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the evaluation of civilized cities as a quasi-natural experiment and uses the multi-period difference-in-differences model to
evaluate the policy effect and mechanism of civilized cities evaluation on the labor inflow of selected cities. The study finds
that first the “civilized city” label does send a message to the floating labor force and the places awarded the title of
civilized city can attract the labor force. This conclusion remains valid following a variety of robusiness and placebo tests.
However the “national civilized city” is not the only brand to attract labor inflow. So-called “low carbon cities” and
“Innovative cities” are also attractive to labor. Second the process of creating a civilized city is also the process of creating
public value. The evaluation of civilized city can encourage local governments to improve public services including
education medical care sports transportation and the environment thus forming an effective force to attract labor inflow.
Finally urban characteristics including administrative level development line level geographic location economic strength
and financial autonomy will affect the extent to which civilized cities attract labor force. The findings of this paper not only
provide theoretical support for the public value of civilized city construction but also provide research references for the “city
brand” reasons behind labor mobility.

Key words: city brand; evaluation of civilized cities; public service supply; public value; labor inflow; difference-in—

differences model

( 30 )
Does the energy-saving consumption incentive policy improve the

green transformation of manufacturing enterprises?

LEI Yutao SUN Jingjing
( School of Economics and Finance South China University of Technology Guangzhou 510006 China)

Abstract: Based on the most typical energy-saving consumption incentive policy in China  “Promoting Energy-¥fficient
Appliances for the Benefit of the People” this paper aims to test whether the energy-saving consumption incentive policy can
improve the green transformation of manufacturing enterprises through a progressive difference-in—differences model. The study
finds that the energy-saving consumption incentive policy significantly inhibits the green efficiency of manufacturing
enterprises. After a series of robustness tests such as dynamic effect analysis placebo test and propensity score matching
the results remain valid. From the perspective of external mechanism the policy has no effect on the external environment
regulation. From the perspective of internal mechanism although the policy can help to enhance the green innovation ability
of enterprises it is unable to promote the improvement of factor production efficiency and the technological progress of
pollution and emission reduction measures which are the two major internal factors that inhibit the green transformation of
manufacturing enterprises. Further heterogeneity analysis shows that the green efficiency of state-owned manufacturing
enterprises is inferior to that of non-state-owned manufacturing enterprises when responding to policy and the stronger the
financial resource base the weaker the policy constraints on manufacturing enterprises. The findings not only reveal the
difficulties affecting the implementation of the energy-saving consumption incentive policy in China but also clarify its
possible distorting effect on the green development of micro-enterprises in the production field which has implications for the
future coordination and improvement of China$s environmental policies on both the supply and demand sides.

Key words: promoting energy-efficient appliances for the benefit of the people; manufacturing enterprises; green

transformation; pollution reduction; difference-in-differences



