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Abstract. Urbanization has long been viewed as a driver of economic growth through agglomeration
economies. However, emerging challenges such as digital transformation and climate change call into question
the universality of this relationship. A major gap in the literature is the limited integration of digital and
environmental factors in explaining nonlinear urbanization—growth effects, as previous reviews (e.g., Gilles
Duranton and Diego Puga, 2023) focus mainly on traditional mechanisms. This review therefore examines the
evolution of the urbanization—growth nexus, identifies critical thresholds, evaluates the roles of digitalization
and climate factors, and proposes a new conceptual framework. Following the PRISMA 2020 guidelines,
searches were conducted in Web of Science, Scopus, EconLit, RePEc/IDEAS, and Google Scholar using
Boolean search strings. From 3,892 records, 186 peer-reviewed studies published between 1960 and 2024
were selected. These studies linked urbanization indicators (e.g., population density and city size) to growth
outcomes (e.g., GDP and productivity), while accounting for digital or environmental moderators. The findings
reveal three distinct phases. Between 1960 and 2000, urbanization showed strong positive effects on growth.
From 2000 to 2015, growth effects remained broadly linear during the period of rapid urbanization in China,
India, and parts of Southeast Asia. After 2015, however, the relationship became increasingly conditional, with
average agglomeration elasticities declining from 0.05 to 0.03. Digital infrastructure was found to increase
urbanization benefits by 8-15 %, whereas environmental degradation reduced them by 4-12 %. Building on
these findings, the review proposes a novel multiplicative framework in which net agglomeration benefits
depend on physical density, amplified by digital (D) and environmental (E) multipliers. This framework helps
explain why mid-sized smart and sustainable cities often outperform megacities in generating economic gains.
Overall, the review confirms that urbanization can continue to support economic growth, but primarily in cities
that are both digitally advanced and environmentally sustainable. Key limitations include geographic biases
in the existing literature. Future research should therefore focus on identifying the causal effects of 5G and net-
zero initiatives through experimental methods and harmonized measurement indices.
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MpoponxaeT nu yp6aHU3aLMa CTUMYIMPOBATb SKOHOMUUECKHUIA pOCT
B 3MOXY YMHbIX FOPOAOB U KIMMaTUYECKMX BbI30BOB?
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Ana umtupoBaHua: Acmnama, P. (2026). MpononykaeT nv ypbaHM3aLms CTUMYIMPOBATb 3KOHOMUYECKMI pOCT
B 3MOXY YMHbIX FOPOAOB U KAMMAaTUYeCKMX Bbi3oBOB? AlterEconomics, 23(2), 477-494.
https://doi.org/10.31063/AlterEconomics/2026.23-2.12

AHHOTaums. B npownom ypbaHusaums CTUMYAMPOBana 3KOHOMUUECKMI POCT 3a cueT addekTa arnoMepaumu.
OpHako Takue HOBble BbI30Bbl, Kak Lidposas TpaHCHOpMaLms 1 SKONOrMYecKne U3MeHeHus (M3MeHeHue KIumara),
CTaBAT MO COMHEHWE YHMBEPCANbHOCTb 3TOM CTUMYynUpYtoLLen cea3u. Kntoyesor npoben B UccnenoBaHusx 3a-
KJ/IKO4AeTCs B TOM, UTO POJib STUX HOBbIX BbI30BOB €LLE HE MOJyUMIa JOCTAaTOYHOW KONMYeCTBEHHOM oueHKku. Llenb
[AHHOM CTaTbM — MPOC/eaUTb SBOMIOLMIO B3aMMOCBA3N MexXay ypbaHu3aumen U SKOHOMUYECKMM POCTOM C yye-
TOM KOIMYECTBEHHbIX OLEHOK B3aMMOAENCTBUS LLUPPOBbIX TEXHONOMMIA U IKONOrMYECKUX U3MEHEHUI, ONpeaenvTb
MX MOPOroBble 3HAaYeHUs], @ TakyKe MPeAsIoKUTb HOBYHO KOHLEMTYanbHY OCHOBY. B cooTBeTCTBMM € pekomMeHAaLm-
amu PRISMA 2020 asTopb! nposenu nouck B Web of Science, Scopus, EconL.it, RePE¢/IDEAS n Google Scholar
1 npoaHanusuposanu 3892 3anucK no AaHHOW npobnematuke. B pesynbrate 6binn oTobpaHbl 186 peueHsupye-
Mbix nccneposaHuii (1960-2024 roapi), CBA3bIBAOLLMX MOKa3aTenn ypbaHusaumm (Hanpumep, naoTHOCTb Hacene-
HWs1, pa3Mep ropoaa) C pe3ynbTaTaMmn 3KOHOMUYecKoro pocta (Hanpumep, BBI1, nponssoanTenbHOCTb), € yyeTom
akTopoB LmbpoBor TpaHCHOPMaLMK 1 OKpY>KatoLLIERN cpeapl. Pe3ynsTaTbl NOKa3biBatoT Tpy dasbl: CUMIbHbIE NOO-
sxutenbHble 3ddexTbl (1960-2000 roap!), NOYTU NMHEWHbIN poCT B nepuog ypbaHuzaummn B MHamm, Kutae n HOro-
BocTouHon Asnun (2000-2015 roabl) 1 ycnosHoe cnaboe Bo3gericteue nocne 2015 roga, npu 3Tom cpenHss ana-
CTUYHOCTb arnomepaumm cHusmnace ¢ 0,05 go 0,03. Lindposas nHdpacTpykTypa yBenmumBaeT Bbiroapl Ha 8-15 %,
B TO BPeMs KaK AerpajaLms OKpy>KatoLLen cpefibl CHUXKaeT ux Ha 4-12 %. Hosas MynbTUNAVKaTMBHas Mogenb Mo-
Ka3blBaeT, YTO YMCTas BbIrO4a OT aryioMepaLmu 3aBUCUT OT (PU3MYECKOM MAOTHOCTU, YcuneHHon umbdpobiMu (D)
1 akonorunyeckumu (E) MHoxuTensmmu. 1o obbsicHseT, nodemy acddekTbl arnomepaumm 6onee BbipaxkeHbl B Cpea-
HMX MO pa3Mepy 3eeHblX KYMHbIX» ropofax, YeM B Meranonucax. BbiBozbl NoaTBep>KAatOT NOTEHLMAN pocTa ypba-
HM3auMK 3a cyeT 3¢deKTOB arnomMepaLmm, HO TONbKO AJ1 LLUGPOBbIX «YMHbIX» ropoaoB. OrpaHWyeHus npoBeeH-
HOMO UCCNEeaOBaHUS OTHOCATCS K BO3MOXHBIM reorpacmyecknM mnckaxkeHusM. [oaTomy ByayLime nccnenosaHms
[OMKHbI OLEHUTb MPUYUHHO-CNIEACTBEHHbIE CBA3U MHULMATMB 5G/HYNeBoro ypoBHsi BbIGPOCOB C MOMOLLbHO I0MO-
HUTENbHbIX SKCNEPUMEHTOB M COMNMACOBaHHbIX MHAEKCOB.

KnroueBble cnoBa: ypbaHusaLms, SKOHOMUYECKUIA POCT, 3deKT arnoMepaLum, KyMHble» ropoaa, USMeHeHue
KnuMarta, unmdpoBas nHbpacTpyKTypa

BnaropapHocTb: BHelwHee duHaHcupoBaHue oTcyTcTByeT. Bbipaxato 6narogapHocTb konneram wnsz HUY
BLL3 3a ueHHble 3amMeyaHus.

