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Abstract

This paper is based on analysis of the gap between rural and city and the development of rural
finance, according to the 22 years (1993-2014) in Guangdong Province rural financial develop-
ment and the gap between rich and poor indicators, using Johansen cointegration test and Granger
causality test based on the VAR model, carries on the empirical analysis to study the correlation
between the development of Guangdong Province’s rural finance and urban-rural wealth gap. The
results showed that an increase in the loan-deposit ratio of rural finance in Guangdong narrowed
the gap between urban and rural areas for a certain role. Therefore, the process of rural develop-
ment in the financial government should take measures to prevent capital outflows in rural areas,
as much as possible to make the rural deposits into rural credit, rural investment to become fi-
nancial support, which help promote rural economic growth and increase farmers’ income.
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1. 518

BOEETF IR 30 ZAELLK, TRATRERE, [ 2014 £ 44 GDP M RiAF| 60423.68 1278, 4
GDP (1) 11.6%. HZ G B FEIR, HinrZk =M 5B = M H. I 2 Z B 13T E 280 ) S
HORE IR H . #2014 4, JTREW S BRI 2.88:1; Bk =ff1 9 N GDP &5 T &E W
79.2%, Tk=f1 N3 GDP &) KA HAMIX ) 3.3 5. MUK, AN Sl R R SOyl i) 2 & R AHE
MG EALGL AR RS AR ARG S EBAL DR B AR E F A A R R SR IR AN S AR AT
FURMEDVARAT), 767 M s, REESFHIL G MRGHE R R BONR M EARIT . 2 2013 K, &%
RAENAI AT &AM 212 5600 4>, EMLAG 6 TR, & RENEWM s RS amL
F: ARG & IHE AR AN 13740 1270, ARHMT & IUHTER AR AN 8310 4476, AFEUTFK LA N ARAT WL G Rl bl
MR JE S —, TEA BRI R E L.

AR VAR BALE) Johansen B4 565 F1 Granger PRS0 I V2 [1]-[41F 78 T T AR AR B ik Je
XL 2 N ZEBEIIEM, 8] AR AR Rl R R AE MR IR 2 308 ZRE T REEMIPER, BRI AR RN 4 Rl
RS 2 708 ZHEAFIE R Granger FIERCR, VLA AR ARA SR AIAE O LR/ NS 4 /N 2 s
WA R . Rk, RN SRR RS, BURMROZREUE T LR A ¥ a4, EAE
BRI AEFREZ NN RO, BRI &R, XFEA AR Tt R S5 R K AR
@A RBEYI I

2. I'RRHEMAREH LS REERE
21 REEELRE

TR 2 RN E ZR R IAE: 2003 4~2010 FEIREE R A ] SZECUIN 5 R E RS 4EN E
IEFSLE 3:1 LL E. 2010 4, ZEefIh 2.9:1; #ik 2014, AR R AT AR AN 32,148.11 76, 5
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KA B RN 12245.56 JoHLIAE] 2.9:1, IS YR ZE R )LL) 0 H T BRiash . &Rk g 520
KR R B AL b R R B I B KRR, B S il R R AT IR 2 23 22 0 1) e — e A 4 il O vt
SV EKET, @EEETR R R A RBONIE N,

H 1978 fEEFE TR LK, AR E AL 1978 411 193.25 Jetlin%| 7 2014 4E 12,245.56 7T,
TGRS THEL, B T AT 55 f% . 1990 E AU N IRRBE T 76, 2012 S E IRFME T o6, MR A]
DUE H, X 30 24K, REABAN R AWK, X558 T 50E R K I 2 5 KA RN
FEEI[5]o RATE RAIAAWIG N, (FEKZ R ATRE I : 7E 1994 FF3R LK 208 31 5= 30.26, {H7E 2000
HE 070, W4 1.

AR JE BRSO IG I R B, 3k RN T SRRSO 5 A e RN S Al S N (1) Z2 BE BRIk &
ZEPE R B . BT SO I, 2P IR, k2 NN EFEAN B, B BAEHL
1982~2014 (4#E, AIELE R AT SCRCSN S R A 5 RIS 4B N SR T BB T X b, I 1 (Rt
KIET T ARAB G4 2014).

