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The Impact of Environmental Regulation on Chinas Export Trade Based on Provincial Panel Quantile Model
OUYANG Qiang , DENG Ying, L1 Zhu-ping
(School of Economics and Management , Changsha University of Science and Technology »
Changsha , Hunan 410114, China)

Abstract : By constructing a quantile regression model based on panel data from 30 provinces (autonomous regions and
municipalities directly under the Central Government) in China from 2008 to 2017, how does environmental regulation
affect China’s export trade has been analyzed and whether" The Porter hypothesis' is valid in China in recent years has
been further verified. The results shows that, in the short term, environmental regulation has a restraining effect on
export trade, while in the long run, due to the existence of innovation efficiency, the effect of environmental regulation
will transfer from restraining to promoting export trade when environmental regulation is raised to a certain extent,
that is, appropriate environmental regulation will reduce the cost of Chinese products, further improve the export
competitiveness of Chinese enterprises, thus accumulating export trade. The empirical results verified that the" Porter
hypothesis' exists in China. On this basis, such countermeasures have been advocated as promoting export trade to realize du-
al circulation at home and abroad, avoiding becoming a " pollution shelter", and supporting technological innovation in envi-
ronmental protection industries, to win-win between China’s green development and Chinas export trade.
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