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[bookmark: OLE_LINK7][bookmark: OLE_LINK8][bookmark: OLE_LINK62][bookmark: OLE_LINK63][bookmark: OLE_LINK12][bookmark: OLE_LINK13][bookmark: OLE_LINK14][bookmark: OLE_LINK17][bookmark: OLE_LINK18]Abstract   As housing reforms deepen and housing prices rise, housing is becoming increasingly central in Chinese society. Using a recent survey in Shanghai, this chapter studies housing consumption and how it affects stratum identification. The results show that both market forces such as education and income and institutional factors such as work units and hukou status are important to housing consumption. This shows the persistence of institutions as housing markets mature. In addition, housing consumption, especially multiple homeownership and large dwellings, significantly affects people’s stratum identification. This demonstrates that housing is becoming an important stratification mechanism in Chinese cities, together with classic indicators such as education and income as well as institutional factors such as work units.   
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Introduction
China has experienced an unprecedented housing boom in recent decades.  China built about twice of the total number of houses currently in the UK in the decade of 2000-2010 alone (EIU 2011). Housing consumption has improved dramatically, with per capita floor space increased from 4 to 29 m2, and the rate of homeownership increased from 20 to 70% in Chinese cities (Yi and Huang 2014). Moreover, more than 15% of urban households owned multiple homes in 2007 (Huang and Yi 2011).  China is becoming a nation of homeowners (85% nationwide in 2010), and housing is becoming an increasingly important part of household wealth and an indicator for social class (Zhang 2012). Meanwhile, housing is becoming increasingly expensive and unaffordable. The average housing price-to-income ratio in all cities was 5.56 in 2007 (Man et al. 2011) and 8.76 in 2010 (CASS 2011), which is above the normal range of 3-5 and considered “severely unaffordable” according to the criteria by UN-HABITAT. In big cities like Shanghai, housing is among the most expensive in the world.  The average price of housing in Shanghai was 14,400 yuan/m2 ($2,322) in 2010, and the price-to-income ratio was 15.45 (E-house China 2014). Housing affordability in Shanghai is an issue not only for low-income households, but for households across the spectrum (Chen et al. 2010).

While the main function of housing is to provide shelter, it is increasingly becoming a tool for wealth accumulation in China, as China privatizes its housing system and the emerging housing market is highly speculative. As a result, the economic status of homeowners has been significantly elevated (Li 2010), such that homeowners often consider them a different social stratum from renters. In other words, housing is becoming a symbol for social status, and homeownership is becoming a symbol for the good life of the middle-class (Zhang 2012). Yet, there have been few studies of the role of housing in social stratification.  

[bookmark: OLE_LINK54][bookmark: OLE_LINK55][bookmark: OLE_LINK50][bookmark: OLE_LINK51][bookmark: OLE_LINK52][bookmark: OLE_LINK53][bookmark: OLE_LINK104][bookmark: OLE_LINK105]Social stratification can be measured with subjective assessments and objective indicators. Most studies on social stratification assume that social class or stratum is formed by certain objective indicators, such as occupation, education, property and income, and power. Even for “social prestige” (seemingly a subjective evaluation criterion), it is also based on a social economy that inherently includes power, education, income and other elements (Blau and Duncan 1967; Featherman et al. 1975). Subjective assessment refers to a respondent identifying the stratum he/she belongs to according to the real life conditions. Subjective stratum identification is important because people’s self-evaluation can directly reflect their satisfaction of their position in the society and their standard of living. Of course, subjective assessments and objective indicators are closely related. Existing researches mostly focus on objective indicators of social strata. In this chapter, we focus on subjective assessment of social stratum and examine the role of housing consumption in stratum identification.

In this chapter, we study two main questions: (1) What are the key factors affecting housing consumption in urban China? (2) How does housing consumption, especially homeownership, affect people’s social stratum identification? After a review of related literature, we will conduct an empirical analysis using Shanghai as a case study, followed by conclusions and discussion. 

