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The Empirical Study on Financial Development

Environmental Regulation and Technological Innovation
Based on Panel Threshold Regression Model

TAO Changqi JU Zexia

( Institute of Quantitative Economics Jiangxi University of Finance and Economics Nanchang Jiangxi 330013 China)

Abstract: The threshold effect among financial development environmental regulation and technological innovation
is analyzed by using the panel data of 29 regions of China during the period of 1995 to 2011 to construct a panel
threshold regression model. And the environment regulation threshold effect on technological innovation is investiga—
ted based on the combination of financial development and environmental regulation. The results show that there ex—
ists single threshold between financial development and technological innovation and a “U”-shaped relationship is
presented between them there exists dual threshold between environmental regulation and technological innovation
low intensity environmental regulation can effectively promote technological innovation higher intensity of environ—
mental regulation has limited effect in promoting technological innovation and high strength environmental regula—
tion is not conductive to technological innovation. There still exits dual threshold between environmental regulation
and technological innovation from the combined perspective of financial and environmental regulation and the
threshold effect of environmental regulation on technological innovation are impacted by the financial development.
With the low efficiency of financial development the environmental regulation is not conducive to technological in—
novation while environmental regulation can effectively promote technological innovation with a high efficiency of fi-
nancial development.

Key words: financial development; environmental regulation; technological innovation; panel threshold regression

model



