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Fiscal Decentralization Institutional Quality and Urban Sprawl

Examples from the Yangtze River Economic Belt

Li Qiang ZuoJingxian

( Center for Urban and Regional Economic Research Anhui Finance and Economics University Bengbu 233030  China)

Abstract: Based on the 104 cities of the Yangtze River Economic Belt with 2001—2013 panel data and the influence of urbanization

industrial development service industry development and other factors the influence of fiscal decentralization and institutional quality
on urban sprawl in China is studied. The major findings of the study are summarized as follows. Firstly the institutional quality is an im—
portant factor to promote the spread of China’s cities. Superior system environment has more advantages in attracting foreign investment
and agglomeration of population which leads to the expansion of urban size faster than the speed of urban population
expansion. Secondly  Fiscal decentralization curbs the rapid spread of the city meaning that fiscal decentralization effect is greater than
the land in the urbanization of population urbanization namely the fiscal decentralization of population agglomeration effect is greater
than its expansion effect on land. Thirdly —urbanization industrial development and service development are the driving forces for the

rapid spread of cities in China. On the basis of this the paper puts forward to control the rapid expansion of the city is an important re—
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alistic problem that needs to be paid attention to in the process of urbanization and economic development of China in the future.

Key words: Urban sprawl; Fiscal decentralization; Institutional quality; Urbanization
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1 (2001—2013)
INS 1352 0.029 0. 029 0. 00002 0.241 /GDP
FD 1352 0. 100 0. 068 0. 009 1. 053 /GDP
SPRAWL 1352 0. 097 0. 068 0. 007 0.615
URBAN 1352 0. 388 0. 252 0.017 0.923
INDUS, 1352 0. 503 0.111 0. 144 0. 806 /GDP
INDUS, 1352 0. 409 0. 092 0.178 0. 810 /GDP
GDP 1352 0.071 0.211 0. 001 4.926
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(1 (2) (3) (4) (5)
SPRAWL SPRAWL SPRAWL SPRAWL SPRAWL
0. 143 0. 106™ 0. 115 0. 104™ 0. 135
INs (3.16) (2.39) (2. 60) (2.38) (3. 10)
~0.010 ~0.026° ~0.026° 0.028" ~0.032"
FD (-0.70) (-1.91) (-1.92) (~2.05) (-2.38)
0.029™ 0.027" 0.032" 0.035™
URBAN (7.09) (6.50) (7. 56) (8.29)
0. 067" 0. 207" 0.249™
INDUS3 (3.97) (6.66) (8.51)
0. 1517 0. 190
INDUS2 (5.34) (7.33)
0.001
cop (0. 19)
0. 004" 0. 085 0. 058" 0,077 0. 115"
~ CONS ( 49. 99) (38.71) (8.23) (-2.92) (-4.71)
N 1352 1352 1352 1352 1352
Within R 0. 0080 0. 0465 0. 0582 0.0791 0.0790
Hausman 52.78 291. 45 259. 35 21.73 19. 06
(%) 10%
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(D (2) (3) (4) (%) (6)
SPRAWL, SPRAWL, SPRAWL, SPRAWL, SPRAWL, SPRAWL,
0. 393 0. 328" 0. 342 0. 335" 0. 354" 0. 346™
L. SPRAWL (28.87) (31.61) (33. 60) (58.94) (87.72) ( 194. 40)
0. 108" 0. 057 0. 085 0. 082 0. 081" 0. 129™
INS (4. 14) (4.42) (8. 89) (8.55) (15.98) (38.77)
0.001 ~0.019™ 0.016™ 0,013 ~0.009™ 20. 0002
FD (0.51) (9. 50) (=7.36) (-11.98) (-13.18) (-0. 26)
0.010™ 0. 007 0.015™ 0.017" 0.017™
URBAN (8.82) (9.19) (17.37) ( 40. 52) (63.62)
~0.036™ 0. 116" 0. 124" 0. 134
INDUS2 (-6.70) (12.91) ( 18.40) (26.69)
0. 095 0. 151 0. 166™
INDUS3 (8.57) (21.85) (32.74)
0. 004 0. 003
GbP (7.17) (9.51)
0,281
INSXFD (15,63
0. 046 ™ 0. 053 0. 072" 0. 043" 0.072" 0. 084"
- com (17.63) (21.77) (16.75) (-4. 85) (-11.94) (-18. 45)
N 1144 1144 1144 1144 1144 1144
AR (1) 0. 0009 0. 0006 0. 0004 0. 0006 0. 0004 0. 0005
AR (2) 0. 8509 0. 9666 0. 8430 0.9922 0. 8428 0. 8402
Sargan test 0.2083 0. 1841 0. 1523 0.2292 0. 1340 0.2201
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