ML TR, A E R A4 BRI FEI K, (538U RN 2 Bk A3k
NZEHE I 1982 £E (1) 249.66 JTi# N3 2014 4] 12,245.56 7T, Z PR E0N 1982 4E (1) 1.65 f548 hn$| 7 2012
SR 48 fif . BTG ARG TR, {HIX 30 ZAEM], A& RN P38 E AR T IR E R
WK, W2 N ERRY K, 38 ZHE Bk,

1978 4F LRI B 1) RS /R RECH BRI R IS, MR B R AKR, T e r)
RZ. F) 2014 E 1k, AR R B /R ZECN 33.2%, LA E AN 39.5%, 22 ELAGHA S, Mt Hig
2R E DA BRI Z 0], W 2,

Table 1. Net income of farmers and the growth rate

L REAYANSHEKE

A NS ONG) R ELIE K (%) A NSE NG I HEHE KR (%)
1978 193.25 — 1996 3183.46 17.94
1979 222.72 15.25 1997 3467.69 8.93
1980 274.37 23.19 1998 3527.14 171
1981 325.37 18.59 1999 3628.93 2.89
1982 381.79 17.34 2000 3654.48 0.70
1983 395.92 3.70 2001 3769.79 3.16
1984 425.34 7.43 2002 3911.91 3.77
1985 495.31 16.45 2003 4054.58 3.65
1986 546.43 10.32 2004 4365.87 7.68
1987 662.24 21.19 2005 4690.49 7.44
1988 808.7 22.12 2006 5079.78 8.30
1989 955.02 18.09 2007 5624.04 10.71
1990 1043.03 9.22 2008 6399.77 13.79
1991 1143.06 9.59 2009 6906.93 7.92
1992 1307.65 14.40 2010 7890.25 14.24
1993 1674.78 28.08 2011 9371.73 18.78
1994 2181.52 30.26 2012 10542.84 12.50
1995 2699.24 23.73 2013 11067.79 10.7
2014 12245.56 10.6

(BURARIR: | ARAGIHFEL(2014), BTG E).
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Figure 1. Comparison of per capita income of urban residents and rural residents
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Figure 2. Engel coefficient comparison of urban and rural residents
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22. I'RERMSRA SRR

it 3 A ) P AT 4G 3 2 MO ZZBEAE SR, T A AP AR ORI X . Ak 2014 47, 2R
5 B VEAL A DT AOBEAE W HRAT WL R Az = 5 —, EEERE RGP EE L. MR Goldsmith
(1969) [11FIARAEFT A5t AR 8 DL i i A R AR AL T UK, ESR RRAAEE . TH, 2014
FIE ARSI LU 0.60, XRUIECTIRICIIER T, SUH 7S SO 8 TR T X
Mo TR ARSI BRI BE 1AL TBARK, Sl A SR AR EAR, X ]
TR e KB E SN -

TR IR ez DA A (R AR e R AE 4 ] 0 R A A AR T 4055k (E AR Rl AR B B AN (8 N B2
SR AR BRI SR A ROTRELE AR MBIl 1 B SR AT TH B0 15 21
WAL

3. $EFRERR SRR A
3.1 RFERA RIMBRIEHR:

AIXHZ (B AT58, 2010) [6]HI7TEAER IRl & 5 AL STR AN N RA S5, Al E
YENAARS GDP, iZfbridlE RRIR, 5 A N:

REME + R
A S E

©,

RFIR =
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Hor RV AR R BT B S B RSk B T T RFEHELE) .
3.2. R EEAE RBZIEHR:

IR B R FE RO R LT R SR B AR 1, RO PTERIIBE ). RARAT, EZMN
BRI ELE , Ay BAF DT UM, RO A B HEAE S R 2 RO D3, IR — SARAT AR 2
TEFARD ONAF R ZSMALE, R E AR, Ml D, BATIIE A BTz . R4
RAFDYLE(CDLR). A KS GfilA SRR (O dEhR, FRONARN GRAFITLE, EESRIEARAE & H AR
PO o AR AR SR MR IE R A e Rl A P RCR Fa AR 80, LA S A AE R S5 R A 5
HSTHRBL LR . KA AR N:

ARG AR
ARG AL TR
IR EOR, UEIARR R MABAR, Rz, NIl .
3.3. AEERER:

