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regression analysis on the floating population was used to find out whether sex the
household type the income education employment status or other factors had a
significant impact on the floating population’s purchase of commercial housing. This
study found that the housing provident fund played a significant rolein housing purchases
for this population. If provided access to the housing provident fund the floating
population was more inclined to buy commercial housing in their place of work.
However the proportion of the floating population that owned housing as a result of fund
access was very low. Therefore the government should urge enterprises to support the
housing provident fund for the floating population thus promoting the settlement and
integration of the floating population into cities.

Key Words Housing Provident Fund; The Floating Population; The House Purchase

Urban Public Resource Allocation and Household Housing Asset Investment: Research
Based on the China Social Survey (2006 —2015)
........................................................................... Xiaoke Yang & Jing Wang
Abstract The paper analyzes the driving forces of housing asset investment in urban
households using the Chinese Social Survey 2006 — 2015 dataset. The analyses focus on
testing these driving forces from two perspectives: capital appreciation and the
improvement of public goods. Based on an analysis of 10 years” worth of data China’s
urban families are among the capital — driven interests. Two income groups have the
highest capital — driven interests: low —income high - risk preference families and high —
income high - risk preference families. As for the impact of public goods on household
housing investment community infrastructure was an important factor in reducing the
amount of housing investment. As opinions of local compulsory education and health
serviceimproved the tendency to invest in housing gradually decreased. In the long
run urban governmentsshould constantly improve the allocation of urban public goods
and effectively guarantee the availability of high quality education and medical services to
middle — and low — income citizens.

Key Words Housing Asset; Risk Preferences; Residential Sorting; Allocation of
Public Goods
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