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Abstract

This paper investigates different measures of corporate tax burden
ranging from the most basic ones such as the statutory tax rate to the effective
tax rates. Each of these measures has advantages and disadvantages and they
may lead to different rankings of countries. One of the reasons lies the fact that
they measure different things. The comparison of the statutory tax rates to the
effective ones for the EU-27 during the period of 1998-2009 sometimes reveals
very significant differences between these indicators. Taking this into
consideration, the paper suggests that corporate tax burden analysis should not
be limited to the most basic and readily available measure in the form of the
statutory tax rate. Different measures are tailored to answer different research
guestions. Moreover, the article presents changes of company taxation for the
EU-27 within 1998-2009.

1. Introduction

Comparing some tax systems is important for economic agents since taxes
affect their decisions e.g. investment ones. However, there exists a large number
of methodologies trying to measure the burden of corporate taxation. The
objective of the article is to compare different measures of corporate taxation,
taking into consideration both methodology and their values for the current
European Union countries. The paper consists of four sections. Section 2 does
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not only present different measures of the corpaiat burden ranging from the
most basic ones such as the statutory tax ra@xajuotas to more complicated
tax measures — the effective tax rates but it dészribes their advantages and
disadvantages. Section 3 presents tax rates cadulander different
methodologies for the EU-27 and compares them & amother. Section 4 is
devoted to the conclusion of the paper.

2. Tax burden measur es

The most basic measure of corporate income taxaitime statutory tax
rate (STR). This measure is widely used, howeveloés not give the proper
picture of the real tax burden incurred by companidne reason is the fact, that
it does not take into account some tax laws perngito the tax base and the
possibility of benefiting from tax incentives sudas special exemptions,
deductions or different depreciation schemes. ithee captures the effects of
the home country tax laws, nor the internationaésomn the corporate tax
burden. Therefore, the statutory corporate taxigtet a satisfactory indicator
for the international comparisons. However, itsilabdity, both over time and
across countries, constitutes its undeniable adgant

Tax quotas are another readily available tax burdeasure. These quotas
are given by the ratio of the tax to GDP or to th&al tax revenue. Unlike
statutory tax rates they take the tax base intowtcbut in an insufficient way
(Bellak, Leibrecht, Romisch 2005, p. 30; Bellak, idrecht 2007, p. 16).
Moreover, the tax-to-GDP ratio can be affected ynynfactors, which may
vary across countries and therefore influence tmparability of results. “Tax
expenditures” are one of them. They are definedxapgnditures made through
the tax system (OECD 2000, p. 28). The tax exparelitoncept was developed
in connection with the fact that the tax systemlddie used to achieve similar
goals as public spending programmes. It means thatexpenditures are an
alternative to direct government expenditures. Tifeerence between them
comes down to the fact, that spending budget fimd®mposed of two steps:
receiving the money and spending it. In case ofetgpenditures the revenue is
immediately consumed by the expenditure. Tax exjpams take many forms,
such as: exemptions, tax credits and allowancesallso reduced rates and it
means that they constitute the lost revenues. @eantthat prefer tax
expenditures to direct government expenditures willhile having all other
things equal — have a lower tax-to-GDP ratio coma@ap countries opting for
the direct spending programmes (OECD 2000, p. 28hther factor that can
influence the comparability of the discussed intlicas the measurement of
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GDP. Firstly, the degree of accuracy with which GBBPmeasured by the
statistical agencies of different countries mayyvaonsiderably. Secondly,
differences in the tax-to-GDP ratios do not neadlgsaflect differences in tax
policies across countries (OECD 2000, p.30). Thares of GDP that is
effectively subject to corporate income taxatiorymary as the economy goes
through the business cycle. Moreover, the builddtigorporate tax loss pools
carried forward and used to offset corporate takilities will differ both over
time, and across countries at any given point nimeti These differences will
affect the tax-to-GDP ratio but will reflect moragt policy decisions than the
current tax policy priorities (OECD 2000, p. 30heTtax to total tax revenue
ratio will also depend on other factors than thedgstem for example the size
of the corporate system and the relative size gfarate income in GDP, which
varies considerably over the economic cycle ancemiglly across counties
(Devereux, Griffith, Klemm 2002, p. 470). It neetts be undelied that some
scholars call tax quotas the effective tax ratese (sBlechova,
Barteczkova (2008); Jacobs, Spengel (1999)). Hokven all researchers share
the opinion (see Nicodéme 2001, p. 4-5; LeibreBlitnisch 2002, p. 3; Bellak,
Leibrecht 2007, p. 16). In the paper the structumh various tax measures is
adopted from Bellak, Leibrecht (2007, p. 16; sep 1), so tax quotas are not
classified as the effective tax rates.
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Figure 1. Tax burden measures
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The effective tax rates were developed in orderovercome some of the
shortcomings of the previously mentioned tax measurhey do not only take
into account the statutory tax rates but also otsgrects of the tax systems
which determine the amount of tax paid. Howevehg, effective tax rate” is not
a homogenous indicator and it can be computed rilows ways. Firstly, there
are backward- and forward-looking tax rates. Selyprmhe can distinguish the
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marginal and the average tax rates. Finally, tagsr@gan be estimated using
micro- or macroeconomic data.

