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Abstract

This paper selects various indicators of Yunnan province’s per capita GDP, the proportion of ter-
tiary industry in GDP and the assessment of environmental pollution degree from 1997 to 2016,
and constructs VAR models related to economic growth, industrial structure and environmental
pollution. Conclusion: 1) There is a co-integration relationship between economic growth, indus-
trial structure and various indicators measuring the degree of environmental pollution. 2)
Whether the Kuznets curve of “inverted u-shaped” environment is established depends on the dif-
ference between the data of the selected area and the selected environmental pollution indicators.
3) Economic growth plays a dominant role in the fluctuation of environmental pollution mea-
surement indicators. 4) Existing environmental pollution problem households in Yunnan province
restrain economic growth, and the environmental problem caused by economic growth is mainly
the emission of industrial waste gas.
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1. 51§

L, TESFAFRFEEKEZHANRE . REEREAGATERME, REPAEYN, TEES
G i K B RIS T U IR, AR B I I K SR IR AR A . PR SR e T X ek
WETHBK R, R BEURHE ) 20T, B R g b, TSR Esr kR, Sl
P . TEARKRIGTFRIES, WG, P AETE Y =& Z R NTEREL, Bk
T AN ROA T S BRI FEIX RO R, R B B B AR I AT SR N AR Pk
SEM RIS Qe 1) 6 RIATIRAN T AR AT 7. MU AT 228 6 WAk A, B X — 07 B 74
FR$ETE. M 20 Tl 90 R AU, = Fa A RN R JEPE K RN 1, BE% GDP (3, 8575 4.
PR KRN S RAMIBIE NGRS MEET KRS Z B RMBRBMARE . . =ik
B R S AR BRI ARAS B SR M ISR, =R NEG R BT RN KA IR S . mmE
FEF L S5 M RN 5275 G 7 Th U B A RN . AR TR B 1997~2016 FEMm A LTTEK., ™~
NG5 PRI SR B 5 ek @ VAR #58  BIT A mra A Gur K. Pk g DL BRI s e s AR R, T
ot 7 2P PR RIS e MR R, N M BUR PR AL — L 5T R i il KR SR 22 UF 1 BUR
[N
2. X#kgdk

KE LB #K Grossman (1991)F/EM 7R BRI, A1 GDP 53R85 75 YeHE i FE br(SO, AR A
Hefb ) 2 [AJfEAES “f8) U #9” fh£R 5% [ 1]. Grossman Al Kreuger (1995)%} £ AN [ 5 B85 75 YeHE R (1)
WA 2 AE S0 N2 E RIS V5 G e sh 2 a2 <3 U 81”7 2R, ZieERH: ABE
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UL T 4000~5000 SETCHF, AT IREGH)TE edm K. IXFEZI i ) 20 5 3 KRN IR 852 35 e b5 2 TA) () 5% 2 R
Kuznets JfT 4 7Yl N AS 25 048 5% 186 K 2 18] (9 G AR ALL . B DUoKE FERRAE 20 858 1 2 28 0 % th 4%
(Environmental Kuznets Curve, fij#8 EKC)” [2]. % & & BAAAE EKC L BH T RKEMFIT, #I
U1 Selden and Song [3]F1 Galeottia and Lanza [4]551\ 5 EKC HIZA77E. Egli 75 2002 X {5 [ (1 PR35 £ s
BEAT T M1, AT EKC BHZRHIFELE(S].

