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Introduction 

China has become a source of excitement and contention. Its dramatic growth and sustained 

development have fascinated scholars from different disciplines and inspired creative works on 

economic growth (Lin, 1992; Brandt and Zhu, 2000; Song 2011; Rodrik 2008), market 

institutions (Guthrie, 1997; Wank, 1999; Whyte, 1995), federalism (Montinola, Qian and 

Weingast, 1995), transition (Naughton, 1996; Yang, 1997), and capitalism (Hung 2008). These 

studies not only brought to light the underlying currents that carried the tide of China, but also 

facilitated critical reflections on the mainstream theories deeply rooted in western experiences.  

In recent years, a similar excitement started to animate passionate debates about the most 

appropriate development strategies for developing countries. Many policy analysts looked to 

China for innovative ideas and concrete policies that worked. One analyst, Joshua Cooper Ramo, 

was particularly provocative and claimed that a “made-in-China” development model had 

already emerged in the East (Ramo, 2004). According to him, the Chinese success was based on 

a set of policies, including emphasis on research, innovation, sustainability, and equality. Most 

important of all, the Beijing Consensus, in Ramo’s word, endorsed a more active role of the state 
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in orchestrating national development and setting the terms for global engagement. This new 

development approach challenged the founding principles and policy prescriptions of the 

Washington Consensus (Williamson, 1989). Coincident or not, a 2005 World Bank report 

reached a similar conclusion (World Bank, 2005a). With “discomfort” and “humility”, the report 

acknowledged the ending of Washington Consensus. Instead of conventional best practices and 

allocation efficiency, it discussed approvingly growth strategies, i.e. industrial policies, and made 

reference to China and other high performing East Asian countries. With the 2008 financial crisis, 

the tide seems to turn decidedly to the East. 

The Beijing Consensus has oversimplified the Chinese experience (Kennedy, 2010; Huang, 

2011), but Ramo posed some very timely questions: Can China’s past experiences be understood 

in one coherent model? If so, what are its main pillars? Is government intervention part of the 

story? What implications does China’s development have on the rest of the world, especially 

developing countries? Both China specialists and development experts should work together and 

grapple with these difficult questions. China specialists need to think beyond the national 

experience and reflect on the worldwide implications of China’s growth. Development experts, 

on the other hand, should refrain from projecting their idealized realities onto China and ground 

analysis in empirical facts and existing studies mentioned above. It is in this spirit that we 

propose some answers to these questions in this paper, hoping to bridge these two fields and 

facilitate a constructive dialogue.  

This paper argues that China’s development in the past two decades has followed a path that 

resembled the East Asian developmental state model. The state was authoritarian but, instead of 

abusing power solely for personal wealth, its leaders prioritized national economic growth. By 

suppressing labor demand, the state managed to divert resources from consumption to 

investment. To make up for the weak demand in domestic markets, it aggressively promoted its 

products to the international market. Throughout the high growth periods, the state utilized an 

array of policy tools to shape market conditions, such as industrial targeting, tax rebates and 

tariff exemptions for exports, subsidies for technological innovations, and market entry 

restrictions for foreign firms. This aggregate level analysis, however, offers only a partial picture 

of China’s rise. What truly distinguishes the China Model from other East Asian countries is the 
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strong dynamism at local levels. Chinese local governments exhibited an insatiable appetite for 

growth and investment, especially export-oriented manufactures. This local developmentalism 

intensified in the early 1990s when the central government recentralized the fiscal system. In 

their drive to secure revenues, local governments competed fiercely with each other for 

manufacturing capital because of its value-added taxes (VATs) and the spillovers to services (i.e. 

business taxes). Government policy tools were applied to construct extremely pro-business 

conditions with overinvestments as well as disastrous consequences for land, labor and 

environment. In this race to the bottom, the ugly side of local developmentalism reared its head.  

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We first analyze China’s development model from 

the aggregate level and highlight the affinities with its East Asian neighbors. The next section 

discusses three sets of institutional variables and explains the rise of local developmentalism. 

After completing the two dimensions of the China Model, its worldwide implications are briefly 

examined. In the conclusion, we caution against hasty acceptance of this model in the 

development community and bring attention to the deleterious effects of overzealous state 

intervention.   

 

China as an Asian (Frugal) Tiger 

China’s economic rise in the late 20
th

 century should not be viewed in isolation from its regional 

context. In the post WWII period, East Asia witnessed probably the most successful 

development story in our modern history. After three decades of stellar growth, Japan, South 

Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong and Singapore leapfrogged from peripheral economies to industrial 

powerhouses with sophisticated technologies. A group of scholars began to formulate the 

developmental state argument and openly endorsed the beneficial role of state intervention in the 

late 1980s and early 1990s (Johnson, 1982; Haggard, 1990; Evans, 1987). With American 

winning the Cold War, the neoliberal ideology underlying Reaganism and Thatcherism was 

triumphant and the Washington Consensus also began to form in the development policy circle. 

A stimulating debate ensued and researchers on both sides battled over the causes of East Asian 

miracle. All agreed that these countries adopted an unconventional approach to development, 
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even though they differed as to whether its effect was positive or negative, i.e. growth “because 

of” or “despite of” state intervention (Young, 1992; Krugman, 1994; Wade, 1992). China’s 

development was a response to as well as an active imitation of the East Asian developmental 

model. These similarities are most visible in the following aspects.  

Growth-targeting authoritarianism. Even though South Korea and Taiwan are mature 

democracies now, both were under military dictatorship when they experienced high growth in 

the 1970s and 1980s (Haggard, 1990; Wade 1990). Even Japan, a democracy in name, was in 

fact governed by a highly autonomous and respected bureaucracy (Johnson, 1982). While 

authoritarianism was usually associated with rulers’ abuse of power for personal gains, these 

regimes almost single-mindedly focused on the growth of their national economies. This “East 

Asian exceptionalism” may be viewed as a rational response to the region’s unique security 

environment. After all, two costly wars during the Cold War were fought in East Asia and all 

these countries faced the imminent threat of communism. Promoting growth could not only 

improve their military defense but also boost regime legitimacy in the mind of the citizens. China 

in the late 1970s found itself in a similar situation. When the tension with the two superpowers 

declined, Deng realized how far China was left behind after the devastations under Mao. He 

warned the Party of the legitimacy crisis and openly pledged to quadruple national income by the 

end of the 20
th

 century (Deng, 1994). This growth imperative elevated economic construction to 

the top of the Party’s agenda and allowed Deng to groom a reform and growth coalition within 

the Party (Shirk, 1993). The single-minded drive for growth has dominated Chinese politics ever 

since.  