AT e BN R 22 20 T HEAT K, 6 S RO B m] SRR, XA R A AN,
PR AR, FEREUEZ D ITI, FTUAARSCACR A2k JE R B vy B 20w ZER A4 R . AN SOIRYE 2B
RN R R S 2 R RN Z B R R (GKAR, 2013) [71FH MR RN AT ST S5 A & R
NIAWN I LR A 2 30 & ZRE 38 b, 108 CCY, Hat R AFHA:
B R AT SR
VRIS E PN

IR, VIR 2 PR EEOR, ez, MU AR E RS TSRO AR A JE R
BAWNIIRE (T RGEHEE)

4, SRS
4.1, BIIIREIE

TEMP BRI /T, AP O EDAIL R KA, B BAE AT AR AT 58, X HLR X I 1] 5 41
(1) &AL B AT BT ARAS B0 . BT R) 7 2 AR T REAETE S T 2L, ELAICHE 1Y) B AR B0 A SO TR
R R, FrLATT LIS S AR RO 2, v DAV R 3 75 ZE (52, tm] DA /N8 FE b 8] 1) 3008 22 5%

AR SC I O # LM, BB # LR/, $97E 0~3 Z 18] o 75 SEHE 4 B v 43 53 % R £4f CCIRFIR.
CDLR FHUAT %48 InCCJ. INRFIR. INCDLR.X P 4H #4317 k% . CCJ+ RFIR. CDLR 07 AR AT IS
ZERI A 2.

RPEE 2 MR, T8 ZRIBIR(CCI). AT G RlAEHF L (CDLR) AR AT 4 fllAH ¢ R £ (RFIR) ) ADF
EKT 10% Ml FHE, BT EA AR AR, XA PR X =AMRPRI—BY 2250 1) ADF {H5/)h
T 10%I% S8, B EATEAAAE AR, XL ) — B 250 I PR . Herh D(CCJ). D(CDLR).
D(RFIR)737l7& CCJ. CDLR. RFIR HUWHUSH —Fr 255, InCCJ. INRFIR. InCDLR FLA7 AR A 55 25 R,
W7 3.

PRYE 2 3 LR, Ve 2RI 8(InCCl) R & A7 BE LE A EL(InNCDLR) R A+ 4 ik 56 &
X E (INRFIR) ) ADF {5 KT 10% 1 lIm FHE, Ui EATERAFE AR, XS DA FES: X =8
(1 —Bh 24 1) ADF H¥/N T 10%I5 S8, BTSN AAFAE R, X LLH I 1 — i 22 4 B A2 P AR .
H v DInCCJ. DINCDLR. DInRFIR 4%/ CCJ. CDLR. RFIR U %5 (1 —Bh 247 -

®
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4.2. thEEWLe

P b 3 BT AR A 56 P R, 3K =R B AN R SR A B I 2 ORI PR R R — B PR A, DR
BATAT AT VAL B . AR Johansen BB A 36 VAR FIWHIX = MR PRI BAFTE VI EC R HRYE
Johansen f{)757%, FRATFE 28 i VAR BRI Z5 K, R4 AIC HENIRT SC v I wT LLAf & e AL = o 25
N 2. CCJ. RFIR. CDLR f{] Johansen th #6245 5, WL 4.

PrEe gk BRI CCJ. CDLR. RFIR =& Z A7 &/ AL R (4 5):

HEER R
CCJ = 2.129292 RFIR —4.481363 CDLR
(0.27807) (0.44404)
Table 2. Unit root test results
Fz 2. B{IRAGIEEER
I 518
A ADF {8 A E e T
1% 5% 10%
ccl -2.8773 -4.5716 —3.6908 —3.2869 —
D(CCJ) -3.6172 —4.7284 —3.7597 -3.3250 ’
CDLR —2.4000 —4.5326 -3.6736 —3.2774 —
D(CDLR) —4.8706 -4.5716 —3.6908 -3.2869
RFIR -1.2998 —4.5326 -3.6736 -3.2774 —
D(RFIR) -5.6825 —4.6162 -3.7105 -3.2978
e =7 9T T 9T SRIRIRAEAE, 10%. 5%- 190K 535 K AR 4a A AR AR AR
Table 3. Unit root test results
32 3. BAMRRIGER
Il 5B
B3 ADF & A E e T
1% 5% 10%
InCcCJ —2.729627 —3.920350 —3.065585 —2.873459 —
DInCClJ —2.779422 —3.857386 —3.040391 —2.660551 .
INCDLR -0.975931 -3.831511 -3.029970 —2.655194 —
DInCDLR —4.669826 -3.857386 —3.040391 —2.660551
INRFIR —1.457404 -3.831511 -3.029970 —2.655194 —
DInRFIR -3.148213 -3.886751 -3.052169 —2.666593 ”
T =7 @ W BRIRORARGE, 10%. 5%, 19I5 KT IR 4E A AR I AR 4
Table 4. Johansen cointegration test results
%% 4. Johansen MHEEAOIGLER
I-’\Il)g?cgp eCSIIEZ((:;i EEE Méat);tllzslt?: ’ Critigécl)flalue Prob.™
None" 0.7770 25.5100 21.1316 0.0113
At most 1 0.5824 14.8435 14.2646 0.0405
At most 2" 0.3883 8.3556 3.8415 0.0038
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PR R

