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Competition Effect and Contagion Effect in Peer —to— peer Lending Industry .

Evidence from Problem Platforms’ Explosion

WANG Zheng-wei, LI Tianyi, LIAO Li
(PBC School of Finance, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: China’s peer—to—peer lending platforms have been exited or transformed after frequent explo-

sions, however reviewing the history of platforms’ explosions is significant for us to understand the devel-

opment of early Fin Tech such as peer—to—peer lending platforms and to think