[bookmark: OLE_LINK44][bookmark: OLE_LINK45][bookmark: OLE_LINK82][bookmark: OLE_LINK83]Literature Review and Hypotheses
[bookmark: OLE_LINK11][bookmark: OLE_LINK27][bookmark: OLE_LINK28][bookmark: OLE_LINK29]Housing has long been the focus of social studies on inequality, stratification, race and class, which has generated a large body of literature. Here we focus on studies of the relationship between housing consumption and social stratification. In the famous “The Housing Question”, Engels (1872) discussed the social stratification problem in Britain from the perspective of residential space division. He argued that the housing question is fundamentally a social question, thus only by solving the social question, that is abolishing the capitalist mode of production, is it then possible to solve the housing question. Rex and Moore (1967) raised the concept of “housing class” as a force shaping life chances. While closely related to income and occupation, the two most often examined dimensions of social stratification, housing as a process, mechanism, and institution also serves distinctive stratifying functions. According to Saunders, housing has become increasingly important in society, and it can divide social classes in a more accurate way than occupation (Saunders 1984). Forest and Murie (1989) argue that the recent expansion of owner occupation in Britain has placed more emphasis on housing as a source of wealth, but that accumulation of wealth through property ownership creates and exacerbates social inequalities. Similarly in the U.S., housing difference is an indicator for social class difference, and social status can be identified through housing consumption (Fussell 1983).

The post-Weberian perspective emphasizes how the ‘assets’ that households from different social class backgrounds possess (e.g., educational qualifications and management position) influence their behavior as housing consumers. Thus, houses are not simply valued for ‘what they are’ (‘a house’) but are increasingly regarded as ‘positional goods’ that say something about the class identity of the consumer (Allen 2008). The most important representative of this perspective is Mike Savage (2000). His study shows that the middle class can be further divided into three consumption groups, namely “organization man”, “private sector professionals” and “educated state professionals”, and each group leads a different lifestyle, which influences the position they take in the housing market. 

China deserves special attention as the nation has transformed itself from an egalitarian society to one of the most unequal societies in the world as it embarks the profound economic reform and housing reform in recent decades. Based on the above brief review from the West, it is clear that housing is closely correlated to social stratification. What is the relationship between housing and social stratification in urban China? The housing system in urban China has experienced significant transformation in recent decades from a socialist welfare-oriented housing system to a market-oriented housing system. Housing reform has not only changed the housing production and consumption, but also resulted in social inequality and stratification (Huang and Li 2014). 

There is a small but growing body of literature on housing in China. In the early years, scholars compared housing consumption before and after reforms, and emphasized the importance of institutional factors even during the market transition. In the early 1980s, when incomes were low and relatively equal among urban residents, the more salient dimension of inequality was housing (Logan, Bian and Bian 1999). The source of housing inequality was not housing price/value but access to public rental housing (Walder 1992). Institutional factors such as the nature and rank of work units, job rank, party membership, and hukou status have been proved again and again to be important in housing access and housing consumption in Chinese cities (e.g. Zax 1997; Logan et al. 1999 2009; Huang and Clark 2002; Huang 2003; Huang and Yi 2011; Huang and Jiang 2009; Li and Yi 2007b; Li 2000a 2000b; Li and Li 2006; Wang and Murie 2000; Wang et al. 2005; Zhou and Logan 1996). In general, people with urban local hukou status, higher job rank, CCP party membership, and those working in high ranking state/government agencies enjoyed better housing and were more likely to be homeowners. They were also the same privileged groups who were more likely to access better housing in the socialist era. In fact, these people gained a windfall in conjunction with the privatization of public housing, making them the largest winners of the reform (Logan et al. 2010). It is not uncommon for high-ranking officials and employees in large public work units such as universities and central government agencies/party organizations to own multiple housing units, with some subsidized and others from the market (Huang and Yi 2010 2011). Housing reforms in the late 1990s in fact aggravated housing inequality in the socialist era (Huang and Jiang 2009). While emerging market mechanisms began to contribute to housing inequality, socialist institutions such as the household registration system continued to be significant even in the late 1990s, although there is evidence of the declining importance of other institutional factors such as political status.

As housing markets mature, market forces such as income and wealth are becoming increasingly more important, with the rich consuming larger and better housing, owning more homes, and living in better neighborhoods than the poor (Giroir 2006; Huang and Clark 2002; Huang 2005 2006). In contrast, low-income urban households and rural-urban migrants cannot even afford to rent a small apartment and have to live in illegal housing in migrant enclaves and basements (Wu 2004; Huang and Yi 2014).   