45K CCJI%Z %] CDLR M RFIR Hys2m, HA RFIR X} CCJ Z&IEM K &K, CDLR Xf CCJ &1
KEFR, HRURN SRl EE = 5 00 2 = E M LU RO, RIS P A AR 3R A5 DRk R A LU R R )N,
W23 & 22 PRl 23 )N

INCCJ. InRFIR. INCDLR ] Johansen B 846 56 45 B (4 6).

iX# W] InCCJ. INCDLR. InRFI =F Z [AfFE— MR R. R=FHKHELRN:

In(CCJ) = 1.370041 In(RFIR)—2.377042 In(CDLR)
(0.24496) (0.11073)

PA_E PR 2> 445 R P B A 06 45 R T LIS Y BU R 4518 7E 1993 £E % 2014 4[], | RIS I E £
AP SR SRR R R B ILIEA R R, AN SRl ST R BUUHIE R &R . UM 1 #EIX 20 414,
TR R RS OR, B iR A G R B8 n, (it 73 2 30 E ZR M4 R,
AN R R BRI N, BDACR e R A DR EL IR/, WO 2 3 e Z2 B A/t A W S g e 1

4.3. Granger AR X R

I VAT 50 45 R AT &1:CCJ. CDLR. RFIR Z[A]LL & DINnCCJ. DINCDLR. DINRFIR =# X [A{FfEK
IR E M EEC R, EARMTIR 2 AN ZERR. RN SRAHCE . R SRR BB AR R K R
DRI 5 B — 25 R R 5 R ARG, A SR Granger RIUEAS56 . CCJ. CDLR. RFIR ) Granger [ 556 %
g A5 R (L 7).

SEREN: AERFEVIKF N 0.05 I, EATZAALFLE Granger IR K & fEREMEAKFJy 0.1 I,
RFIR J& CCJ /] Granger (K} 5< %, {H CCJ A& RFIR ] Granger [AI %55 %, CDLR J& CCJ fJ Granger
BRKZK, CCI A Granger K Z. InCCJ. InNCDLR. InRFIR ) Granger | 53¢ R 4656 45 .4 8).

SRR £ R EMKTF N 0.05. InRFIR /& InCCJ ) Granger Kl %% %, {H InCCJ A2 InRFIR )
Granger [K % %, InCDLR #& InCCJ ] Granger [KI 5% %, InCCJ 442 Granger IR & .

g b, ULEBHRA SRR BRI 2 W\ ZEBE ) Granger [RIRKER, AEEXH KRR R, UK
TRl R XTI 2 28 & 22 PR IR F o AN it R AR (RIUR A it A7 DY L CDLR) 2 2 31 % 2 i

Table 5. Cointegration coefficients and error

5. MERRIRE

B ccl RFIR CDLR
P 2 1 0 -1.5319
PRl i 2 — — 0.1922
P 2 0 1 -1.3851
PR 2 — — 0.0950

Table 6. Johansen cointegration test results
% 6. Johansen h#4E R

N of CEG) Eigenvalue " Satste Critcal value Prob.”
None 0.917096 39.84118 2113162 0.0001

At most 1 0.598245 14.59061 14.26460 0.0444
At most 2° 0.087865 1.471468 3.841466 0.2251

®
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Table 7. Granger causality test results (lags = 2)
%z 7. Granger B R X R I LER (lags = 2)

