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Coordination Knowledge Accumulation
and Sustainable Growth

He YuNn Tao Liu YuaN SHU
Zhongshan University

Abstract The complementarity among production factors is the primary force that sustain e-

conomic growth. This paper builds the complementarity into a growth model and conducts com-

parative static analysis based on quantitative simulation. The key element of the model is to treat

the complementarity as a consequence of knowledge improvement stemming from better coordina-

tion. The model also shows that the growth path can be complex and uncertain because of the

complementarity.
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