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Administrative Hierarchy, City Size and Production Efficiency of Cities

Li Jian' ,Li Peng”,Feng Shan’ and Wei Ping’
(1. School of Economics and Law,Bohai Univerity,Jinzhou Liaoning 1210003
2. College of Economics and Management,China Agricultural University, Beijing 100083 ;
3. School of Economics, Huazhong University of Science and Technology, Wuhan Hubei,430074)

Abstract: Based on the balanced panel data collected from 261 cities in thirty Chinese provinces
from 2000 to 2013, this paper, making use of Cobb—Douglas production function incorporated in sto-
chastic frontier model and use of the method of Maximum Likelihood Estimate (MLE), analyzes the
effects of urban administrative hierarchy and urban size on urban production efficiency as well as the
different characteristics of urban production efficiency in different regions of the country. The results
show that: Firstly, the higher level of administrative hierarchy a city has, the more serious the state
of low production efficiency in the city is. In other words, the production efficiency of a city is nega-
tively correlated with the level of administrative hierarchy it is assigned to. Secondly, whether count-
ing at the national level or at the regional level of east, central and west regions respectively, city size
exhibits a linear relationship with the production efficiency. That is to say, city size exerts a positive
impact on the production efficiency. Thirdly, cities in different regions of China show distinctive char-
acteristics in this regard. The production efficiency in cities in the east region is significantly higher
than that of cities in the west region (18.5%~18.9%). And the production efficiency in cities in the
west region is higher than that of cities in the central region, though the difference is not that signifi-
cant,
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