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“Small but not appropriate ”while“beyond but not better”:
a research on the relationship between population

size and urban productivity

XIANG Guocheng' JIANG Xin®
(1. School of Economics and Trade Hunan University of Technology and Business Changsha 410205 China;
2. School of Economics Nankai University Tianjin 300071 China)

Abstract: This paper theoretically expounds that the urban productivity presents a variation tendency of inverted “N”
shape along with the expansion of permanent population size which indicates that the excessive population of such cities and
the population of other small cities ( towns) should be transferred to larger and medium-sized cities with higher average
productivity when the population size of a supercity or megacity exceeds the optimal city size corresponding to the maximum
urban productivity. Such a practice is conducive to realizing the spatial optimal allocation under the constraints of established
labor resources and thus promoting the overall productivity of a country or region to achieve the optimal balanced growth. The
panel data of 283 cities at the prefecture level and above in China from 2005 to 2013 as well as fixed effect model and
instrumental variable method is used to verify the above propositional hypothesis. In addition the panel threshold model
method is used to find that the variation tendency of the average productivity of permanent urban population has a double
threshold characteristic of population size with the threshold values of 334 000 and 4 754 800 respectively. An econometric
regression test is made of urban population size grouping which also proves that the variation tendency of urban productivity is
consistent with the research conclusion of inverted “N” shape. For this reason this paper shows that the population size of
most prefecture-evel cities in our country is in the lower position between the two threshold values that is it is at the ascent
stage of average productivity of urban population but it is generally underdeveloped. Therefore it is time to vigorously
develop the medium-sized prefecturedevel cities as the main body of urban system.

Key words: urban population size; prefecturedevel city; urban productivity; inverted “N” shape; population size

threshold value

— 126 —



