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Does Low—carbon Technology Innovation Effectively Curb Carbon Emission?
Empirical Analysis Based on PSTR Model

WANG Daoping' DU Kerui® YAN Zheming’

(1. School of Urban and Regional Sciences Shanghai University of Finance and Economics Shanghai 200433  China;
2. School of Management Xiamen University Xiamen 361005 China;
3. School of International Business Shannxi Normal University Xian 710119 China)

Abstract: Based on the panel data of 71 countries or regions in the world from 1992 to 2012 this paper empirically analy—
zes impacts of low—carbon technology innovations on carbon emissions and examinesthe threshold effects of the level of income
on low-earbon technology innovations. The main findings are as follows. Firstly the effect of low-carbon technology innovations
on carbon emissions is not linear and relationship between the two will be affected by income levels. Specifically the low-car—
bon technology innovations only take obvious effects in the high income group. Secondly a smooth transition mechanism can be
found along with the income level. Finally in terms of carbon emission reduction channels low-carbon technology innovations
have the effect of increasing energy efficiency and suppressing the carbon intensity of energy structures and income levels have
different threshold effects in both channels. Therefore low-income countries should actively design and implement policies to
encourage the application of low-carbon technology take measures to promote the diffusion of low-carbon technology innovation
among countries and the global low-carbon technology innovation system urgently needs a fundamental change.

Key words: low-carbon technology innovation; carbon emission; threshold effect; panel smooth transition regression model



