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Proposals for a European Corporate Taxation  

and their Influence on Multinationals’ Tax Planning 
 

 

1 Introduction 

The European Commission is currently discussing a reform of profit taxation for multina-

tional corporations operating in the European Union (EU). The intention is to come closer to a 

harmonized European domestic market. The academic and political discourse mainly focuses 

on the concept of the Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB). On the political 

level a team of experts chosen by the EU Commission is investigating special issues of 

CCCTB. CCCTB is considered the long-term comprehensive solution for eliminating the ob-

stacles faced by multinational corporations operating in the European single market.1 Since 

full details of the proposed CCCTB are not available at present, only the fundamental outline 

of the concept is known, whereas major aspects (e.g., determination of the tax base, classifica-

tion of the companies to be consolidated, allocation factor) remain unspecified.  

There is a vast body of literature on CCCTB. Numerous descriptive and comparative analyses 

illustrate the advantages and disadvantages of CCCTB (e.g., Cerioni, 2006; Plaesschaert, 

2005; Mintz and Weiner, 2003; Sørensen, 2004; Weiner, 2002; Giannini, 2002). Further con-

tributions concentrate on a significant component of CCCTB that has not yet been detailed: 

the allocation factor of the consolidated profit of the respective Member States (“formula ap-

portionment”). 

Formula apportionment (FA) became a part of US tax law in the early 20th century (Ford, 

1930; Hellerstein, 1968; Hellerstein and McLure, 2004), so several academically and practi-

cally orientated papers particularly in US literature have been written and contributed to the 

general debate since the 1960s (e.g. Gordon and Wilson, 1986; Musgrave, 1984; Hellerstein, 

1968). Based on these experiences many recommendations for the allocation factor have been 
                                                 
1 Cf. European Commission, 2006a. 
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made, for example by Hellerstein/McLure (2004) for implementing a US-style enterprise tax 

law system in the EU. US tax law includes the factors payroll, property and sales, whereas 

Canadian tax law comprises the factors payroll and sales. Several studies deal with distortions 

caused by a different weighting of these factors (e.g. McLure, 1980; Goolsbee and Maydew, 

2000; Gordon and Wilson, 1986; Anand and Sansing, 2000; Nielsen et al., 2001). In consid-

eration of company taxation developments in the EU, research focuses on the activities of the 

European Commission and their possible implications. In this context a number of authors 

focus on the definition of FA (e.g. Mintz, 2008, Schreiber 2008, Spengel 2008, Wellisch, 

2004; Eggert and Schjelderup, 2003). Other analyses focus on loss offset under CCCTB (e.g. 

Weiner and Gérard, 2003) and the effects of implementing CCCTB in the EU (e.g. Raventós-

Calvo and de Juan y Penalosa, 2002).   

International Financial Reporting Standards (IFRS) are likely to be used as starting point for 

CCCTB. Against this background Oestreicher and Spengel (2007) investigate which elements 

of IFRS can be integrated to meet the requirements of CCCTB and how the application of 

IFRS can influence the effective tax burden of companies in selected EU Member States. Us-

ing the European tax analyzer Jacobs et al. (2005) evaluate and compare the effects of 

CCCTB under IFRS on the effective tax burden of 13 Member States. They find the introduc-

tion of IFRS to have a significant impact on the effective tax burden in the participating coun-

tries compared to the current differences that exist throughout the EU. Further, IFRS only lead 

to a marginal increase in the effective tax burden. Thus, an economic analysis identifying pos-

sible tax incentives and in turn, possible distortions of CCCTB based on effective average tax 

rates has already been performed. Similar effects were obtained by Eberhartinger and Klos-

termann (2007) who study empirically the potential tax effects of using IFRS as the basis for 

national corporate taxation. Their evidence suggests that no dramatic change in the tax base is 

to be expected. Furthermore, Fuest et al. (2006) analyze the budgetary consequences of an 

EU-wide common tax base and investigate the effects of allocation to the EU Member States 
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using data provided by the German Central Bank. Kiesewetter (2005) or Kiesewetter and 

Mugler (2007) refer to the possibility of influencing the tax burden from CCTB. Whereas 

CCCTB sacrifices part of the Member States’ autonomy an EU-wide tax system that main-

tains both financial and tax autonomy can be an attractive alternative for the transnational 

taxation of multinational corporations. The European Tax Allocation System (ETAS) is such 

a tax system (European Commission (2003), p. 10; Hernler (2003, 2004a, 2004b)). Despite 

being a relatively unknown concept, the European Commission is considering the continued 

development of ETAS at EU level. One recommendation, similar to the ETAS approach that 

is currently being discussed by the Academic Advisory Council of the Federal Ministry of 

Finance is the “principle of domicile with separate entity accounting” (Wissenschaftlicher 

Beirat beim Bundesministerium der Finanzen (2007)).2 In this context, advantages and disad-

vantages of an EU-wide minimum tax rate are analyzed. 

Hernler (2003, 2004a, 2004b) focuses the investigation of ETAS on a comparative description 

with respect to different incomes. A comprehensive economic and quantitative analysis and 

comparison with CCCTB has not been completed to date.  

