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Trade liberalization of intermediate goods economic spatial
agglomeration and enterprise productivity

LI Huanjie ZHANG Yuan
( School of Economics Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China)

Abstract: By integrating the trade liberalization of intermediate goods that touches the international market and the
economic spatial agglomeration based on the domestic local market into a unified analytical framework this paper elaborates
the interaction mechanism between the trade liberalization of intermediate goods domestic economic spatial agglomeration and
firm productivity. On this basis this paper uses the data of Chinas import tariff and the micro data of industrial enterprises to
make a detailed quantitative analysis. The results are as follow. (1) The trade liberalization of intermediate goods can
effectively drive the improvement of enterprise productivity. Meanwhile the deepening of trade liberalization of intermediate
goods caused by China “s accession to the WTO will strengthen the productivity effect released by economic spatial
agglomeration. Economic spatial agglomeration can not only directly promote the productivity improvement of enterprises but
also enhance the productivity spillover effect that enterprises derive from the trade liberalization of intermediate goods. (2) A
complete institutional environment can not only directly promote the productivity of enterprises but also benefit enterprises by
strengthening the productivity spillover effect of intermediate goods trade liberalization and economic spatial agglomeration. ( 3)
The interaction between trade liberalization of intermediate goods and economic spatial agglomeration has a heterogeneous impact
on firm productivity which is manifested in that non-export enterprises small and medium-sized enterprises and firms in
capital and technology-intensive industries are more affected. (4) After deconstructing the economic spatial agglomeration into
three external sources it is found that the strengthening effect of economic spatial agglomeration on the productivity
improvement caused by the trade liberalization of intermediate goods is mainly realized through three channels “people”
“things” and “knowledge”. The research conclusions of this paper provide theoretical basis and empirical evidence for China
to continue to deepen the opening up and guide the domestic economic spatial agglomeration in order to promote the
construction of the new development pattern of domestic and international dual circulation.

Key words: trade liberalization of intermediate goods; economic spatial agglomeration; enterprise productivity;

institutional environment; firm heterogeneity; external sources



