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Fiscal Decentralization., Decision Preference of Local
Government and Affordability of Electricity Tariffs
TANG Yao-jia, YIN Wenjie

Abstract: The “province as entities” and decentralization of price regulation are the main frame of manage-
ment institution in electricity sector. Affordability of electricity tariffs is decided by the price regulation by
province government, which also shows the decision preference on equity. The empirical analysis illus-
trates that fiscal decentralization and official promotion improve household affordability. The results do not
embody the trend of neglecting equity in the whole country. However, the results of regional data illumi-
nate that the eastern region displays harmonious development, the central region has the trend to neglec
ting equity, and the western region keeps an unsustainable development Ideology and preference of deci-
sion contribute greatly to balancing development. Thus, it is vital under fiscal decentralization to restruc-
ture vertical fiscal mechanism, to build inclusive public governance system, and to deepening market re-
form and objective-oriented poverty relief.

Key words: fiscal decentralization; decision preference; affordability of electricity tariff; public govern-

ance
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