Investment and export driven growth. One advantage of autocracy is its ability to mobilize 

resources for growth. Since politicians are not subject to reelections, they can afford suppressing 

consumption and diverting resources for investment (Przeworski and Limongi, 1993; Bhagawati, 

1995). During the 1960s and early 1970s, Japan invested about 30-40% of GDP and, since the 

mid-1970s, the figure slid to below 30% (Figure 1). When the South Korean economy started to 

take off, its investment ratio quickly jumped to 30% range and reached close to 40% by the end 

of the 1980s sustained that level until the 1997 financial crisis. Both countries invested 

significantly higher percentage of their GDPs than the world average of about 20% throughout 
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the post WWII period. In comparison, Chinese dependence on investment was impressive even 

by the East Asian standard. After investing 29% of GDP on average in the 1980s, China 

continued to push that level to 33% in the 1990s and 39% in 2000s, including 45.6% in 2009! On 

the other side of the equation, the government suppressed household consumption (Figure 2). 

Household consumption in Japan has remained continuously below the world average, even 

though the gap narrowed in recent years. South Korea and China fell below the world average in 

late 1970s and early 1980s. While household consumption in South Korea stayed in the low 50% 

range, the Chinese figure experienced continual decline from mid-40 percent in the 1990s to 

mid-30 percent in the 2000s! To compensate for weak domestic demands, these economies 

exported large quantity of goods on the international market. In 1980, China exported 10% of 

GDP but that number climbed to 39% in 2006. Suppressing consumption for investment and then 

for exports has become a major engine behind China’s growth.  

Figure 1. Gross Fixed Capital Formation / GDP 

 

              Source: World Bank data source.  
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Figure 2. Household Consumption /GDP 

 

Source: World Bank Data Source.  

Figure 3. Investment, Consumption, and Export in China’s GDP, 1980-2006  

 

Source: Hung, Review of International Political Economy, p. 168.  

Pro-business and anti-labor regime. What made this growth model feasible was the state’s 

ability to suppress labor demand. During the Cold War, Japan, South Korea and Taiwan, under 

the excuse of anti-communism, imposed tight restrictions on labor organizations and even 

declared them illegal all together (Haggard, 1990; Wade, 1990). Workers’ collective bargaining 

power was severely limited and this directly benefited the businesses in their competition on the 
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international market. With cheap and skilled labor force, these economies captured larger share 

of the world export markets in labor-intensive products (Deyo, 1987). In the second stage of 

development, businesses used the capital to break into capital-intensive and knowledge-intensive 

products (Okimoto, 1990). Another consequence of labor repression was the inability of left-

wing political parties to gain political power and promote redistributive welfare systems. This 

Confucian welfare state (or productivist welfare capitalism or welfare orientalism in some 

scholars’ analyses) saved the businesses a lot of burdens of “wasteful” spending (Jones, 1993; 

Holliday, 2000; Goodman, White, and Kwon, 1998). Despite the fact the Chinese regime claims 

to be built on the proletariat class, labor probably enjoys the least rights and has the least 

bargaining power over the capital. The All China Workers’ Union is supposed to represent 

labor’s interest in national policy making but turns into the state’s arm to preempt independent 

labor movement (Lee, 2007; Chan, 2001; Gallagher, 2007). Reforms in the early 1980s raised 

labor’s share in GDP but it was short-lived. From 1990, this ratio began to decline gradually and 

this downward trend expedited in the 2000s, with more than 10% drop in eight years. During the 

same time period, the share by capital went up sharply. During the same time period, government 

spending in education, health, pension, and unemployment benefits declined (Solinger, 2005; 

Frazier, 2004). With large scale privatization, in particular, governments retracted once-free 

welfare provisions to state-owned workers. 

Figure 4. China’s GDP Composition, 1978-2006 

 

Source: Bai and Qian, Decomposition of National Income: Stories behind Statistics. 
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“Helping hand” government. In addition to setting the large structure right for investment, these 

developmental states did not hesitate to direct the flow of investment and micromanage 

businesses. By distorting the market condition, some scholars argued, states could generate 

comparative advantage for international trade, acquire technological know-hows, and obtain 

dynamic efficiency in the long run (Rodrik, 2008, 2010). Bureaucrats in Japan, South Korea and 

Taiwan set national priorities and targeted certain industries (Wade, 1990). To provide incentive 

for the firms, governments deployed a wide variety of policy tools, such as tax exemptions, tariff 

rebates, market restrictions for foreign firms, and research consortiums. The governments also 

monopolized the financial system and made loans cheap and available to firms who followed the 

government direction. China first tried out its industrial policy in the experiment of special 

economic zones (SEZs). By offering tax holidays and mandating export quotas, China was able 

to attract some manufacturing firms to China. In the early 1990s, the leaders became more eager 

to imitate other East Asian countries and issued a series of industrial policies. For example, 

China’s first ever industrial policy for the automobile sector was publicized in 1994. In order to 

make China a major car producer with its own designing capacity and its own national brands, 

the government pledged to support three big and three small auto makers in the country (Thun, 

2006). In addition to prohibitive tariff barriers for car imports, foreign auto makers were required 

to procure certain percent of auto parts locally and transfer technologies to local workers. In its 

compliance with WTO rules, China revised the auto industrial policy in 2004. Tariffs, import 

licenses, and technological transfer requirements faded away but the government increased 

subsidies and exercised informal influence on foreign auto makers. Partly because of these 

supports, Chinese indigenous car makers captured more market shares than Japanese, European, 

American, and Korean in 2006. Relying on similar strategies, China has made headways in some 

technology-intensive industries, such as semiconductor, telecommunication, airplane, computer 

and high speed rail (Fuller, 2009; Yang and Su, 2000).     

 

China as a Fragile Dragon 

China’s growth in the last two decades did bear the birthmarks of a typical East Asian 

developmental state. A growth-oriented autocrat reinforced a pro-business regime through labor 

suppression, financial repression, and industrial policies. These measures also made its products 
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competitive in the international market, a necessity to compensate for domestic frugality. China, 

however, is not just another super-sized Taiwan. As shown in earlier figures, China’s reliance on 

investment and suppression of consumption since the mid-1990s were extreme even by East 

Asian standards. This aggressive developmentalism was a result of fierce competition for 

investments, especially for manufacturing businesses, among Chinese local governments. We 

analyze three sets of institutional factors that contributed to the rise of local developmentalism.  

