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Economic Growth and Water Pollution
in Suzhou Wuxi and Changzhou

An Empirical Analysis Based on ARDL and ECM

WANG Hui-min FU Tao
( School of Environment Tsinghua University ~Beijing 100084)

Abstract: This paper based on cointegration analysis and error correction model investigates the long—run equilibrium and

short—run dynamic adjustment relationship between economic growth and water pollution for the years 1992 to 2010 in

Suzhou Wuxi and Changzhou. Firstly the existence of the environment Kuznets curve between economic growth and water

pollution was verified using bound testing in Autoregressive Distributed Lag model and Johansen test. Then

the dynamic ad-

justment relationship between the variables was examined using error correction model. The result shows that some cities of

the sample allow for the existence of a long—+un equilibrium relationship form for certain variables. The functional forms of

long—run equilibrium relationship have lineal quadratic and cubic model more than inverse U-shape EKC

in three cities.

The short-run growth of per capita GDP has different effects on water pollution in the cities of the sample. The differences a—

mong economic activity have significant effects on the deterioration of water environment.
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