The concept of “housing class” or stratification manifested in the realm of housing by Rex and Moore (1967) has special relevance in China, where the labor market is still underdeveloped or distorted. There is an emerging body of research on housing stratification in Chinese cities. Most studies examine housing consumption for different social strata (e.g. Bian and Liu 2005; Liu and Dai 2005; Liu and Hu 2010). But housing differentiation is also studied as a way to define social strata. For example, Li (2009) divided urban households into six different strata based on the types of housing they live in; Zhang (2009) divided households into the strata of homeowners, housing borrowers, and renters, while Liu and Mao (2012) further divided homeowners into those with subsidized homeownership, market homeownership, inherited homeownership, and those with multiple homes. Liu and Hu (2010) analyzed the current housing stratification from three dimensions: housing condition, property rights and housing location, and they find housing stratifications in these three dimensions exist among different social classes.

As was evident from the discussion above, a major factor contributing to housing stratification in Chinese cities today is the persistence of work-unit based housing subsidies and the hukou system. As resourceful work units continue to provide housing subsidies to their employees, employees of resourceful public work units continue to be privileged in accessing better housing and attaining homeownership (Li and Li 2006; Huang and Clark 2002). Furthermore, within a given work unit those possessing redistributive powers are able to purchase better quality reform housing with greater discounts. Subsequent conferment of full property rights to these properties enables them to trade up on the housing ladder. Moreover, through inter-generational transfers, the politically privileged often help their children purchase up-market housing in good neighborhoods (Li and Yi 2007a; Huang and Yi 2011; Huang and Yi 2010), and hence enhance the latter’s life chances. Housing inequality therefore contributes significantly to unequal wealth accumulation not only for the present generation but also for the next one. Empirical evidence also reveals that the politically privileged are more likely to own multiple homes (Huang and Yi 2011 2010). Contrary to the market transition thesis of Victor Nee (1989), which postulates that stratification in relation to access to political resources will decline with the maturation of the market, in China politically based housing stratification in conjunction with the system of state work units has been further consolidated during the reform era (Huang and Jiang 2009).  

The persistent hukou system is of even greater importance in housing strata delineation for migrants without the local hukou. They are largely excluded from subsidized housing in Chinese cities (Huang 2012), such that they have to turn to informal housing. Since the early 1990s, many formally rural villages which are now engulfed by urban developments have been turned into migrant enclaves, known as “urban villages”, which usually have poor housing condition and lack basic municipal services (Wu 2002; Wu 2004; Du and Li 2010; Wang et al. 2010; Wang 2005; Ma and Xiang 1998). In recent years, an increasingly large number of migrants have infiltrated inner-city neighborhoods in both the pre-1949 city and former work-unit compounds as many former inhabitants have traded their substandard privatized public housing flats for much more spacious and better equipped ones in newly constructed gated communities in suburbs (He 2013). Yet, migrants in these housing tend to be scattered across the city and kinship has been weakened.

On the other hand, with an increasingly mature housing and labor market, the market mechanism has played an increasing role in shaping housing consumption and housing stratification. With newly granted freedom of housing choice and residential mobility, households with financial means are able to move up the housing ladder, socially and spatially. For China’s rapidly expanding middle class of professional and managerial workers and nouveaux riches of entrepreneurs and politically connected individuals, ownership in the commodity-housing sector is now the norm (Bian and Liu 2005; Giroir 2006; Zhang 2010). There is evidence that the newly formed homeowners class is becoming increasingly more vocal and willing to act collectively to protect its property rights and economic interests (Davis 2007; Davis and Lu 2003; Pow 2010; Tomba 2005; Read 2008). There is also a strong desire among homeowners to distinguish themselves from others through housing consumption and lifestyle, including the quest for privacy and escape from state surveillance (Tomba 2004; Read 2008; Zhang 2010; Pow 2009).  

Based on the above review, we hypothesize that housing consumption in Chinese cities continues to be affected by not only market forces such as household income, education and occupation, but also institutional forces such as work units and hukou status (Hypothesis 1). With an increasingly mature housing market, we hypothesize that people with higher income and better occupation are more likely to own flats, own multiple flats, and live in larger and better flats. At the same time, because of the persistence of work-unit based housing provision and the hukou system, we hypothesize that those with urban local hukou and those working in large public work units are more likely to own and live in larger and better housing.
 
As housing consumption is closely related to housing stratification, we hypothesize that housing consumption significantly affects people’s stratum self-identification.  In particular, we hypothesize that people who own homes and those who own multiple homes are more likely to identify themselves as middle or upper strata (Hypothesis 2). 

