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The Effects of Housing Reform on Durable
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Abstract Housing reform in China provides a large positive wealth shock to a significant

portion of households in China. Using China Health and Nutrition Survey (CHNS) data, we
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find that households who had benefited from housing reform have significantly higher con-
sumption of durable goods, as predicted by economic models. But they would increase their
durable good consumption in a few years after the housing reform. Because it increases house-
hold expenditure, the housing reform contributed to raising domestic consumption demand in
the late 1990s’ and early 2000’s.
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