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An Empirical Study on Industrial Agglomeration and Total Factor Productivity
of Central Cities: Concurrently Based on the Impact of Urban Hierarchy

LIANG Jun CONG Zhennan

[Abstract] An empirical study on the effect of industrial agglomeration on total factor productivity ( TFP) and its action
mechanism was made from the perspective of city hierarchical differentiation based on measuring the total factor productivity of
central cities. Research results show that: The driving force of economic growth is characterized by both manufacturing and
services instead of the past pattern which was contributed mainly by manufacturing and this trend is more evident in the central
cities with higher administrative level. The agglomeration of productive services industry promotes the growth of the TFP of the city
by improving the technical efficiency but it mainly improves the TFP of the manufacturing industry. The manufacturing
agglomeration has no overall significant impact on the growth of TFP. But it is found that in the high grade central cities the
agglomeration has a positive impact on the growth of urban TFP by promoting technological progress. Some policy
recommendations were put forward according to the main conclusions of the study at last.

[Keywords] Total Factor Productivity; Central Cities; Producer Services Industry Agglomeration; Manufacturing Agglomeration
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