Fiscal reform and revenue imperative. Taxes are the lifeblood of a state. In the early 1990s, the 

Chinese central government found itself in a gradual and dangerous process of bleeding. As 

Figure 5 indicates, government budgetary revenues as a share of GDP declined throughout the 

1980s. Starting at 31% in 1978, the ratio reached about 12% in 1992. From the central 

government’s perspective, a more worrisome trend was the drop of central share in the 

government revenue. In 1984, more than 40% of government revenues went to the central coffer, 

but that ratio diminished to only 22% in 1993. Ironically, this was actually an unintended 

consequence of the central government’s own reform (World Bank, 2002). In 1984, the central 

leaders adopted a fiscal contracting system and promised that local governments could keep the 

surpluses after fixed submissions to the center (Montinola, Qian and Weingast, 1995; Oi, 1992). 

This was designed to incentivize local officials to promote economic growth and to collect taxes. 

Since local governments were entitled to a larger share of the extra revenues beyond the quotas, 

central shares in the total government budget would decline as the economy expanded quickly.  

In reality, even this sharing formula was not enough for revenue maximizing local governments. 

They found clever ways to collude with state-owned enterprises and divert profits and revenues 

to extra-budgetary accounts, which explained the gradual decline of budgetary revenues in the 

economy.  

Concerned about the declining state capacity, the central government totally revamped the tax 

system in 1994. Instead of ownership-defined and negotiated profit and tax submissions, a 

universal tax code was introduced (Shirk, 1993). Consumption tax was assigned to the central 

government while business tax and income tax became local revenues. The biggest source, i.e. 

value added tax (VAT) was shared with 75% going to the center (Bahl, 1998; World Bank, 2002; 

Tsui and Wang, 2004). This tax reform essentially recentralized budgetary revenues and allowed 
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the central government to control more spending. The impact was immediate and the ratio 

jumped to 56% in 1994. When income taxes started to grow in the following years, the central 

government changed its mind and claimed 50% of enterprise income taxes in 2002 and further 

60% in 2003. The new tax system also had some added features to fix the loopholes under the 

old regime. As a tax on transactions, VAT was very difficult to evade and effectively prevented 

cheating and fraudulent accounting practices between local governments and state-owned 

enterprises. Moreover, a separate tax bureau system was created to provide further safeguard. In 

the past, tax bureaus belonged to local governments and had strong incentive to work with local 

officials. The new bureaus were directly managed and funded by the central government. In fact, 

these centralized agencies were solely in charge of collecting VATs and repatriating local 

portions only afterwards (Wong and Bird, 2005). 

Figure 5. Two Ratios: Government Revenues in GDP and Central Revenues in the Total, 1978-2009 
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Source: Authors’ calculation based on data from the statistical bureau website. 

 

Local revenue shortfalls were further compounded by spending decentralization. As a unitary 

state, the central government faced no constitutional limit on its power over regional authorities 

and routinely legislated new mandates, such as school enrollment, immunization, rural road, 

clean water, expecting local governments to foot the bill. As will be discussed next, many small 

and medium-sized state-owned enterprises declared bankruptcy in the 1990s. Local governments 

were required to financially support retirees and laid-off workers and provide social welfares 
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(Tsui and Wang, 2004; Tao et al, 2010). In short, tax reform in the mid-1990s created acute 

revenue shortages and forced local governments to work hard to meet their expenditure needs. 

Their best strategy was to promote economic development to collect business taxes and 

enterprise income taxes assigned to them. They also had strong motivation to encourage 

manufacturing enterprises. Even though they only shared 25% of VATs, but these taxes 

constituted such a large portion of all government budgetary revenues (40% between 1995 and 

1999) that the effort to develop manufacturing still paid off. In addition to budgetary revenues, 

local governments were eager to tap into new sources of extra-budgetary incomes, such as land 

lease fees and various administrative fees (Tao et al, 2010).    

Factor mobility and regional competition. If the central government’s (vertical) competition for 

revenues sharpened local officials’ focus on revenue production, regional (horizontal) 

competition really intensified the pressure. Montinola, Qian and Weingast (1995) argued that 

factor mobility induced local governments to protect property rights and applied this reasoning to 

explain economic growth in the 1980s. This analysis makes perfect logical sense, but the 

underlying assumption does not really describe China’s economy well. Factor mobility evolved 

out of a highly rigid planning system and did not become significant until the mid-1990s (Tao et 

al, 2010). In the aftermath of Tian’anmen crackdown in 1989, conservatism dominated the 

political scene and market reforms were put on hold and, in several cases, some reforms were 

even rolled back (Yang, 1997). Deng’s southern tour in 1992 finally reversed the trend and dealt 

the decisive blow to government planning. Market became the main mechanism for allocating 

resources and private businesses were no longer discriminated against. With the growth of a 

more integrated national market, capital, labor, materials, and products could move relatively 

freely across the country. 

While Deng’s top-down push for liberalization played a crucial role, local governments had 

equally compelling financial reasons to privatize and liberalize. Under the old fiscal system in 

the 1980s, local governments developed a strong preference for locally owned state enterprises. 

A modern tax system was not introduced and profit and tax submissions by local state-owned 

enterprises constituted the bulk of local government incomes. As discussed earlier, being the 

owners of SOEs opened up a lot of room for local governments to work with enterprise managers 
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and divert funds from budgetary to extra-budgetary accounts, evading central sharing altogether. 

Not surprisingly, regional governments rushed to build their own SOEs and, for townships and 

villages, TVEs. Two favorable conditions facilitated this round of local developmentalism in the 

1980s. On the demand side, after years of suppression of consumption and underinvestment in 

consumer goods, a huge vacuum waited to be filled in. The enterprises were almost guaranteed 

to make profits (Naughton, 1996). On the supply side, the close ties between local governments 

and bank branches enabled officials to access loans and credits. They provided implicit guarantee 

for these loans or, in some cases, used their power to pressure banks to extend credits to their 

own enterprises. The result was a massive entry of small enterprises in bricks, bicycles, garments, 

household appliances, furniture, beer, and many others.  