Empirical Analysis
Data 
[bookmark: OLE_LINK100][bookmark: OLE_LINK101][bookmark: OLE_LINK102][bookmark: OLE_LINK103]This study utilizes the “Survey of the Expo 2010 and Social Quality in Shanghai”, which was conducted by the Institute of Social Science Survey, Shanghai University. Adopting PPS sampling method, this survey was conducted from June to July of 2010. The specific sampling steps include: First, 43 neighborhood committees were selected from 12 districts of Shanghai with the PPS method; second, 30 households were selected from every selected neighborhood committee according to simple random sampling; then appropriate respondents from the selected households were chosen according to their birthdays (those whose birthday are the closest to July 1st). Finally, 1,203 Shanghai residents (ages range from 18 to 69) who have non-agricultural work experiences were surveyed.

[bookmark: OLE_LINK66][bookmark: OLE_LINK67][bookmark: OLE_LINK68][bookmark: OLE_LINK69]The main question on stratum identification is “which social stratum do you belong to?” Respondents can choose from super stratum, upper middle stratum, middle stratum, lower middle stratum and bottom stratum. Because of the small numbers of people who identify themselves as super stratum and upper middle stratum, we combined these two into “upper stratum”. Similarly, we combined the bottom stratum and lower middle stratum are integrated into “bottom stratum”. Thus there are three strata in stratum identification: upper stratum, middle stratum and bottom stratum. The survey shows that 54.83% of responds identified themselves as in bottom stratum, 40.6% in middle stratum, and only 4.58% in upper stratum.

Three variables are used to measure housing consumption: homeownership, floor space, and housing quality. Homeownership has three categories: renters, owners of only one flat in Shanghai, and owners of two or more flats in Shanghai. The survey shows that 28.12% were renters, 59.15% owned only one flat, and 12.73% owned two or more flats. This rate of homeownership is similar to the average of all cities in China (70% in 2010). Floor space indicates the size of their flats in square meters (mean is 61.05 m2 and standard deviation is 35.25). Housing quality is an index created based on the following three questions: whether there is an absence of indoor water-flushing toilet or not; whether there is an absence of a bathtub or shower facility or not; whether there are quality problems on the building or not. One means all three problems exist, two means two of the three problems exist; three means only one of the three problems exists; and four means none of the three problems is existing. In other words, the index of housing quality ranges from 1-4, representing housing quality from the worse to the best. The mean was 3.49 and standard deviation is 0.89, indicating relatively good housing in Shanghai.

Key independent variables include education, occupation, type of work units, hukou status, and household income. Control variables include age, gender, and marital status. Compared to the sixth Census 2010 in Shanghai, the sample is older, more likely to have local hukou, has higher education, more likely to have professional and technical occupations, and more likely to be office staff but much less likely to be industrial workers.[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Limited by the number of tables in each chapter, we could not show the description table here. Anyone interested in the distributions of any variables or the comparison with Census data can contact Lin Liu (E-mail: daisy_880131@shu.edu.cn).] 


Descriptive Analysis
According to Table 1, almost two thirds of renters identified themselves as in the bottom stratum (63.84%), compared to only 35.57% of owners of two or more flats.  In contrast, 2.83% of renters, 4.37% of owners of only one flat, and more than 10% of owners of two or more flats identified themselves as in the upper stratum. While owners of only one flat are more likely to identify themselves middle and upper stratum, the larger difference seems to lie between owners of two or more flats and owners of only one flat.  The Chi-squared test is significant, indicating significant association between housing tenure and stratum identification.  Not surprisingly, those who identified themselves as upper stratum live in the largest and best quality flats (76.37 m2, 3.67 in housing quality), followed by those as middle stratum and then bottom stratum. The differences between bottom stratum and middle stratum seem to be larger than that between middle and upper stratum.  Significant ANOVA tests indicate significant differences in floor space and housing quality between groups with different stratum identifications. 
[Table 1 here]
Models and Results
To test hypotheses on housing consumption, we first run a multinomial logistic regression on homeownership (Model 1, odds ratios are reported), and two OLS regressions on floor space (Model 2) and housing quality (Model 3) (Table 2).  Then we conduct three multinomial logistic regressions on stratum identification to test the role of housing consumption on stratum identification (Model 4, 5, 6 in Table 3; odds ratios are reported)[footnoteRef:3].   [3:  Ordered logit models produce similar results, but we chose to present multinomial logit models to allow us to specifically talk about different stratum identifications.] 