Forward-looking approaches calculate the tax bumiera hypothetical
investment project taking into account the existagrules. One can distinguish
between the effective marginal (EMTR) and the difecaverage tax rates
(EATR). Their common feature is combining in oneaswre both the statutory
tax rate and the tax base. The main difference deiwthem lies in the
profitability of the considered project. EMTR is laaated for marginal
investments i.e. an investment whose after-tax ohteeturn is zero. EATR
offers the opportunity to compare some investmenjepts that earn positive
returns. Hence, the two measures can be appliedoatlifferent stages of the
investment decision process. The average tax aagegelevant for the location
choice and enable investors to rank locations aaogrto their post tax return.
Having chosen the location, the size of investmégpends on the EMTR
(Devereux, Griffith 2003, p. 108). Based on theal@ssical investment theory,
King and Fullerton (1984) developed the effectivargmal tax rates. Their
model became the commonly accepted framework. Tgpmroach was then
extended by Devereux and Griffith (1999). They ddticed the effective
average tax rate (EATR), which in contrast to EMTkeasures the tax burden
of profitable investment i.e. investments genegain economic rent. It reflects
the distribution of the effective tax rates overaage of profitability, with the
EMTR as a special case of marginal investment (Bewe Griffith 2003,
p. 113). Therefore, the EMTR and EATR can be coegbutithin one consistent
framework and the methodology is internationallgegated. The later part of the
article focuses on Devereux/Griffith’'s methodology.

The calculations of EATR and EMTR utilize inforneation the existing
tax code. However, the construction of these indisaalso incorporates
a number of assumptions concerning the real irtesds, inflation rate, the
financing and asset structure of the firm, asseti$ig depreciation rates and the
pre-tax rate of return. The incentives generatethbytax system depend on the
form of the investment project, including the typeasset purchased and the
way it is financed. Therefore, despite the fact tha effective tax rates can be
computed for different types of assets and finamcirethods, the derived tax
burden measures as well as conclusions are valjdumder the assumption of
these models. Moreover, there is some limitatiothi form of parameters of
the various tax regimes which can be captured enctintext of the analysis of
a hypothetical investment. In practice it is nosgible to account for all features
and complexities of the tax system. Dealing onlthwihe most important
features of tax regimes without taking into accdiet whole complexity of the
tax law is the most often criticized feature of fhemework. For example, tax
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planning activities cannot be addressed with thoses as well as tax
enforcement. What is more, these indicators ddnmatrporate fiscal incentives
to foreign investment that are specific to certa@gions or spending categories
(e.g. R&D) (Hajkova, Nicoletti, Vartia, Yoo 2006,. p3, Yoo 2003, p.9).
Furthermore, the assumption of a one-period investrmakes it impossible to
look at the effects of tax holidays or temporanbduced rates (Klemm 2008,
p. 3). These measures can therefore isolate theende of some factors on
effective taxation, but cannot take into accouhofithem. The disadvantages of
that approach also include the relatively high degof complexity in the
calculation of these rates and data requirementsony advantages one could
list the fact that the forward-looking effectivextaates distinguish between
domestic and international investments (domestiditateral rates). They can
be calculated for the profitable investment (EAER)well as for the investment
which just earns the cost of capital i.e. projedtsch just breaks even (EMTR).
These measures are well suited for assessing tipactmof taxation on
investment decisions which are also “forward-logkinrhey permit to compare
the international tax regimes and can illustrate general structure of the
incentives provided by the taxation systems. Theay also identify the most
important tax drivers influencing the effective tates.

