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Internet and the Transformation of Export Mode

Harvanc Liu+

(Southwestern University of Finance and Economics)

Lu Gao LiNnGTAO LIN
(Dalian University of Technology)

Abstract The internet facilitates the direct connection between buyers and sellers,

which may prompt enterprises to cast off intermediaries, and shift from indirect export to di-
rect export. We develop a theoretical model to illustrate the mechanism. Using the export da-
ta of Chinese firms, we find that the internet will increase the probability of the transforma-
tion from indirect export into direct exports. This transformation will improve the export
scale and profit, and extend the survival time in foreign markets.
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