E 2 TP, PSS RIIRER S Y 2 MG RITF AL AT ELL R 2026 1) ST AU KRR
g Jelal R R TT . W A7 (2006) 5575 [ N IR S8R 3047 7 SE 0 #r, fS IR RN T “ffl U
7 (PR 2GR R R IAFAE[6]o TKIE(1999)RTE 1985~1995 M EE L, AL T I )T, &9
M E (1 N GDP 53R Y5 Yk (R S HE AT SO, FE) 2 IA] & LU R B 21 “f5) U 77 §93R8 %
ZETR IR MMARARFAE[ 7] HASAAERIXN IR AR 2 AT R 7R R G 158 (e 25 18] B RIRSETs el @, K
IR 8E15 G BOR H A8 2 A B AR L X, DA DA A8 6 I 3 5 T B 85 9 3 M P2 0K 8] A0 A A5(2005) %
1996~2002 4 B AR B8 HEAT 558, YA J7vE DL AGS Gt br R O fEma (3] U B4 il 25 (1 S 2R 3R
[9] o i 3% 55 F] FH 3L 23 M2 A0 SFA \Tobit [NAWF 7T 1 1L T IR 2 5 iy BRBE ) jL 5 S TR K (B 1926 & [10]
2) KT AN EE S IREE IS Yo 2 AW T AR AR LMDI 32, WAE 7 ILZRAE 1994~2010 5771451
AN PR B AR B RS MR [ 11] o A 3 S5 38 il R 20 79 A 4 P T 0 3R L = Mk 5 4 5 388 2 TRT R 9 &R [12]. 3) 5K
TR PE RIS T Y AR T . T8, S5 E%E(2006)7E Stern (2002)F 74 (S Aty -,
AR E 28 ME (T [X) 1999~2004 1) SO, FFE & HLAE, KINIIETG Je 5 7= b 24514 FREVR 45 14
BE) . GFRET RIEADE, SHREARAIH . A= RRm A, FhE T & AX B oIk E12],
B/ E I I X 22 A AR U T T 4 BR R 358 Gt 8 5 SR P L S R PRI R [ 13 ]

B G, Po S M RIIRES TS Yook RIGHT 7 B BA Wi 12 B e Horkmmt s, K
USR5y XIBIRNBE TS o ITTIE T TS TR G, 48K 2 50 AR AR F B/ — 3evk B OLS J7vkiEAT
flith, fRREAS S (AP RE S AFAE 2 LRI M ), 2l RS EEEMACP AR E . XL
RATTHRE, FHENTRZ M EE E 530 DL T, B2 INEEAN G i Fh B p B 22 514, =k
SERIRIIAEG VS G 2 [ 6 B AR T AT 700 HE, BT AN 19 B A SR IX 4R R J IR 858 I A
KA . FriL, BETAFH 8] U BY” (102 250 % i 28 Bk b DX (9 5008 A0 PPAN B 858 75 2 B ik B ) 48
Wro ARSCFETHZFEE 1997~2016 F M nEEALETHEK . PG RIREE S Y1 VAR B8, @i 5t
ZHBETIK PG DL RIS e MBI R R, FHRM AT P RIS I5 Ytk
ZIAIRR, ATEBBUTN T KRR E U R — S n AT PR BOR .

3. ZEEAFEK. SRR EROIVR S

ZEA MR E VIR IR, HARREALE, E o HEUSRE R R E. 2016 F4E B4R
18 14,869.95 1Z7C, MK 8.7%. A GDP i 1997 £ 4121 J&, 4idif 20 Effa K, #uk3|
2016 SN 30,949 Tl 1)e MF=MEEE R EF@E 2), M 1997~2016 4, 55—k L ERE 2 R
&, B GDP HEAE 1997~2010 FFECAFE, AT 40%/4, 2010 DUS R FEEH. H=
Pl GDP L E R EFHEH . ZFE R 2013 SERT R A S5 E K —F, =kl s “ = =,
=7 g5 AT N 2 FRTRITE 2013 SRS m B A A SR e L = 7 Bl Y=L
=7 PG R R SE R, B DURIFE MV AARR B 3 =P AE Pk g5 i e 3 3 E . =% 2016
P EE N 2195.04 1278, B 2015 EBEK 5.6%, S = GDP ELBIA 14.8%; 5 b Efih
5799.34 14.7C, #2015 FEHEK 8.9%, K FE GDP HILLHIHN 39.0%; =7 L H N 6875.57 17T,
2015 K 9.5% 5 = H4 GDP LN 39.0%. 2016 4z B =5 b 45 # EL B R TN 14.8:39.0:46.2,
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Figure 1. Yunnan province per capita GDP timing chart
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Figure 2. Yunnan province industrial structure trend chart

