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Study on the Impact of Digital Inclusive Finance on
Urban - rural Income Gap in Chongqing

SONG Jinbiao' ~ WANG Wei®
(1. School of Finance Chongqing Technology and Business University Chongqing 400067 China;
2. Upper Yangtze River Economic Research Center Chongging Technology
and Business University Chongqing 400067 China)

Abstract: Based on the panel data of 38 districts and counties in Chongging from 2016 to 2021 the individual
fixed effect model is constructed by using the digital inclusive financial index the three sub — indexes covering the
breadth the depth of use the degree of digitalization and the Theil index of the urban — rural income gap; this paper
empirically studies the impact of the development of digital inclusive finance on the disposable income gap between
urban and rural residents in Chongqing. The results show that the development level of digital inclusive finance in
Chongging is before the ‘U’ inflection point and the development of digital inclusive finance can narrow the urban
—rural income gap. The improvement of the coverage and depth of digital inclusive finance in Chongqing can nar—
row the urban — rural income gap. Digital inclusive finance relies on digital technology to carry out online financial
services to improve the coverage of inclusive finance so that residents in backward areas can also enjoy a variety of
inclusive financial services which is conducive to narrowing the urban — rural income gap. However the digitali—
zation degree of digital inclusive finance has a threshold effect on the urban — rural income gap. The digitalization
degree of digital inclusive finance in some districts and counties is behind the “U” shaped inflection point which
raises the financial threshold hinders the development of digital inclusive financial services and is not conducive to
narrowing the income gap between urban and rural areas.
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