Like the central government’s fiscal contracting reform in the 1980s, local governments became 

victims of their own success. The hunger for consumption goods was huge but muted by low 

income level in China at the time as well as by overinvestment. In just a few years, markets 

became glutted with unsold products. Local governments reacted with protectionism and 

restricted the import of products from other jurisdictions (Bai et al, 2004; Poncet, 2003; 

Naughton, 1999; Young, 2000). A vicious cycle ensued and narrower markets pushed more and 

more enterprises into deficits. Two additional institutional changes in the early 1990s further 

cooled down local governments’ ownership preference. VATs and separate tax bureaus 

mentioned earlier lowered the likelihood of collusion for creative accounting and revenue 

hoarding (World Bank, 2002). The 1993 financial reform also tightened regulations and limited 

local governments’ meddling with credit decisions by local banks. 

By the early 1990s, it became clear that SOEs and TVEs, instead of being a tremendous asset, 

turned to a liability for many local governments. To save them from endless financial drains, 

regional governments, encouraged by the general acceptance of the market after Deng’s speech, 

initiated the privatization of small SOEs silently. Even before the central government endorsed 

massive privatization in 1998, more than 70% of small SOEs had already been privatized or 

closed down in some provinces (Yang, 1997; Cao et al, 1999). When the new century dawned, 

the majority of SOEs and TVEs in the country had finished the transformation (Qian, 2000). As a 

result of these changes, local governments metamorphosed from asset owners to tax collectors. 
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This redefinition of state role had powerful impacts on local government behavior. As asset 

owners, local officials had strong incentive to support their own “children” and ensure their 

profitability. Being tax collectors, however, they must cater to all potential tax contributors. 

Besides more efficient and profitable private enterprises, foreign firms started to enter China en 

mass in the second half of the 1990s. Unlike SOEs and TVEs, these firms were mobile and were 

more responsive to local policy incentives. They would relocate to another jurisdiction if the 

latter offered more favorable tax deductions and better infrastructures. Local governments must 

compete fiercely to grow their tax bases. 
 

Industrial linkage and spillover. Manufacturing capital generates two kinds of revenues for local 

governments, i.e. VATs and enterprise income taxes. Ultimately, only 25% of VATs and 40% of 

enterprise income taxes will stay locally. For revenue starved regional governments, these taxes 

constitute a sizable source of income. But, in order for the enterprises to settle in their 

jurisdictions, localities must spend a large amount of financial resources on basic infrastructures, 

including land, road, water, power, and electricity. Moreover, it has become a common practice 

in the 1990s for regional authorities to rebate all enterprise income taxes for the first three years 

and half in the next two years (Yang, 1997). Therefore, to comprehend local behaviors, we need 

to examine two more questions: Why is manufacturing so desirable? How can local governments 

secure other financing to subsidize manufacturing in the short or even medium term? It turns out 

that both questions can be answered from the angle of industrial linkage. In fact, local 

governments have developed a clever strategy to exploit this linkage and keep their development 

continued.    

To simplify the analysis a bit, all localities essentially deal with two kinds of businesses: 

manufactures and services. As discussed above, manufacturing enterprises bring stable VATs 

and enterprise income taxes. What appeals to regional governments even more is their ability to 

spill over and foster service industries. Once factories start to operate, workers and managers 

living in the cities and towns have the financial means to improve their lives. Services and 

businesses such as shopping malls, restaurants, entertainments, banks, and real estate developers 

sprout up to cater the growing needs of these people. In recent years, we have conducted a series 

of interviews on local development practices and, almost without exception, local officials 
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emphasized the importance of industrial spillovers from manufacturing to service in their 

decision-making (Tao et al, 2010). Therefore, from a revenue perspective, manufacturing not 

only generate VATs and enterprise income taxes directly, but also contribute to growing business 

taxes, a tax assigned solely to local governments.  

While manufacturing spillover to service is common worldwide, the linkage actually goes from 

service to manufacture as well in China. Both manufacturing and service create jobs and 

generate revenues, but they differ in one crucial industrial attribute: location specificity (Tao et al, 

2010). Manufacturing enterprises mostly produce tradable goods for the national or international 

market. The tenuous attachment to specific locations enhances their mobility in response to 

production costs. If other regions provide better conditions, they may pack up and relocate their 

production facilities relatively easily. Service businesses, on the other hand, must establish 

contacts with local residents to deliver their products. This location rigidity gives local 

governments an upper hand in the bargaining and creates a potential for backward linkage.  

China’s unique regulatory regime makes land a perfect vehicle for this linkage. Under China’s 

socialism, land belongs to the state and only local governments have the authority to requisition 

land from farmers and lease it to land users (World Bank, 2005b; Wang et al, 2009; Lin and Ho, 

2005). This de facto monopoly of land supply regionally allows local officials to discriminate 

against certain land users and leverage land for development. Local governments were found to 

strategically limited the amount of land for commercial and real estate businesses in their 

jurisdictions so prices would continue to rise (Tao et al, 2010; Lin and Yi, 2011; Wu, 2010). 

Service businesses had no choice but to pay local governments high land lease fees. Because 

limited land supply weakened competition, service providers passed the costs to local residents. 

As Figure 6 shows, land lease fees, as a part of local extra-budgetary income, were about 50% of 

the formal budget at the provincial level. In some areas, the ratio was as high as 170%! These 

revenues enabled regional governments to subsidize incentive packages, including cheap land 

and tax exemptions, to lure footloose manufacturing capital.   

 

 



15 

 

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

1998 2000 2002 2004 2006 2008 2010

Figure 6. Land Lease Fees as a Ratio of Local Budgetary 

Revenues, 1999-2008 

average

min

max

 

Source: China Statistical Yearbookand China Land and Resources Statistical Yearbook, various  years.  