Table 2 presents models on three dimensions of housing consumption respectively.  First of all, in general married people, people with higher education, and people with higher income are more likely to own one or more flats, and they are more likely to live in larger and better flats. This is consistent with findings in market economies, indicating the importance of housing markets in Shanghai in 2010.  One exception is that the odds ratios for people with college and above education are not significant in model 1, indicating they are not necessarily more likely to own housing than those with junior high school or less education. There might be two reasons for this.  On the one hand, people with college+ education often have higher mobility thus may choose rental over homeownership; on the other hand, people with less education can achieve homeownership through heavily discounted sale of previously public housing by their work units.  Surprisingly, occupation is not significant, except those with unclassified occupation are more likely to own one flat and live in larger and better flats, and commerce and service staff are less likely to own multiple flats.  Again this indicates the underdevelopment of the labor market in China.  

Secondly, institutional factors continue to impact housing consumption. Local urban hukou status is important to housing consumption. Those with Shanghai local hukou are about 10 times more likely to own one flat and 52 times more likely to own two or more flats than those with non-Shanghai hukou status. The former are also more likely to live in larger flats, although not necessarily better quality flats than the latter. Furthermore, people working in state owned enterprises are more likely to own one flat than those in non-state owned enterprises, although the former are not necessarily more likely to own multiple flats or live in larger or better flats. This is most likely the result of privatization of previously public housing in the state owned enterprises. In other words, people who are affiliated with state owned enterprises are able to achieve homeownership relatively easily through purchasing previously public housing by their employers at discounted prices.  These findings support hypothesis 1 that both market forces and institutional forces affect housing consumption in Shanghai.
[Table 2 here]
To study the relationship between housing and stratum identification, we run another set of models on stratum identification (bottom stratum, middle stratum and upper stratum) (Table 3). Results are consistent across models, so we will focus on Model 6 for interpretation.  First of all, multiple homeownership is significant to stratum identification, supporting hypothesis 2. Compared to renters, owners of multiple flats are 82% more likely to identify themselves as the middle stratum, and about 3 times more likely to identify themselves the upper stratum.  While the odds ratios for owning one flat are larger than one, they are not significant.  This shows simply owning one flat is not significant in stratum identification.  This is probably due to the fact that many households own their only flat during the privatization of previously public housing, which does not necessarily have high value or high quality. In addition, while housing quality is not significant, floor space is significant to stratum identification. People living in larger flats are more likely to identify themselves as middle and upper stratum (1.009 and 1.010 respectively).    

Secondly, not surprisingly, people with higher education (odds ratio 1.641 and 7.809 for college and above) and those with higher income (odds ratio 2.745 and 6.788 in for high income group; 1.684 and 1.164 for middle income) are more likely to identify themselves as middle or upper stratum. Interestingly, managers of government, state owned enterprises and public institutions (1.921) and commerce and service staff (1.673) are more likely to identify themselves as the middle stratum; yet professionals and technical workers are not significant. Again this shows the restrictions and distortions in labor markets.  

Thirdly, surprisingly, hukou status is not significant to stratum identification. This might be a result of data limitation, as we combine different types of non-Shanghai hukou together due to small numbers, such as rural migrants with agricultural non-Shanghai hukou, urban migrants with non-agricultural non-Shanghai hukou, and foreigners with non-Shanghai hukou. In other words, those with non-Shanghai hukou is a very diverse group ranging from potentially bottom to upper stratum. 

However, the type of work units seems to be important in stratum identification. Compared to those in non-state-owned enterprises, people working in government and state-owned institutions are more likely to identify themselves as the middle (1.869) and upper stratum (2.734); while those in state-owned enterprises are about 56% less likely to identify themselves as the upper stratum even though they are more likely to own one flat (see Table 2).  This shows the persistent importance of resourceful work units in stratum identification, although the position of state owned enterprises seems to be declining relative to government and state owned institutions.    

To sum, these findings show that there are multiple mechanisms operating in stratum identification. In addition to classic indicators such as education, occupation and income, institutional factors such as work units also shape stratum identification.  More importantly, in today’s Shanghai, housing consumption is another significant factor in stratum identification.  People owning multiple flats and living in large dwellings are much more likely to identify themselves as the middle and upper stratum. 
[Table 3 here]
Conclusion and Discussion
As housing reform deepens, the role of housing in Chinese society is increasingly important. In this chapter, we focus on understanding the role of housing consumption in social stratification. Instead of using objective indicators for social stratification, we study the relationship between housing and stratification from a subjective perceptive by studying stratum self-identification.  