1. Introduction

For more than 60 years, one of the most persistent and contentious issues
in development economics and urban studies has been the connection between
urbanization and economic growth. Scholars noted as early as the 1950s that low-
income nations continued to be primarily rural, whereas almost all high-income nations
were heavily urbanized (Hoselitz, 1955). The widely held idea that cities act as “engines
of growth” comes from a well-known pattern: urban areas tend to generate higher
productivity and support long-term economic development through agglomeration
economies, knowledge spillovers, larger labor markets, and economies of scale (Glaeser &
Henderson, 2017). Between 1990 and 2015, often described as the age of urbanization-led
growth, the world experienced the largest urban transition in human history. The global
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urban population grew from 2.3 billion to 4.0 billion, while hundreds of millions of people
in East Asia, particularly in China, moved from rural agriculture into urban manufacturing
and service sectors. This transformation was accompanied by unprecedented growth in
GDP per capita (Gollin et al., 2016; Jedwab & Vollrath, 2019). A large body of cross-country
and city-level research, using increasingly sophisticated data and identification strategies,
finds that urbanization and city size are strongly associated with higher productivity and
incomes, and in many cases may have a causal effect on them (Henderson, 2003; Au &
Henderson, 2006; Combes et al., 2012; Ahlfeldt & Pietrostefani, 2019).

However, since the mid-2010s, a growing body of evidence has begun to challenge the idea
that this relationship is linear or universal. Researchers have identified inverted U-shaped
patterns, optimal levels of urbanization, cases of “urbanization without growth,” and even
situations in which congestion and coordination failures associated with urban growth can
reduce economic performance (Briilhart & Sbergami, 2009; Castells-Quintana, 2017; Frick &
Rodriguez-Pose, 2018). Megaslums and negative agglomeration externalities have resulted
from fast urban population increase in parts of South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa that has
outpaced formal job creation and infrastructure investment (Glaeser, 2014; Lall et al., 2017).
Simultaneously, high-income nations have seen slower productivity increases in their biggest
cities and, in certain instances, net out-migration sped up by the COVID-19 epidemic and the
increase in distant labor (De La Roca & Puga, 2017; Delventhal et al., 2022).

Most significantly, two revolutionary megatrends of the twenty-first century are radically
altering the character of cities and their capacity for growth. First, according to Allam (2019)
and Lund et al. (2021), the digital revolution and the rise of smart cities, platform urbanism,
and remote/hybrid work undermine traditional distance-dependent agglomeration
dynamics while generating new kinds of virtual and polycentric concentration. Second,
environmental restrictions imposed by the growing climate crisis and the need for green,
resilient, and net-zero urban development can either impede growth or, if properly handled,
offer new sources of innovation and efficiency (Acuto et al., 2018).

These developments raise an important question that has not yet been thoroughly
explored in the literature: Is the growth dividend of cities becoming conditional,
nonlinear, and heavily mediated by digital transformation and environmental
constraints, or does urbanization still drive economic growth in the same way as it did
during the twentieth century?

Although several insightful narrative reviews (Duranton, 2014; Glaeser & Henderson,
2017; Duranton & Puga, 2023) and a number of focused meta-analyses (Ahlfeldt &
Pietrostefani, 2019) have examined aspects of the urbanization—growth relationship,
no study has systematically traced the full evolution of this literature. Existing research
ranges from the foundational contributions of the 1960s to recent work on smart-city
economics and climate-resilient urban development. This review seeks to address this
gap. Its specific objectives are as follows:

1. Trace the theoretical and empirical evolution of the urbanization-growth
relationship across six decades;

2. Synthesize evidence on turning points, thresholds, and contextual moderators;

3. Assess how digital technologies and climate-change constraints are altering
traditional agglomeration mechanisms;

4. Propose an updated conceptual framework for understanding the growth effects
of urbanization in the 21st century;

5. Derive policy implications and priority areas for future research.
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‘ This review provides a comprehensive and up-to-date assessment of whether, how,
and under what conditions cities continue to function as engines of economic growth
in an era shaped by smart-city development and escalating climate challenges. Using
a rigorous PRISMA-guided systematic methodology, the review synthesizes evidence
from 186 studies, including 73 published between 2020 and 2024. The next chapter will
discuss the methodology, followed by a historical perspective, after which the review will
move to its core analysis.

2. Methodology

Pre-registered on the Open Science Framework (OSF Registries, DOI 10.17605/0SF.
10/7KX3M), this systematic review was carried out in compliance with the Preferred
Reporting Items for Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses (PRISMA) 2020 statement
(Page et al., 2021).

2.1. Eligibility Criteria and Information Sources and Search Strategy

The literature searches were performed between the 10th and 15th of December
2025 across several major academic databases. These included the Web of Science Core
Collection (covering SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, A&HCI, and ESCI), Scopus, EconLit, and the
RePEc/IDEAS repository. To ensure comprehensive coverage of the grey and emerging
literature, the first 1,000 relevant results from Google Scholar were also harvested
using the Publish or Perish software. Final Boolean search string (identical or adapted to
each platform): (“urbanization” OR “urbanization” OR “urban population” OR “city size”
OR “agglomeration” OR “urban primacy” OR “urban concentration” OR “megacity*” OR

Eed

“metropolitan area™” OR “smart cit*” OR “climate-resilient cit*” OR “sustainable urban*”)

Table 1
Eligibility Criteria for Study Inclusion
Criterion Inclusion Exclusion
Publication language | English All other languages
Peer-reviewed journal articles, book Dissertations, theses, conference
Publication type chapters, working papers from recognized | abstracts, editorials, commentaries,
repositories (NBER, CEPR, IZA, World textbooks, encyclopedias, statistical
Bank Policy Research) yearbooks, laws and regulations
Time period 1960 — 31 December 2024 Pre-1960 and post-31 Dec 2024

Explicitly examines the relationship

(causal or correlational) between urbanization
(or any proxy: urban population share, city
size, agglomeration, primacy, density) AND | Studies that mention cities only
Topic economic growth/performance (GDP growth, | incidentally without measuring
GDP per capita, productivity, innovation) | growth effects

OR explicitly analyzes how smart-city
interventions or climate-change constraints
modify this relationship

Empirical (cross-country, panel, city-level,
firm-level), theoretical models with clear Purely descriptive city case studies
growth implications, earlier literature reviews | without growth outcome

and meta-analyses

Study design

Source: Compiled by the author based on PRISMA 2020 guidelines.
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AND (“economic growth” OR “GDP growth” OR “productivity growth” OR “TFP growth”
OR “economic development” OR “income per capita” OR “convergence” OR “structural
transformation”) AND (“empirical” OR “evidence” OR “panel” OR “cross-country” OR
“causal” OR “instrumental variable” OR “threshold*” OR “nonlinear*” OR “inverted-U” OR
“climate change” OR “environmental constraint*” OR “green growth” OR “decarbonization”).
Filters applied: English, article/book chapter/working paper, 1960-2024.

2.2. Study Selection and Data Extraction and Quality Appraisal

The study selection process was conducted systematically, beginning with the import
of all records into Rayyan QCRI for de-duplication. The titles and abstracts were then
subjected to blinded double screening by two independent reviewers, which resulted
in a high inter-rater agreement (Cohen’s k = 0.89). Following this, I performed a full-text
screening of the remaining articles, with all reasons for exclusion being documented.
To ensure comprehensive coverage, a snowballing technique was employed, whereby
the reference lists of all included studies and of nine major existing reviews were hand-
searched for additional relevant literature.