 

In sum, fiscal recentralization, factor mobility and industrial linkage worked together to generate 

a powerful local developmentalism in China. The economy did grow rapidly, especially in the 

2000s, but the furious drive for growth also pushed the East Asian developmental model to a 

breaking point. As indicated in Figure 1, investment ratio started to climb to incredibly high 

levels since the late 1990s. Behind these ratios were regional governments’ efforts to build more, 

larger, and better industrial parks for manufactures. By the end of 2003, the total number of 

industrial zones and parks had reached 3,837. Among them, only 6 per cent (232) had received 

approval from the central government.  Provincial governments approved 27 per cent of them 

(1,019). City, county and township governments had taken their own initiatives to get the vast 

majority of these zones (2,586) up and running. By 2006, the figure had jumped further to 6,015 

(Zhai and Xiang, 2007; Yang and Wang, 2008). That was about two industrial parks per county 

on average! Not surprisingly, manufacturing capacity built up quickly. In just four years from 

2004 to 2008, for example, industrial capacity measured by the manufacturing sector’s portion in 

GDP doubled (CSY, 2010). To find market for their products, enterprises had to be more 

aggressive on the international market, leading to ever rising foreign exchange reserves.  
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Economic imbalance aside, this developmentalism also left a devastating trail on the nature and 

society. In order to win over manufacturing capital, local governments raced to the bottom to 

construct extremely pro-business conditions. Environmental standards were relaxed so polluting 

enterprises could continue production. In some cases, local enforcement agencies openly 

colluded with factories to evade central inspections (Economy, 2004; Tilt, 2006). Pollution not 

only destroyed air, water, natural habitat, wild lives, but also damaged human health. Labor was 

another victim. In general, labor did not enjoy a lot of rights, but, in order to support local 

businesses, local officials refused to enforce already low labor standards. Workers, especially 

migrants from the countryside, had to work long hours for meager wages, sometimes under 

dangerous conditions. When accidents and work-related injuries occurred, which happened quite 

frequently, their rights were not adequately protected in the local legal system (Ngai, 2005; Chan, 

2001; Gallager, 2007). Finally, (over)leveraging land for development also caused social 

problems. The need to generate revenues and subsidize manufacturing enterprises led to the twin 

problems of excessive requisition of farmland and under-compensation for land owners, resulting 

in millions of disgruntled farmers in the countryside (Zhu and Prosterman, 2007; Tao et al, 

2010) . In the urban areas, residents were overburdened with skyrocketing housing prices. The 

red-hot housing market not only drained people’s financial resources for consumption but also 

carried the huge risk of a bubble (Su and Tao, 2011).  

 

China’s Growth and World Development 

Analyzing China’s developmentalism on both national and local levels gives us a much sobering 

picture. Neck-breaking speed has allowed the government to stay ahead of troubles for the past 

three decades, but the continuation of this model will be called into question when domestic 

consumption is slow to catch up and when social crises trigger major upheavals. Given the size 

of the Chinese economy, that would have huge ramifications on the rest of the world. In fact, 

China’s past development has already reshaped the landscape of the world economy, particularly 

through its deep involvement in world trade.  
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As a necessity, the China model depended on exports to balance its economy. Starting in the 

mid-1990s, China’s share in world exports began to climb steeply, and the WTO entry in 2001 

further paved the way for Chinese products overseas (Lardy, 2006). In 2009, China overtook 

Germany and became the largest exporter in the world. With 10% of the export market, China’s 

dominance was nothing unprecedented. Japan and South Korea, two Asian tigers, both reached 

the 10% mark before their gradual decline. Even the United States in the 1950s produced 18% of 

the world exports. What made China special was its slow pace to import more goods from other 

countries. As a result, Chinese foreign exchange reserves continued to pile up to an astonishing 

level of three trillion US dollars in 2010. Aggressive local developmentalism not only drove 

down wages, labor and environment standards domestically, but also worsened global imbalance 

and elevated systemic risk in the world economy (Hung, 2008).  

Another angle to examine the impact of China’s growth on other countries is through the 

composition of its exports. Development scholars have long recognized that the type of export 

mattered. Dependency theorists, in particular, drew a sharp distinction between manufactured 

goods and raw materials (Dos Santos, 1970; Frank, 1986; Cardoso, 1979). According to them, 

manufacturing was preferable because technology was fungible and progressive. The same skills, 

knowledge and organization for textiles production might be used to manufacture shoes, 

umbrellas, even microwave ovens and computers. More important, manufacturing was inherently 

forward-looking. In order to produce high quality products cheaply, capitalists had strong 

incentive to invest in science and technology. Scientific breakthroughs would open up new 

frontiers and spawn different industries. Therefore, manufacturing had the unusual ability to 

jump start a virtuous cycle and create a dynamic and expansive economy. Raw material 

production, on the other hand, did not have such spillover effect on the rest of the economy. It in 

fact limited the growth potential of a country by germinating a rentier state and breeding social 

unrest, i.e. resource curse (Ross, 1999). Relying on somewhat different reasoning, Hausmann, 

Hwang, and Rodrik (2008) and Hausmann, Hwang, and Rodrik (2007) arrived at a similar 

conclusion and produced empirical evidence to link technological content of a country’s export 

and its growth.  
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From a growth perspective, China’s export is very “healthy”. The exports of manufactured 

products shot up at 20% per annum between 2000 and 2009, and the share of manufactured 

goods in total exports increased steadily from 88% to 95% (CSY, 2010). This is a reflection of 

the massive buildup in manufacturing capacities discussed above. In fact, China accounted for 

19.8% of world manufacturing in 2010 and took over the United States (19.4%) as the world 

leading manufacturing nation. Quantity aside, the quality of China’s exports is equally 

impressive. In 2008, the largest export item was electrical machinery (24%), followed by 

machinery, reactors, boilers (19%), and iron and steel products (7%) (CSY, 2010). China was no 

longer an exporter of only labor intensive and cheap products such as toys and textiles.  

China’s surge in “pro-growth” manufacturing exports has had a replacement effect on other 

developing countries. In the 1980s and 1990s, China’s exports of labor intensive products like 

textiles and toys to the United States experienced a steady rise while similar exports from Japan, 

South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore declined (Lardy, 1994). These two trend lines 

tracked in almost exactly opposite directions, indicating strong replacement effect. In recent 

years, similar shifts happened in more technology intensive products, like DVD players, 

computer peripherals, and laptop computers. When China picked up these products, however, 

Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan had already upgraded their industries and established their 

leadership in high-end consumer electronics as well as semiconductors. Therefore, China’s gains 

did not come at a total loss from these Asian tiger economies. For example, China has become 

one major importer of semiconductors and more than one quarter of total semiconductors in the 

world were bought by China alone in 2003 (Liu, 2004). These technologies were controlled by 

firms in Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and the United States.  

