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Environmental Industrial Policy Support and Pollution Emission Reduction:

A Study of Consequences and Mechanisms

CUI Guanghui JIANG Yingbing
( School of Accountancy Dongbei University of Finance and Economics Dalian 116025 China)

Abstract: This paper examines environmental governance effects of industrial policy and heterogeneous effect of different
environmental industrial policies by taking A-share companies as microscopic samples and 30 regions of China as macroscopic
samples from 2006 to 2015. The study finds that environmental industrial policy support can promote environmental investment
to curb emission of industrial sulfur dioxide and solid waste while there is no significant impact on industrial wastewater dis—
charge. Bank credit is helpful for enterprise environment investment to curb emissions of industrial sulfur dioxide and industrial
solid waste and no evidence has been found to promote reduction of industrial wastewater while government subsidy policy can
strengthen inhibition effect of environment investment on industrial solid waste discharge but has no obvious effect on industrial
sulfur dioxide and industrial wastewater emission reduction. Bank credit has more effective environmental governance effect than
government subsidy policy. Further research shows that government subsidy policy and bank credit are complementary in pro—
moting the effect of pollution reduction. Governments should consider characteristics of different policy tools in optimizing envi—
ronmental policies and pay more attention to reasonable allocation of bank credit government subsidies and other resources to
substantially reduce emissions of pollutants.

Key words: environmental industrial policy support; bank credit; government subsidy; pollution reduction; heavy pollu-
ting enterprises