It is worth mentioning that Devereux and GriffitHimmework was later
extended and used by many researchers.

As far as the effective backward-looking tax rase#e concerned two
methodologies can be distinguished: the macro baakooking approach and
the micro backward-looking approach.

Macro backward-looking measures use historic, aggee data from
national or international statistic institutes. ytage calculated as ratios of taxes
paid by corporations on the measure of the tax bdmeh can be the corporate
gross operating surplus, or the aggregate corpquatfit (see e.g. Ederveen,
de Mooij 2003, p. 330; EC 2001, p.70; Nicodeme 120(p. 4; Jacobs,
Spengel 1999, p. 4). Such indicators are calldte,itplicit tax rates” (ITR) in
order to distinguish the backward-looking approdobm forward-looking
average effective tax rates calculated on the bafsibe tax code (EC 2006,
p. 41). The well known and widely used method falculating the effective
average tax rates at the macro-level is the apprdaveloped by Mendoza,
Razin and Tesar (1994) (hereafter termed MRT) whilculates tax ratios on
the basis of the OECD data. They defined the téx aa the ratio of taxes on
income, profits and capital gains of corporatiansthe operating surplus of the
corporate sector (equal to the total operatinglaarpf the overall economy, less
the operating surplus of private unincorporatedemgmises). As mentioned
above, the MTR approach is widely used in its doren or modified versions
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by academics and international institutions. Fostance, the European
Commission publishes implicit tax rates using mdtiogy conceptually

equivalent to the MTR approach. On the other htredl DECD (2001) published
effective average tax rates based on the MTR apbras well as on an updated
version.

The attractiveness of macro backward-looking apgrodies in its
simplicity. Aggregate data is easily available frorost statistical institutes, and
the ratios can be calculated in a convenient aickquay for different countries
and years. Moreover, such tax rates implicitly take account the entire tax
code that is the combined effects of the statutakyrates, tax deductions and
the tax credits. They also include the effect oa téix base of tax planning
(OECD 2001, p. 14) and the enforcement policy ofcantry. Nevertheless,
these rates suffer from a number of shortcomingsyTan give a proper picture
of the current tax burden, but using it as a taxatneasure of some future
investment could be misleading. The reason liethénfact that historic data is
used to calculate the tax ratio and such data doeeeflect the future tax code.
Moreover, using aggregate data may lead to misrmeggbroblems regarding
the numerator and denominator of the ratio. Thep@@te operating surplus
(potential denominator) may include interests, gseahd royalties paid by
corporations. However, taxes on these sourcesaafimie are paid by private
owners and do not enter in the numerator (see Nmed2001, p.5;
OECD 2000, p. 35; Jacobs, Spengel 1999, p.4). Ademe (2001, p.5)
points out the aggregate gross operating profit,tlen other hand, usually
includes revenues from agriculture and forestryeneies from royalties or
rentals and revenues from tax-exempt institutiombjch blurs the results.
Another issue is unincorporated enterprises. Thefits are recorded in the
corporation sector in national accounts but themers are taxed under the
personal income tax scheme (the related tax payraetthen recorded within
the household sector in national accounts). Agtuihis means that tax revenues
are booked in a different sector than the undeglyinsiness income (Blechova,
Barteczkova 2008, p. 3; Nicodeme 2001, p. 5). Theag be timing problems in
the data collection as taxes are levied on theiguevyear profits, and tax
receipts can be reduced by the loss carry-forward$ carry-backs, whereas
these loss treatments do not affect companiestprbbm national accounts
(Jacobs, Spengel 1999, p. 4-5). With the approakbnt it is not possible to
distinguish the effect of taxes among sectors dustries. Finally, the tax rates
based on macroeconomic data may show a cyclicaligmo (EC 2001, p. 70;
Briotti 2003, p. 480).

