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( Arrow 1965; Zanetti 2014)
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?
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1.
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.@ (2016)
( RRA)
1000 . P, W;
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RRA,(W,) = ARA, (W) * W,
Hanna & Chen( 1997) .Palia et al. ( 2008)
(2)
( APrice)
@ 1
;3. N 4. N ;5. N
® : . 100 (50
2500

Guiso & Paiella
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(2)
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(AH
;2.
50 )
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value) ; ( H_value) »
(2014)
(3)
» Haliassos & Bertaut( 1995)
. . (
) ( Wealth) .
( Morin & Suarez 1983) | ( Wei & Zhang 2011) . ( Chamon & Prasad 2010) .
( Arrondel & Lefebvre 2001) . Age;
( Gender) 1 0; ( Marry)
1 0; ( Education) “ o
79 1—9
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2006 2007 15 2006
989 2007 1355 o 2011
o {
Do A .
A 2005 1
2015 6 2005 1 2015 6
€ Do
1.
(1)
0.72 286.20
8% 6%
3950 5.96
481. 8 o
0.97% 0.01% » 4979. 84
/ 23082.07 / / o
0.26 0.84 0. 002
(2)
. ( ARA)
0.776 (0.759)
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0.72 0. 80 -0.76 0. 80 0.27 2113
286. 20 8480.00 | —2259.00| 160.00 470. 30 2112
2.23 5.00 1. 00 2.00 1.28 27262
0.08 1. 00 0.00 0.00 0.27 27232
0. 06 0.96 0. 00 0.00 0.18 13812
() 481. 80 3950. 00 5.96 280. 11 577.26 3904
(%) 0.97 7.11 0.01 0.49 1.35 3509
( / ) 4.98 23.08 0.31 4.19 3.73 3721
0.26 0. 84 0. 002 0.24 0.09 3344
o ( Risk_T)
( Risk_T)
o ( Acc_
D) . ( Risk_A) ( Total _T)
Acc_N o
2
ARA RRA Risk_T Ace_D Risk_A Total _T
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2.
(1)
2006 2007
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o 3

( Flavin & Nakagawa 2008; Zanetti 2014) .
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
ARA ARA ARA ARA ARA
-0.075"
Price
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Price_mean
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-0.025"
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( Price) . ( Price_mean) . ( APrice) ( H_value)
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o RO
Arrow( 1965) o
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)
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( Andersen et al. 2016) .
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Housing Price and Residents’ Risk Preference
ZHANG Guangli and LIU Xiaoyuan

( Business School Central University of Finance and Economics)

Summary: Since the implementation of the housing commercialization reform in 1998 housing prices in China have
increased continuously. A house has become an important asset of most families in China. The effect of housing prices on
residents” risk preference has caused wide academic concern. Recognition of the relationship between residents’ risk
preferences and wealth is mostly based on common sense or unsystematic observations. As a house is the main part of
residents’ wealth its value fluctuation directly affects residents’ risk preference. However most studies have not directly
analyzed their relationship and only implied that the increase in housing prices has led to an increase in residents’ risk
preferences ( Flavin and Nakagawa 2008). A discussion of the effect of housing prices on residents’ risk preferences
should contribute to the understanding of how the housing price affects residents’ micro behaviors.

In this study we focused on the following three main questions. Can housing prices affect residents’ risk preference in
China? Do housing prices have a consistent effect on the subjective attitude and objective behavior of residents’ risk
preference? Which factors affect the relationship between housing prices and residents’ risk preference? Based on these
three questions we first analyzed the effect of housing prices on residents’ subjective attitude toward their risk preferences.
Second we studied the effect of housing prices on the household objective behavior of residents’ risk preferences. Third
we applied the instrumental variable method to solve the endogeneity between housing prices and residents’ risk
preferences. Fourth we discussed the different effects of housing prices on the risk preferences of residents with different
characteristics such as differences in housing loans health conditions housing property and household expenditure.

Using data from the China Household Finance Survey Urban Investors’ Behaviors Survey and regional statistics we
empirically studied the effect of housing prices on residents’ risk preferences in China. The findings of this study can be
summarized as follows. First we found that housing prices had a significant effect on residents’ risk preferences. The
higher the housing price and the larger its increase the lower the absolute risk aversion coefficient and the higher the
relative risk aversion coefficient. Second we found that some factors such as residents’ housing loans health conditions
and number of houses owned and the nature of the housing property moderated the relationship between housing prices and
residents’ risk preferences. In particular the results indicated that when residents did not have housing loans and full
property rights to their houses the effect of housing prices on their risk preferences was stronger. Meanwhile residents’
health conditions and the number of houses they owned only affected the relationship between housing prices and the
residents’ subjective attitude toward risk preference. Furthermore the increase in housing price had a stronger effect on the
subjective attitude and objective behavior of the risk preferences of residents who owned multiple housing units. These
findings also indicated the differences between the residents’ subjective attitudes and the objective behavior of risk
preferences. Lastly the regional evidence on housing prices and residents’ participation in the stock market supported the
hypothesis that housing prices significantly affected the residents’ risk preference.

This study provides empirical evidence for the effect of housing prices on residents’ risk preferences. This paper
makers three main contributions. First we empirically studied how housing prices and housing price changes affected
residents’ risk preferences while the literature mainly focuses on the effects of residents’ characteristics such as age
education gender marital status and wealth. Second we distinguished between the subjective attitude and objective
behavior of risk preferences and provided a comprehensive analysis of the effect of housing prices on residents’ subjective
attitude and objective behavior of risk preference. Lastly we used micro survey data to accurately measure housing prices and
their changes and applied the instrumental variable method to reduce the endogeneity between housing prices and residents’
risk preferences.

Keywords: Housing Price; Risk Preference; Endogeneity
JEL Classification: D12 E20 Gl1
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