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Effect of different levels of regional urbanization on consumption of rural residents:
Based on the data of 2000-2012 southeast and northwest of Fujian Province
WU Qi-mian
(School of Economics, Fujian Normal University, Fuzhou 350007, China)

Abstract: According to southeast Fujian economy developed areas and underdeveloped northwestern Fujian, and this
paper uses panel data of Fujian province around the city of 2000-2012, to investigate the effect of different levels of
regional urbanization on consumption of rural residents. The results show that: The level of urbanization increased 1%,
the consumption level of rural residents in southeast Fujian increased by 0.24%, and that of Fujian northwest increased
0.09%; however the per capita net income of rural residents increased by 1%, the consumption of farmers in southeastern
Fujian increased 0.86%, and the consumption of farmers in southeastern Fujian increased 0.93%, so elasticity of
consumer income of rural residents in Northwest Fujian was relatively high. In addition, each area rural spending,

infrastructure investment were the factors that influence the farmer consumption level.
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