Our empirical analysis shows, firstly, both market forces and institutional factors affect housing consumption in Shanghai in 2010. People with higher education and income are more likely to own and live in larger and better housing. Meanwhile, people with Shanghai hukou and those working in State Owned Enterprises are more likely to own as well. This shows the maturing of housing market on the one hand and the persistence of institutional factors in housing consumption on the other hand. Yet, compared to the early stage of housing reform, the role of work units seems to be weakened due to continuing housing commercialization, and occupation is not significant either. Secondly, housing consumption significantly affects people’s stratum identification, together with classic market indicators such as education and income and institutional factors such as work units. With everything else the same, people who own multiple flats and who live in large dwellings are more likely to identify themselves as middle or upper stratum. This shows housing is becoming an important stratification mechanism. A class of homeowners is emerging in Chinese cities, and the notion of “housing class” is increasingly relevant in China. Our analysis also shows the complexity of social stratification in Chinese cities, with housing, classic socioeconomic indicators as well as institutional factors such as work unit together shaping stratification. 

While our analysis has provided important insights in social stratification in China, our data are somewhat limited, which constrains our analysis and imposes limitations to our findings. For example, compared to the sixth Census data in Shanghai, this sample has a higher proportion of older people, high education degree, high occupation level, and higher percentage of people with Shanghai hukou. In addition, important variables such as assets and residential location/neighborhood that may affect stratum identification and housing consumption are not included in the survey, which can also limit our findings. The role of hukou is somewhat puzzling. While it is important to housing consumption, it has no influence on stratum identification after housing consumption is controlled. This might be a result of data limitation, such as combining different types of people with non-Shanghai hukou together. It could also indicate that after controlling housing consumption and other socioeconomic indicators, hukou itself is no longer important to stratum identification. For example, migrants who have achieved homeownership in Shanghai may well identify themselves as middle or upper stratum as those with Shanghai hukou. In fact, due to exclusion from housing subsidies, migrants with non-Shanghai hukou have to be much better in financial status than local residents in order to purchase a flat in Shanghai, thus they may identify themselves even higher stratum than local residents.  When we run a model with only the hukou variable, people with local Shanghai hukou are more likely to identify as middle stratum; yet its significance disappears after the other variables are introduced into the model.  This shows the differences between hukou statuses is reflected in other socio-economic variables in the model.  Migrants in Chinese cities are also increasingly more diverse, with poor rural-to-urban migrants as well as highly educated and people with tremendous financial power. Thus the dualist picture of migrants vs. locals should be changed, and more nuanced research with better data is obviously needed. 
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Table 1 Housing Consumption by Stratum Identification
	Homeownership
(%)
	Bottom Stratum
	Middle Stratum
	Upper Stratum
	Total 
% (N)

	Renters 
	63.84
	33.33
	2.83
	100 (318)

	Owners of only one flat
	55.02
	40.61
	4.37
	100 (687)

	Owners of two or more flats
	35.57
	54.36
	10.07
	100 (149)

	Total
	54.94
	40.38
	4.68
	100 (1154)

	Pearson Chi-squared = 37.60   Probability=0.000
	
	

	Floor space (m2)
Mean
(st. dev)
	
53.48         (30.50)
	
70.10 (38.58)
	
76.37 (37.12)
	

	ANOVA test:  F=37.06  Probability=0.0000
	
	
	

	Housing quality
Mean 
(st. dev)
	
3.38 
(0.96)
	
3.60
 (0.81)
	
3.67
 (0.61)
	

	ANOVA test: F=9.25, Probability=0.0001
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Table 2 Results of Three Regression Models on Housing Consumption
	　
	Model 1 (Multinomial)*
	Model2 (OLS)
	Model 3 (OLS)

	Variables
	Own one flat
	Own two or more flats
	Floor Space
	Housing Quality

	　
	odds ratio
(SE)
	odds ratio
(SE)
	Coefficient
(SE)
	Coefficient
(SE)

	Male
	0.819
	0.650*
	0.428
	0.0452

	
	(0.139)
	(0.154)
	(1.969)
	(0.0532)

	Age
	1.023
	0.934
	-0.780
	-0.00120

	
	(0.0536)
	(0.0668)
	(0.606)
	(0.0164)

