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An Empirical Analysis on Impact of the Extending of VIT Deduction

Scope on Sector’s Tax Burden

FAN Yong (Central University of Finance and Economics,100081)
Abstract: This paper based on careful research on the change in the value-added tax deduction
system and its development trend in our country since 1994. By using the micro-VAT tax formula
and the principle of input-output table, this paper compares the actual tax burden of current VAT
and the theoretical tax burden of modern VAT in various sectors of secondary industry in 2003
and 2009. To analysis how the change of deduction system impacts the tax burden of industry
sectors, tools such as the magnitude of change, ordering changes in tax, the tax burden
coefficient of variation and other indicators are used. The result shows that different type of VAT
deduction system has different impact on industry sectors and the difference varies greatly. What’
s more, extending the scope of VAT deduction will help reduce the tax burden differences
between industry sectors and helps to balance the inter-industry VAT burden. Finally, it will
have a significant function in promoting fair competition between industry sectors.
Keywords: Value-added Tax Deduction System; Value-added Tax Burden; Input-output Tables;

Tax Fairness
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