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A Study on the Influence of Rural — urban Land Market Segmentation

on the Rural — urban Income Gap
CHEN Qiu-feng

Abstract: China’s income distribution problem has become increasingly prominent and there is little lit—
erature in the perspective of land market on the quantitative analysis of income gap. A general equilibrium
model is constructed to analyze the rural — urban land market segmentation effect on the rural — urban income
gap. The relationship between the rural — urban land market segmentation and the rural — urban income gap is
tested by using the calibration and numerical simulation. The results of the numerical simulation show that the
segmentation of the rural — urban land market expanded the rural — urban income gap the rural — urban income
gap will be greatly reduced if the urban and rural land market are integrated. On this basis the paper puts for—
ward the corresponding policy suggestions.

Key words: rural — urban income gap; segmentation of the rural — urban; land market; numerical simu—

lation
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