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Analysis of Subject Behavior in the Transfer of Rural Residential Land:
With Additiional Studies on the Protection of Interests of Peasantry

Sun Qiupeng
( Theoretical Innovation Base of Academy of Marxism & Qiongzhou University Chinese Academy of Social Sciences)

Abstract: Expropriation of rural residential land has become an important channel for local governments to increase urban construction
land and make up for occupied agricultural land. The existing current regulation of rural residential land and land expropriation system

giving local governments the monopoly right to expropriate rural residential land and supply for urban construction land has caused
serious damage to the economic interests of peasantry and reduction in both land allocation efficiency and the whole level of social
welfare. The restriction of the rural residential land transaction scope results in the corner solution selection of peasantry with which
further weakens their negotiation ability. During the procedure of the rural residential land expropriation the transaction cost increases
dramatically because of peasantry’ s resistance and the government’ s punishment. Increased transaction cost not only leads to the
consolidation of land use administrative powers reduced efficiency but also slows the advanced speed of urbanization. This article also
gives a direction for future reform: completely crashing the monopoly right of local governments to expropriate rural residential land;
and the local governments are only responsible for land usage planning usage control and regulatory process and local governments
can share the revenue of land appreciation by land value — added tax; and rural residential land and urban residential land should be
given to the same powers and government should permit the free market transaction.
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