E2. mEE Il EmiEsE

FHELT 2015 4F11 15.1:39.8:45.1 A ATfiLAL, 55 =7l & GDP HLE R ELIK 1.1%. S HISk i = #2013
SETFR, MBAEE o 3 5 BIEE =R S P 45 R D T

5P A8 I 48 G DRI Y K 1) [R] IR PR T e il R 2 S B . 1997 4 T EMR RV HE S 2 2 433.4
i, 2016 SRk 1.52 Jimi(nE 3). #2 1997 YN T 285 fi5. M MRS o, Tk S 4bhi
HEACE (a1 4y 1997 4RI 41.1 JIWEHENE] 2016 £ 52.62 Jilli, 2016 4F52& 1997 417 1.28 £5, HH
2010~2012 = A3 e IR ()] B] B, SEIEIL 15.9%, {HAEM 2012 45 T B ss .

4. HRBI75 R HARALTE

(—) VAR & #

VAR R[] & E AR, 7 1980 fFH1 Sims 55— X2 . VAR R RRS R0 K T 2 10038
BAFNRASE, Fra A2 RS T e R AR AT B . VAR BORER 3 B+ F e AL+ i T
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Figure 3. Trend chart of total industrial solid waste emission in Yunnan province
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Figure 4. Sulfur dioxide emission trend chart of Yunnan province

El 4. ZEE_SUREMEREE

FTiF A S s A b i, P K/ IE SORIRE SR (R R VAR AR A Hh il s A8 i ) O 25 40 204 T4 T
b, AT M VAR BRI TSR RGN SN B AR FEEE[14].
VARESRAY, =(3y, vy - w) Fe N xRS FEA2 B8 [ B, T p Y VAR BEEL (LK VAR(p)):

Y, =ZfH[K-i+ﬂz =LY +ILY , +-+IL Y+, (1.1)
M, NHD(O,Q)
K, T (i=1,2,-, p) 258 i MG SEUN N x N R RE
T
/utz(lult My My vt /uNl)

w, FTUARARG, ElE A S B QR e Em oS, BAS % HU R ARG,
Q N Nx N B J5 2= 0 J5 2 10 F
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P R R4
(LD A, VARPBEMRZLL N AN ¢ RE y, v, vy v ANER, N DMNER
Vo Vo V- vy WK p WY JE A0 B SR R A B 7 FRAEL B, J7 R g N AN, 4R, VAR
B & B AR B AR AR RUHE) B 2 AR B A ) “1m)” H [Rl A
AFHAEREN=2), ¥ =(y x) I, VARQHEIN:
Y=3 Ty,

iTt=i

[y[j_[ 111 llzj(ylj_’_[‘zle lej(y, 2] [IultJ
t z121 7[122 xt*l 7[221 7[222 ‘xt—2 /’l2t
1‘j’fﬁg§”k/l\‘§ii\j ZXZXZ—PN o

FZEPE T FEAH 3278 VAR :

{yz STV TR 0X T Vi T X, A,
X, =T Vi T X F 0 Vg + Ty Xy 5 + 1y,

Hu =I0Y + 1LY, + 4,

t

PR R R -

(=) ¥ fa M ok %

VAR 8 p i 3 R B A0 p (BN, 5k 22 T REATCE RGO IR R, Ty SR I JG SR 2 S U T A
B8k, 30 p [ rHEERRZE R BAHCH . SR p EARERK, p AKX, FisEL, pry
SKRANFISZ W S 5 bl FE ™ 5 BRI, BRSNS Ak T 10 ot 7R IX B2 I B P AR p (B 7V [14]

1) I SC #1 AIC #E Ui & e i J AL, RU p Ao PAEMIIEEUVE R, 18 p AEIG I 72 o [F] {8 AIC
A SC AR -

2) il LROGVALL G i Bk P AR 1 p {1, LR ==2[In(p)~In(p+i) |~ 22 (f) -

Hr, In()M Inp + )43 514 VAR (p)F1 VAR (p + i) IR EOE R BOCURE, R B HE.

