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A Study on the Spillover Effect of Financial Conglomeration under the Collaborative Development

in Jing-Jin-Ji Area

Comparison Based on Spatial Panel Data of Yangtze River Delta and Pearl River Delta
ZHENG Zhi-dan
(Economic College of Hebei University, Baoding, Hebei, 071000, China)

Abstract:In April 2015, the announcement of “the coordinated development of Jing-Jin-Ji area” , otherwise
known as a major national development strategy, provides a golden opportunity for the development of Hebei prov-
ince. However, the economic and finance development of Jing-Jin-Ji area is not unlike between heaven and earth by
the guidance of “growth pole theory” and “unbalanced development pattern” since the Chinese economic re-
form. The collapse distribution of financial resources and economic development in Jing-Jin-Ji area, which has be-
come the main obstacle of the cooperated development of Jing-Jin-Ji, is not only the hot spots of the media, but also
the focus for both the practitioners and scholars.

In order to conducted a systematically discussion of spillover effects of finance conglomeration in Jing-Jin-Ji ar-
ea, Yangize River Delta and Pearl River Delta, this paper takes the spatial geographical autocorrelation feature into
account. On this basis, it selects the panel data of 13 cities of Jing-Jin-Ji area from 2000 to 2013 as the object of
this research, and establishes spatial SAR, SEM and SDM models to explore how the development of Beijing and
Tianjin affect surrounding areas from the aspects of adsorption effects and spillover effects of financial conglomera-
tion. Secondly, this paper intends to explore the internal mechanism and the distribution characteristics of the un-
balance development of Jing-Jin-Ji area by comparing the panel data of 25 cities in Yangtze River Delta and 9 cities
in Pear]l River Delta. Finally, it decomposes the gross effect into direct effect and indirect effect to confirm the spa-
tial effect in three areas, especially the spatial transition of Jing-Jin-Ji area, is real and solid.

The empirical results indicate that the deposit in Jing-Jin-Ji area produces negative influence to local economy,
but has incentive effect on surrounding economic growth, which implies that the capital flight of deposit resources is
quite severe. While the loan shows the opposite phenomenon. At the same time, the security market stimulates the
adjacent economy, while the insurance confines the adjacent economy. On the contrary, deposit in Yangtze River
Delta promotes the local economic, but not significant. While the loan has a positive influence to the surrounding ar-
ea. In additional, the insurance is not only confines the local economy, but also confines the surrounding area. As
for the Pearl River Delta, the performance is quite similar to Jing-Jin-Ji area except that the insurance of Pearl Riv-
er Delta promote the local economic development. Moreover, the decomposition of the spatial effects confirm the ro-
bustness of our results. To be specific, only the banking industry in Yangtze River Delta presents radiation effect as
a whole. But the spatial radiation is mainly driven by banking industry, while the security and insurance do not in-
dicate any spillover effects. Although the spatial effect in Jing-Jin-Ji area has transferred from absorption effect to
spillover effect as a whole, the banking and insurance industry still show an absorption effect and security industry
show a spillover effect on the contrary, which is quite similar to the Pearl River Delta.

These findings illustrate a fact that the different radiation pattern of Jing-Jin-Ji area, Yangtze River Delta and
Pearl River Delta lead to a different economic performance in those three metropolitan areas. The results suggest that
the administrator should promote the financial resources multidirectional flows in Jing-Jin-Ji area, establish a sound
financial ecological environment and cooperation supervision mechanism, optimize the structure of credit capital al-
location in Jing-Jin-Ji area, foster listed enterprises, and develop multistage insurance market. Only then can solve
Hebei’s own problem and achieve the coordinate development of Jing-Jin-Ji area.

Key Words:financial conglomeration; adsorption effect; spillover effect
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