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The Impact of Real Estate Tax Reform on Urban Sprawl
JIA Yan-ling' . YANG Qiu-xia*, CHEN Gang’
(1. School of Finance and Economics. Xizang Minzu University, Xianyang 712082, China;
2. School of Public Policy, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, Chinaj;
3. Urban Strategy Institute, Guangzhou Academy of Social Sciences, Guangzhou 510080, China)

Abstract: Taking the real estate tax reform in Shanghai and Chongqging as a natural experiment,
comparing the similarities and differences between them, this paper studies the impact of real estate tax
reform on urban sprawl by adopting the synthetic control method. The research shows that the real estate
tax reform makes the per capita built-up area declining compared to without reform in Chongqing, which
mainly due to the reform guarantees 100 square meters tax relief for the city residents to buy single-family
commercial houses and high-end houses, which reduces the large house, thereby reducing the per capita
built-up area and retarding the urban sprawl.

Key words: real estate tax; urban sprawl; synthetic control method; house structure
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