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Wage mean 13 124 10. 360 1.671 0.182 11.515
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PEI s, _Center
(0.016 3) (0.034 0) (0.012 8) (0.026 8) (0.010 7) (0.010 8)
, —-0.290 —-0.289
Ownership_Center
(0.007 48) (0.007 45)
ok
PEIg,, _C x Ownership_C -0.040 2
) (0.006 55)
Controls Y Y Y Y Y Y
Sample
F 24.50 100.5 351.0 332.6
R%_a 0.086 3 0.070 3 0.099 1 0.090 6 0.194 0. 196
N 2739 2739 9948 9948 12 687 12 687
50, (1) -(3) =0 5.59™
3. 4 o
37%; S0,

— 111 —



[43

»

o “ ” o
(DCFPS 25 N N N N N N o
(@) o
® S0,
1 . J. 2011( 8) : 134460.
2 I 2015(9) : 149461.
3 J. 2012(2) : 146458.
4 JIA R X. Pollution for promotion J . Social science electronic publishing 2012.
5 J. ( ) 2016(4):1409-1438.
6 CHEN Y EBENSTEIN A GREENSTONE M et al. Evidence on the impact of sustained exposure to air pollution on life

expectancy from China’ s Huai River policy J .PNAS 2013 110(32) : 12936-42941.
7 HANNA R OLIVA P. The effect of pollution on labor supply: evidence from a natural experiment in Mexico City J .
Journal of public economics 2015 122( 10) : 68-99.
8 ZIVIN J G NEIDELL M. The impact of pollution on worker productivity J . American economic review 2012 102(7) :
3652-3673.
9 . N — J. 2017
(4):67499.
10 LANG G. The difference between wages and wage potentials: earnings disadvantages of immigrants in Germany J .
Journal of economic inequality 2005 3( 1) :21-42.
11 . J. 2014(8) : 142.
12 . N —
J. ( ) 2016(1):149472.
13 ADAMCHIK V A KING A E. Labor market efficiency in Poland: a stochastic wage frontier analysis J . The
international journal of business and finance research 2007 1(2) :41-50.
14 . J. 2014( 3) : 124437.
15 KAMPA M CASTANAS E. Human health effects of air pollution J . Environmental Pollution 2008 151( 2) : 362-367.

— 112 —



INDUST RAL ECONOMICS HSEA KCH

16 HE J X LIU H M SALVO A. Severe air pollution and labor productivity: evidence from industrial towns in China J .
Social science electronic publishing 2015.

17 CHANG T GRAFF ZIVIN J GROSS T et al. The effect of pollution on worker productivity: evidence from call center
workers in China R . NBER working paper No. 22328 2016.

18 . : —

J. 2017(7) :449.

19 GAWANDE K BERRENS R P BOHARA A K. A consumption-based theory of the environmental Kuznets Curve ] .
Ecological economics 2001 37(1) : 101412.

20 COLE M A ELLIOTT R J R LINDLEY J K. Dirty money: is there a wage premium for working in a pollution intensive
industry? ] . Journal of risk & uncertainty 2009 39(2) : 161180.

21 . J. ( ) 2007( 1) :7590.

22 . N — J. .

2013(7) : 155463.

23 . : J. 2012( 10) : 324.

24 . — “ ”COD J . 2018(6) :
115425.

25 . — J . ( ) 2017
(1):275296.

26 . D . 2014.

27 SCHLENKER W WALKER W R. Airports air pollution and contemporaneous health J . The review of economic
studies 2015 83(2) : 768-809.

28 . FDI : J. 2011( 6) : 133445.

( 1 )

Does environmental pollution exacerbate labor price distortion?

Micro evidence from CFPS

GU Ran PU Yanping
( School of Public Administration Chongqing University Chongqing 400044 China)

Abstract: From the perspective of competition in attracting investment among local governments this paper carefully
examined the causal effect of environmental pollution on labor price distortion and mechanism of action based on the data
from CFPS. Stochastic frontier analysis ( SFA) measures the labor price distortion at micro-individual level with an average
of about 37% . On this basis the results show that environmental pollution significantly exacerbates the labor price distortion.
And the economic development mode of sacrificing environmental quality can’ t improve the welfare of individual workers.
Environmental pollution causes labor productivity to decrease at the same time some areas attract investment by “downward
competition” of environmental standards and labor conditions. That leads to high pollution emission intensity and low real
wage rate coexist. As a market subject of environmental degradation polluting enterprises fail to fully bear the social cost of
polluting the environment. Instrument variable estimates support these results. Our conclusions are still robust after
considering different pollution indicators heterogeneity of economic scale and enterprise ownership. This study helps to
understand the actual effects of environmental pollution on income distribution.

Key words: environmental pollution; labor price distortion; income distribution; local government competition;

instrument variable

— 113 —



