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Abstract: The article investigates the spatial spillover effects of science and education expenditure on urban economic
growth and the role of modern traffic network system in the effect based on the panel data of 284 cities in China from 2003
to 2013. It finds that the fiscal expenditure on science and education not only promotes local economic growth but also has
spatial spillover effects. The spatial spillover effects of science and education expenditure have different forms in different
periods. During the period from 2003 to 2008 the increase of fiscal expenditure on science and education in one region had
a positive effect on the economic growth of neighbor regions. But during the period from 2009 to 2013 the spillover effect
turned negative. The spatial spillover effects of science and education expenditure decrease with the increase of space-time
distance. However with the development of modern transportation system especially the high-speed rail network the range
of space spillover effect of science and education expenditure have expanded. The article also puts forward some policy
suggestions on promoting the high—quality development of urban economy.
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Abstract: This article analyzes the influence mechanism of local governments’ productive expenditure on labor’ s share
in corporate income. When governments’ expenditure tends to improve the marginal product of capital in firms and the
elasticity of substitution between capital and labor in production function is bigger than one the increase of local
governments’ productive expenditure will induce firms’ substitution of labor with capital which in turn leads to the decline
of labor” s share in corporate income. The empirical analysis supports the logic and shows that the increase of government’
s productive expenditure can explain 14.7 —64.2% of the decline of labor’ s share in corporate income.
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