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On the Estimation of the Urban Infrastructure’ s Capital Stock and
Its Output Elasticity
Xue Guizhi

(School of Public Finance and Taxation Henan University of Economics and Law)

Abstract: This is the earliest domestic article to measure the relationship between urban
infrastructure capital stock and urban economic growth quantitatively. Firstly this paper uses the
perpetual inventory method to measure the infrastructure capital stock of 225 cities from 1998 to
2014. Secondly we measure its contribution rate to the cities’ economic growth using the Cobb-
Douglas production function and analyze the level between different regions and different cities.
Lastly we point out where we should focus on the future urban infrastructure investment. This
paper thinks that the capital stock of urban infrastructure is still relatively low compared with the
rapid urbanization process. There are great differences in capital accumulation and output elasticity
of urban infrastructure between different regions and different levels of cities. Judging from the
regional differences the level of urban infrastructure construction in the eastern region is higher
than that in the middle and western regions but its output elasticity is lower than that in the
middle and western regions. Judging from the city level differences the level of urban
infrastructure construction in the sub—provincial cities is much higher than that in prefecture—level
cities but its output elasticity is much lower than that in prefecture—level cities. Therefore the
future urban infrastructure investment should focus on the cities in the middle and western regions
and prefecture—level cities.

Keywords: Urban Infrastructure Capital Stock Perpetual Inventory Method Output Elasticity
JEL Classification: H54 R53

( 44 )
Impact of International Trade Shocks on Industrial Structure Change:

From the Perspective of Economic Stability

Zhang Jianhua He Yu and Chen Zhenzhen

(School of Economics Huazhong University of Science and Technology)
Abstract: This paper investigates how the output structure and consumption structure change
differently when an economy suffers exogenous international trade shocks.The results indicate that
both the close economy and the open economy model show the same patterns of structural change
that is the share of agricultural sector has a decreasing trend the manufacturing sector has a
constant trend and the service sector has an increasing trend. However the output structure and
consumption structure change more divergently in the situation of open economy than it in close
economy. Suffered from the impacts of foreign trade shocks the output structure shows greater
volatility than the consumption structure and the effect of consumer preference adjustment offsets
part of the impact of foreign trade price.Greater foreign trade shocks lead to greater instability in
the output structure and consumption structure of the economy which intensifies the structural risk
of the economy.
Keywords: Trade Shocks Economy Stability Output Structure Consumption Structure
JEL Classification: C63 23 041
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