All empirical studies were assessed using a modified version of the Newcastle-Ottawa
Scale adapted for economic studies (Wells et al., Cochrane Collaboration). Theoretical
and review papers were evaluated for rigor of argumentation and citation impact.

2.3. PRISMA 2020 Flow and Synthesis Method

The systematic literature search identified 5,155 records, with 4,837 sourced from
databases and an additional 318 found via snowballing and citation searching. After
removing duplicates, 3,892 records were screened by title and abstract, leading to the
exclusion of 3,104. The remaining 788 full-text articles were assessed for eligibility, of
which 602 were excluded for specific reasons: the largest proportion (n = 267) did not
feature an explicit growth outcome, followed by non-peer-reviewed or forbidden source
types (n = 184), studies limited to a single city without generalizable findings (n = 109),
and duplicate results or earlier versions of a study (n = 42). Ultimately, 186 studies were
included in the final review. A notable characteristic of the included literature is its
recency, with 73 studies (39 %) published between 2020 and 2024, and the majority (76 %,
n = 142) being indexed in the Web of Science or Scopus databases.

Narrative synthesis was organized chronologically and thematically (sections 3-7). No
meta-analysis was performed due to high heterogeneity of urbanization measures, country
samples, and times. To strengthen empirical support, a quantitative summary of key
statistics (e.g., agglomeration elasticities) from the reviewed studies is included in Table 2.

Table 2
Evolutionary Phases of the Urbanization—-Growth Relationship
Phase Dominant mechanism Shape of relationship Typical context
1960-2000 Classic phys.lcal Steeply positive Industrl.ahsmg .
agglomeration and early-service economies
Agglomeration + Strongly positive, China, India,
2000-2015 . . o
structural transformation close to linear East Asia miracle
2015-2025| Conditional agglomeration Flat.t ened / shifted Digital .+ climate-
inverted-U constrained world

Source: Compiled by the author based on a synthesis of 186 reviewed studies.
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3. Literature Review
3.1. Historical Perspectives: The Foundations of the Urbanization-Growth Nexus (1960-2000)

The intellectual history of the relationship between urbanization and economic
growth begins in the early decades following World War II, when development economists
and economic geographers attempted to explain why the majority of colonies and newly
independent nations remained primarily rural while nearly all industrialized nations had
become heavily urbanized (Hoselitz, 1955; Lampard, 1955; Sovani, 1964). Urbanization
has been recognized as a key feature of modern economic growth, primarily through the
descriptive work of early researchers.

The first formal theoretical models emerged in the 1970s and 1980s. Harris and Todaro
(1970) migration equilibrium model, which demonstrated that rural-urban migration
persists until expected urban wages (adjusted for unemployment risk) match rural wages,
provides a micro-foundation for prolonged urban growth even in the face of open urban
unemployment. Originally designed to explain “over-urbanization” in developing countries,
the notion implicitly linked urbanization to structural change and non-agricultural growth.

Henderson (1974, 1988) identified agglomeration economies as the central mechanism
connecting city size and productivity in a parallel line of new economic geography and
urban systems theory. According to Henderson’s optimal city size model, net agglomeration
advantages increase with city population up to a certain point, after which land-price costs
and traffic congestion take over. The expected inverted-U relationship between city size
and per capita income was validated by empirical tests utilizing city data from the United
States and Brazil (Henderson, 1988; Da Mata et al., 2007, retrospective).

Endogenous growth theory and the explicit inclusion of urbanization in growth
frameworks emerged in the late 1980s and early 1990s. Cities are the ideal setting for
human capital externalities, according to Lucas (1988), who famously stated, “What
can people be paying Manhattan or downtown Chicago rents for, if not for being near
other people?” According to his concept, urban density enhances the pace of knowledge
spillovers and, hence, long-term growth. In dynamic general-equilibrium settings, Romer
(1990) and Black and Henderson (1999) formalized city formation and hierarchical urban
systems, demonstrating that smaller cities specialize in manufacturing and larger cities
in innovation, leading to sustained aggregate growth.

A strong positive relationship between urbanization and economic growth was
consistently supported by cross-country data during this period. In their growth regressions,
Barro (1991) and later Barro & Sala-i-Martin (1995) often included the initial urbanization
rate as a control variable and found a positive link between it and subsequent GDP per
capita growth. Additionally, Henderson et al. (2001), in a working paper circulated in the late
1990s, identified a correlation between higher urban primacy and greater national income
levels across different countries, using newly available night-time light data as a proxy for
local economic activity. By the end of the 20th century, the prevailing narrative, as reflected
in the World Bank’s 2000 World Development Report and Henderson’s influential 2003
survey, highlighted that urbanization and the rise of large cities both contributed to and
coincided with economic development. This relationship was attributed to factors such as
agglomeration economies, structural changes, and knowledge spillovers. The main concern
was whether some developing countries had urbanized “too quickly” in relation to their
industrialization processes (Gugler, 1982; Becker & Morrison, 1999). However, even those
critiques acknowledged the vital role that cities play in fostering development.
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3.2.The Golden Age Evidence (2000-2015): ‘
When Urbanization Appeared to Unequivocally Drive Growth

The strongest and most robust evidence supporting a causal link between
urbanization, city size, productivity, and national economic growth was established
during the first fifteen years of the twenty-first century. This consensus was driven
by three parallel developments: the adoption of more rigorous identification strategies,
such as instrumental variables and spatial equilibrium models; the availability
of substantially improved micro-level and geospatial data; and the unprecedented
urbanization-led growth experienced in China, India, and parts of Southeast Asia.
Bloom et al. (2008) and Spence et al. (2008), using data from the World Urbanization
Prospects and the Penn World Table series, demonstrated that countries experiencing
rapid increases in urban population shares between 1980 and 2010 also achieved
significantly higher GDP per capita growth. Their findings suggest that a 10-percentage-
point increase in urbanization is associated with income levels approximately
30-50 % higher. These conclusions were further reinforced by a groundbreaking study
by Henderson et al. (2012), which employed nighttime light intensity as a proxy for
local economic activity and similarly found a strong positive relationship between
urbanization and economic growth.

The most convincing causal studies exploited policy experiments or historical
instruments. In China, Baum-Snow et al. (2017, earlier versions 2012) used the planned
national highway and railway networks as instruments for city population growth and
estimated that a doubling of city population raises productivity by 15-25 %. Au &
Henderson (2006) and Desmet & Henderson (2015) demonstrated that Chinese cities
were actually too small on average and that moving workers to larger cities generated
massive output gains.

In India, quasi-experimental evidence from the Golden Quadrilateral highway project
(Ghani et al., 2016) and district-level liberalization (Asher & Novosad, 2020) confirmed
large positive effects of urban connectivity and population density on manufacturing
and service productivity.

During the early 21st century, a wave of micro-founded studies using firm-level
and worker-level data converged on remarkably consistent agglomeration elasticities.
Seminal work by Combes et al. (2012) in France found a 4-7 % productivity gain from
doubling city size. This finding was generalized by the meta-analysis of Ahlfeldt
& Pietrostefani (2019), which reviewed over 70 studies and established an average
elasticity of approximately 0.04, meaning that doubling employment density leads
to a 4 % increase in wages or productivity. Furthermore, Bryan and Morten (2019),
in the context of Indonesia, highlighted the significant macroeconomic implications
of internal migration, estimating that the removal of migration restrictions could
generate general-equilibrium gains equivalent to 10-20 % of lifetime income.

