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[Abstract] Based on the sample of 35 large and medium
cities of China this essay studies the synergistic effect of urban
sprawl and industrial structure on environmental pollution using
Fixed Effect Model and Panel Threshold Model covering both
the linear and nonlinear influences. The results show that urban
sprawl aggravates environmental pollution in cities and its effect
will fall when industrial structure level crosses the threshold val—
ue; whereas industrial structure upgrading reduces environmental
pollution and its effect will be partially offset when urban sprawl
level crosses the threshold value. Besides fixed asset invest—
ment is still the main source of environmental pollution and FDI
will reduce the pollution of large and medium — sized cities to a
certain extent. Accordingly during the upgrading of industrial
structure the economic growth center such as Shenzhen Shang—
hai and Beijing should develop into compact cities with several
centers. Other large and medium - sized cities should reduce the
negative impact of urban sprawl on the environment by increasing
the attraction of population.
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