2012 1 ECONOMIC REVIEW No.1 2012

— VAR - GJR - GARCH - DCC

*

VAR - GJR - GARCH - DCC

o Eun  Shim( 1989)

( market integration)

o o

(2001)
1998 -2000 Granger o (2002)
( VECM)
Threshold GARCH “ 7 (2004) VAR
Johansen o (2005) EGARCH
o (2006)
VAR - EGARCH NEEN
o (2009) VAR
Granger B
(2005)
(2008) BEKK
* 1 100872 : luxullxx. student@ sina. com;
1100872 : zhaoyingying@ ruc. edu. cn.

( 10XNHO058)
97



@ o
( 2006) “ ”» “@ ”» o
A+H
VAR.VECM.GARCH
Granger N ( Impulse Response Function)
o VAR - GARCH
GARCH
GARCH o BEKK.VECH N
( positive definite) ( VECH) @ o CCC ( Constant conditional
correlation Bollerslev 1990) DCC( Dynamic conditional correlation Engle 2002)
. CCC ccc
o DCC
CcccC ( ) o®
?
( Economic Fundamentals Hypothesis) ( Market Contagion Hypothesis)
( Calvo and Reinhart 1996; Liu and Pan 1997; Kanas 1998) (
) .
( King et al. 1994; Valdes 1996; Calvo 1999) .
( )
0 A B (2003) .
(2009) .
@Engle  Kroner( 1995) Baba.Engle.Kraft ~ Kroner( 1991 ) BEKK
( Engle 2002) .
(®Kanas( 1998) CCC
ccc
(2006) GARCH
( Fisher Transformation) ; 2002  Engle  Sheppard DCC

Bauwens  (2006) MGARCH
98



( . 2009) .

1:
2 ( )
0 ( )
3:
2007
)
moment) o
NO)
VAR - GARCH - DCC o
N GARCH
GARCH .
VAR( k) . VAR
o k VAR k
GARCH - DCC
Fi.0 [(11“ 12 ¢ h13z|:|
& = %2[%“0}—1 “‘N(O H,) Hz %”mz 22 ¢ 23;%
D‘931D Dlsl: 324 mD
(1) &, VAR 0.,
( variance — covariance) o
Engle( 2002)  DCC i J
H, = DR.D,
@ 30% ~ 50% 2~3
480% (‘http: // www. enstock. com/) o

99



O0/hy, , 0 0 O
O O
D, =0 0 h,, 0 O
O O
U oo 0 hay U
(2) R, h; (i=12 3) o
“ ”( leverage effect) i
GARCH GARCH GARCH
o Kanas( 1998) EGARCH NN
o Engle  Ng( 1993) GJR - GARCH
EGARCH o
EGARCH ( overstated) @ Glosten
(1993) GJR - GARCH
. GJR - GARCH @
hy, = w, + a;er, +vier, 1S+ Bihi o (3)
(3) S g, <0 S, =1 S;,.1=0. &,,>0
g,,<0 o Q;
o; +y;e v; >0 v ;<0
7y, =0 GARCH o
hi R, Pi :
hijz=mm/ﬁ/h7r (4)
_ 9«
P Jan Vit (5)
q;, = (1 -a- b),[)l_-,- +an,, My, +bq;,, 1j=123 (6)
(4) .(5) .(6) qii ~45, iJ 9.
py L] i, a b a+b<l1
o a=b=0 Bollerslev( 1990)
cccC o
VAR - GJR - GARCH - DCC DCC
GARCH('1 1) o
L(6 &) =L(6) +L(6 D) (7)
L(6) = ;—2 (2In|D, |+ &0 D" e)) (8)
L{O @) == 5 % (In[R[+ A"y - nim) (9)
o ® @ .
()
VQFII . 2005 7 21
@ Kanas( 1998) . EGARCH
EGARCH
@ GARCH ARCH 1
® nln( 277)

100



o 2006
o 2005 7 22 2009
8 3 ( http: //finance. cn. yahoo. com/)
Hamao.Masulis ~ Ng( 1990)

o

Return;, = In(p;,) - 1In(p,,.,) : =123 (10)
(10) Return, Di, i N o
()
1 N o
o 3
( leptokurtic distribution) 1% Jarque — Bera o Q
o 1%
GARCH o ADF
1
Mean 0. 0004 0.0013 0.0017
Std. Dev. 0.0215 0.0220 0.0239
Skewness 0.0022 -0.4453 -0.5082
Kurtosis 9.9718 5. 6081 5.2233
Jarque — Bera 1887.53 204,949 232.080 ™
Q(10) 27.204% 9.5180 13. 141
Q’(10) 677.46™ 54,2437 58.2527
ADF test -32.1251 -31.2258" -29.5999 ™
Ik 1% . Q(10) 10 Ljung - Box . ( ADF)
AlIC
VAR - GJR - GARCH - DCC o,
BFGS 0. 00001 » GARCH VAR
GJR - GARCH - DCC o o
) VAR
k=5 VAR o
VAR
0 Granger ( 2)
( Impulse Response Function) ( 1. 2. 3),
2 Granger Granger
@ RATS

