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Has the Industrial Development Promoted Urban Sprawl?
—An Empirical Study based on the Panel Data of 35 Large and Medium — Sized Cities in China
WANG Jiating' > XIE Yu' LU Xingchen' ZANG Jiaxin'
(1. Research Center of China Urban and Regional Economies Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China;
2. Collaborative Innovation Center for China Economy Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China)

Abstract Urban economic growth and urbanization process can’t be separated from urban industrial development and
at the same time industrial development also makes an impact on urban spatial form. This paper made a theoretical a—
nalysis of the mechanism of urban industrial development promoting urban sprawl by using the data of 35 large and medi-
um — sized cities in China during 2004 —2014 as samples and established an econometric model to test the influences of
different types of industrial development on city sprawl empirically. The results show that: (1) Generally industry de—
velopment and service industry development have significant effects on urban sprawl while agriculture development sig—
nificantly restrains the sprawl. (2) From the view of region the types of industry which play major roles in promoting
urban sprawl are different in different regions. (3) From the view of time after the financial crisis in 2008 industry and
agriculture development’s impacts on urban sprawl are decreasing while service industry development gradually becomes
the major driving force of China’s urban sprawl. At last several policy implications are briefly put forward.

Key words industrial development; urban sprawl; urban industrial distribution; large and medium - sized cities
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