For technologically less advanced countries, the replacement effect was much larger than the 

complementarity effect. Many countries in Southeast Asia, such as the Philippines, Thailand, 

Indonesia, and Malaysia, were unable to move up the industrial value chain and had to compete 

with China in the same export markets. Ianchovichina and Walmsley (2005), Eichengreen, Rhee, 

and Tong (2004) found empirical evidence to support this crowding out hypothesis. The most 

illustrative example may be the Asian Financial Crisis in 1997-1998. It was a very complicated 

phenomenon and many factors, including cozy state-business relations, weak financial 
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regulations, and rapid financial liberalization pushed by World Bank and IMF, made the crisis 

swift and its impacts on people in these countries particularly devastating  (Wade, 2000; Stiglitz, 

2004). The competitive pressure from China also clearly played a contributing role (Liu, Noland, 

Robinson and Wang, 1998; Fernald, Edison, Loungani; 1998). After Deng’s southern tour, China 

was determined to continue market reforms and opening up. As part of the effort to participate in 

the world trade, China devalued its currently about 50% in 1994, which made Chinese products 

more competitive on the world markets and lured foreign direct investments from developed and 

developing countries. Countries in Southeastern Asia soon felt the impact and their ability to 

export and earn foreign exchanges declined. International speculators attacked and a currency 

crisis followed (Corsetti, Pesenti and Roubini, 1998). Hanson and Robertson (2007) studied a 

wider range of developing countries, including Hungary, Malaysia, Mexico, Pakistan, the 

Philippines, Poland, Romania, Sri Lanka, Thailand, and Turkey. Drawing trade data from 1995 

to 2005, they found similar results: China’s export surge did have negative, albeit modest, 

impacts on these ten countries.  

It may be argued that focusing on exports alone does not offer a fair and balanced assessment of 

China’s rise. After all, China is a big country and needs a lot of imports as well. By providing 

export markets for developing countries, China can stimulate growth in poor economies.  A close 

examination of China’s import structure, however, does not offer much optimism. In 2008, 

China imported 1.13 trillion US dollars’ worth of goods, 78% (880 billion US dollars) of which 

were machinery, electrical, and high-tech products (CSY, 2010). These imports were either 

sophisticated machinery to upgrade its production lines or high-end components for its huge 

machinery and electrical exports. As discussed earlier, most of these products were imported 

from advanced industrial powers, such as the United States, Germany, Japan, South Korea, and 

Taiwan. Poor countries rarely had the technological capacity to break into this market.  

Developing countries were not totally hopeless in China. The next top imported goods into China 

were oil (11.4%), iron ore (5.3%), gasoline (2.7%), soybean (1.9%), and copper ore (0.9%) (CSY, 

2010). After losing manufacturing markets to China, Southeastern Asian countries became 

important suppliers of agricultural products and natural materials for China (Coxhead, 2007). 

The most prominent example is China’s hunt for oil in Africa (Zweig and Bai, 2006). Because of 
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its rapid industrialization and modernization, China has become more and more depended on oil. 

Since 1993, China stopped exporting oil and turned to the international market for its increasing 

demand. According to International Energy Agency, China imported 3.5 million barrels per day 

in 2006 but that figure would jump to 13 million barrels per day by 2030. Half of China’s oil 

came from the Middle East. To secure its access to oil, China diversified to other sources, 

including central Asia, Latin America, but particularly Africa. In 2006, about one-third of 

China’s oil imports were shipped from Africa, mostly Angola, Congo, Equatorial Guinea, and 

Sudan. China’s presence in Africa did bring new growth opportunities for countries that suffered 

from colonialism and civil wars. Money from China helped build roads, railways, hospitals, 

schools and other infrastructures that were crucial for future development (Brautigam, 2010). As 

discuss above, this trade relationship ran the risk of locking African countries into a dependent 

relationship. Exports of raw materials would destroy indigenous industries and undermine their 

future growth potential (Vines, 2007; Zafar, 2007; Rotberg, 2008)  

 

Conclusion 

Some analysts claimed that China’s rise posed the biggest ideological challenge to liberal 

democratic capitalism since the end of the Cold War (Ramo, 2004; French, 2007). In the 

development field, conventional policies under Washington Consensus have become obsolete 

and China’s development experience was believed to offer an alternative model for the 

developing world: effective and growth-oriented autocracy, heavy investments in infrastructures 

and industries, massive exports of manufacturing goods, government intervention and industrial 

policies.  

We are less sanguine about this prospect for two reasons. First, as the debate surrounding the 

East Asian developmental state in the 1980s and 1990s shows, development trajectories and 

policy choices generally grow organically out of a country’s institutional environment. Without 

the devastations under Mao and economic miracle in its neighboring countries, the new 

leadership under Deng would not develop such an obsession with growth. Without China’s vast 

geographic span and central-local fiscal system, local governments as enthusiastic agents for 
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growth would be hard to emerge either. Specific policies, such as special economic zones, may 

be copied to some degree, but wholesale transplantation of a model may be politically difficult, 

especially in states where political officials are elected by the public. Second and more important, 

China’s development model does not offer an attractive alternative. Nobody can deny that the 

Chinese economy has made tremendous progress in the past thirty years. But this development is 

also quite costly and fragile. In addition to human and environmental costs, heavy reliance on 

investment leads to allocation inefficiency and will hit the growth limit sooner or later. China’s 

aggressive promotion of manufacturing products on the international market, a solution to its 

over-investment problem, also directly worsens the growth environment of other developing 

countries by limiting their export markets and deepening resource dependence. 

Finally, our goal of this paper is not to dismiss China’s development altogether but to warn 

political leaders and policy advocates not to rush to easy conclusions. The proper role of state in 

the economy has been at the core of many intellectual battles in the 19
th

 and 20
th

 century and the 

pendulum has swung back and forth between laissez faire capitalism and planned socialism. 

After seeing so many destructions in the world economy under the free market capitalism, 

including the 2008 financial crisis in the United States, it is understandable that people are eager 

to embrace an alternative ideology. Our analysis of Chinese local state developmentalism 

suggests that the other extreme can be equally harmful. Before endorsing unconventional 

policies from China, we need to evaluate China’s development experience more carefully so 

babies are not thrown out with bathwater.  

 

References 

Bai C., Y. Du, Z. Tao, and S. Tong. (2004). “Local Protectionism and Regional Specialization: 

Evidence from China’s Industries.” Journal of International Economics. 63(2): 397–417. 

 

Bai, C. and Z. Qian. (2009). “Decomposition of National Income: Stories behind Statistics.” 

