overal rura tax burden. However , asfor fees beyond central legide
tion, local governments tend to charge less where farmers traditionally showed a lower degree
of tax redstance and where rura self-governing organizations are able to substitute for loca
governments in village public goods provison.
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