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The Different Influences of Basic Endowment Insurance on Different Urban
Household Consumption: Empirical Test Based on CFPS Data

YI Xing —jian HUANG Yuan
( School of Finance Guangdong University of Foreign Studies Guangzhou Guangdong 510006 China)

Abstract: Based on the data of 2014 China Family Panel Studies( CFPS)  this paper analyzes the influences of basic endowment in—
surance on urban household consumption. The study finds that endowment insurance will significantly promote family consumption.

Holding endowment insurance will increase household consumption by 13.4% . After considering liabilities holding endowment insur—
ance will increase household consumption by 10.6% comparatively decreasing by 2. 8% . From the different income families the en—
dowment insurance has no significant influence on the consumption of highest — income families and higher — income families but it has
a significant positive influence on the consumption of lowest — income families lower — income families and middle — income families.

The family with endowment insurance has a significant accelerating effect on the urban families but it has a restraining effect on the
new urban families. The retiree family and the non — retiree family the endowment insurance will stimulate family consumption signifi—
cantly but the retiree family endowment insurance has greater accelerating effect. Moreover family income family sizes education
level will positively stimulate household consumption.

Keywords: endowment insurance; different income groups; the new urban family; retirement; consumption behaviors of urban resi—

dents
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