Some of the problems mentioned above can be sdiyethe use of
detailed micro data. The micro backward-looking hoeblogy enables to
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compute the effective average tax rates on theslmsinicro data taken from
financial statements. These rates are calculatatieasax liability of the firm
relative to some measure of the underlying incombickv is taxed
(Devereux 2003, p.4). Nicodeme (2001) developerkethversions of the
indicator on the basis of BACH databank (Bank f@ Accounts of Companies
Harmonised):

« ratio of taxes paid on profit on ordinary activitibefore taxes adjusted for
extraordinary activities,

* ratio of taxes paid on net turnover,

* ratio of taxes paid on gross operating profit.

First of the options would have been, accordingNioodeme (2001,
p. 18), the best one to compare effective ratesh wstatutory rates.
Unfortunately, because this item is the result amarous additions and
subtractions (from turnover to tax), and becausepadsible differences in
accounting rules, the use of this ratio may be lerohatic for comparisons
between countries. Taking into consideration tret that the determination of
profit differs from country to country a common demnator does not exist.
The second alternative produces very small figurediich complicate
comparisons. Moreover, the use of the turnoverlead to misinterpretations
because the information on costs is lost. A snairatio does not necessarily
imply low taxation as large turnover might be nseeg to cover large costs.
The last variant uses the gross operating profialiculations. That is the profit
before depreciation. As a result, a relatively hgermeous denominator is
obtained as far as international comparisons areeraed. Embracing the
depreciation would change this state of affairsanee depreciation rules do not
only differ on the linearity versus accelerated @lirsion but also on whether the
historical value or the market value of the asséaken into account.

One of the advantages of the micro backward-lookampgproach is
covering all aspects of the tax systems which aiffective taxation, as it uses
the real life data. Nevertheless, the need tazetiiuch data gives rise to certain
problems. Firstly, the microeconomic data is ndiilgaavailable. Secondly, if
calculations of effective tax rates are based enstiimple of companies doing
business both nationally and abroad (not only natidirms) then the tax
liabilities are influenced by the national tax systas well as foreign tax
systems (different parts of firms’ revenues miglat taxed under different
systems). Tax rates computed in this way reprabentax burden of companies
located in a specific country instead of the taxdba derived from the national
tax system. Therefore, using such rates for intemnal comparisons might lead
to some incorrect conclusions. The advantages efajproach include the
possibility to calculate the tax burden considerihg firm size, sector or
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industry as well as the feasibility to identify thems of the balance sheet that
have a significant influence on the effective taates. However, as the
calculations are based on past data they can gemer picture of the tax
burden of the already existing capital but they sathing about the investment
incentives of the tax system or future tax reforfiitse micro backward-looking
tax rates share this shortcoming with the macroamon rates. Moreover, the
methodology does not allow to investigate the irfice of the isolated features
of the tax system on the considered indicator.Heunore, the data sometimes
tends to show significant yearly fluctuations degpirg on the business cycle
(EC 2001, p. 69).

Recently, Gordon, Kalambokidis and Slemrod (2008)ppsed a new
effective tax rate measure (hereafter termed GHK&)ning that it should be
added to “the pantheon of existing measures”. Iinlhoes two different
approaches. The conceptual basis of the meastine same that underlies the
calculation of the effective tax rates on a hypbtda investment project taking
into account the existing tax rules. However, iltaiations historic data is used,
instead of the assumptions regarding the actualcade. As Becker and
Fuest (2004, p. 1) mention the difference betwden King and Fullerton’s
(1984) forward-looking approach based on neoclabsiwestment theory and
the GKS measure, is the fact that the latter iacklard-looking concept. It has,
previously described, advantages resulting fromube of the real life data.
Such data reflects the full complexity of the tgstem, that cannot be captured
in theoretical models. Nevertheless, like in casealb backward-looking
indicators, the use of ex-post data makes it imptesfor the measure to assess
the effects of proposed changes in the existing dad to reflect recently
changed law accurately. The GKS assumes that xhiawaremains stable and
that the investment growth rate equals the nominirest rate. In reality,
however, the tax law changes and as Becker and'R2684, p. 5) underline
there is no reason why the investment growth raieulsl be equal to the
nominal interest rate. Moreover, Gravelle (20074@). argues that the GKS
measure is unreliable if there are discrepanciésdmsn the growth rate and the
discount rate. She also underscores that it reliean accurate measure of the
capital stock. Diamond (2008, p. 338) shares thecems and adds that the
discussed indicator is also sensitive to busingskec effects. However,
according to Slemrod (2007, p. 14), who is one ld tneasure’s authors,
adjustment can be made to approximately reflecinkgs-cycle effects and
recently changed tax law.

