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Abstract

This article uses factor analysis to study the level of coordinated urban-rural development in Henan
Province from 2010 to 2020, aiming to evaluate the differences in urban-rural development and
propose corresponding countermeasures and suggestions. The study selected seven indicators, in-
cluding the ratio of non-agricultural to agricultural output value, the ratio of urban-rural
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commodity price index, and the ratio of per capita income between urban and rural residents, and
conducted data analysis using SPSS software. The results show that there is a certain gap between
urban and rural areas in Henan Province, but the level of coordinated urban-rural development
continues to improve, and the urban-rural gap is gradually narrowing. Through factor analysis, two
main factors were extracted: “social development factor” and “economic development factor”, and
the total principal component scores for each year were calculated. The analysis results indicate
that although the development gap between urban and rural areas is decreasing year by year, urban
modernization has left rural areas far behind, and the gap in consumption levels between urban
and rural areas is still significant. Based on this, this article proposes suggestions such as optimizing
the industrial structure system, updating and optimizing the rural development system, and in-
creasing investment in science and technology to promote coordinated urban-rural development in
Henan Province.
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Table 1. Seven factor ratios of urban and rural development level in Henan province from 2010 to 2020

2 1.2010 F£~2020 FAFAEM 2 X RBKFH-EME R EE

Ay X, X, X, X, X; X, X,
2010 ¢ 6.25 1.00 2.88 1.50 1.23 38.82 0.63
2011 4F 6.87 0.99 2.76 1.53 1.26 40.57 0.68
2012 4F 7.06 1.00 2.72 1.50 1.28 42.43 0.74
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2013 4 7.26 1.00 2.64 1.51 1.32 43.8 0.78
2014 4F 7.70 1.00 2.59 1.55 1.36 45.2 0.82
2015 4F 8.26 1.00 2.36 1.38 1.38 46.85 0.88
2016 4F 8.90 1.00 2.33 1.36 1.40 48.5 0.94
2017 4F 9.87 1.00 2.32 1.38 1.41 50.16 1.01
2018 4F 10.63 1.00 2.30 1.33 1.43 51.71 1.07
2019 4 10.76 1.00 2.26 1.31 1.49 53.21 1.14
2020 4F 10.89 1.00 2.25 1.30 1.51 54.62 1.21

PR 73 Ak 2 M P R 4 ) B AR

Table 2. KMO and Bartlett tests
5= 2. KMO FnE4FFI45818

TRIEBD RS AT T, A0 LM BRI LAt
2 RS 25 G AR GE T, ASCHEIT SPSS BRPRIEATAMHT, 672 | SAEREHE, ittt
&L T HEE . 135

FATHRAR LB B8 5] KMO MBS RIS R, 17 2.

KMOHUFEE U1 B4

EELRE AR TR P A 6

AR TT
H
BEE

0.611
143.392
21
0.000

Uk, ATEAME R KMO ity 0.611, KT 0.5, RIS Hd 52 w] LUl R 70 iRt AT it
oo 0T ERAR BRI AL, ERREMEN 0, DT REFEIEKI(0.05), FIERWFHHTRRZ T
FEEMKK R, AR 20T L 77 i

B4l SPSS b F TG, BEBIRMMREN ST 2, LW IS BIWIIRRIEE, WRaTrZ 1

* 3:

Table 3. Explanation of total variance

F 3. BRPHERE

o HIGERFAE PRI A F- 77 F e E 7 J5 AN
it TEASH BR% it TEAESE BER% St IEASE BE%
1 5.903 84.323 84.323 5.903 84.323 84.323 5.538 79.118 79.118
2 0.828 11.827 96.150 0.828 11.827 96.150 1.192 17.032 96.150
3 0.162 2316 98.467
4 0.078 1.109 99.576
5 0.027 0.381 99.956
6 0.003 0.041 99.998
7 0.000 0.002 100.00
R ERIT I,
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Figure 1. Gravel diagram
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FIRFEE RN T 1/, i 2 BAREA KT L H2lmiEia T 1, FFEERS 2 BT RIR S, Frblk