101



”» o®

« ”
. o 1 @
2 Granger
X'(5)
Granger 5.952697
Granger 11.405498
Granger 19.387275™
Granger 9.048979
Granger 14. 181916 ™
Granger 27.149356 ™
T SN 1% 5% 10%
Granger N N
o ( Choleski
Decomposition) o VAR
o Granger
( Choleski Ordering) —— > > .® 1. 2
VAR - GJR - GARCH - DCC o
o 1 o
12 o
“ "
“ 7 2 0
0012
0010
0.008 |
0.006
0.004
o s
0.000 ~— e I
o N
(DGranger “ - 7
Granger :
; Granger
®) VAR(5) Granger
Granger
VAR - GARCH - DCC
® VAR - GJR - GARCH - DCC VAR .
VAR VMA( ) . VAR
(&, ( ) ( Choleski
factor) . Elder(2003) IRF Elder

102



0.012

0.010
0.008 -
0.006
0.004 -
0.002 - /@\

0.000 -

-0.002 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T

Granger

15 . o

0.00075

0.00050 —

0.00025 —

0.00000 /B\E\E//B\L =
-0.00025 -| »\E\/

-0.00050 -|
-0.00075 -|

-0.00100 —

-0.00125 T T I T T T T T T 7 T T T T T

) GJR - GARCH -DCC
3 BNeNG] VARCH GARCH
ARCH  GARCH 1%
« »” o « »” B
2 o “ 7 v g, <0
0.1556(0.0636 +0.0920) o GJR -
GARCH GARCH
(2006) o
o a+B+0.5y<1
GJR - GARCH o 3 a b 1%
) 3 a+b<l1

4 @ 4.8.12  Q

® GJR - GARCH - CCC cCC LM
(Tse 2000) 1% cce

@ Uy Q
Engle  Ng( 1993) ('specification test) ( Sign Bias
Test SBT) —— N ( Negative Size Bias Test NSBT) ——
( Positive Size Bias Test PSBT) ——
( Joint Test JT) o

103



GARCH

GJR - GARCH o
GJR - GARCH a b GJR - GARCH - DCC
3 GJR -GARCH -DCC
" 4.9042¢ — 06 ™ 1.3171e —05™ 5.6105¢ —06™
(3.89048) (3.09181) (3.07066)
0.0636 ™ 0.0875 " 0.0874 ™
a (4.16908) (5.37467) (5.45782)
2 0.8776™ 0.8776 ™ 0.8741 "
(53.24051) (43.61863) (41.55615)
0.0920 0.0196 0.0214
Y (4.23040) (0.89960) (0.91989)
a=0.0657
pec(1 1) (5.78478)
b =0. 8498
(28. 88413)
ek L vk * 1% 5% 10% Log Likelihood =7945. 99233,
1
() Bollerslev — Woldridge
() t
4 GJR -GARCH -DCC
o4) 0.2220 0.8610 0.5663
0.994 0.930 0.967
(4 4.3326 5.2099 3.3114
Q 0.363 0.266 0.507
o8) 1.0607 2.6039 1.5592
0.998 0.957 0.992
() 10.2226 5.5998 4.3660
Q 0.250 0.692 0.823
5.7005 10. 3444 8.4156
Q(12) 0.903 0.586 0.752
, 11.150 7.3489 6.5611
Q(12) 0.516 0.834 0.880
5 ®
SBT 0.2754 0.2333 0.0735
0. 1097 0.1105 0.5630
~0.0980 0.0069 ~0.0260
NSBT 0.2514 0.9471 0.7936
~0.2947 ~0.1656 ~0.1196
PSBT 0.1344 0. 1766 0.2890
1.4348 1.6349 0.3845
JTR(3 922) 0.1577 0. 1797 0.7641
)
® 77:22(;()()'*'4)15:-1 +v,; 7]r2=¢0+d)2st7-177r-1 +v,; 77? =
Gy +s(1-S")m,_, +v, 77:2=‘1>0+¢'1St:1 + S+ (1 =87) g, +0,. S,
m_, <0 S7, =1 0: 4, SBT.NSBT. PSBT by by b (
5 ) T F

104



N o 4. 5
P12 :™P13 ¢ 0.45.

