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The causal chain decomposition and the internal and external causes of
decoupling of environmental pollution from economic growth:
evidence from industrial SO, emission of 30 provinces in China

XIA Yong' HU Yabei’

(1. Department of Economics Party School of Zhejiang Provincial Committee of C. P. C Hangzhou 311121 China;
2. School of International Economics and Trade Nanjing University of Finance and Economics Nanjing 210046 China)

Abstract: Based on the current situation of the decoupling development in China this paper makes the causal chain de—
composition of Tapio decoupling elasticity coefficient by Kaya identity and induces the internal and external factors that affect
the decoupling development. The results of theoretical analysis and empirical test show that: (1) Both the decoupling of envi—
ronmental pollution from population growth and the decoupling of industrial growth from economic growth have positive impacts
on total decoupling but the decoupling of population growth from industrial growth has a significant negative impact on total
decoupling. (2) Economic agglomeration plays a significant role in boosting the decoupling of economic growth from environ—
mental pollution through economies of scope and positive environmental externalities. However population agglomeration
blocks the decoupling development as it leads to an increase in consumption and production activities which increases the e—
conomic and environmental load. (3) Environmental regulation also boosts the decoupling development through the optimiza—
tion of industrial structure while the measures to stimulate economic growth as the primary objective are not conducive to the
decoupling development as it is difficult to take into account the resource and environmental benefits.

Key words: decoupling theory; economic agglomeration; population agglomeration; environmental regulation; stimulus

measures; causal chain decomposition

— 113 —



