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[Abstract] Based on the panel data of Chinese 267 cit-
ies this essay uses spatial econometric analysis to explore the
relationship between the city scale and labor productivity. The
results show that labor productivity has spatial relation; It pres—
ents an inverted U shape between city scale and labor productivi—
ty. That is when the degree of city scale is less than the inflec—
tion point the city scale has a positive effect on labor productiv—
ity; Otherwise the correlation becomes negative.
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