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How does the cleaner production standard affect the green
production level of enterprises?

Evidence from Chinese industrial enterprises

CAO Xiang LI Shenting
( School of Economics Hainan University Haikou 570228 China)

Abstract: The key issue facing Chinas green development is how to promote enterprises to achieve green production.
What role is played by the cleaner production standard that strictly controls enterprises”production processes? This paper uses
a multi-period difference-in—differences model to evaluate the impact of cleaner production standards on enterprises ~ green
production levels and its heterogeneity and investigates the mechanism by which cleaner production standards affect
enterprises” green production levels and their impact on enterprise green production modes. The results show that firstly
cleaner production standards have significantly improved the green production level of enterprises. Secondly cleaner
production standards have a great effect on improving the green production level in enterprises in the eastern region in state—
owned enterprises and in enterprises in heavily-polluting industries but have little effect on the green production level of
enterprises in the central and western regions non-state-owned enterprises and enterprises in lightlypolluting industries. The
standards have no obvious effect on the green production level of foreignHunded enterprises or enterprises in moderately—
polluting industries. Thirdly cleaner production standard does not significantly affect the green production level of enterprises
in the short term  but improves the green production level of enterprises in the long term by improving expenditure on fixed
assets and innovation ability but does not significantly affect the green production level of enterprises by affecting labor costs.
Finally while the cleaner production standard makes enterprises adopt fuel coal with lower average sulfur content to realize
green production it does not significantly affect the consumption of fuel coal and clean gas.

Key words: cleaner production standards; green production level; green production mode; multi-period difference-in—

differences model; quasi-natural experiment



