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effect of urban population size on labor wage level were investi—

the heterogeneous and nonlinear

gated by using Instrumental Variable Method and Threshold
Model. The results show that the growth of urban population in—
creased the wage income of labor force but this effect was heter—
ogeneous between urban workers and migrant workers; The ex—
pansion of population size greatly raised the wage level of urban
workers  while had no significant effect on the real wage income
of migrant workers; There was an inverse U shape relationship
between urban population size and urban workers’ wages and
the population size of most cities was lower than the optimal pop—
ulation size and had a positive effect on wage growth; Few cities
( megacity and super — city) reached or exceeded the optimal
population size and had no effect or negative effect on the wage

level growth.

[Key words] urban population size; agglomeration
effect; labor wage level
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