! Becker and Fuest (2004) explore the consequencetasing some of the assumptions made
by GKS (2003). They also develop a modified GKS snea.
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3. Comparison of the level of the company tax burden for the European
Union countries

In order to compare the company taxation in thargeld European Union
countries three out of previously described taxdbarmeasures will be used: the
adjusted top statutory tax ratand the forward-looking effective tax rates -
average (EATR) and marginal (EMTR)

In the period of 1998-2009 clear downward trenccofporate taxation
was observed, measured by both statutory rateeffective ones (figures 2-4).
The new member states were characterized, for tit@ewperiod considered, by
lower tax rates than the EU-27 average whereaglth&5 countries noted higher
values than the average one. Moreover, the reptatisdvere higher in NMS. To
give an example, the statutory tax rates were egiut NMS by 11,9 percentage
points (pp) (the EU-15 by 9,5 pp), the effectivermge tax rates by 10,4 pp (the
EU-15 by 5,7 pp), and the effective marginal tateseby 8,5 pp. (the EU-15 by
4,6 pp). The most considerable differences in failhe tax rates between old and
new member states did not concern however thetstgtiax rates but the
effective measures. The disparity in the statutaryrates between the EU-15 and
NMS increased from 5,9 percentage points in 1998,8percentage points in
2009, in EATR from 3,3 pp to as many as 8,1 pp,re&aein EMTR from 3,3 pp
to 7,1 pp. According to tables 1-2, during the ge&®98-2009, the highest
statutory rates reductions in the EU-27 countriesktplace ift Bulgaria,
Germany, Romania, Slovakia, Ireland, Poland, Cyptsech Republic and
Greece. EATR decreased in Bulgaria, Slovakia, Ramatyprus, Poland and
Germany most, whereas EMTR in Belgium, Slovakian@ay, Bulgaria, Cyprus
and Romania. In this way Bulgaria, from the countrith relatively high
corporate taxation, became one of the countrieb thié lowest tax rates in the
EU-27 both statutory and effective ones (see raykiim tables 1-2). Romania
experienced similar changes. Cyprus remained oné&hefcountries with the
lowest statutory tax rates but it lowered considigrahe effective tax rates —
EATR and EMTR. As far as Germany is concerned,hm period considered,

2 Adjusted top statutory tax rate on corporate inedakes into account corporate income tax
(CIT) and, if they exist, surcharges, local taxasewen additional taxes levied on tax bases that
are similar but often not identical to the CIT.

3 Devereux and Griffith’s methodology is used foicoéations of effective tax rates. Basic
model assumptions are: inflation rate - 2%; re&riest rate - 5%; pre-tax real rate of return —
20%; assets (at equal weights) — industrial bugsinintangibles, machinery, financial assets,
inventory; sources of finance (at equal weightsgtained earnings, new equity, debt; economic
depreciation rates: industrial buildings — 3,1%aimgibles — 15,35%, machinery — 17,5%.

4 Countries listed by the highest fall in the tavesat
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a very significant reduction of differences betwdlea different measures of tax
burden was observed. In 1998 the disparity betwhenstatutory tax rate and
EATR (EMTR) accounted for 14,8 percentage poin&XJpp) while in 2009 it
decreased to 1,8 pp (8,1 pp). Nevertheless, thegaoyntaxation still exceeds the
EU-27 average. In 2009 Bulgaria, Cyprus, Irelanditvla and Romania
experienced the lowest corporate taxation in th@@an Union (four top ranking
positions in case of the statutory rate and EATde-table 2).

It is worth mentioning that large differences ire thtatutory tax rates do
not necessarily imply large differences in the affee taxation. Comparing the
statutory and effective tax rates gives an ideataof incentives given by
authorities. The comparison of effective tax rategss countries gives, on the
other hand, indications whether there are subsigndifferent tax treatments of
companies with the same characteristics but lodatdidferent countries.