(=) TRFRAIEHE %

AR SCHEBLIAE 1997~2016 SE4G KRGEHFIEK . Pogiig . IRBET5 Qe it i) 3 50 50 . BRI &, 40F
KRR = A A GDP, PR RS =k GDP LW, R85 405 R A Tl i
AKHEBCR . SR AERHEBCR . el B B B AR (LR 1), DA BR T REAEAE I S 7 2 M T gk
PRI F 5. AT SR E (ZE4A 2017 EFHHEL) .

5. SEUESHR

B SR I 18] 7 S EAT B AR B, 8 S R R T AR B & B D B R J5 HEAT Granger PRI R AGLE
TERfE B LRI S BT A, @57 VAR B B R K ICEEAT VAR PR PERG S, PRBEAR S . ko L o) A AT
Z IR o

Table 1. Variable definitions
=1 TEEX

A4 A X A4 A X A4 A X
agdp A¥JGDP Inagdp A G NEIGDP dinagdp — B Z£ 43 5 [fiInagdp
it =k GDPLL # Init B 5 5 ==k 5 GDP L dlnit —Bir 7253 J5 [ Init
SO, A nSO; ST S AT dInSO, —Br 435 1IInSO,
inwater Tl Bk Ininwater SR S5 Tk K HE R dIninwater — %4} J5 I Ininwater
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(—) AT

B A7 B PR AT 3G A 2 Fho7 5, €U4E DF kx5 . ADF SALIRECES . PP ERAARAS IO SE . A SCig+
W PP SRR, S EORYE SIC. SC HEMIfE « 17 2 I A1, 1E 5% 2K R, Inagdp.
Init. InSO,. Ininwater. Ininsolid AN°F#&; —BhZE /G, DU (a7 2 5dEIE 40 h sr AR i R B e R I N
P42, B Inagdp. Inits InisInSO,. Ininwater ¥3J /& — i HL3E,

(=) HhE s JE b2

T JE B U T S VAR BB NT o BR T %I ] 7 F1 B0 7 B0 2 — 8 1P ARR VR SR R AN, i S B 4k
(IR 78 TR A VAR 5 R ) g (1) B 20 B 70 o AR B8 Eviews 8.0 BRAFHE (it 1 J5 M B0H e A vl 15 BAH SG 45 3
HI7E 3 A%, AIC AT SCIEFEAF M 5 £, WA S LR it T

LR =-2[In(p)-In(p+i)]
=—2x[139.207-160.4601] = 42.5062 > 72, (16) = 26.296

HE 28 SRR I B VAR(2).
IR VARQIETYRES IR B 2 F B A TR Folk gty BRERIS 2 (MR R, RIAXWT:

Inagdp, 2.0548 1.001 -0.091 -2.045 0.268 || Ilnagdp,,
Init, | |-1.1488 . —0.096 0.042 0.082 -0.150 Init, |
Ininwater, 1.6183 0.102 -2.633 0.543 —0.053 || Ininwater, ,
Inso,, 2.1058 1.339 -1.371 -0.241 0.489 Inso,, ,

0.086 0306 —-0.072 —-0.110 Inagdp, ,
+ 0.128 0574 0012 -0.012 || Init, ,
0.456 2.029 0.052 -0.733 || Ininwater, ,
|-1.075 1.284 0236 -0.551 || Inso, ,

(=) VAR “FRatEA 5

FHfE 1 SR G M UG B AT VAR P RS AR 36 16 5 5 T ke 2 20 A1 A7 22 93 il e AT i
o FIWFRER VAR 77 F8 (0 RFAEARAE AL 5] Pk 36 285 SR an 5k 4 #0115 BoR

(V9) Johansen #p$E4% 56;

i PP #367I %0, Inagdp. Init. lninwater. InSO,#{/& 1 firifi%s, RAEEFMECKWAHR, NI
Y M Johansen P B AT B0 FIWT 2 E 3G . P L 4514 R0 BE S IR 8580 YL IR b 2 8] B Wb 88 00 R e 5 oo

