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Does Trade in Services Affect the Distribution of City Size.

An Empirical Analysis Based on Cross-country Data
WANG Xiang', LIU Hong-yin®
(1. State Grid Energy Research Institute, Beijing 102209, China; 2. Department of

Humanities and Social Sciences, Tianjin Agricultural University, Tianjin 300384, China)

Abstract ; Effective city size distribution is the most component of urbanization, and too concen-
trated or too dispersed city size distributions are detrimental to economic development. Firstly, the
author estimated the relationship of trade in services and city size distribution using cross-country
data, finding that the development of trade in services makes city size distribution more concentrat-
ed under the full sample. However, the regression of Non-OECD countries is different from OECD
countries, and trade in services promotes more dispersed city size distribution in OECD countries.,
which is related with the stage of the two country groups and their positions in the global value
chain. Finally, the conclusion proposes some warnings for Chinese urban system and trade in serv-
ices development.

Key words: trade in services; city size distribution; cross-country data; OECD
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Income Inequality and Current Account Imbalance
ZHAO Jin-Chun', XIE Jian-Guo®
(1. Institution of Rural Development, Jiangsu Provincial Academy of
Social Sciences, Nanjing 2100133 2. Institution of International Trade,

Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093)

Abstract; Under the assumption of heterogeneity consumers, we had established an open econo-
my Dynamic Stochastic General Equilibrium model and analyzed the effects of the changing income
inequality on current account. The numerical results had shown that: there were three main influen-
tial channels among income inequality and current account, which are domestic consumer demand,
low-income consumers’ loans and foreign debts hold by high-income consumers. In the long-term,
the improved income inequality would increase the total domestic demand and reduce low-income
consumers’ loans and high-income consumers” bonds abroad. In the short-term, the improved in-
come inequality would reduce Chinese low-income consumers’ consumption and increase consump-
tion of low-income consumers of USA. Meanwhile, the improved income inequality would reduce
China’s current account surplus and improve current account surplus of US deficits. The results al-
so show that financial freedom would enlarge the effects” magnitude during this course.

Key words: income inequality; financial freedom; current account; imbalance
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