Figure 2. Adjusted top statutory tax rate (in %)
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Figure 3. Effective average tax rate (in %)
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Figure 4. Effective marginal tax rate (in %)
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For most countries the EATR is slightly below thatgtory tax rates.
However, in some countries, the EATR exceeds thtitsiry rate. For instance,
in 2009 Ireland, France, Cyprus, Spain and Unitedg&om were characterised
by such a situation. The reasons of that fact wéferent - France, for example
levied a business taxake professionnelleon fixed assets while in Ireland
corporations pay the real estate taxes which arcplarly high compared to
the profit taxes.

According to the rankings presented below, thetosiof countries by
their company taxation, in most cases, does natgghaignificantly regardless
of whether the statutory tax rate or effective tates are taken into account.
Nevertheless, the rates level might differ considsr. The highest disparities
are observed between the statutory tax rates aneftéctive tax rates measured
by EMTR. In 2009 Belgium was the country with thghest difference between
statutory tax rate and both effective measuresenihil1998 these were Ireland
and Germany. It is worth adding however, that iA8Lthe disparity between the
statutory tax rate and both effective measureseslog 10 percentage points
was reported only for the two countries mentiondmbva. As far as the
divergence between the statutory tax rate and ENSIRoncerned such big
differences were observed for as many as 17 cesnffill 2009 the number of
such countries dropped from 17 to 6. Nevertheldss, differences, smaller
though, still exist. This leads to the conclusibattone should not ignore the
differentiation between the statutory and effectiae rates. Using the statutory
rate which do not take into account the tax basthassole indicator may be
misleading.
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Table 1. Statutory and effective cor porate tax ratesin 1998

Adjusted Effective Effective
Country top Ranking | average | Ranking | marginal | Ranking

statutory | position taxrate | position | taxrate | position

tax rate (EATR) (EMTR)
Austria 34 8 29,7 8 20,2 7
Belgium 40,2 13 34,5 11 22,7 9
Bulgaria 37 11 32 9 21,2 8
Cyprus 25 2 27,5 7 24,4 10
Czech Republic 35 9 26,4 6 23,0
Denmark 34 8 30 8 215
Estonia 26 3 22,4 4 13,4
Finland 28 4 25,9 6 21,5 8
France 41,7 14 39,8 13 36,8 15
Germany 56 15 41,2 14 37,9 16
Greece 40 13 30,4 8 20,5 7
Hungary 19,6 1 19 2 18,7 6
Ireland 32 7 9,4 1 7,8 2
Italy 41,3 14 32 9 9,7 3
Latvia 25 2 22,7 4 17,5 5
Lithuania 29 5 23 4 6,7 1
Luxemburg 37,5 11 32,6 9 22,4 9
Malta 35 9 32,2 9 26,9 12
Netherlands 35 9 32,3 9 27,2 12
Poland 36 10 32,4 9 25,3 10
Portugal 37,4 11 334 10 25,5 11
Romania 38 12 34 10 26,0 11
Slovakia 40 13 36,7 12 30,8 13
Slovenia 25 2 20,9 3 10,5 3
Spain 35 9 36,5 12 35,4 14
Sweden 28 4 23,8 5 17,9 5
United Kingdom 31 6 29,7 8 27,3 12

* 1 denotes a country with the lowest tax ratehd difference in tax rates between countriesvietdhan one
percentage point the same ranking position is goant

Source:Taxation trends in the European UnioBuropean Commission, Eurostat 2010, p. 136;
Devereux at al. 2009, pp. c1-c420 and own cal@niati
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Table 2. Statutory and effective cor porate tax ratesin 2009

