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Issues of Property Rights System with Unfair Impacts on

Chinas Income Distribution
AN Tifu(Renmin University of China, 100872)
JIANG Zhen(National Academy of Economics Strategy ,CASS, 100836)

Imperfect of property rights system in China is the major cause of unfair distribution of

income as well as wealth gap between different classes. The government obtains a large number

of revenue under existing rural land property rights system. State-owned enterprises rather than

the entire population obtain state capital gains. Defects in the property rights system of mineral

resources makes the ownership of mineral resources received by a handful of people. These are

deep-rooted problems of current income distribution of China.

In the future, the system of

property rights should be reformed to solve the root causes of inequities in income distribution.
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