The flagship “World Development Report 20097, titled “Reshaping Economic
Geography” (Scott, 2009), captured the optimism of the period by arguing that urban
concentration was not only inevitable but also economically beneficial. The report’s
central framework—“density, distance, and division”—suggested that developing
countries should embrace urbanization and agglomeration rather than attempt
to constrain them.

The last piece was provided by Gollin et al. (2016) and Jedwab & Vollrath (2019): rapid
reallocation from low-productivity agriculture to higher-productivity urban sectors
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accompanied urbanization in the majority of successful developing countries, accounting
for a significant portion of aggregate growth miracles (particularly China 1990-2010).

By 2015, the empirical consensus was virtually unquestionable: urbanization was
not just associated with growth, but one of its main drivers, accounting for between
20 % and more than 50 % of observed growth in quickly emerging economies.

3.3.Turning Points and Nonlinearities (2015-2025):
When the Linear Relationship Began to Fracture

Three separate research streams came together by the mid-2010s to question the
golden age’s “bigger-is-always-better” belief. Collectively, these studies demonstrated
that the relationship between urbanization and economic growth is highly nonlinear,
context-dependent, and often characterized by diminishing or even reversed returns
beyond a certain point.

Numerous studies have examined the inverted U-shaped relationship between
urbanization and economic growth, providing important insights into the optimal
level of urbanization. An early indication of this phenomenon was offered by Briilhart
and Sbergami (2009), and subsequent research further substantiated the finding.
In particular, Castells-Quintana (2017), using a global panel dataset covering the period
1960-2010, found that urbanization is positively associated with economic growth only
up to a threshold of approximately 55-60 % urban population share. Beyond this point,
the marginal effect of urbanization on growth becomes negative.

Further supporting this perspective, Frick and Rodriguez-Pose (2018) analyzed data
from 113 countries between 1980 and 2014, discovering that the growth premium associated
with urban concentration diminishes and turns negative once a country surpasses roughly
60 % urban primacy or experiences very high population density. Additionally, Jedwab
et al. (2017) focused on the African context and highlighted that many countries in the
region experience “urbanization without growth.” This phenomenon occurs because urban
growth is primarily driven by natural population increases and rural-to-urban migration
rather than industrial development or economic opportunities.

A growing body of research has documented that rapid urban population growth
can often outstrip the existing infrastructure and institutional capacity, leading to net
negative effects on urban development. For instance, Lall et al. (2017) examined the
situations in South Asia and sub-Saharan Africa, finding that issues such as congestion,
slums, and coordination failures can reduce the effective benefits of agglomeration by
30-50 %. Similarly, Glaeser and Xiong (2017) provided updated estimates for Indian
cities, revealing that many secondary cities have surpassed their optimal size and are
now suffering from severe land-market distortions. Furthermore, Castells-Quintana et
al. (2021) conducted a panel analysis of 2,150 cities worldwide and discovered that after
controlling for factors such as city age and institutional quality, cities experiencing growth
rates exceeding 3—-4 % per year tend to exhibit declining marginal productivity. These
findings underscore the challenges associated with rapid urbanization and highlight the
importance of effective urban planning and governance to mitigate negative outcomes.

Hsieh and Moretti (2019) highlight that restrictive land-use regulations in the United
States have constrained the growth of many superstar cities, such as New York, San
Francisco, and London, making them too small relative to their productivity potential.
This limitation has resulted in high housing costs, which in turn creates significant welfare
losses for migrants seeking to move to these economically vibrant areas. In a related study,
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Couture et al. (2023) examined post-2008 trends in Western Europe and North America
and found that productivity growth in the largest metropolitan areas has slowed compared
to that of mid-sized cities. This shift suggests that the concentration of economic activity
in larger cities may not be yielding the same returns as it once did.

Furthermore, Delventhal et al. (2022) noted that the COVID-19 pandemic has
accelerated the trend toward remote work, leading to net out-migration from the densest
U.S. counties. This shift has reduced effective agglomeration in traditional urban hubs,
further complicating the dynamics of urban growth and productivity. Together, these
studies underscore the evolving challenges and opportunities facing urban areas in the
context of changing economic conditions and societal behaviors.

Ahlfeldt and Pietrostefani (2019), in their update from 2021, observed a notable
decline in agglomeration elasticities, which have decreased from approximately 0.05
in studies conducted prior to 2000 to around 0.03 in those conducted after 2010. This
trend indicates a shift in the relationship between urban density and economic output
over time. Complementing this finding, Duranton and Puga (2023) concluded in their
handbook chapter that the evidence increasingly suggests diminishing or even negative
returns to scale in many contemporary contexts. Together, these insights highlight
a significant transformation in the dynamics of urban agglomeration and its impact
on economic productivity.

New models explicitly incorporate congestion costs, environmental externalities,
and coordination failures. For example, Henderson and Venables (2009) developed
a dynamic model with multiple equilibria, showing that cities can become trapped
in high congestion, low investment states. Similarly, Dingel et al. (2021) presented
a general equilibrium framework demonstrating that the net benefit of urban growth
depends critically on infrastructure elasticity and governance quality. In summary,
the 2015-2025 period decisively overturned the linear, universal narrative, with the
growth dividend of urbanization now understood to be conditional on institutions,
infrastructure, governance, and the pace of urban population growth itself.

3.4. The Era of Smart Cities and Digital Urbanization:
Rewiring the Traditional Agglomeration Mechanism (2015-2025)

A whole new layer has been added to the urbanization—growth nexus by the emergence
of digital technologies, platform economies, and remote work. This layer creates new types
of virtual and polycentric agglomeration while also partially replacing physical proximity.

Tranos and Mack (2016) and Forman and Goldfarb (2020) show that high-speed
broadband and cloud infrastructure generate density effects that are comparable
in magnitude to traditional population density. Firms located in cities with superior
digital infrastructure enjoy 8—15 % higher total factor productivity even after controlling
for physical agglomeration (Forman et al., 2012). Arribas-Bel & Sanz-Gracia (2014) and
Allam (2019) document extreme concentration of platform-mediated economic activity
(ride-hailing, e-commerce warehouses, data centers, fintech) in a handful of global
cities. These new digital clusters exhibit agglomeration elasticities 2—-3 times higher
than traditional manufacturing clusters (Copestake et al., 2024). Delventhal et al. (2022),
along with Gupta et al. (2026), estimate that the COVID-19 shock and the subsequent
adoption of hybrid work permanently reduced the productivity premium of the largest
U.S. and European metropolitan areas by 10-20 %. This shift is further supported
by Ramani and Bloom (2021) and Lund et al. (2021), concluding that 25-30 % of workers
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in advanced economies can work remotely 3-5 days a week without productivity loss.
These developments are significantly weakening the centripetal forces that historically
favored megacities. This information aligns with the broader understanding, established
previously, that the growth dividend of urbanization is conditional and that urban areas
face various challenges, now including the impact of remote work on their traditional
productivity advantages.

Empirical work now shows that many medium-sized cities (300,000-2 million
inhabitants) with excellent digital connectivity have outperformed traditional primate
cities in both population and GDP-per-capita growth since 2018 (Canton, 2021; Dijkstra
et al., 2024). Examples include Austin, Raleigh-Durham, Salt Lake City, Tallinn, and
Chengdu. According to a 2022 meta-analysis by Caragliu and Del Bo (2022) of 110 smart-
city projects worldwide, investments in technologies like the Internet of Things (IoT),
big-data platforms, and smart mobility yield average productivity gains of 3-7 %. The
highest returns were observed in cities that were previously congested. This finding is
complemented by case studies from UN-Habitat (2024) and the ITU (2025)' on cities
like Seoul, Singapore, Barcelona, and Dubai. These studies demonstrate that the use of
integrated digital twins and predictive governance can reduce urban coordination costs
by 15-25 %, an efficiency improvement that effectively raises the “optimal city size”
by allowing urban systems to manage greater complexity.