	Square of Age
	1.000
	1.001
	0.00957
	0.0000408

	
	(0.000581)
	(0.000786)
	(0.00663)
	(0.000179)

	Shanghai Local Hukou
(ref. non-Shanghai hukou)
	10.74***
	52.34***
	8.124***
	0.0679

	
	(2.445)
	(32.63)
	(2.943)
	(0.0796)

	Marital status
(ref. singles/divorced /widowed)
	2.203***
	2.084**
	17.27***
	0.0638

	
	(0.489)
	(0.674)
	(2.767)
	(0.0748)

	Education
(Ref. junior high school and lower)
	
	
	
	

	Senior high school
	1.209
	1.478
	2.030
	0.108

	
	(0.261)
	(0.494)
	(2.613)
	(0.0706)

	Junior college
	2.662***
	4.413***
	13.44***
	0.341***

	
	(0.792)
	(1.845)
	(3.315)
	(0.0896)

	College and above
	1.493
	1.965
	15.90***
	0.409***

	
	(0.454)
	(0.860)
	(3.546)
	(0.0958)

	Work unit
(ref. non-state-owned enterprise)
	
	
	
	

	Self employed
	0.982
	1.398
	-2.600
	-0.111

	
	(0.298)
	(0.678)
	(3.691)
	(0.0998)

	State-owned enterprise
	1.689**
	1.433
	-1.302
	0.0623

	
	(0.359)
	(0.417)
	(2.484)
	(0.0672)

	Government and state-owned institution
	1.399
	1.352
	3.240
	0.0183

	
	(0.405)
	(0.512)
	(3.261)
	(0.0881)

	Occupation (ref. industrial workers)
	
	
	
	

	Managers of government, state-owned institution and enterprise
	0.897
	0.979
	4.342
	-0.0196

	
	(0.439)
	(0.597)
	(5.600)
	(0.151)

	Office staff
	1.363
	0.748
	5.255
	0.0558

	
	(0.420)
	(0.314)
	(3.519)
	(0.0951)

	Commerce and service staff
	0.813
	0.427**
	-2.393
	-0.0222

	
	(0.221)
	(0.171)
	(3.300)
	(0.0892)

	Professionals & technical
	1.185
	0.708
	4.054
	-0.0511

	
	(0.373)
	(0.306)
	(3.637)
	(0.0983)

	Unclassified occupation
	2.807**
	1.349
	10.92*
	0.366**

	
	(1.460)
	(1.070)
	(5.976)
	(0.162)

	Annual Household Income 
(ref. low income)
	
	
	
	

	Middle income
	1.413*
	3.549***
	10.98***
	0.196***

	
	(0.272)
	(0.963)
	(2.207)
	(0.0597)

	High income
	1.533
	5.030***
	19.71***
	0.174*

	
	(0.488)
	(2.033)
	(3.513)
	(0.0950)

	Constant
	0.0569***
	0.0153***
	41.05***
	3.030***

	
	(0.0623)
	(0.0242)
	(12.56)
	(0.340)

	Pseudo R2/R2
	0.1938
	0.180
	0.067

	N
	1,146
	1,146
	1,146
	1,146


Notes: *The reference category for model 1 is “rent”.
Significant levels are ***P<0.01, **P<0.05, and *P<0.1	


Table 3  Results for Three Multinomial Logistic Regression Models on Stratum Identification (ref. bottom stratum)

	　
	Model 4
	Model 5
	Model 6

	
	Middle stratum
	Upper stratum
	Middle stratum
	Upper stratum
	Middle stratum
	Upper stratum

	VARIABLES
	odds ratio
	odds ratio
	odds ratio
	odds ratio
	odds ratio
	odds ratio

	
	(S.E.)
	(S.E.)
	(S.E.)
	(S.E.)
	(S.E.)
	(S.E.)

