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National Civilized City and Enterprise Performance:

Micro Evidence Based on PSM-DID Method

ZHENG Wenping' ZHANG Dongyang
( 1. School of Economics Renmin University of China Beijing 100872 China;
2. School of Economics Capital University of Economics and Business Beijing 100070 China)

Abstract: The effect of urban development on enterprise growth has not yet formed a unified conclusion. The National

Civilized City is a quasi-natural policy experiment sponsored by the Central Committee of Civilization. This paper investigates

the effect of this policy experiment on enterprise performance through propensity score matching and quantile propensity score

matching approaches with Chinese industrial annual survey data during 1999—2007. The results show that the selection ac—

tivities of national civilized city significantly inhibit the profit rate of the enterprises located in these cities and the effect has

a lag of 1 ~2 years. In addition the policy significantly reduces the profit rate of corporate enterprises and HMT enterprises

which can be up to 1% . While the promotion effect decays rapidly for collective private and foreign firms. The inhibitory

effect is more evident for the enterprises with longer survival time the maximum up to 2. 8% . This research provides empiri—

cal support for the reflection of urban development policy.

Key words: civilized cities; enterprise performance; propensity scoring matching; quantile propensity scoring matching;

inhibitory effect