Null Hypothesis: Obs F-Statistic Prob.
RFIR does not Granger Cause CCJ 18 3.5501 0.0588
CCJ does not Granger Cause RFIR 18 0.3339 0.7220
CDLR does not Granger Cause CCJ 18 3.5817 0.0576
CCJ does not Granger Cause CDLR 18 0.3184 0.7328

Table 8. Granger causality test results (lags = 2)
5z 8. Granger AR X A LER (lags = 2)

Null Hypothesis: Obs F-Statistic Prob.
In(RFIR) does not Granger Cause In(CCJ) 18 5.3070 0.0206
In(CCJ) does not Granger Cause In(RFIR) 18 0.8504 0.4496
In(CDLR) does not Granger Cause In(CCJ) 18 44118 0.0344
In(CCJ) does not Granger Cause In(CDLR) 18 0.2378 0.7916

1) Granger IR X HR, WAFERAFRKL R, WSz, RNSMERRSKY K, FBTH NS
ZHE, R, RNGRAEITHIIRDN, RS2 R AR A R DT, K DR AT 2 e B Xt
E AN RN . XREFEIEN . 25 EPIREERE e R, T RUREL: EEEI
X 1% L R (InCCJ, INRFIR, INCDLR)F Granger k4t 45 S50 2. 2% .

5. &it5ENR

PAESSIED BTl UL 55—, T AR SRt A RIS, A B et Bt Al (E A L
K, AUBAA BTN 2 30 2, R REMIE 2 R U RS R BRI, R B R
ZHMONKIR; B8 =, ARKS SRR R XD 2 508 20T s et R, RTREMR IR, A
JE RAERS R LA A e e o B AR v, Sl 78 R TR < 22 8 SRS TE 2 MR b fit 7 LR il

1) BB Bk, RN SRS, ZRIERA R AN, AR R RS 1
WA TEH, ORI TR @SR, RREA AR TS 25 1 KA RN 38

2) BB RIAEL, AR R el . AR R AR A AR R 58 AR 5 STAER S B A RIS DL .
5 8 B IE W R (0 2078 A AN B R PR, TSR 223 24 35 il 28 AR A 3t DX g AR IE ez, kAt
It RE PR AR B R 55, AT AR IO R, 3 A R e R B

3) EAERIELHPRN SR . AR SRR KRR P A RIZE HARE, SR8 ER LA
W s 3 XL W A H MR 28 B AR X 1 B 2 0 i AR AN S B, R URT 24 SR Ui 4 4
B, AEZHARMN MM, EE2RRREZH SRS, PRI f e meE, (R
LTI R, WA RN, g/ STE 2

4) et RNURAE Tt R Mk . EE VTR, BURRAZAIELF IR SRR, St s
SRR R RDER, R 3 2 O AN BEaR, BLMORSE AR B B8 A5 . 3 b, BATEL
FEAR B BT AT it il e TAE, LI SR A R B A T

Lk (References)
[1] Goldsmith, R.W. (1969) Financial Structure and Development. Yale University Press.



TARZE, M 2R

(2]
(3]
(4]
(5]
(6]
(7]

REZ. ESHRITM]. dbat P ES R, 1999.

POREZE., SRR, WSR2 NZEED]. H ERA L, 2005, 12(3): 3-7

Khan (2000) The Finance and Growth Nexua Business Review. Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia, 3, 6-9
AT ). A7/ Z IR S AR AT L G K [I]. T ARAR EKR, 2011, 16(23): 4-14.
BiE, TR RN SRR 2 2UE 2T U], AEFFEE TR, 2009, 13(25): 2-8.

KRR ZEAAN SRR REIN S BRICNEERCRHRAN]. LK%, 2011, 5(9): 4-11.



	Effect on Rural Wealth Gap Due to the Development of Rural Finance
	Abstract
	Keywords
	农村金融发展对城乡贫富差距影响研究
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	2. 广东农村金融发展与城乡贫富差距
	2.1. 贫富差距比较
	2.2. 广东金融与农村金融发展状况

	3. 指标选取与数据说明
	3.1. 农村金融发展规模指标：
	3.2. 农村金融发展效率指标：
	3.3. 贫富差异指标：

	4. 实证分析
	4.1. 单位根检验
	4.2. 协整检验
	4.3. Granger因果关系检验

	5. 结论与意见
	参考文献 (References)

