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Market Structure and Loss Ratio: Health Insurance in China from 2004 to 2014

WANG Xiangnan' BIAN Wenlong’
(1. Institute of Finance and Banking Chinese Academy of Social Sciences Beijing 100028 China;
2. School of Finance Guangdong University of Foreign Studies Guangzhou 510006 China)

Abstract: The loss ratio of health insurance is relatively low in China. Using the data of prefecturaldevel
cities from 2004 to 2014 this article studies the relation between the market structure and the loss ratio of Chi-
na’ s health insurance market for the first time. Regarding three general market structure indexes we find that
the health insurance loss ratio is positively and significantly related to the number of firms and negatively and
significantly related to the market concentration while the ( negative) relation between the loss ratio and ine—
quality of market share is not robust. For the market structure indexes with insurance market feature we find
that the health insurance loss ratio is negatively and significantly related to the market share of nonlife insurers
and positively and significantly related to the market share of foreign insurers while is not significantly related
with the insurers’ ages. Those results support the “structure-performance hypothesis” and indicate that in or—
der to increase health insurance loss ratio we should carry the “supply side” reform and expand the insurance
market openness to domestic and foreign insurers.

Keywords: Health insurance; Martket structure; Loss ratio; China

Financial Decentralization Bank Institution Change and Economic Growth—
Based on the Empirical Analysis of Inter-provincial Panel Data during 1993 ~2012

XIE Zongfan' JIANG Junsong
(1. School of Public Administration Hunan Normal University Changsha 410006 China;
2. School of Business Xiangtan University Xiangtan 411105 China)

Abstract: Chinese decentralization has been seen as one of important reasons to Chinese economic mira—
cle. But the Chinese government delayed the decentralization process in the banking sector which has been
criticized by many scholars with market-oriented view. From the perspective of power this paper reviews the
repeatedly process of financial decentralization and centralization in the process of banking institution change
and analyzes its reasons then analyzes the performance of banking institution change under the background of
financial decentralization by using inter-provincial panel data during 1993 ~ 2012. The results find that the
higher level of financial decentralization is conducive to improving the performance of the banking institution
and promoting the economic growth but our country’ s financial decentralization level is still at a low level the
government should further construct the market-oriented banking institution on the basis of improving the level
of financial decentralization.

Keywords: Financial decentralization; Financial centralization; Bank institution change; FEconomic

growth

How Regional Differences Affect P2P Lending Behavior—Evidence from Renrendai

PENG Hongfeng YANG Liuming TAN Xiaoyu
( Economics and Management School Wuhan University Wuhan 430072 China)

Abstract: Using lending transaction data from Renrendai this paper empirically examines the impact of
regional differences on the P2P borrowing respectively from four perspectives: the economy level financial ec—
ological environment education level and regular financial penetration. The results show that there is a signifi-
cant discrepancy in the funding success rate among different regions in the domestic P2P lending market. More
specifically borrowers whose provinces enjoy higher economic level better financial ecological environment
and higher degree of education are more likely to obtain loans; while the degree of regular financial penetration

has a negative impact on the funding success rate and indicate that the P2P network lending is an effective

124



