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Abstract “Land in the cities is owned by the state” is a conditional obligatory article. According to
this article the obligation is the nationalization of land in Urban Area and the condition to fulfill this obli-
gation is taking the land into city planning and acquiring the land with compensation for public interests. Ac—
cording to the original meaning of the Constitution ~ ‘the cities” should be interpreted as “cities not divided
into districts and the urban area of municipalities directly under the central government and cities divided in—
to districts”. “The state ownership” is the ownership in the Constitution and property law. According to the
interpretation of “Urban Land Ought to be Owned by the State” and the broad—interpretation of the “Public
Interest” the “Land Expropriation Paradox” can be resolved. The government can not acquire a land with—
out compensation so the lands of urban villages should belong to the rural collectives if they are not ac—
quired by the government. The government should make a distinction between different lands in the urban
village. The lands in the urban villages can not enter to the land markets if they can be acquired by the gov—
ernment for the public interests. The lands in suburbs or countrysides out of the urban planning can enter to
the land markets. The adjustment of administrative division can not directly cause the transference of the
land ownership.

Key Words: Conditional Obligatory Article; Urban Area; Eminent Domain; State Ownership
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