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Has the innovative cities pilot project improved the urban environment?

DING Huanfeng SUN Xiaozhe WANG Lu
( School of Economics and Finance South China University of Technology Guangzhou 510006 China)

Abstract: Innovation-driven development provides new impetus and direction for environmental pollution control.
Innovative city pilot is a typical spatial example of that. Based on the panel data of 282 cities in China from 2003 to 2015
this paper uses the difference-in-differences method to evaluate the improvement effect of innovative city pilot on the urban
environment. The results show that innovative city pilot can significantly reduce representative pollutant emissions such as
PM, 5 industrial sulfur dioxide and industrial wastewater thereby improving the urban environment. At the same time the
test result of the intermediary effect mechanism shows that the improvement of innovation capability and the optimization and
upgrading of industrial structure are the main means of influence but the mechanism of government environmental
intervention has not yet achieved the desired effect of environmental improvement. Further expansion analysis finds that the
innovative city pilot has the effect of “sending charcoal in the snow” to underdeveloped regions and the effect of “icing on the
cake” to developed regions and the effect of environmental improvement in developed regions is more significant. Moreover
the spatial spillover effect produced by the policy has shown good results in watershed governance but the regional linkage in
air governance still needs to be strengthened. Therefore insisting on the decisive role of the market in the spatial allocation of
green resources giving better play to the governments role in pollution control and comprehensively improving the
effectiveness of regional coordinated governance are the keys for innovative city pilot project to exert greater environmental
improvement effects.

Key words: innovative city; environmental improvement; improvement of innovation ability; optimization and upgrading

of industrial structure; difference-in-differences method
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