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The Effect of Environmental Regulation on Technological Innovation

from the Optimization Perspective
—Empirical Study Based on 29 Sub-Section of China’ s Manufacturing Industry

XU Mo TAO Changgi”
( College of Statistics Jiangxi University of Finance and Economics Nanchang Jiangxi 330013 China)

Abstract: With the method of SYS-GMM and taking the panel data of 29 sub-section from 2005 to 2009 in China’

s manufacturing industry as samples the effect of environmental regulation on technical innovation is observed.

Based on analysis of threshold regression model the optimal range of environmental regulation is determined. The re—
sults show that there is a dynamic feature of “U” type about the influence of environmental regulation on technical
innovation. Environmental regulation can indirectly affect the enterprise” s technological innovation level by inspiring
FDI technology spillover large scale enterprise capital advantage and inhibiting foreign trade ability. There is a
double threshold effect between environmental and technological innovation the impact of technological is insuffi—
cient when the intensity of regulation is relatively low; it is significantly beneficial to technological innovation in the
optimal regulation range while promotion effect will be weakened if the intensity of regulation is relatively high.

Key words: environmental regulation; technological innovation; optimization perspective; threshold model