Jingji Yanjiu 3.  

 

Bahl, R. (1998) “Central–provincial–local fiscal relations: the revenue side.” In: D. J. S. Brean 

(Ed.) Taxation in Modern China, pp. 125–149. London: Routledge. 

 

Bhagwati, J. (1995) “The New Thinking on Development.” Journal of Democracy 6 (4): 50-64. 



22 

 

Brandt, L. and X. Zhu. (2000) “Redistribution in a Decentralized Economy: Growth and 

Inflation in China Under Reform.” Journal of Political Economy 108 (2): 422-439.  

 

Brautigam, D. (2010). The Dragon's Gift: The Real Story of China in Africa. Oxford University 

Press.  

 

Cao, Y., Qian, Y. and Weingast, B. (1999) From federalism, Chinese style, to privatization, 

Chinese style, Economics of Transition, 7(1), pp. 103–131. 

 

Cardoso, F. (1979) Dependency and Development in Latin America. University of California 

Press.  

Chan, A. (2001) China’s Workers under Assault. M. E. Sharp.  

China Statistical Yearbook (various years). Available online at www.stats.gov.cn.  

Corsetti, G., P. Pesenti, N. Roubini. (1998) What Caused the Asian Currency and Financial 

Crisis? Part I: A Macroeconomic Overview. NBER working paper No. 6833.   

Coxhead, I. (2007) “A New Resource Curse? Impacts of China’s Boom on Comparative 

Advantage and Resource Dependence in Southeast Asia.” World Development 35 (7): 1099-1119.  

 

Deng, X. (1994) Selected Works by Deng Xiaoping. Vol. 2. People’s Publishing House.  

Deyo, F. (1987) The Political Economy of the New Asian Industrialism. Cornell University Press.  

 

Dos Santos, T. (1970) “The Structure of Dependence.” American Economic Review 60 (2): 231-

236. 

 

Economy, E. (2004) River Runs Black: the Environmental Challenge to China’s Future. Cornell 

University Press.  

Eichengreen, B. Y. Rhee, and H. Tong. (2004). “The Impact of China on the Exports of Other 

Asian Countries.” NBER Working Paper 10768.  

 

Evans, P. (1987) “Class, State, and Dependence in East Asia: Lessons for Latin Americanists,” 

in Frederic Deyo, ed. The Political Economy of the New Asian Industrialism (Cornell, 1987). Pp. 

203-226.  

Fernald, J., H. Edison, P. Loungani. (1998) “Was China the First Domino?: Assessing Links 

Between China and the Rest of Emerging Asia.” FRB International Finance Discussion Paper No. 

604.   

 

http://www.stats.gov.cn/


23 

 

Frank, A. (1986) “The Development of Underdevelopment.” In Peter Klaren and Thomas 

Bossert, eds. Promise of Development. Westview Press. Pp. 111-123.  

Frazier, M. (2004) “China’s Pension Reform and Its Discontents.” China Journal 51 (Jan): 97-

114.  

 

French, H. (2007). “A China model, what if Beijing is right?” International Herald Tribune, 

November 2.  

 

Fuller, D. (2009) "China's national system of innovation and uneven technological trajectory: 

The case of China's integrated circuit design industry." Chinese Management Studies 3 (1):58 – 

74. 

 

Gallagher, M. (2007) Contagious Capitalism: globalization and the politics of labor in China. 

Princeton University press.  

Guthrie, D. (1997) “ Between Markets and Politics: Organizational Responses to Reforms in 

China.” American Journal of Sociology 102: 1258-1304.   

Haggard, S. (1990) Pathways from the Periphery: the politics of growth in the newly 

industrializing countries. Cornell University Press.  

Hanson, G. and Robertson, R. (2007) “China and the Manufacturing Exports of Other 

Developing Countries” NBER paper.  

 

Hausmann, R., J. Hwang, D. Rodrik. (2007). “What you export matters.” Journal of Economic 

Growth 12 (1): 1-25. 

 

Huang, Y. (2011) “Rethinking the Beijing Consensus.” Asia Policy 11: 1-26.  

 

Hung, H. (2008). “Rise of China and the global overaccumulation crisis.” Review of 

International Political Economy 15(2): 149–179 

 

Ianchovichina, E. and T. Walmsley. (2005). “Impact of China’sAccession on EastAsia.” 

Contemporary Economic Policy 23: 261–277. 

 

Johnson, C. (1982) MITI and the Japanese Miracle. Stanford University Press.  

Kennedy, S. (2010). “The Myth of the Beijing Consensus.” Journal of Contemporary China 

(2010), 19(65), June, 461–477.  

 

Krugman, P. (1994) “The Myth of Asia’s Miracle.” Foreign Affairs (Nov.-Dec): 62-78.  

 

Lardy, N. (1994) China in the World Economy. Washington, DC: Institute for International 



24 

 

Economics. 

 

Lardy, N. (2006). “China: Toward a Consumption-Driven Growth Path.” Institute for 

International Economics Policy Brief PB06–6.  

 

Lee, C. (2007) Against the Law: Labor protests in China’s rustbelt and sunbelt. University of 

California Press.  

Lin, C. S. and Ho, P. S. (2005) The state, land system, and land development processes in 

contemporary China, Annals of the Association of American Geographers, 95(2), pp. 411–436. 

 

Lin, C. S. and F. Yi. (2011). “Urbanization of Capital or Capitalization on Urban Land?” Urban 

Geography   32: 50-79.  

 

Lin, J. Y. (1992). Rural Reform and Agricultural Growth. American Economic Review 82(1):  34-

52. 

Liu, B. (2004). “Semiconductor Sector Shakeup.” China Daily. September 8, 2004, p. 11. 

 

Liu, L., M. Noland, S. Robinson, Z. Wang (1998) “Asian Competitive Devaluations.” Paper 

prepared for the conference "China's Integration into the World Economy".  

Montinola, G., Y. Qian, and B. Weingast. (1995) “Federalism, Chinese Style.” World Politics 48 

(October 1995): 50-81. 

Naughton, B. (1996) Growing out of the Plan. Cambridge University Press.  

 

Naughton, B. (1999) “How Much Can Regional Integration Do to Unify China's Markets?”Paper   

presented for the Conference for Research on Economic Development and Policy Research, 

Stanford  University.  