ATERBUX P TAE R 2 K7 A HAl A1
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Table 4. Component matrix

% 4. BAIEN
Wy
1 2
X 0.979 —0.127
X, 0.453 0.892
X —0.969 0.056
X, —0.933 0.055
X 0.982 —0.047
X 0.993 —0.055
X; 0.989 —0.074

RHOTE: W HTiE. RHCT 2 DR

AT S JE oy FE R, LR S
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Table 5. Component matrix after rotation

5. MERE BRI RERE

D%y
1 2
X, 0.977 0.140
X, 0.197 0.980
X, -0.949 —0.206
X, -0.914 -0.197
X, 0.958 0.218
X 0.972 0.214
X, 0.973 0.193

FEMOT B ERG I TE. TERE 757 JURUES I Ty 2. e E 3 YOG S lsi.

A A7 MR, b 0 B0 B e B FE R RO 24 A 38 25— Ry AT AR R I A 2
AT WE IR AE T, BAE R ok T7 ZiE e 2 e, W LS B Ja i s 45 R . AR LR e
R R, FRATAT DLE A 1T X, X, X, X, IR ELECR . i 2 T X, X, X, IS LA
Ko FIEFATIT LA X, - dEfl 5L E2 L, X dERIA G SR AGRZI, X T K,
X, W N, v, @ “HRkEET . X, Mz mmmgREZl, X W
AR ZE, X, 2 FKENBE R, s —Jii, ady “@5RERT .

N TR EG BRI, RS EM 2B ZER . RATESEIZM spss B AF, 55
P REOERE, R A RBOERE WK 6:

Table 6. Component score coefficient matrix

® 6. MOEHREIENE

D%y
1 2
X, 0.201 —0.103
X, -0.215 1.058
X, —-0.176 0.021
X, —0.170 0.022
X 0.175 —-0.010
X 0.180 —-0.018
X, 0.185 —0.041

RWITE: BRI TR URUES R 2%, A5,

1970 R BOE R W] UG R 18 20 1 5 A KON
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F =0.201X, —0.215X, —0.176.X, +0.170.X, +0.175X +0.180.X, +0.185X,
F, ==0.103X, +1.058.X, +0.021.X; +0.022.X, +0.010.X, +0.018.X, +0.041X,
B AT MBI T T TR S 2 5 0TAR, 9 T AR T0F 8 P D A L
ZRETE, AT A BT B B2 177 22 TR R AR An N 4R G St e

84323 L 11827
84.323+11.827 ' 84.323+11.827 °

RS Em AN, IR SER TR 853 F, & T,

Table 7. Comparison of component scores and total principal component scores

FT. RABAEERD BEIEEIR

E4 £ 1) F
2010 ~1.584 0.615 -1.314
2011 0.594 —2.955 —0.885
2012 -1.039 0.509 —0.849
2013 —0.809 0.474 —0.651
2014 —0.626 0.435 —0.496
2015 0.072 0.320 0.103
2016 0.360 0.253 0.347
2017 0.590 0.176 0.539
2018 0.934 0.096 0.831
2019 1.251 0.053 1.103
2020 1.446 0.020 1271

33. BIESHNER

B, MEGERTONESKE, MTLEER, EI 2 KETNERAZERDN, B8R, A
FEFEREATYIRANTT /NG, ST O BLARAL B4R 2 Wi W FBAE 1 )54 . 3 2 BB 2R 6 PR AE B E R
{ERI 2 Z 18] B PP AR IR AR B AR ORI 22 8
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LU E LT 2 G0, ESLB e E/NFAES K RIB B, AERNE G R RIF A
R, TR R 2 R R FR B R P K T
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TG, BN AR T SO IR 2 L SR R A R 57 B RS AN K DL R T A K
e S A, B 2 RS PN T BARTT S IR A R A M ATAR 7 ity R0 7 M 14
PAF A, B G S MBS, R RO REAR, SR AT R IME . BN, T EUR T
PABRAL LT, M SCREARA S R A B b I A SR I TIH , F BB et vt 5Lk
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