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Urban Housing Prices, Purchase Restriction Policy and Technological Innovation
YU Yong-ze, ZHANG Shao-hui

(Institute of Industrial Development, Nanjing University of Finance and Economics, Nanjing 210023, China)

Abstract: Based on the data of 230 prefecture—level cities and 1272 listed companies in 2004-2013, this
paper had used the tool variable method and the DID method to examine the impact of the rise and spread of
urban housing prices and the implementation of the purchase restriction policy on China’s technological innovation
activities on the basis of the spatial effect of the spread of housing prices. The results of research indicates: The
rapid rise in urban housing prices significantly inhibited the technological innovation output of regions as a whole
and individual enterprises. When considering the spatial effect of the spread of housing prices, due to the positive
positive spillover effect of innovation activities, the spread of house prices has had a negative impact on the
technological innovation activities of the surrounding cities. By using difference —in—difference model the research
shows that the implementation of the purchase restriction policy helps to ease the negative impact of urban housing
prices. The middle mechanism shows that the rise in urban housing prices leads to the distortion of the investment
structure, through “squeeze effect” of innovation investment to curb the regional level of technological innovation.
The implementation of the purchase restriction policy did not significantly affect house prices but eased the impact
of rising house prices on technological innovation activities by suppressing excessive investment in real estate.

Key Words: urban housing prices; technological innovation; purchase restriction policy
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