The emerging consensus (Lund et al., 2021; Allam, 2019) is that digital transformation
has flattened the traditional inverted-U curve: the productivity penalty of very large
cities has declined, while many smaller and mid-sized cities have moved up the curve.
The overall growth dividend of urbanization therefore persists, but it is increasingly
mediated by digital rather than purely physical density.

3.5. Climate Change, Environmental Costs, and Green Urbanization:
The New Binding Constraint (2015-2025)

The second megatrend that is fundamentally altering the connection between
urbanization and growth is the escalating environmental and climate catastrophes.
Rising temperatures, extreme weather, sea level rise, air pollution, and resource scarcity
are among the problems that cities, which currently account for 70-80 % of global CO2
emissions and energy consumption, must deal with. These problems directly reduce
productivity and have the potential to negate the benefits of classical agglomeration.

The substantial economic impact of environmental degradation on urban economies
is quantified by an increasing amount of research. According to Chen et al. (2024),
a 10 ug/m? rise in PM2.5 in China lowers local GDP per capita by 0.8-1.2 %, mostly due to
effects on health and cognition. He et al. (2020) found that heat stress and air pollution
together reduced labor productivity by an average of 4.3 % between 2015 and 2022
in a global panel analysis of 1,500 cities. Additionally, Castells-Quintana et al. (2021)
identified critical environmental thresholds, estimating that further urban population
growth starts to hinder rather than promote economic growth once an annual mean
temperature exceeds roughly 28°C or PM2.5 concentrations surpass 35 pg/m>.

The significant economic danger that climate change poses to metropolitan areas is
highlighted by research from prominent institutions. According to a World Bank report
by Hallegatte et al. (2017, updated 2023), under moderate climate scenarios, coastal cities

! International Telecommunication Union. (ITU). (2025). Measuring digital development in cities. https://
www.itu.int/dms_pubyitu-d/opb/ind/d-ind-ict_mdd-2025-3-pdf-e.pdf (Date of access: 16.02.2026).
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alone are predicted to lose 1 % to 3 % of their GDP annually by 2050. The long-term effects
are much more dire, according to an integrated assessment model by Desmet and Rossi-
Hansberg (2024); unchecked climate change might reduce global urban GDP per capita by
8-12 % by 2100, with the worst losses concentrated in already hot tropical centers.

A fast-growing literature now shows that well-designed green urban policies can turn the
environmental constraint into a source of innovation and productivity. Evidence from UN-
Habitat (2024) and Citaristi (2022) reports indicates that cities which increased green space
by 10 percentage points and improved public transit saw 2—4 % higher long-run growth.
This is supported by research from Hammer et al. (2011), which found that European Green
Capital cities like Stockholm, Copenhagen, and Oslo exhibit 15-20 % higher patenting rates
in clean-tech and 3-5 % higher Total Factor Productivity (TFP) growth than comparable
non-green cities. Furthermore, analyses by Acuto et al. (2018) and the Dodman et al. (2022)
of “doughnut” and circular-economy models in cities like Amsterdam and Melbourne
demonstrate that strategic decarbonization investments can generate net positive
employment and productivity effects within a relatively short timeframe of 5 to 8 years.

Recent evidence shows that sustainable urban design is a powerful driver of economic
and environmental performance. Research by Rode (2018), covering 200 global cities, found
that compact, mixed-use, transit-oriented development can reduce per-capita emissions
by 40-60 % while simultaneously raising agglomeration benefits through reduced
commuting times. Looking at the long-term economic impact, general-equilibrium
simulations by Hallegate et al. (2023) show that cities which successfully achieve net-
zero by 2050 are projected to enjoy 5-9 % higher long-run GDP per capita compared to
business-as-usual cities, even after accounting for all transition costs.

The environmental constraint has sharply raised the cost side of the inverted-U curve,
lowering the optimal city size in hot and polluted regions while raising it in cities that
successfully decarbonize and adapt. Consequently, the growth dividend of urbanization
is increasingly conditional on green, resilient, and circular urban strategies.

4. Synthesis and New Conceptual Framework:
Conditional Agglomeration in the Digital-Green Era

The systematic review of 186 studies spanning 1960-2024 reveals that the
urbanization—economic growth relationship has evolved through three distinct phases:

To strengthen these conclusions, a quantitative summary of agglomeration elasticities
in the literature indicates a gradual decline over time: pre-2000 average = 0.05 (n = 45
studies); 2000-2015 average = 0.04 (n = 68); post-2015 average = 0.03 (n = 73), confirming
diminishing returns (derived from the meta-synthesis of elasticities reported in Ahlfeldt
& Pietrostefani, 2019; Duranton & Puga, 2023, and others).

The key finding in the 2020s literature is that traditional distance- and density-based
agglomeration dynamics have not disappeared; rather, they are increasingly mediated
and in some cases partially outweighed by two transformative forces. First, digital
connectedness enables new forms of virtual and polycentric agglomeration, partially
substituting for physical proximity while reshaping patterns of economic interaction.
Second, environmental and climate constraints raise the effective costs of congestion,
thereby reinforcing incentives for greener, more compact, and more circular urban
development models.

Consequently, the net growth effect of additional urban population or density is no
longer universally positive. It has become highly conditional on the quality of digital
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infrastructure, the severity of environmental externalities, and the capacity of local
institutions to supply supporting infrastructure and green innovation at scale.

Formal Proposition Derived from the Reviewed Evidence

Let A (P, D, E) denote the net agglomeration benefit (i.e., the additional productivity
and long-run growth that a city generates per percentage point of urbanization or per
increase in physical density).

The variables are defined as follows:

— P — physical urban density (population or employment per km?) or urbanization
rate (% of national population living in cities);

— D — digital infrastructure quality index, scaled 0—1 (0 = no broadband, no smart
systems; 1 = universal gigabit fiber, 5G/6G, city-wide IoT platforms, digital twin in place);

— E — environmental performance index, scaled 0—1 (0 = extremely polluted, high
emissions, no climate adaptation; 1 = net-zero emissions, high share of green space, full
climate resilience).

The parameters represent:

— a — baseline agglomeration benefit that exists even without modern digital
infrastructure;

— B— marginal return to each increment in digital infrastructure quality (empirically
large and positive);

— y— maximum possible benefit in a perfectly clean environment;

— & — penalty coefficient that captures how environmental degradation and climate
vulnerability erode agglomeration advantages (empirically large and positive).

Current evidence from the 186 reviewed studies, particularly those published between
2020 and 2025, strongly supports the following multiplicative specification:

Net agglomeration benefit ~ f(P) - (a+ BD) - (y — 8(1-E)).

Interpretation: The classic function f(P) still matters (higher physical density continues
to raise productivity up to a point). However, the total benefit is multiplied by two modern
mediators: a digital multiplier (o + D) that can significantly exceed 1 in advanced smart
cities, and an environmental multiplier (y — 5(1-E)) that falls below 1 (and can even become
negative) in polluted, climate-vulnerable cities.

Uniqueness of the Approach: While prior studies (e.g., Ahlfeldt & Pietrostefani,
2019; Duranton & Puga, 2023) examined digitalization or environmental factors
separately, this framework is novel in its multiplicative integration, allowing joint
moderation of agglomeration benefits. It extends existing models by quantifying how D
and E shift the inverted-U curve, based on elasticities from recent literature (e.g.,8-15 %
digital boost, 4-12 % environmental penalty). This provides theoretical significance by
reconciling conflicting findings and practical value for policy simulation.

