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Environmental decentralization local government competition

and China$ ecological environment pollution

LU Fengzhi' YANG Haochang’
(1. School of Economics Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China;
2. School of Economics and Management Nanchang University Nanchang 330031 China)

Abstract: Firstly this paper analyses the theoretical mechanism of environmental decentralization and local government
competition affecting ecological environment pollution. Then based on the provincial panel data from 2000 to 2016 the
effects of environmental decentralization and local government competition on ecological environment pollution are empirically
tested by using static panel dynamic panel panel quantile regression and spatial econometric models. The study finds that
increasing the degree of environmental decentralization helps to improve the ecological environment pollution; local
government competition has aggravated the ecological environment pollution; the common influence of both can significantly
reduce the ecological environment pollution. The study also finds that the spatial spillover effects of environmental
decentralization and local government competition on ecological environment pollution are different in different regions. In the
eastern region increasing environmental decentralization aggravates the ecological environment pollution in the adjacent
areas while local government competition helps to improve the ecological environment pollution in the adjacent areas. In the
central and western regions increasing the degree of environmental decentralization helps to improve the ecological
environment pollution in the adjacent areas while the fierce competition among local governments has aggravated the
ecological environment pollution in the adjacent areas. Accordingly in order to solve the increasingly serious problem of
ecological and environmental pollution it is necessary to appropriately increase the degree of environmental decentralization
and give local governments more environmental management authority. We need to strengthen synergistic mechanisms for
cross—regional ecological pollution control. We should improve the local governments pollution control incentive mechanism
and guide local government competition to shift towards the “good effect” of ecological environmental pollution control.

Key words: environmental decentralization; local government competition; ecological environment pollution; panel

model; spillover effect; spatial econometrics
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