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Are Chinese Cities Too Large?
—An Empirical Analysis Based on the 273 Cities
Sun Jiuwen' Zhang Chaolei’ Yan Haosheng’

Abstract: Nowadays it is a crucial period for the development of the urbanizatin in China. And the size
of the cities grows up quickly. At the same time it causes many problems about cities. It is a controver—
sial topic whether the government should limit the development of the big city or not? In order to solve this
problem this paper under the theory framework of the heterogeneous individual in the city mainly ana—
lyzed the differences between the optimal city size and the balanced city size and measured the loss of e—
conomic efficiency caused by the differences. The empirical results showed that: the balanced city size is
bigger than the optimal size and the loss of economic efficiency is very small. From the view of economic
efficiency China should continue encouraging the collaborative development among large cities medium
cities and small towns.

Key words: Heterogeneous Individual; the Optimal City Size; the Loss of Economic Efficiency; Region—
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