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[Abstract] Analyze the mechanism of industrial clus—
ters urban agglomerations and their interactions on regional e—
conomic development with a theoretical perspective. Using the
comprehensive  FGLS and panel correction standard error
( PCSE) methods the panel data of eight urban agglomerations
in the Yangtze River Economic Belt are analyzed. The results
show that industrial agglomeration and urban agglomeration are
remarkable in promoting regional economic growth but the effect
of urban agglomeration on economic growth is less than that of
industrial agglomeration; their interaction can also strengthen the
industrial agglomeration and urban agglomeration with the promo—
ting effect of regional economic growth. Policy implications: im—
proving the quality of industrial clusters enhancing the coordi—
nated development capacity of urban agglomerations and
strengthening the government’ s macro — control ability.

[Key words] industrial clusters; urban agglomerations;

economic growth; Yangtze River Economic Belt
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