	Homeownership 
(ref. renters )     
	
	
	
	
	
	

	   Owner of only one flat
	0.947
	1.089
	1.031
	1.128
	1.036
	1.126

	　
	(0.182)
	(0.528)
	(0.203)
	(0.565)
	(0.206)
	(0.560)

	   Owner of two+ flats
	1.876**
	3.833**
	2.003***
	3.618**
	1.818**
	3.082**

	　
	(0.479)
	(2.097)
	(0.524)
	(2.047)
	(0.483)
	(1.765)

	Floor Space
	1.013***
	1.017***
	1.011***
	1.013***
	1.009***
	1.010*

	　
	(0.00222)
	(0.00432)
	(0.00229)
	(0.00482)
	(0.00231)
	(0.00499)

	Housing Quality
	1.080
	1.118
	1.059
	1.041
	1.052
	1.065

	　
	(0.0886)
	(0.240)
	(0.0891)
	(0.231)
	(0.0895)
	(0.242)

	Male
	0.612***
	0.560*
	0.575***
	0.504**
	0.588***
	0.545*

	　
	(0.0798)
	(0.166)
	(0.0780)
	(0.158)
	(0.0806)
	(0.174)

	Age
	0.933*
	0.936
	0.956
	0.981
	0.940
	0.913

	　
	(0.0369)
	(0.0822)
	(0.0394)
	(0.0909)
	(0.0393)
	(0.0867)

	Square of Age
	1.001
	1.001
	1.000
	1.000
	1.001
	1.001

	　
	(0.000435)
	(0.000952)
	(0.000452)
	(0.000998)
	(0.000458)
	(0.00103)

	Shanghai Local Hukou 
(ref. non-Shanghai hukou)
	1.345
	0.946
	1.154
	0.851
	1.097
	0.734

	　
	(0.276)
	(0.444)
	(0.257)
	(0.424)
	(0.247)
	(0.369)

	Marital status (ref. singles/divorced /widowed)
	1.228
	0.994
	1.218
	1.140
	1.175
	1.057

	　
	(0.236)
	(0.441)
	(0.239)
	(0.499)
	(0.233)
	(0.471)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Education (Ref. junior high school and lower)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Senior high school
	
	
	1.124
	3.374**
	1.087
	3.176**

	　
	
	
	(0.204)
	(1.803)
	(0.199)
	(1.712)

	Junior college
	
	
	1.391
	5.426***
	1.287
	4.924**

	　
	
	
	(0.316)
	(3.334)
	(0.296)
	(3.075)

	College and above
	
	
	2.033***
	12.21***
	1.641**
	7.809***

	　
	
	
	(0.489)
	(7.606)
	(0.406)
	(5.002)

	Work unit (ref. non-state-owned enterprise)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Self employed
	
	
	0.830
	1.879
	0.777
	1.534

	　
	
	
	(0.211)
	(1.142)
	(0.201)
	(0.978)

	State-owned enterprise
	
	
	0.826
	0.377**
	0.853
	0.443*

	　
	
	
	(0.139)
	(0.162)
	(0.145)
	(0.194)

	Government and state-owned institution
	
	
	1.796***
	2.218*
	1.869***
	2.734**

	　
	
	
	(0.405)
	(0.949)
	(0.426)
	(1.209)

	Occupation (ref. industrial workers)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Managers of government, state-owned institution and enterprise     
	
	
	2.263**
	0.555
	1.921*
	0.469

	　
	
	
	(0.871)
	(0.476)
	(0.750)
	(0.416)

	Office staff
	
	
	1.305
	0.867
	1.176
	0.858

	　
	
	
	(0.323)
	(0.485)
	(0.295)
	(0.491)

	Commerce and service staff
	
	
	1.703**
	0.489
	1.673**
	0.479

	　
	
	
	(0.397)
	(0.304)
	(0.393)
	(0.306)

	Professionals & technical
	
	
	1.401
	0.392
	1.284
	0.354

	　
	
	
	(0.356)
	(0.245)
	(0.330)
	(0.227)

	Unclassified occupation
	
	
	0.904
	0.676
	0.923
	0.744

	　
	
	
	(0.399)
	(0.628)
	(0.409)
	(0.711)

	Annual Household Income (ref. low income)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Middle income
	
	
	
	
	1.684***
	1.164

	　
	
	
	
	
	(0.254)
	(0.452)

	High income
	
	
	
	
	2.745***
	6.788***

	
	
	
	
	
	(0.706)
	(3.045)

	Constant
	1.265
	0.0825
	0.454
	0.0122**
	0.597
	0.0506

	
	(1.034)
	(0.156)
	(0.402)
	(0.0259)
	(0.536)
	(0.109)

	Pseudo R2
	0.0639
	0.1027
	0.1213

	N
	1,146
	1,146
	1,146
	1,146
	1,146
	1,146



Notes: Significant levels are ***P<0.01, **P<0.05, and *P<0.1


