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The Central-Local Fiscal Legal System—Taiwanese

L egislators’ Per spective
Bing-Yan Lu*

Abstract

Respondents of this study include all fifteen legislators in the Legislative Yuan
who had held town/villages masters. Based on an empirical research of questionnaire
survey and in-depth interviewing about issues of congressional party politics and
policy interests distribution, this study presents three propositions as follows: (1) on
local public finance issues, is there any significant difference between legisators of
the ruling party and opposition parties? (2) on local public finance issues, are ruling
party legislators more inclined to support the government’s policies than opposition
party legislators? (3) on local public finance issues, does it indicate high consistency
for legidators with the same political party membership? In short, while the first
proposition is hard to reach conclusion, the second proposition sustains. However, the
third proposition sustains for the ruling party legislators, whereas it is rejected for
opposition party legidators.

Keywords. Local Public Finance, Taxation Legislation, General Act of Local
Taxation, Act of Levying Fees, Legislator, Divided Government
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