Table 2. Unit root test
2. BALIRIQIE

gl T (e, t, k) PP4iiT & 5% K IG FHE 10% 52 3 MK Pl S84 R AR
Inagdp (c, 0, 0) 0.6276 -3.0299 —2.6552 e FFa
Init (c, 1, 0) -1.3525 -3.0299 —2.6552 [
1nSO, (c,0,0) -1.1838 -3.0299 —2.6552 [
Ininwater (c, t,0) —2.3980 -3.6736 -3.2773 JEFra
dlnagdp (c, 1, 0) -5.3560 -3.0521 —2.6665 T
dlnit (c, 0, 0) —4.1581 -3.0403 —2.6606 T
dInSO, (0,0,0) -3.8316 -1.9614 -1.6066 TR
dIninwater (c, 1, 0) —6.2830 -3.9608 —3.2869 TR

e (e, o, o AT  REEHIG K ARRIHEIE 0 RFREAE %M.
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Inverse Roots of AR Characteristic Polynomial
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Figure 5. Characteristic root profile
5. 45HER DT
Table 3. Delayed order decision results
3. HEMBFIESER
RS LogL LR FPE AIC SC HQ
0 48.27461 NA 8.59¢—08 —4.919401 —4.721541 —4.892119
1 139.2070 131.3468* 2.21e-11 —13.24523 —12.25592* —13.10881
2 160.4601 21.25309 1.72e-11%* —13.82890* —12.04816 —13.58336*
E: RRRHAEL R
Table 4. Characteristic root distribution table
F4. FERP TR
Root Modulus
0.968868 0.968868
0.878187 — 0.257403i 0915133
0.878187 + 0.257403i 0.915133
—0.809709 0.809709
0.351620 — 0.607277i 0.701728
0.351620 + 0.607277i 0.701728
—0.272130 — 0.2330201 0.358264
—0.272130 + 0.2330201 0.358264

No root lies outside the unit circle. VAR satisfies the stability condition.

DOI: 10.12677/jlce.2018.73014 127 KB TF


https://doi.org/10.12677/jlce.2018.73014

EIRMY

Table 5. Co-integration test results of Inagdp, Init, Ininwater and InSO,
%%5. Inagdp. Inity Ininwater. InSO,WHEERIELER

Hypothesized Trace 0.05
No. of CE(s) Eigenvalue Statistic Critical Value Prob.**
None * 0.998475 193.4864 47.85613 0.0000
Atmost | * 0.969865 83.22893 29.79707 0.0000
At most 2 * 0.541835 23.69403 15.49471 0.0023
At most 3 * 0.458408 10.42510 3.841466 0.0012

T ¥RIRTE 5% AT MR R R

M7 5 PRSI 25 2R ) i 2= /D AP AE =AW R F) B ] Inagdp. Init. Ininwater. InSO, fA7E MMEX R .

(‘H) Granger [K SRAEL

Johansen P46 56 ¥ 7 Inagdp. Init. Ininwater. InSO, fA7E WM EKL R, SRMIX 4 N R (A& B AFAE
AHH IR REAF MR, B CAEE BL_E VYN 8] P 51351 T Granger R RAG S, 25 R4 6 fis.

HHEE 6 AIFITE 5% 3 P KF T~ N3 GDP &= gsty . MEETs Jemis 2R RN, R WA ¥
2 EVEAKCPIRCTE B 10% 7] 177 b 45 K FER 5T 15 G A7 E B ] FRIAS 22 N DR 00 R R IR 8585 A8 Mk 45 4 () e
ZERIRED, AHR PSS FAS IR EGS B A& = AR A

