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securities price linkage is also increasingly remarkable. In view of this this paper summarizes the existing theory literatures and the
shortage of empirical results and build VAR - GJR - GARCH - DCC framework to make an rigorous and comprehensive analysis of
linkage effects among the Shanghai and Shenzhen and Hong Kong stock market. The main results are: (1) three markets have the
linkage effect directly or indirectly lead to each other; (2) to the Hong Kong market innovation shock Shanghai and Shenzhen stock
markets make similar responses which even be the same. This conclusion provides new evidence for the integration of Shanghai and
Shenzhen stock market; ( 3) three market correlation has time — varying dynamic characteristics and the “China factor” and “world
factor” tend to be increasing. These empirical conclusions have important implications to understand the operation mechanism of the
market and establish a reasonable investment strategy and to guard against stock market risk and promote market integration effectively
for regulators.
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Study on the Relationship between Urban and Rural Residents’ Consumption
Disparity and Regional Economic Performance

Zhu Shi’ e' and Yang Rudai'
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Abstract: This paper probes into the relationship between urban and rural residents’ consumption disparity and economic performance
of regions. Empirical observation shows that disparity between urban and rural residents’ consumption is negatively related to regional
economic performance in China namely the poorer the region is the larger the urban and rural residents’ consumption disparity will
be. We construct panel data on provincial level in the period of 1978 —2007. All the econometric analysis based on different models
validates this relationship. It is worth noting that disparity between urban and rural residents’ consumption in some regions tend to go
down in recent years when economy has developed to a high extent. Besides economic performance other factors are included in our
regression such as social development government behavior infrastructure structure foreign trade and so on. It is shown that these
factors have positive effect on residents’ consumption.
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