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The Influence of Differential Electricity Price Policy on the Withdrawal Behavior of High Energy-consuming Enterprises
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2.School of Economics and Management , Changsha University of Science and Technology, Changsha ,
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Abstract: The electricity cost pressure resulting from the differential electricity price policy forces the high energy-
consuming enterprises to withdraw from the market. which has become a significant way to solve the excessive pro-
duction capacity of high energy-consuming enterprises. An asymmetric evolutionary competition model has been con-
structed between different electricity price policy and the withdrawal of high energy-consuming enterprises, and it has
been analyzed the evolutionary strategy for stability in the withdrawal behavior of high energy-consuming enterprises
under different electricity price policy. The result shows that premium from central government contributes to achie-
ving the aim that differential electricity price policy may force high energy-consuming enterprises to exist market. Poli-
cy power on the effect from evolutionary strategy for stability is non-monotonic, and reasonable punishment standard
is the key to realize the withdrawal of high energy-consuming enterprises from the market. Different electricity price
standards are implemented for different types of high energy-consuming enterprises, which reflects that the electricity
price policy has a self-selection mechanism for the preferential elimination of backward production capacity.
Key words: supply-side structural reform; industrial policy; electricity price policy; excessive production capacity;

asymmetric evolutionary competition
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