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Administrative Monopoly, Agglomeration of Producer Services
and Urban Industrial Pollution: Empirical Evidence from 260
Cities at the Prefecture Level or above

Liu Sheng, Gu Naihua

(Institute of Industrial Economics, Jinan University , Guangzhou 510632, China)

Abstract; Based on new economic geography, this paper investigates the relationship
between administrative monopoly, the agglomeration of producer services and urban in-
dustrial pollution reduction by using 260 cities’ data at prefecture level or above from 2003
to 2012. It comes to the following conclusions: firstly, administrative monopoly of urban
producer services plays a significant inhibition role in urban industrial pollution reduction;
secondly, producer services” agglomeration is positive to the advancement of urban indus-
trial pollution reduction: on the one hand, both Jacobs and Porter externalities of producer
services show a significant positive effect on urban industrial pollution reduction through
technology spillovers, and integration, complementation and competition between indus-
tries help to promote technology spillovers and hence reduce urban industrial pollution e-
missions; on the other hand, spatial agglomeration scale of producer services contributes
to urban industrial pollution reduction by market externality through input-output linkages
between producer services and manufacturing firms; thirdly, the agglomeration of produc-
er services can also help to reverse the inhibitive effect of administrative monopoly on ur-
ban industrial pollution reduction.

Key words: administrative monopoly; producer services’ agglomeration; industrial

pollution; externality
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