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Government resident relocation and pollution coupling effect
XU Zhiwei LIU Zhijing ZHANG Shuke

( School of Business Tianjin University of Finance and Economics Tianjin 300222 China)

Abstract: By examining nearly 4 000 firms” SO, emission data in 15 cities with government resident relocation from 2000
to 2010 the paper finds that relocation has a pollution coupling effect. It improves the pollutant emission level of the firms in
immigration regions. Among them industrial firms above designated size have the most obvious contribution to the pollution
coupling effect and non-provincial-capital cities are deeply affected. With the improvement in the level of economic
development the pollution coupling effect will be lowered in general. However this trend is not significant in industrial firms
above designated size. The coupling effect is most obvious within Skm of a new government resident and then decreases
gradually up to a distance of 20 ~25km away. The main reason for the pollution coupling effect is the entry of new firms and
the expansion of their outputs. Another key factor is the regulation effect structural effect and efficiency effect failing to
effectively hedge the impact of output expansion on the environment. In this paper the environmental impact of government
resident relocation is investigated by using micro firm data. It is helpful to deeply understand the binding relationships
between government resources economic activity and the pollution effect which can provide a scientific reference for the
government to make similar decisions in the future.

Key words: government resident relocation; pollution coupling; scale effect; regulatory effect; structural effect; efficiency

effect



