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The influence of local institutional environment

on the export of heterogeneous enterprises

WU Feifei ZHANG Xianfeng
( School of Economics Hefei University of Technology Hefei 230601 China)

Abstract: In this paper two indicators namely the efficiency of overall institutional efficiency and intellectual property
protection intensity are constructed to measure the local institutional environment and then the differential impact of local
institutional environment on the export of heterogeneous enterprises is empirically tested. The results show that in general the
optimization of local institutional environment will help to promote Chinese enterprises to improve international competitiveness and
export and thus the improvement of local institutional environment can be one endogenous driving force of Chinese enterprises to
improve international competitiveness. There are significant differences in the dependence of heterogeneous enterprises export on the
local institutional environment. The export of high-productivity enterprises foreignfunded enterprises modern manufacturing
enterprises and eastern enterprises in China is more dependent on the favorable local institutional environment. The improvement of
local institutional environment can become a fundamental driving force for promoting the high quality development of Chinese
enterprises and the transformation and upgrading of industrial structures. Based on this this article also discusses the institutional
dividend of the implementation of supply-side structural reform. This study can provide rich policy references for optimizing the
local institutional environment and steadily promoting the high-quality development of enterprises and can provide certain path
references for China to promote supply-side structural reform.

Key words: local institutional environment; enterprise export; institutional dividend; high—quality development of

enterprises; supply-side reform