0.42 1% ° 4 5 Pi2: P13,
2 o

0.42 ~0.45 0.9 (pis .,
0.9) . 0.2~0.3 0.5~0.6

o 0.7~0.8

i T T LR e B BN e L e L e L B o s | o e
50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550 600 650 700 750 800 850 900

4

0.1 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
50 100 150 200 250 300 350 400 450 500 550 600 650 700 750 800 850 900

5

(1) Granger

:(3)

) py = i j=123.

hii t N hj/z
105



13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.
19.

20.

21.

22.

23.
24.

25.

26.

27.
28.

. 2009 { VECM - BEKK — GARCH A.B Y « y 2 .
2004 ¢ ) « Y 1 .
. 2008 ¢ » « y o1
. 2006 ¢ .+ - —_ DCC - ( BV) EGARCH - VAR Y «(
> 8
N 2005 >« y 11
. 2002 ¢ )« ( )y 7 .
2009 ( » « y o2
. 2009 { — Y« Yy o2 .
. . 2001 ( >« y 8
2005 ¢ : EGARCH Y « Yy 5 .
. 2003 {A.B Y« y 10 .

. Bauwens Luc Laurent Sébastien and Jeroen V. K. Rombouts. 2006. “Multivariate GARCH Models: A Survey. ” Journal of Applied

Econometrics 21( 1) : 79 —109.

Bollerslev T. 1990. “Modelling the Coherence in Short — run Nominal Exchange Rates: A Multivariate Generalized ARCH Model. ”
The Review of Economics and Statistics 72( 3) : 498 —505.

Calvo Guillermo. 1999. “Contagion in Emerging Markets: When Wall Street Is a Carrier. ”Working Paper University of Maryland.
Calvo S. and C. Reinhart. 1996. “Capital Flows to Latin America: Is There Evidence of Contagion Effects?” Policy Research
Working Paper Series 1619 The World Bank.

Elder J.2003. “An Impulse — response Function for a Vector Autoregression with Multivariate GARCH - in — mean. ” Economics
Leiters 79( 1) : 21 -26.

Engle R. F. 2002. “Dynamic Conditional Correlation: A Simple Class of Multivariate Generalized Autoregressive Conditional
Heteroskedasticity Models. ” Journal of Business & Economic Statistics 20( 3) : 339 —350.

Engle R.F. and F. K. Kroner. 1995. “Multivariate Simultaneous Generalized ARCH. ” Econometric Theory 11( 1) :122 —150.
Engle R.F. and V. K. Ng. 1993. “Measuring and Testing the Impact of News on Volatility. ” Journal of Finance 48(5) :1749 —
1778.

Fun C.S. and S. Shim. 1989. “International Transmission of Stock Market Movements. ” Journal of Financial and Quantitative
Analysis 24(2) :241 - 255.

Glosten L.R. R.Jagannathan and D. K. Runkle. 1993. “On the Relation between the Expected Value and the Volatility of Nominal
Excess Return on Stocks. ” Journal of Finance 48(5) : 1779 —1801.

Hamao Y. R. Masulis and V. Ng. 1990. “Correlations in Price Changes and Volatility across International Stock Markets. ” Review
of Financial Studies 3(2):281 —308.

Kanas A.1998. “Volatility Spillovers across Equity Markets: European Evidence. "Applied Financial Economics 8( 3) :245 —256.
King Mervyn Enrique Sentana and Sushil Wadhwani. 1994. “Volatility and Links between National Stock Markets. ”Econometrica
62(4):901 —933.

Liu Y. A. and M. S. Pan. 1997. “Mean and Volatility Spillover Effects in the U. S and Pacific — Basin Stock Markets. ” Journal of
Multinational Finance 1( 1) :47 —62.

Ross S. A. 1989. “Information and Volatility: The No — arbitrage Martingale Approach to Timing and Resolution Irrelevancy. ’
Journal of Finance 44(1):1-17.

Valdes Rodrigo. 1996. “Emerging Market Contagion: Evidence and Theory. "MIT Mimeo.

Tse Y. K.2000. “A Test for Constant Correlations in a Multivariate GARCH Model. ” Journal of Econometrics 98( 1) : 107 —127.

3

Study on the Dynamic Linkage among Stock Prices of Shanghai Shenzhen and Hong Kong

Stock Market: The New Evidence from Tri - VAR - GJR - GARCH - DCC Model

Lu Xu and Zhao Yingying
( School of Economics RenMin University of China)

Abstract: With the rapid development of economic globalization the international capital market tend to be integrated and local
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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.

Key Words: Shanghai Shenzhen and Hong Kong Stock Market; Economic Integration; Dynamic Linkage
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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'
1: Academy for Consumption Studies Xiangtan University; 2: Peking University — Lincoln Institute
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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.

Key Words: Regional Disparity; Consumption Disparity; Panel Data
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