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Ownership Structure Market Degree and Regional Environmental Pollution:

An Empirical Test Based on Chinas Provincial Panel Data
LI Jiajia' LUO Nengsheng’
(1. School of Economics and Management Shanxi University Taiyuan 030006 China;
2. School of Economics and Trade Hunan University Changsha 410079 China)

Abstract: By building a spatial dynamic panel and a double threshold effect model based on provincial panel data in Chi-
na from 1998 to 2013 this paper analyzes effects of ownership structure on environmental pollution. Empirical results show that
the spatial spillover effect of environmental pollution among regions is significantly positive and the spatial distribution of envi—
ronmental pollution has strong path-dependence characteristics and makes for three different agglomeration zones. Effects of dif—
ferent ownership structure on environmental pollution have great differences. Impact of the state-owned ownership on environ—
mental pollution presents inverted Ushaped curve and effects of private and foreign ownership on environmental pollution are
significantly positive. The effect of ownership structure on environmental pollution presents a significant interval effect in differ—
ent market conditions. Therefore all regions should strengthen joint governance between regions comprehensively coordinate
regional economic and environmental policies promote the effective allocation of resources in various regions and formulate
different policies according to different characteristics of marketization. On the basis of public ownership all regions should im—
prove market mechanisms gradually realize the integration of ownership to achieve the coordinated development of ownership
market economic system and ecological environment.

Key words: ownership structure; market degree; environmental pollution; spatial spillover