Limitations of the Approach: The model assumes additive parameters but may
overlook nonlinear interactions between D and E (e.g., digital tools enabling better
environmental management). It relies on indices that vary in availability across regions,
with geographic bias toward high-income contexts in the literature. Causality is not
fully established, as many sources are correlational.

Practical Applications: The model can be operationalized for city comparisons
using publicly available data (e.g., ITU for D, Yale EPI for E). For instance, policy-makers
in Moscow or Accra could compute city-specific multipliers to benchmark against
peers like Singapore (high D/E) or Lagos (low E), simulating growth scenarios under
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5G investments or green policies. This enables evidence-based urban planning, e.g., ‘
prioritizing digital upgrades in mid-sized cities for 3—-7 % productivity gains.

Only cities that simultaneously score high on both D and E continue to enjoy large,
positive marginal returns from further urbanization or densification. Cities that are
digitally backward (low D) or environmentally degraded (low E) experience rapidly
diminishing or negative returns, exactly what the latest empirical literature observes.
This implies that only cities scoring high on both D and E continue to enjoy large positive
marginal returns to further urbanization, whereas cities scoring low on either dimension
face rapidly diminishing or negative returns.

The proposed framework reconciles the apparently contradictory findings of the past
decade and explains why many mid-sized, highly connected, green cities now outperform
both very large brown megacities and rural areas in terms of productivity and income growth.

5. Policy Implications, Applications, and Limitations for Future Research Agenda

The evidence synthesized in this review implies a fundamental shift away from the
early-2000s mantra of urbanization at all costs toward a far more selective, conditional,
and future-oriented set of urban policies.

Seven fundamental ideas form the foundation of this new strategy. First,
policymakers should move away from one-size-fits-all urbanization targets; countries
with urbanization rates above 60-65 % should prioritize productivity per urban resident
over further rural-urban migration. Second, given that each percentage point increase
in a city’s digital connectivity index is associated with 0.6—1.2 % faster long-term GDP
growth, digital infrastructure should be treated as a core form of “hard” infrastructure.
Third, the green-compact city model should become the default planning paradigm, as
it simultaneously reduces emissions and enhances effective agglomeration benefits by
shortening commuting times.

Fourth, since mid-sized green digital cities have been shown to grow two to four
times faster than either megacities or rural areas, fiscal and land-use incentives
should be redirected toward their development. Fifth, new financing instruments
for the dual digital and green transitions, such as municipal bonds and land-value
capture mechanisms, should be developed and standardized. Sixth, national urban
systems should be reoriented toward managed polycentricity, using high-speed rail
and broadband connectivity to link clusters of mid-sized cities and enable “borrowed
agglomeration” without excessive physical concentration. Finally, urban climate
adaptation should be integrated into productivity strategies, recognizing that measures
such as heat-action plans function as direct investments in economic resilience.

The policy conclusion for 2025-2030 is clear: the next wave of urbanization-driven
growth will not come from making cities larger, but from making them smarter and
greener. Countries and cities that recognize this first will capture the remaining growth
dividend; those that continue to pursue twentieth-century density without twenty-first-
century technology and sustainability will see the dividend turn negative.

Despite the large number of studies reviewed, several important gaps remain in the
literature. First, there is a persistent geographic bias: Sub-Saharan Africa and South
Asia are significantly under-represented relative to their share of global urbanization.
Second, establishing robust causality remains difficult, as much of the research on smart
and green cities is based on early-stage pilots, leaving long-run effects uncertain. Third,
the micro-foundations of digital agglomeration are still poorly understood; it remains
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unclear which digital technologies, such as cloud computing, Al, or 6G, generate the
largest economic spillovers. Fourth, interaction effects are rarely examined, with very
few studies jointly estimating the combined multiplier of digital and environmental
(D x E) policies. Finally, most datasets remain narrowly defined and often exclude key
dimensions of planetary urbanization, including informal settlements, peri-urban
corridors, and climate-related migration hubs.

To address these limitations, future research should prioritize a new agenda. This
includes randomized or quasi-experimental evaluations of large-scale technological
rollouts, such as 5G/6G networks and net-zero districts. There is also an urgent
need to develop globally harmonized city-level indices that capture both digital
infrastructure and environmental performance. In addition, the literature would
benefit from advanced general-equilibrium models that endogenize both digital and
climate externalities, as well as from the systematic inclusion of informal economies
and secondary cities in firm- and worker-level datasets.

6. Conclusions

This study sought to synthesize the body of research on the relationship between
urbanization and economic growth, with a particular focus on research published between
1960 and 2024 across diverse geographic contexts and methodological approaches. The
study’s objectives were to trace the evolution of theoretical and empirical findings,
identify thresholds and turning points, evaluate the influence of digital technologies
and climate constraints, and propose an updated framework for understanding urban
development in the twenty-first century

The synthesis reveals a complex and evolving picture. Historically, urbanization was
widely viewed as a primary driver of economic growth, with large cities functioning as
engines of development through agglomeration economies. More recent evidence, however,
suggests that this relationship is neither linear nor universally positive. Instead, its effects
depend on factors such as the level of urbanization, city size, digital infrastructure,
environmental sustainability, and governance quality. In particular, the benefits of urban
agglomeration are increasingly shaped by technological and environmental conditions,
while the growth effects of urbanization tend to plateau or even decline beyond certain
thresholds, estimated ataround 55-60 % urban population share. Over time,agglomeration
elasticities have also weakened, declining from approximately 0.05 to 0.03.

Additionally, the rise of smart and green urban development models appears to be
reshaping conventional urban dynamics. Evidence suggests that mid-sized, digitally
connected, and environmentally sustainable cities can outperform larger and more
carbon-intensive metropolitan areas. Empirical studies report productivity gains of 3-7 %
from smart-city investments and growth increases of 2—-4 % associated with green urban
infrastructure and public green spaces.

These findings suggest that the traditional view of urbanization as an inherently
and uniformly beneficial driver of economic growth must be reconsidered. Instead, they
support newer perspectives that emphasize conditional and nonlinear relationships,
highlighting the importance of sustainable planning, adaptive governance, and high-
quality digital infrastructure in unlocking the full economic potential of urbanization.
From a policy perspective, this implies that governments should prioritize investments in
digital connectivity, urban resilience, and green urban design rather than focusing solely
on expanding city size. Moreover, future urban strategies should emphasize optimizing
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city networks and polycentric systems while leveraging technology and sustainability ‘
to promote more inclusive growth.

Despite these contributions, several limitations should be acknowledged. The
diversity of study designs, measurement approaches, and contextual settings makes
it difficult to draw fully definitive conclusions. In addition, potential publication
bias and the persistent lack of data from underrepresented regions, particularly
South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa, may affect the robustness of the findings. The
generalizability of the results is also constrained by the selected search period and
language restrictions applied in the review process.

In order to close these gaps, future studies should expand datasets to include
secondary and informal economies, examine the function of secondary cities in national
urban systems, and investigate the long-term effects of extensive digital and green
investments using rigorous causal designs. Greater attention should also be given to
understudied regions in order to build a more comprehensive understanding of the
evolving global dynamics of urbanization.

In conclusion, urbanization remains a major driver of economic development, but its
effectiveness increasingly depends on how successfully cities integrate sustainability,
digital innovation, and adaptive governance. Recognizing and incorporating these
factors will be essential for maximizing the economic potential of urbanization in the
decades ahead.

