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( I )

Quasi-natural experimental study on new environmental protection

law on the performance of listed industrial enterprise
WANG Liping' > YAO Ziting® LI Chuang’

(1. Finance and Economics College Jimei University Xiamen 361021 China;
2. School of Finance and Economics Henan Polytechnic University Jiaozuo 454000 China;
3. School of Business Administration Jimei University Xiamen 361021 China)

Abstract: The New Environmental Protection Law implemented in 2015 is the strictest environmental protection law in
China's history. This paper constructs a difference-in-differences model taking the A-share industrial enterprises listed in
Shanghai and Shenzhen of China from 2011 to 2018 as the research object to empirically study the effect of the law’s
implementation on enterprise performance. The results show that the law significantly improves business performance in
heavily polluting industries and through a test of parallel trends and an enterprise-performance robustness test including by
variable substitution the effect is still valid. This provides direction for solving double bonuses between environment and
performance. Then this paper conducts three falsification tests including a placebo—policy treatment elimination of
interference from industries with excess capacity and elimination of data for the policy’s first year. These once again confirm
the law has a stable impact on enterprise performance. An in-depth analysis of the dynamic marginal utility of enterprise
performance after the implementation of the New Environmental Protection Law from the perspective of impact time shows a
two-year lag period with the impact gradually increasing. Finally this paper discusses the heterogeneity of the internal
( property right nature and enterprise size) and external ( location and degree of marketization) enterprise characteristics.
Generally the law has a more significant impact on non-state-owned enterprises small-scale enterprises and enterprises in
less market-oriented areas or underdeveloped areas. This implementation effect is consistent with the policy design concept
“Make up the short board and strengthen the weak spot”.

Key words: new environmental protection law; enterprise performance; DID model; heterogeneity analysis; placebo test
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