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Visits and Local Bureaucrats Accountability:
A New Political Economy Approach

Yang Ruilong’, Yin Zhendongh and Gui Lin®
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Abstract: Since 2003, the quantities of letters and visits have been soaring dramatically in China. Researches on letters and visits
are very mportant for establishing our hamonious society and undestanding the implementation of the political instiutions. We
build theoretical models via corract theory, and regard visis as an accourtability mechanism: by accountability on local
bureaucrats after the visits, the central govemment can constrain their behaviour and encourage them to work harder for local
residents. The central government should choose the optimal level of accountability because too stringent accountability would
strengthen local bureaucrats” inclinations to intercept visis and therefore may decrease their effort to provide sewvices. And
accountability is increasing in the cost of visit to ceniral goverrment. According to our model, with the development of economy,
advancement in science and the rise of network society, the accourtability will be gradually reinforced. We also discuss some
extensions and give some policy advice.

Key Words: Leiters and Visits; Intercepting Visis; Local Bureaucrats; Accourtability
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