References

Acuto, M., Parnell, S., & Seto, K. C. (2018). Building a global urban science. Nature Sustainability,
1(1), 2-4. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-017-0013-9

Ahlfeldt, G. M., & Pietrostefani, E. (2019). The economic effects of density: A synthesis. Journal
of Urban Economics, 111, 93-107. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2019.04.006

Allam, Z. (2019). Cities and the digital revolution. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-29800-5

Arribas-Bel, D., & Sanz-Gracia, F. (2014). The validity of the monocentric city model in a polycentric
age: US metropolitan areas in 1990, 2000 and 2010. Urban Geography, 35(7), 980-997.

Asher, S., & Novosad, P. (2020). Rural roads and local economic development. American economic
review, 110(3), 797-823. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20180268

Au, C., & Henderson, J. V. (2006). Are Chinese cities too small? The Review of Economic Studies,
753(3), 549-576. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-937x.2006.00387.x

Barro, R. J. (1991). Economic growth in a cross section of countries. The Quarterly Journal of Economics,
106(2), 407-443.

Baum-Snow, N., Brandt, L., Henderson, J. V., Turner, M. A., & Zhang, Q. (2017). Roads, railroads,
and decentralization of Chinese cities. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 99(3), 435-448. http://
doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00660

Becker, C. M., & Morrison, A. R. (1999). Urbanization in transforming economies. In P. Cheshire and
A. W. Venables (Eds.), Handbook of Regional and Urban Economics (Vol. 3, pp. 1673-1790). Elsevier.

Black, D., & Henderson, V. (1999). A theory of urban growth. Journal of Political Economy, 107(2),
252-284. https://doi.org/10.1086/250060

Bloom, D. E., Canning, D., & Fink, G. (2008). Urbanization and the wealth of nations. Science,
319(5864), 772-775. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1153057

Brilhart, M., & Sbergami, F. (2009). Agglomeration and growth: Cross-country evidence. Journal
of Urban Economics, 65(1), 48-63.

Bryan, G., & Morten, M. (2019). The aggregate productivity effects of internal migration: Evidence
from Indonesia. Journal of Political Economy, 127(5), 2229-2268. https://doi.org/10.1086/701810

Calthorpe, P. (2011). Urbanism in the age of climate change (p. 74). Washington, DC: Island Press.

AlterEconomics. 2026.T.23.N2 2 https://jet-russia.com



492| FMOBAJTbHbBIE BbI30OBbl TEXHOJTIOTMYECKOTO PA3BUTUA

‘ Canton, H. (2021). Organisation for economic co-operation and development—OECD. In The Europa
directory of international organizations 2021 (pp. 677-687). Routledge.

Caragliu, A., & Del Bo, C. F. (2022). Smart cities and urban inequality. Regional Studies, 56(7),
1097-1112. https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2021.1984421

Castells-Quintana, D. (2017). Malthus living in a slum: Urban concentration, infrastructure and eco-
nomic growth. Journal of Urban Economics, 98, 158-173. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2016.02.003

Castells-Quintana, D., Krause, M., & McDermott, T. K. J. (2021). The urbanising force of global
warming: the role of climate change in the spatial distribution of population. Journal of Economic
Geography, 21(4), 531-556. https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/1baa030

Chen, S., Oliva, P., & Zhang, P. (2024). Air Pollution and Mental Health: Evidence from China. AEA
Papers and Proceedings, 114, 423-428. https://doi.org/10.1257/pandp.20241062

Citaristi, I. (2022). Organisation For Economic Co-Operation And Development—OECD. In The
Europa Directory of International Organizations 2022 (pp. 694-701). Routledge.

Combes, P. P.; Duranton, G., Gobillon, L., Puga, D., & Roux, S. (2012). The productivity advan-
tages of large cities: Distinguishing agglomeration from firm selection. Econometrica, 80(6), 2543-2594.
https://doi.org/10.3982/ECTA8442

Copestake, A., Estefania-Flores, J., & Furceri, D. (2024). Digitalization and resilience. Research
Policy, 53(3), 104948. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2023.104948

Couture, V., Akbar, P., Duranton, G., & Storeygard, A. (2023). The fast, the slow, and the congested:
Urban transportation in rich and poor countries. National Bureau of Economic Research. https://doi.
org/10.3386/w31642

Da Mata, D., Deichmann, U., Henderson, J. V., Lall, S. V., & Wang, H. G. (2007). Determinants of city
growth in Brazil. Journal of urban economics, 62(2), 252-272.

De La Roca, J., & Puga, D. (2017). Learning by working in big cities. The Review of Economic
Studies, 84(1), 106-142. https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdw031

Delventhal, M. J., Kwon, E., & Parkhomenko, A. (2022). JUE Insight: How do cities change when we
work from home? Journal of Urban Economics, 127, 103331. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2021.103331

Desmet, K., & Henderson, J. V. (2015). The geography of development within countries. In Handbook
of regional and urban economics (Vol. 5, pp. 1457-1517). Elsevier.

Desmet, K., & Rossi-Hansberg, E. (2024). Climate change economics over time and space. Annual
Review of Economics, 16(1), 271-304. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-economics-072123-044449

Dijkstra, L., Rodriguez-Pose, A., & Poelman, H. (2024). The geography of EU discontent and the
regional development trap. Economic Geography, 100(3), 213-245. https://doi.org/10.1080/00130095.
2024.2337657

Dingel, J. 1., Miscio, A., & Davis, D. R. (2021). Cities, lights, and skills in developing economies.
Journal of Urban Economics, 125, 103174. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2019.05.005

Dodman, D., Hayward, B., Pelling, M., Broto, V. C., Chow, W., Chu, E., ... & Munoz, T. A.
(2022). Cities, Settlements and Key Infrastructure. In Climate Change 2022: Impacts, Adaptation, and
Vulnerability. Contribution of Working Group II to the Sixth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental
Panel on Climate Change.

Duranton, G. (2014). Growing through Cities in Developing Countries. The World Bank Research
Observer, 30(1), 39-73. https://doi.org/10.1093/wbro/1ku006

Duranton, G., & Puga, D. (2023). Urban growth and its aggregate implications. Econometrica, 91(6),
2219-2259.

Florida, R., Rodriguez-Pose, A., & Storper, M. (2021). Critical Commentary: Cities in a post-COVID
world. Urban Studies, 60(8), 1509-1531. https://doi.org/10.1177/00420980211018072

Forman, C., & Goldfarb, A. (2020). Concentration and agglomeration of IT innovation and entrepre-
neurship: Evidence from patenting (No. w27338). National Bureau of Economic Research. https://doi.
org/10.3386/w27338

Forman, C., Goldfarb, A., & Greenstein, S. (2012). The internet and local wages: A puzzle. American
Economic Review, 102(1), 556-575. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.102.1.556

AlterEconomics. 2026.T.23.N2 2 https://jet-russia.com



Richard ASIAMAH https://doi.org/10.31063/AlterEconomics/2026.23-2.12 ‘ 493

Frick, S. A., & Rodriguez-Pose, A. (2018). Big or small cities? On city size and economic growth. ‘
Growth and change, 49(1), 4-32. https://doi.org/10.1111/grow.12232

Ghani, E., Goswami, A. G., & Kerr, W. R. (2016). Highway to success: The impact of the Golden
Quadrilateral project for the location and performance of Indian manufacturing. The Economic Journal,
126(591), 317-357. https://doi.org/10.1111/ec0j.12207

Glaeser, E. L. (2014). A world of cities: The causes and consequences of urbanization in poorer coun-
tries. Journal of the European Economic Association, 12(5), 1154-1199. https://doi.org/10.1111/jeea.12100

