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Fig.3 The possible impact of disasters on the GDP per capita
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Fig.4 Direct loss and indirect loss contrast of disasters at the national and regional-scale
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Economic Impact of Natural Disaster and Indirect Economic Loss
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Abstract: Disaster loss is related to the pre—disaster economic development level, disaster types,
post—disaster recovery strategies, disaster management ability and disaster insurance system per-
fection, combined with basic data accuracy, access difficulty and uncertainty of calibration, there
is no effective indirect economic loss assessment methods until now. The present indirect loss es-

timation methods have some deficiencies: First, the definition of indirect economic losses composi-
tion, the spatial and temporal dimension of disasters were vague; secondly, the model assumptions
are too much deviation from the actual economic situation in post—disaster; and finally, the model
tended to ignore the dynamic changes characteristics of the post—disaster economic system flexi-
bility and production capacity of the industrial sectors. Therefore, we should pay more attention to
the dynamic mechanism of disasters impact on the economic, and set the relevant parameters rea-
sonable so that the model is more realistic to reflect the real disaster impact, and estimate the in-
direct economic losses caused by disasters well for decision-making.

Key words: natural disaster; economic impact; indirect economic loss; direct economic

lossestimation methods