(%) ZET VAR B (1) 87 fik v 43 A

M VAR PR M6 vT SR AEARLE F 0O B N # VARQ)Z AR, H AT AT A EE Y VAR R A
R BrCARTAE VAR AU TR b, 58 FH kb 825347t A 35 GDP FIFR Y5 G 1) 25 T A 2 [A] 1) i
e N, 2 RN A B R A AR O &R . TR Bk S, W o~ 8 B, Hodr, BN S
B oA 5 AR EAR A W 0 0 it 2 TR o S pR L, 0N S A AR B BE AL TR I — A
P22 B ph ki 5 BTt 7 A8 B AE AE AN AR SR AR EE AR A 2 . I I 20 (B B B 2 S hnitE 2w sl o A
I HRCERY Pk e )8 ASE AR i JE A 20 3

wE 6 fis, fERG PEH—ANREZE i, 2 s A UK A AR, FRESS
6 IR B /AME, BEEEE 7 R 17 g, MR 18 RSN E 25 20 L5 0. VI, =EE
(Rl e 32 R DU o 3, (B g b s DURIIE N £ SIS =i, =M E Nas 230
—EREEMER ., B a Y] 2 — e g R . 4 TR A — bl JE, &5k
SR T AR IR, RS 5 ARIA B /ME S T IREY, BN 20 R TE, X5 TV E/KAIER “f5 U
B IR 2R TR IR AT o AR UBEIG Ince p= AE BE 22 (1) TR K, AT BRI A B2 1R R A B4 2 7K 1)
R 2 a T AT IE L, (H R & I 8] B RS X b 7 R It e Ok, KRB R W HE = 45 25
KR A EEI . 25 SO, fFiltE — M rpifa, SPHGK 22| 1 IEmEgm, £ 8 ik KA Ik
TFE, B 20 LT 0. XMEIE ETHE TREMARNBERRY T S EENAFIEK 5T EE YR
—JE “f8 U B BIIREEPE 2RI R N ZR, R “f8) U Y7 PRES I 26V IR i 26 02 75 RO AR 36 T i idk th
DX R et A0 BT a6 AR PR 55875 YA Wm0 AN [R] o 25 T A0 R R b FRD DM JE 5 R AH I 1) b A 7 RIS 1 i 77 A B
Z 1 SO, BIHE, MMM mAT =, H T @SB R, KER SO, ALt il
KA R AR . BEBY B IR IR IR EE S B, (B FER BRI, U PTKE AT 52 0 i A AR 3 28 55 15 11
TR 2

M7 wTHL SSRGS AN, WIS w0 S5 R 7 A AR B o0, {FLRE o I 1] )
AR F AT B S 2 T PR AG, FIEE 12 45 N3 GDP 3K A B K, Bl 256 20 4ER % 0 fiT. BPA
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Figure 6. Lnagdp impulse response analysis of Inagdp, Init, Ininwater and InSO,
[&6. Inagdp¥fInagdp. Init. IninwaterFAInSO,& Bk Mw Bz 53
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Figure 7. Init impulse response analysis of Inagdp, Init, Ininwater and InSO,
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Figure 8. Pulse response analysis of Ininwater to Inagdp, Init, Ininwater and InSO,
[# 8. Ininwater X} Inagdp. Init. Ininwater F1 InSO, BBk A 2 554
Table 6. Granger causality test
%% 6. Granger [FR1&1%
Null Hypothesis: Obs F-Statistic Prob.
LNIT does not Granger Cause LNAGDP 18 1.97722 0.1779
LNAGDP does not Granger Cause LNIT 8.69296 0.0040
LNINWATER does not Granger Cause LNAGDP 18 2.51209 0.1196
LNAGDP does not Granger Cause LNINWATER 3.56727 0.0582
LNSO, does not Granger Cause LNAGDP 18 0.90845 0.4273
LNAGDP does not Granger Cause LNSO, 2.68037 0.0040
LNINWATER does not Granger Cause LNIT 18 4.56971 0.0314
LNIT does not Granger Cause LNINWATER 1.32447 0.2996
LNSO, does not Granger Cause LNIT 18 3.14999 0.0767
LNIT does not Granger Cause LNSO, 2.12615 0.1589
LNSO, does not Granger Cause LNINWATER 18 0.27004 0.7675
LNINWATER does not Granger Cause LNSO, 041179 0.6708
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Figure 9. Pulse response analysis of InSO, to Inagdp, Init, Ininwater and InSO,
[& 9. InSO, X Inagdp. Init. Ininwater 1 InSO, BBk A E K2 53 #r
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