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Government Intervention in an Over heating or Overcoading Housing
Mar ket : Implicationsfrom Singapore’ s Experience

WANG Sngtao , REN Rongrong , LONG Fenjie

Abgract Reirforcing effective government intervention in an overheating or overcooling housng market is essertid to sugain geady and fagt
ecoromic development. This pgper analyzes two irfluentid rounds of government intervention in Snggporé s housng market. After introducing
the background of the macro economy and hous ng market development , the intervention objectives and intervention tool s are examined. Based
on the conceptud framenork of Sngapore s intervention in the housng market , we find mgjor advantages include that the early egablishment
o alarge share of public housng in the dock dleviated the pressure when there was a fag house price gopreciaion, and the inditutiona
arrangements of HDB and CPF provide dfective tool s to regulate the houd ng supply aswell as housng demand. The progressve tax rates based
onthe housng layout and occupancy period are nore dfective in curbing the pecuaive demand. Mearwhile there A exids me
d sadvantages, the interest rate tool was proved to be less dfective , the decontrol measures of the CPF might probably caused the price bubble
and the active resdle public housng market gave chance for the housng subsdies to leak to the private market.
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