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An Empirical Analysis of Consumption Effects of Public
Expenditure on Agriculture in China
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Abstract: The greatest potential in expanding the domestic demand lies in the rural areas. And the
public expenditure on agriculture is an important factor influencing the rural households’ consump-
tion. From the perspectives of scale structure and regional characteristics this paper analyzes the
effects of the public expenditure on the rural households’ consumption in China. It shows that the
public expenditure on agriculture hasn’ t had significant crowding — in effects on rural residential
consumption the unreasonable structure of expenditure on agricultural has impeded its consumption
effects and in central areas the public expenditure on agriculture hasn’ t had crowding — in effect on
rural residential consumption. Based on the analysis the paper puts forward related policy recommen—
dations.
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