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The Relationship Between Local Government Fiscal Expenditure and

Real Estate Price: An Empirical Analysis of Provincial Panel Data

Zhang Yalin Wu Ling
( School of Public Management Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210023 China)

Abstract: This paper based on the China’s 31 provincial panel data from 2000 to 2012 and establishes a panel data model

to make a partition empirical test of the relationship between local government public fiscal expenditure and real estate price.

Measurement results show that the eastern central and western three areas of each 10% increase in government spending the

regional real estate sales prices accordingly rose 7.9% 7.3% and 5.7% respectively. It shows that degree of regional differ—

ences in the effect between the two variables has a certain influence. Local government should make reasonable fiscal policy and

the real estate policy in order to give full play to local finance for the real estate market macroeconomic regulation and control

function.

Key words: local fiscal expenditure; real estate price; panel data modal



