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Too Big to Regulation:
Evidence from Environmental Administrative Penalty

in Chongqing
Juncheng Feng

(Department of Public Economics, School of Economics, Xiamen University)

Abstract  Using firm level data of environmental administrative penalty in
Chongqging, this paper empirically examines the impact of firm size on environmental
regulation. Theoretically, on the one hand, with pressure of enhancing economic
growth, local environmental protection bureaus(EPBs) are less likely to implement
strict regulations against firms with large influence on local economy. On the other
hand, to achieve good governance with limit resources, local EPBs usually regulate a
few firms tightly, who discharge with mass pollution and take them as an example
for other firms. Employing environmental administrative penalty of industrial firm-
level data from Chongqing., we find that, firms with larger size are more likely to be

fined, and this finding remains across robust tests.
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