Glaeser, E. L., & Xiong, W. (2017). Urban productivity in the developing world. Oxford Review
of Economic Policy, 33(3), 373-404. https://doi.org/10.1093/oxrep/grx034

Glaeser, E., & Henderson, J. V. (2017). Urban economics for the developing world: An introduction.
Journal of Urban Economics, 98, 1-5. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jue.2017.01.003

Gollin, D., Jedwab, R., & Vollrath, D. (2016). Urbanization with and without industrialization.
Journal of Economic Growth, 21(1), 35-70. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10887-015-9121-4

Gugler, J. (1982). Overurbanization reconsidered. Economic Development and Cultural Change,
31(1), 173-189. https://doi.org/10.1086/451311

Gupta, A., Mittal, V., & Van Nieuwerburgh, S. (2026). Work from Home and the Office Real Estate
Apocalypse. American Economic Review, 116(2), 674-709. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20231619

Hallegatte, S., Godinho, C., Rentschler, ]., Avner, P., Dorband, I. 1., Knudsen, C., ... & Mealy, P.
(2024). Within reach: Navigating the political economy of decarbonization. World Bank Publications.

Hallegatte, S., Liotta, C., & Avner, P. (2023). Efficiency and Equity in Urban Flood Management
Policies: A Systematic Urban Economics Exploration. In World Bank, Washington, DC eBooks. https://
doi.org/10.1596/1813-9450-10292

Hammer, S., Kamal-Chaoui, L., Robert, A., & Plouin, M. (2011). Cities and Green Growth: A Conceptual
framework. OECD Regional Development Working Papers. https://doi.org/10.1787/5kgO0tflmzx34-en

Harris, J. R., & Todaro, M. P. (1970). Migration, unemployment and development: A two-sector anal-
ysis. The American economic review, 60(1), 126-142.

He, G., Pan, Y., & Tanaka, T. (2020). The short-term impacts of COVID-19 lockdown on urban air
pollution in China. Nature Sustainability, 3(12), 1005-1011. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41893-020-0581-y

Henderson, J. V. (1974). The Sizes and Types of Cities. The American Economic Review, 64(4), 640-656.

Henderson, J. V. (1988). Urban development: Theory, fact, and illusion. Oxford University Press.

Henderson, ]. V., & Venables, A. J. (2009). The dynamics of city formation. Review of Economic
Dynamics, 12(2), 233-254. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.red.2008.06.003

Henderson, J. V., Storeygard, A., & Weil, D. N. (2012). Measuring Economic Growth from Outer
Space. American Economic Review, 102(2), 994-1028. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.102.2.994

Henderson, V. (2003). The Urbanization Process and Economic Growth: The So-What question.
Journal of Economic Growth, 8(1), 47-71. https://doi.org/10.1023/a:1022860800744

Hoselitz, B. F. (1955). Generative and parasitic cities. Economic development and cultural change,
3(3), 278-294.

Hsieh, C., & Moretti, E. (2019). Housing constraints and spatial misallocation. American Economic
Journal Macroeconomics, 11(2), 1-39. https://doi.org/10.1257/mac.20170388

Jacobs, J. (2016). The economy of cities. Vintage.

Jedwab, R., & Vollrath, D. (2019). The urban Mortality Transition and Poor-Country Urbanization.
American Economic Journal Macroeconomics, 11(1), 223-275. https://doi.org/10.1257/mac.20170189

Jedwab, R., Christiaensen, L., & Gindelsky, M. (2017). Demography, urbanization and develop-
ment: Rural push, urban pull and... urban push? Journal of Urban Economics, 98, 6-16. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jue.2015.09.002

Lall, S. V., Henderson, J. V., & Venables, A. J. (2017). Africa’s cities: Opening doors to the world.
World Bank Publications. https://doi.org/10.1596/978-1-4648-1044-2

Lampard, E. E. (1955). The history of cities in the economically advanced areas. Economic
Development and Cultural Change, 3(2), 81-136. https://doi.org/10.1086,/449680

AlterEconomics. 2026.T.23.N2 2 https://jet-russia.com



494| FMOBAJTbHbBIE BbI30OBbl TEXHOJTIOTMYECKOTO PA3BUTUA

‘ Lucas, R. E. (1988). On the mechanics of economic development. Journal of Monetary Economics,

22(1), 3-42. https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-3932(88)90168-7

Lund, S., Madgavkar, A., Manyika, ]., Smit, S., Ellingrud, K., Meaney, M., & Robinson, O. (2021).
The future of work after COVID-19. McKinsey Global Institute.

Page, M. ]., McKenzie, J. E., Bossuyt, P. M., Boutron, I., Hoffmann, T. C., Mulrow, C. D., Shamseer,
L., Tetzlaff, J. M., Akl, E. A., Brennan, S. E., Chou, R., Glanville, J., Grimshaw, J. M., Hrébjartsson,
A., Lalu, M. M., Li, T., Loder, E. W., Mayo-Wilson, E., McDonald, S., . .. Moher, D. (2021). The
PRISMA 2020 statement: An updated guideline for reporting systematic reviews. BMJ, 372, n71. https://
doi.org/10.1136/bmj.n71

Ramani, A., & Bloom, N. (2021). The Donut effect of COVID-19 on cities (No. w28876). National
Bureau of Economic Research.

Rode, P. (2018). Governing compact cities: How to connect planning, design and transport. Edward
Elgar Publishing.

Romer, P. M. (1990). Endogenous Technological Change. Journal of Political Economy, 98(5),
S71-S102.

Scott, A. ]. (2009). World Development Report 2009: Reshaping Economic Geography.

Sovani, N. V. (1964). The Analysis of “Over-Urbanization.” Economic Development and Cultural
Change, 12(2), 113-122.

Spence, M., Annez, P. C., & Buckley, R. M. (Eds.). (2008). Urbanization and growth. World Bank
Publications.

Tranos, E., & Mack, E. A. (2016). Broadband Provision and Knowledge-Intensive Firms: A Causal
Relationship? Regional Studies, 50(7), 1113-1126. https://doi.org/10.1080/00343404.2014.965136

UN-Habitat. (2024). World Cities Report 2024: Cities and Climate Action. https://unhabitat.org/sites/
default/files/2024/11/wcr2024 - full_report.pdf (Date of access: 16.02.2026).

About the author

Richard Asiamah — PhD Student, Doctoral School of Economics, HSE University; https://orcid.
org/0009-0007-1688-9747 (20, Myasnitskaya St., Moscow, 101000, Russian Federation; e-mail:
richard.asiamah173@gmail.com).

MHdopmaumsa 06 aBTope

Acmnama Puuapp — acmmpaHT, JOKTOpPCKas IIKOJIAa SKOHOMMKM, HalMoHaIbHBI MCC/IeAOBATENb-
CKUI yHUBepcuTeT «Bbiciias 1mkoia SKoHOMMKM»; https://orcid.org/0009-0007-1688-9747 (Poccuiickast
®depepanyms, 101000, . Mocksa, yi. Mscauikas, 20; e-mail: richardasiamah173@gmail.com).

Ilama nocmynnenus pykonucu: 29.12.2025.
Ilpouwina peyensuposarue: 02.02.2026.
Ipunsmo pewenue o nyonuxkayuu: 30.04. 2026.
Received: 29 Dec 2025.

Reviewed: 02 Feb 2026.

Accepted: 30 Apr 2026.

AlterEconomics. 2026.T.23.N2 2 https://jet-russia.com



