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Abstract: Using statistical data from 285 cities in 2003—2012  this paper studied the spatial spillovers effect of industrial agglomer—
ation on Chinese cities” TFP by using spatial econometric model. The results showed that there was an increasing growth in the space
correlation of TFP  and TFP spillovers rose in the first then declined which can be described as inverted U process and the peak
showed in 500km or so. Manufacturing agglomeration on TFP was significantly negative. Producer service industry agglomeration and
market potential significantly promoted TFP. MAR externality and Porter externality inhibited the TFP. Jacobs externality promoted the
TFP and this meant that the negative effect of manufacturing industry agglomeration was mainly due to MAR externality and Porter ex—
ternality.
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