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Housing Price and the Willingness of Floating Populations
to Reproduce: a Perspective of Social Integration

HOU Junjun, YUE Nuoya, ZHANG Li
(School of Economics and Trade, Hunan University, Changsha 410079, China)

Abstract; Population growth is one of the driving forces for sustained economic development, and the
continuously declining fertility rate has become one of the challenges facing China’s economy. This study
examined the impact of housing prices on the willingness of the Chinese floating population to have a sec-
ond child. Rising housing prices are seen as a sign of prosperity, but they have also aroused concerns about
housing burdens, especially for China’s floating population moving to the cities to work. We used national
survey data from China to study the floating population’s intentions to have a second child. The results
showed that housing prices have a positive impact on the overall willingness of the floating population to
have a second child. For those who carry home loan mortgages, however, the effect is negative. Moreo-
ver, we explored the moderating effect of social integration and found that degrees of social integration can
adjust the sensitivity of the floating population to housing prices. In conclusion, this paper proposes the
implementation of “childbearing friendly” housing policy suggestions, to keep the housing price and eco-
nomic stability while constantly reducing the housing burden of new urban immigrants, so as to promote
the floating population and permanent residents of the desire to have more children, which is also to pro-
mote the “new urbanization” and achieve “shared development”.
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