Adjusted Effective Effective
Country top Ranking average Ran_k_i ng | marginal Ran_k_i ng
statutory | position taxrate | position taxrate | position
tax rate (EATR) (EMTR)
Austria 25 8 22,7 8 17,4 11
Belgium 34 13 24,7 10 -5,1
Bulgaria 10 1 8,8 1 5,5
Cyprus 10 1 10,6 2 9,5
Czech Republic 20 6 17,5 6 11,2 6
Denmark 25 8 22,5 8 16,7 11
Estonia 21 7 16,5 5 3,6 2
Finland 26 9 23,6 9 18,1 12
France 34,4 13 34,6 13 34,9 18
Germany 29,8 11 28 11 21,7 14
Greece 25 8 21,8 8 14,1 8
Hungary 21,3 7 19,5 7 15,5 10
Ireland 12,5 2 14,4 3 13,3 8
Italy 314 12 27,4 11 20,8 14
Latvia 15 3 13,8 3 10,8
Lithuania 20 6 16,8 5 8,3
Luxemburg 28,6 10 25 10 16,5 11
Malta 35 14 32,2 12 26,9 15
Netherlands 25,5 8 23,7 9 19,6 13
Poland 19 5 17,5 6 13,7 8
Portugal 26,5 9 23,7 9 17,1 11
Romania 16 4 14,8 4 11,9 7
Slovakia 19 5 16,8 5 11,3
Slovenia 21 7 19,1 7 14,5 9
Spain 30 11 32,8 12 334 17
Sweden 26,3 9 23,2 9 17,4 11
United Kingdom 28 10 28,3 11 28,9 16

* 1 denotes a country with the lowest tax ratehé difference in tax rates between countriesvietchan one
percentage point the same ranking position is gtant

Source: see Table 1.
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4, Conclusion

Company tax burden can be measured by many diffenethods. The
existence of different indicators reflects the fH#wat each of them measures
different things. That means that different indicat can be more or less
appropriate to answer different research questidgizen the objective is the
analysis of the impact of taxation on the investimaghaviour then forward-
looking measures are the best indicators. The nedies in the fact that
investment decisions are forward-lookipgr seand are based on the future tax
burden underling certain decisions. These measareble to isolate the
structure of incentives provided by the differemtation systems. They permit to
compare international tax regimes and they alsnotifyethe most important tax
drivers influencing the effective tax rates. Acdogl to Devereux and
Griffith (2003, p. 108) EATR is an appropriate m@asto investigate the impact
of taxation on the location choice, ranking theeistynent by the profitability in
different locations. EMTR, on the other hand, ek@ahe optimal scaling of
a new or existing investment “conditional on th@ick of location”. Forward-
looking indicators are also a useful tool when cetitiyeness is concerned.

The backward-looking tax measures are particuladgful in analysis
concerning the distribution of the tax burden (dg.sector or industry). They
also permit a better understanding of the sensitiof tax revenues to the
economic cycle. However, besides a number of stimittgs, these indicators
are not suited to evaluate the effects of taxatimbusiness decision-making and
they cannot give information on the impact of té@bn future competitiveness
of firms.

The analysis of corporate taxation should not Is¢ricted to the readily
available indicator in the form of the statutory tate. The real tax burden of
companies is influenced by many factors, whichtatter or worse captured by
more complicated tax measures. The comparison eofsthtutory tax rates to
effective indicators for the EU-27 countries regetiie existence of, in some
cases, very high differences between the measanssdered.
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Streszczenie

OPODATKOWANIE PRZEDSIEBIORSTW W KRAJACH
UNIl EUROPEJSKIEJ

W artykule dokonano przeglu miar obcgzenia podatkowego przedbiorstw.
Rozpoczynac od wielk@ci najprostszych, jak stopa nominalna, ai&mc na miarach
efektywnych. Kaly ze wskéikéw ma wady i zalety, a jego wykorzystaniezano
prowadzé do r&nego uszeregowania pstw ze wzgdu na poziom opodatkowania.
Jedry z przyczyn jest faktz iwielkafci te mierz inne rzeczy. Poréwnanie stop
nominalnych i efektywnych w krajach UE-27, w [atd®98-2009, wskazuje na istnienie
niekiedy bardzo istotnych fdic pomgdzy analizowanymi wskaikami. W zwjzku
z tym artykut sugerujez inie naleéy ogranicza analiz opodatkowania przegbiorstw,
do najprostszego i najlatwiej dephego wskénika w postaci ustawowej stopy
podatkowej a rozszerzyje o miary efektywne. Wielk@ te, stanowjce lepszy
instrument do poréwna miedzynarodowych, ungbiwiajq przeprowadzenie
wszechstronnych bada



