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Urban Sprawl Dynamic Externality and Firms”~ Export

—An Empirical Research Based on China’s Manufacturing Enterprise Data
CHEN Xu ( Anhui University of Finance & Economics 233030)
QIN Meng & LIU Xiuyan ( Southeast University 211189)
Abstract: The theories of special externality and new-new trade are combined to deduce the dynamic impact of
urban sprawl on firms” export and then Heckman two-step model is employed to investigate the nonlinear
effect of urban sprawl on dual margins of the firms” export. The research results show that the impact of urban
sprawl on the intensive margin presents a significant U-shaped trend due to the fact that urban sprawl alleviates
market congestion and decreases agglomeration economies. In the meantime the impact of urban sprawl on
extensive margin of firms” export presents a significant inverted U-shaped trend. After dividing the samples
according to the aspects which include the degree of urban sprawl the region the firms are located in the
features of the industry and the ownership of firms the results indicate that there exists significant difference
among the impacts of urban sprawl on different firms. Moreover the results of the research provide us with
empirical evidence and policy insight into the link between the firms” export and urban sprawl.
Keywords: Urban Sprawl Dynamic Externality Dual Margins of Export Heterogeneity
JEL: R51 F14
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