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China’ s Inter - provincial FDI Financial Market

Development and Economic Growth
Based on the Retest of Spatial Panel Durbin Model

ZHANG Anda
(School of Finance Nanjing Audit University Nanjing Jiangsu 211815 China)

Abstract: At the present stage economic growth has entered a new normal and FDI has experienced net out—
flows for the first time it is of great significance to restudy the relationship between FDI and economic growth and
the influence of financial market on the growth effect of FDI economy. Taking into account the obvious differences in
China this paper puts FDI financial market development and economic growth into the spatial econometric analysis
framework and uses the spatial Durbin model to carry out an empirical study on the interprovincial panel data of
China in 1999 —2016 years. The results are as follows: ( 1) there is a significant economic growth effect in China’ s
inter provincial FDI and there is also a spatial spillover effect in the eastern and western regions; (2) the develop-
ment of the financial market can not contribute to the economic growth of the region and will also deteriorate the e-
conomic growth in the adjacent areas; ( 3) the financial market in the eastern region can strengthen the economic
growth effect of FDI while the financial market in the central and western regions will weaken the economic growth
effect of FDI. Therefore at present the formulation of China’s FDI policy should fully consider the interaction with
the domestic financial market and its geographical spillover focus on regional coordinated development and improve
the efficiency of financial market funds distribution in our country.

Key words: foreign direct investment; financial market development; economic growth; spatial Durbin model
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Discuss on the Interest Conflict and the Internal Control of Securities Company

HUANG Aixue
( School of Law Beifang University of Nationalities Yinchuan Ningxia 750021 China)

Abstract: In securities trading comprehensive securities companies typically have multiple roles of underwrit—
ers brokers consultants market makers and dealers; with a conflict of interest against investors. The primary meas—
ure to regulate conflicts of interest is to implement internal control of self — discipline including the internal control
of employees self business brokerage business and advisory business. As the internal control mainly relies on the
consciousness and self — discipline of microcosmic body external supervision and management as well as corre—
sponding legal liability mechanism are needed to enhance the effectiveness of control.

Key words: securities company; conflict of interest; internal control; supervision of securities
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