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Government Scale and Resource Allocation Efficiency

ZHU Quan' ZHANG Tianhua®
(1. Guangdong Institute of Public Administration Guangzhou 510000 China;
2. South China Normal University Guangzhou 511400 China)

Abstract: How the scale of Chinese government affects the resource allocation efficiency? Using the Hsieh and Klenow
(2009) method and having worked on the Chinese industrial enterprises” database together with municipal financial data the
authors test empirically relations between local governments scales and the resource allocation efficiency basing on accurate
calculations using statistics of Chinese cities” resource allocation between 1998—2007. It is found that the greater the govern—
ment scale is the lower the efficiency of resource allocation will be. Further studies show that the government regulation e—
conomy has greater impact on resource allocation compared to non-state-owned economy. Also the government scale has sig—
nificant effects on the efficiency of resource allocation both in the short term and in the long run.

Key words: government scale; resource allocation; heterogeneous enterprise; productivity; industrial enterprises



