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1
( ) (%) () ( ) (%) ) (%)
2002 8 645 10.2 2 476 4 828 24.3 1 305 55.85
2003 8517 9.8 2622 4709 23.7 1 406 55.29
2004 7 586 9.2 2 936 4193 21.0 1 585 55.27
2005 6 432 9.1 3255 3611 18.0 1726 56. 14
2006 5 698 8.2 3 587 3110 15.4 1928 54.58
2007 4 320 6.8 4140 2 620 13.0 2278 60. 65
2008 4 007 6.0 4761 2 421 11.9 2611 60. 42
2009 3597 4.6 5153 2175 10.7 2842 60. 47
2010 2 668 4.2 5919 1693 8.3 3273 63. 46
2011 | 12238 12.7 4 853 6112 29.2 — 49.94
2012 9 899 10.2 7 037 5105 24.4 5209 51.57
2013 8 249 8.5 9 430 4279 20.2 — 51.87
2014 7 017 7.2 10 489 3 649 17.5 6717 52.00
2015 5575 5.7 11 422 2 893 13.7 7 543 51.89
2016 4335 4.5 12 363 2219 10.5 8 355 51.19
2017 3 046 3.1 13 432 1 603 7.6 9377 52.63
2018 1 660 1.7 14 617 — — — —
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3 Moran’ s |

W, W,

2006 0.208 0. 048 0. 396 0. 055
(0. 000) ( 0. 000) (0. 000) (0.004)

2007 0.212 0. 050 0. 404 0. 058
(0. 000) (0. 000) (0. 000) (0.003)
2008 0.212 0. 050 0. 408 0. 058
(0. 000) ( 0. 000) (0. 000) (0.003)
2009 0.213 0.049 0. 398 0. 058
(0. 000) (0. 000) (0. 000) (0.003)
2010 0.214 0.051 0.420 0. 062
(0. 000) (0. 000) (0. 000) (0.002)
2011 0.214 0. 052 0.423 0. 059
(0. 000) ( 0. 000) (0. 000) (0.003)
2012 0.210 0. 050 0. 420 0. 062
(0. 000) (0. 000) (0. 000) (0.002)
2013 0. 208 0. 060 0.428 0. 068
- (0. 000) ( 0. 000) (0. 000) (0.002)
2014 0.214 0. 059 0.426 0. 067
(0. 000) (0. 000) (0. 000) (0.002)
2015 0.220 0. 061 0.431 0. 069
(0. 000) (0. 000) (0. 000) (0.002)
2016 0.219 0. 068 0.432 0. 080
(0. 000) ( 0. 000) (0. 000) (0.001)
2017 0.221 0. 068 0.432 0. 081
(0. 000) ( 0. 000) (0. 000) (0.001)
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nincome
lned 0.077 0** 0.039 3" 0.117 9™ 0.046 6
i (4.57) (1.73) (8.34) (0.67)
Inds -0.010 5™ 0.012 8 -0.014 36™ 0.013 5
(-2.29) (3.57) (-2.93) (2.98)
Incir 0.043 9 0.019 5™ 0.020 9™ 0.020 7
’ (7.35) (2.33) (3.33) (2.19)
Infot 0.011 3™ 0.038 2 0.020 3™ 0.1247°
p (1.99) (1.50) (3.43) (1.88)
Ined « W 0.070 3** -0.089 7° 0.086 3™ -0.107 2
(2.46) (-1.83) (3.93) (-2.23)
Inds « W 0.015 5 -0.018 39 -0.033 0™ -0.052 1™
; (1.12) (-1. 46) (-3.87) (-2.43)
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Infot + W 0.047 6™ 0.129 4™ 0.001 8 0.300 6
P (2.16) (2.48) (0.18) (5.51)
R 0. 948 0. 936 0.975 0. 964
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Economic agglomeration and income growth of rural residents: Comparative

analysis of Poor and non—poor counties in Sichuan and Chongqing
KANG Jijun'” ZHENG Weiwei' MU Wei®
(‘@. School of Economics and Business Administration b. Energy Economics Research
Institute  Chongqing University Chongqing 400044 P. R. China)

Abstract. Economic agglomeration and Rural Revitalization are the key issues and practical demands of
regional economics and development economics. Whether they can “complement each other” has attracted
much attention. Although the task of poverty alleviation has now been completed taking into account the
objective fact that some key issues such as “poverty trap’  “stubborn poverty ” and “intergenerational
transmission of poverty” still exist the realization of sustained income growth of rural residents in traditional
poverty-stricken areas is crucial to break the shackles of poverty and prevent poverty—returning in contiguous

areas and it has important academic value and practical significance. Under the theoretical framework of
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spatial economics this paper discusses the impact mechanism of economic agglomeration on rural residents’
income growth. We believe that economic agglomeration can affect the income growth of rural residents through
spatial spillover effect but it has significant spatial asymmetry characteristics for neighboring poor and non-poor
counties. The impact of “economic agglomeration center” on the income growth of rural residents in the region
has both scale effect and attenuation characteristics with distance. Taking 218 districts and counties in Sichuan
and Chongqing which have the most dynamic economy and relatively prominent poverty problems in the west
as a sample this paper introduces the spatial weight matrix reflecting geographical and economic characteristics
into the dynamic spatial Dobbin model for empirical test. It is found that the effect of economic agglomeration
on increasing farmers’ income and reducing poverty has the characteristics of path dependence and “snowball ”
in the time dimension and has long-term positive direct effect and spillover effect which can significantly
promote the income growth of rural residents but its short-term effect is not significant. The income growth of
rural residents should still be the focus of local governments work and must be paid attention to in a long time.
The results of the regression analysis of the traditional poverty-stricken counties and non-poor counties show
that the impact of economic agglomeration on the income growth of rural residents has typical spatial
asymmetry. The impact of “economic agglomeration center” on the income growth of rural residents has obvious
scale effect and attenuation characteristics with distance. Economic agglomeration not only fails to effectively
enhance the income growth of rural residents in remote and deep poverty-stricken areas but also further
aggravates the deterioration of the income situation of local rural residents. It suggests that in the “post poverty
alleviation period” when poverty eradication and Rural Revitalization are effectively connected we should not
only continue to strengthen the scope and depth of economic agglomeration and promote regional economic
development but also pay attention to the difference in poverty reduction effect of economic agglomeration
between poor and non-poor counties adjust policies reasonably combine rural revitalization strategy with
targeted poverty alleviation and deep poverty alleviation policies in order to improve the income situation of
rural residents in poor counties effectively.

Key words: economic agglomeration; farmer’s income growth; reducing poverty effect; dynamic spatial

panel model; spatial asymmetry



