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Abstract

This paper analyzes the changes in the income disparity of Danzhou residents from 2013 to 2016
from the perspectives of the disposable income structure of urban and rural residents and the dif-
ference in disposable income between urban and rural residents in counties (cities, districts). The
study finds that the disparity between disposable income of urban and rural residents is mainly
caused by wage income gap, and individual income tax has certain benefits to narrow the income
gap of residents, but the effect is minimal; the absolute disparity between disposable income of
urban and rural residents in counties (cities, districts) while expanding, the relative gap is nar-
rowing. Urban and rural development in individual counties (cities, districts) is extremely uneven,
which has increased the disposable income disparity between urban and rural residents in the en-
tire city to some extent. Therefore, the county (city, district) should be responds to the income gap
between urban and rural residents.
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Table 1. Disposable income of urban and rural residents and its growth rate and gap

=1L WL ERAXEBAREIEKESER

H S IE] CUN y BN CUN ,
gy PBUBERMITRMN e RHBRAITREN e mozm
T/N) (T/N)
1996 3496 13.4% 1803 22.0% 1.9
1997 3729 6.7% 2034 12.8% 1.8
1998 3922 5.2% 2045 0.5% 1.9
1999 4599 17.3% 2095 2.4% 2.2
2000 4811 4.6% 2100 0.2% 2.3
2001 5304 10.2% 2113 0.6% 2.5
2002 6175 16.4% 2191 3.7% 2.8
2003 6723 8.9% 2240 2.2% 3.0
2004 7388 9.9% 2553 14.0% 2.9
2005 8199 11.0% 2760 8.1% 3.0
2006 9147 11.6% 3000 8.7% 3.0
2007 10540 15.2% 3271 9.0% 3.2
2008 11834 12.3% 3570 9.1% 3.3
2009 12901 9.0% 3856 8.0% 3.3
2010 14203 10.1% 4182 8.5% 34
2011 16058 13.1% 4684 12.0% 34
2012 18704 16.5% 5301 13.2% 3.5
2013 20797 11.2% 6224 17.4% 3.3
2014 22935 10.3% 6946 11.6% 3.3
2015 25001 9.0% 7786 12.1% 3.2
2016 27086 8.3% 8729 12.1% 3.1
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Figure 1. Urban and rural residents’ disposable income growth trend
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Figure 2. Growth rate of Urban and rural income

2. WA KIRE

3. XA GHINESR

BN Z2 B0 ) TR =08 2 J R T SCRC O 5 SN SRR B 2680 Z2 B0 /98 2 T BN 39 7T 32 e
W NI LB 220, % DT AR S IR B 1 A USSR A m] SR Z2 B AR B AR R, ook,
SOMARE R, ez, .

2 BR THRX IR X BOR 6 IREE R 2016 50 KRNI Z B IOIE IR BRI 2). B LR fE 2
LA ZERE, MR BURIR A, SENBUEREL T 70%. Hrseiaf] S Al PN IE s
HOFARE . TR ZBMIEZ K, T EIR R AR 73 AR EAGE RN, WA R HEH
FAF, MARNRZITEFMANERRE . BERX R, RERFHXKNAE TR AN, B
JFRLHEATIE LG5, PSR s RO AR M ) T B3 BT 545

DOI: 10.12677/ass.2018.75109 709 FES R ERTH


https://doi.org/10.12677/ass.2018.75109

Rl

Table 2. The types of income and their contribution rates from 2013 to 2016
®2.2013 F£E 2016 FRWANLB R HTTEHE

N \2“”““WW\»WWE\% 2013 2014 2015 2016
—. LB 71.4% 72.3% 74.1% 72.6%
- 2y 0% 0% N 0%

T¥% 69.0% 72.0% 74.7% 73.0%
) 5 = 1% 1% 1% 1%
(Z) e F] 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
— 7/\ . 0 . 0 —VU. 0 —VU. (]
(=) HAth 2.3% 0.3% 0.7% 0.4%
L &R —2.4% —3.2% —4.0% —4.1%
(—) F—rA B IR -10.9% -11.1% -12.0% -12.1%
- IR AT =0% —1.0% —1.0% —0.6% —0.9%
() A& E IR 1.0% 1.0% 0.6% 0.9%
= | A =0 D% .8% 6% 9%
(=) =k &g HlRN 9.5% 8.8% 8.6% 8.9%
=L BEEHIRON 12.2% 12.1% 11.8% 12.5%
1] 5.1 4% —0.4% —0.2% 1%
GINSRELON 0.4% 0.4% 0.2% 0.1%
AR PN 0.7% 1.3% 1.6% 0.7%
bR RS BB &1 RN 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% -0.1%
s B B PRI 3.2% 3.0% 2.3% 1.1%
3 2 R AU 4 7.8% 8.2% 8.1% 8.6%
MU, BRI 18.7% 18.8% 18.2% 19.0%
(—) FEBHERAN 21.3% 22.4% 21.8% 22.9%
FH o BRI S 19.0% 21.2% 21.9% 21.6%
2RO RI RN 0.1% -0.1% -0.1% -0.1%
B AR T U 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4%
REHERIT o 0.5% 0.2% 0.4% 0.5%
ES2 NN EAELHE PN -1.4% -3.0% -2.0% -2.3%
TR 1.7% 2.7% 0.7% 1.1%
(7)) BB H 2.6% 3.7% 3.7% 4.0%
MNIEE] 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
e RBE S H 2.0% 2.9% 3.1% 3.5%
AR MO N R F5 45 5 LI S H 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%
B 0.4% 0.3% 0.5% 0.3%
HAFE R H 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
HAFEFEPE T H 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.1%
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Figure 3. Disposable income index of urban residents in counties (cities, districts)
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Figure 4. Disposable income index of rural residents in counties (cities, districts)
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Figure 5. The absolute gap in disposable income between urban and rural residents in
counties (cities, districts) (Unit: RMB)
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Figure 6. The relative gap in disposable income between urban and rural res-
idents in counties (cities, districts) (ratio of disposable income of urban and
rural residents)
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