 

Ngai, J.  (2005) “Global Production, Company Codes of Conduct and Labor Conditions in China: 

a case study of two factories” China Journal No. 54 July: 101-113.  

 

Oi, J. (1992) Fiscal reform and the economic foundations of local state corporatism in China, 

World Politics, 45(1), pp. 99–126. 

 

Okimoto, D. (1990) Between MITI and the Market. Stanford University Press.  

 

Poncet, S. (2003) Measuring Chinese domestic and international integration, China Economic 

Review, 14(1), pp. 1–21. 

 

Przeworski, A. and F. Limongi. (1993) “Political Regimes and Economic Growth.” Journal of 

Economic Perspectives 7 (3) 51-69. 



25 

 

Qian, Y. (2000) The process of China’s market transition (1978–98): the evolutionary, historical, 

and comparative perspectives, Journal of Institutional and Theoretical Economics, 156(1), pp. 

151–171. 

 

Ramo, J. (2004) The Beijing Consensus: Notes on the New Physics of Chinese Power. London: 

Foreign Policy Centre. 

 

Rodrik, D. (2008) “The Real Exchange Rate and Economic Growth,” Brookings Papers on 

Economic Activity, 2.  

Rodrik, D. (2010) “Making Room for China in the World Economy,” American Economic 

Review, Papers and Proceedings, May 2010. 

Ross, M. (1999) “The Political Economy of the Resource Curse.” World Politics 51(2): 297-322. 

Rotberg, R. (2008). China into Africa: Trade, Aid, and Influence. Brookings Institution Press.  

Shirk, S. (1993) The Political Logic of Economic Reform in China. Berkeley, CA: University of 

California Press. 

 

Solinger, D. (2005) “Path Dependency Reexamined: Chinese Welfare Policy in the Transition to 

Unemployment.” Comparative Politics 38:1 (October): 83-101. 

Song, Z., K. Storesletten and F. Zilibotti. (2011) “Growing Like China.” American Economic 

Review 101 (1): 196-233.  

 

Stiglitz, J. (2003) Globalization and Its Discontents. W.W. Norton. 

 

Su, F. and R. Tao. (2010) “Visible Hand or Crippled Hand? Stimulation and Stabilization in 

China’ Real Estate Markets.” Paper presented at University of Chicago China Center, Beijing, 

July.  

Tao, R. F. Su, M. Liu, G. Cao. (2010) Land Leasing and Local Public Finance in China’s 

Regional Development: Evidence from Prefecture-level Cities.” Urban Studies 47 (10): 2217–

2236. 

 

Thun, E. (2006) CHaning Lanes in China. Cambridge University Press.  

 

Tilt, B. (2007) “The Political Ecology of Pollution Enforcement in China: A Case from Sichuan's 

Rural Industrial Sector.” The China Quarterly 192 (December): 915-932. 

 

Tsui, K. and Wang, Y. (2004) “Between separate stoves and a single menu: fiscal 

decentralization in China.” China Quarterly 177: 71–90. 

 

http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayJournal?jid=CQY


26 

 

Vines, A. (2007)  “China in Africa: A Mixed Blessing?” Current History May: 213-219. 

 

Wade, R. (1990) Governing the Market. Princeton University Press.  

 

Wade, R. (1992) “East Asia's Economic Success: Conflicting Perspectives, Partial Insights, 

Shaky Evidence.” World Politics 44 (2): 270-320. 

 

Wade, R. (2000) “Wheels within Wheels: Rethinking the Asian Crisis and the Asian Model.” 

Annual Review of Political Science 3: 85-115.  

Wang, H., R. Tao, F. Su, L. Wang. (2009) “Farmland Preservation and Land Development 

Rights Trading in Zhejiang, China.” Habitat International 34 (4) (2010): 454-463.  

 

Wank, D. (1999). Commodifying Communism: Business, Trust, and Politics in a Chinese City. 

Cambridge University Press.  

Whyte, M. (1995) “The Social Roots of China’s Economic Development,” The China Quarterly, 

144. 

 

Williamson, J. (ed.) 1989. Latin American Readjustment: How Much has Happened, Washington: 

Institute for International Economics.  

 

Wong, C. P. and Bird, R. M. (2005) China’s fiscal system: a work in progress. Working Paper 

No. 0515, International Tax Program, Institute for International Business, Joseph L. Rotman 

School of Management, University of Toronto. 

 

World Bank (2002) China: national development and sub-national finance. A review of 

provincial expenditures. World Bank, Washington, DC. 

 

World Bank. (2005a) Economic Growth in the 1990s: Learning from a Decade of Reform. World 

Bank Publications.   

World Bank (2005b) China: land policy reform for sustainable economic and social 

development. World Bank, Washington, DC. 

 

Wu, W. (2010). "Urban Infrastructure Financing and Economic Performance in China." Urban 

Geography   31: 648-667.  

 

Yang, D. (1997)  Beyond Beijing: liberalization and the regions in China. Routledge.  

 

Yang, D. and F. Su. (2000) “Taming the Market: China and the Forces of Globalization.” Aseem 

Parkash and Jeffrey Hart, eds., Responding to Globalization. Routledge.  

 



27 

 

Yang, D. and Wang, H. (2008) “Dilemmas of local governance under the development zone 

fever in China: a case study of the Suzhou region” Urban Studies, 45(5/6), pp. 1037–1054. 

 

Young, A. (1992) “A Tale of Two Cities: Factor Accumulation and Technical Change in Hong 

Kong and Singapore.” NBER paper.  

 

Young, A. (2000) “The razor’s edge: distortions and incremental reform in the People’s Republic 

of China.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 115:1091–1135. 

 

Zafar, A. (2007). “The Growing Relationship Between China and Sub-Saharan Africa: 

Macroeconomic, Trade, Investment, and Aid Links”. World Bank Res Obs (2007) 22(1): 103-

130. 

Zhai, N. and Xiang, G. (2007) An analysis of China’s current land acquisition system and policy 

implications, China Administration, 3 [in Chinese]. 

 

Zhu, K. and Prosterman, R. (2007) Securing land rights for Chinese farmers: a leap forward for 

stability and growth, Cato Development Policy Analysis Series, No. 3. 

 

Zweig, D., J. Bi. (2005) “China’s Global Hunt for Energy.” Foreign Affairs 84 (5): 25-38.  

http://wbro.oxfordjournals.org/search?author1=Ali+Zafar&sortspec=date&submit=Submit

