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Knowledge of Environmental Regulation Social Responsibility and

Location Choices of Firms in Agglomeration Areas
Zhao Yongliang' Shen Zewen' Liao Ruibin’
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Abstract: The purpose of this paper is to analyze the mechanism of agglomeration from the perspective of firm location
choices caused by environmental regulations. There are lots of factors that can influence the firms” migration choices but in
this article we mainly focus on three of them: corporate environmental regulation sensitivity (CES) corporate social respon—
sibility (CSR) and social responsibility and environmental sensitivity interaction term (SRES). According to the regressions
we find that the more rigorous the environmental regulations the firms are more willing to move out of the agglomeration are—
as. Besides this article also finds that corporate social responsibility has negatively impact on the migration intentions of
firms. The conclusions of this study have important policy implications. First the government should make full use of the
public and the medium to strengthen the information disclosure of pollution improving the firms” awareness of the environmen—
tal regulations and the social responsibility as a consequence. Second the government should also increase investment in en—
vironment public goods with purpose of using environmental resources intensively and reducing environmental cost reversing
the “environment depression” situation as a result.

Key words: environmental regulations; social responsibility; knowledge of the environmental regulations; latent profit;

location choices



