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City Administrative Level and Economic
Development of Metropolitans

WANG Qidin
( School of Economics Fudan Univerisity 200433)

Abstract: Based on the panel data of prefecture level city this paper studies the impact of city’ s
administrative level on city group’ s economic development. The conclusions are that (1) the higher
administrative level of the city the better economic development of city group. (2) Government
intervention not only impacts the economic performance by direct effects but also by indirect effects on
population investment government spending etc. (3) The indirect effects assume city groups”
differentiations.
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