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Capital Quality, Enterprise Tax Burden and the Path of Improvement in Economic Quality and Efficiency

From the Perspective of Capital-embodied Technological Progress
XIE Pan'?,TUO Jingjing',SONG Zhen-dong'
(1. International Business School, Shaanxi Normal University,Xian 710119, China;

2. Center for Macroeconomic Research, Xiamen University, Xiamen 361005, China)

Abstract; In this paper,a dynamic stochastic general equilibrium (DSGE) model is presented, which
incorporates the capital quality index into the process of capital accumulation. The parameters are calibrated
according to the economic features of Shaanxi province. The difference of influence on the macroeconomy
are compared between a neutral technology shock and a capital-embodied technology shock. The
conclusions show as follows. The impact of neutral technology shock responses to consumption and wage is
shown to be positive while the impact of capital-embodied technology is proved to be negative. But the
effect of capitalrembodied technology shock on reducing the capital rent rate appears earlier. The capital-
embodied technology shock has a significant growth effect on total output due to the intertemporal choice
of consumption and the increase of labor supply. Compared with the single tax reduced policy,the instant
fluctuation of investment is reduced significantly,and the variation in tax and output are stabilized due to
the coupling effect of the tax reduction policy and the policy which promote capital-embodied technological
progress. Additionally, the consumption is prompted to return to a new steady state more quickly. At last,
some suggestions are proposed.

Key words: capital quality; enterprise tax burden; capital-embodied technological progress; coupling
effect; DSGE
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