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Affecting Factors in Fujian Province
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Abstract: Thorough study of the regional differences of provincial environmental management is
of great significance to enrich and improve the environmental policy, improve the environmental man-
agement performance, change the way of promoting economic development and accelerate the con-
struction of ecological civilization test area. Basing on the panel data of nine cities of Fujian province,
the paper analyzes the differences and affecting factors that cause regional difference in environmental
management, by utilizing the method of the spatial statistics and spatial econometric methods. The
empirical results show that: environmental pollution has spatial correlation in regions; among the fac-
tors affecting regional differences in the effect of environmental management, the regional economic
development level, population scale, industrial structure and trade openness have positive effects to
the environmental management, while the environmental regulation, the urbanization level and the de-
gree of investment are not significant.
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