In this paper we develop decision rules for investors and draw general conclusions about the 

influence on corporate decisions of taxing multinationals under ETAS or CCCTB. The inves-

tigation is based on a dynamic model of capital budgeting. Referring to real corporation data 

and modelling a representative multinational group, the effects of ETAS and CCCTB on the 

corporations' choice of international location are analyzed.  

Section 2 illustrates the systems in a descriptive way. In section 3 we provide a multi-period 

analysis of marginal investment decisions of a multinational group. Our investigation aims to 

identify settings under ETAS and CCCTB for which tax planning remains possible, and to 

show when a real investment is tax favoured or tax discriminated. In this context, we deter-

mine the required minimum pre-tax rate of return on investment of a real investment in com-

                                                 
2 Cf. further Schreiber, 2008, pp. 120-123. 
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parison to a financial investment in a multinational corporation. Thus, we can identify when a 

real investment is tax favoured or tax discriminated by the underlying tax system. In the fol-

lowing analysis we model the effects of retention policy, different determination of taxable 

income and the relocation of a business entity’s domicile under ETAS and CCCTB. In addi-

tion, the concept of CCCTB is analyzed with respect to the differentiation between business 

income and non-business income. Finally, we demonstrate to what extent the tax burden of 

corporations can be influenced by ETAS and CCCTB. 

 

2 European Corporate Tax Concepts  

2.1 European Tax Allocation System (ETAS) 

The European Tax Allocation System is a proposal for the harmonization of international 

company taxation in the European Union. The system is based on current tax systems across 

the EU. If a group of affiliated companies is characterized by certain conditions, the ETAS 

holding can opt to include its subsidiary or subsidiaries into the ETAS group. 

If it does so, the group is taxed according to particular taxation rules. As fundamental prereq-

uisites, the parent company and its subsidiaries have to be domiciled in and managed from an 

EU Member State. In addition, the companies must prepare their financial statements by the 

same closing date. Also, the parent company must hold, indirectly or directly, at least 50% of 

equity or voting rights of the subsidiary.   

Taxable income and corporate tax are determined by the tax laws of the Member State of 

domicile. In a second step the tax bases before national loss-offset, which are separately de-

termined in each country in accordance with national tax laws, are summed up.3 After the 

group loss offset is performed, this so-called “EU tax base” represents the total tax base of the 

group for the tax assessment period under review. Multiplying this EU tax base with the tax 

rate in the parent company’s state of domicile produces the multinational corporation's EU 

                                                 
3 Cf. Hernler, 2004b, p. 247. 
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base tax. The EU base tax is set off against the corporate tax the subsidiaries have to pay to 

the respective Member State. Any shortfall in taxes has to be paid to the parent company's 

country of domicile; any excess tax paid forms what is known as an EU tax credit carry for-

ward, which is credited towards the corporation's tax burden in subsequent years. This EU tax 

credit carry forward can be continued as account carried forward within the affiliated group 

and can thus be entirely set off against the corporate tax of the following years.4 In ETAS the 

tax burden of real investments for multinational corporations significantly depends on the EU 

tax credit mechanism and the EU tax credit carry forward. Furthermore, the perpetuation of 

national tax laws and the resulting added tax base (EU tax base), multiplied with the tax rate 

of the respective Member State, are major factors.  

Consequently, ETAS has been included in the Commission's work programme.5  

 

2.2. Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)  

CCCTB is a system based on one common consolidated tax base for multinational corpora-

tions operating transnationally in the European Union. Existing EU tax legislation is extended 

to include a new tax base that is not founded on national tax law. All Member States have to 

cooperate on determining this common tax base. The intention is to apply CCCTB uniformly 

in all Member States and to eliminate country-specific differences.6  

Various working parties of the Commission are currently examining what conditions have to 

be met in order to qualify for CCCTB. However, it has already been agreed that it shall apply 

to the regulations for a group of eligible companies that are domiciled in the participating 

Member States. A working group is currently discussing the requirements that have to be met 

by participating corporations and which subsidiaries will be apportioned to the consolidated 

                                                 
4 Cf. Hernler, 2004b, p. 248, Hernler, 2004a, p. 394. 
5 Cf. European Commission, 2003, p. 10. 
6 Cf. Cnossen, 2001, pp. 532-535; Mintz and Weiner, 2003, 695-697; Plasschaert, 2005, 64-67. 
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companies.7 The Commission favours the introduction of an option for taxation under 

CCCTB. In any case, however, it must be defined which corporations are eligible.8  

To determine the tax base, the profits are calculated according to uniform European regula-

tions for each affiliate. Subsequently, the affiliates' profits are consolidated to yield a consoli-

dated figure. This consolidated tax base is then apportioned to the Member States using a yet 

to be defined key.9   

While this procedure restricts the Member States' tax autonomy, they still determine their own 

tax rates. The tax burden is calculated by multiplying the tax rate with the proportionately 

apportioned CCCTB. The majority of issues specific to CCCTB, notably consolidation and 

apportionment, have not been resolved so far. If US-style formal apportionment will be im-

plemented, the factors payroll, property and sales would become very significant.10 Consoli-

dation is expected to be based on IFRS, modified by tax aspects. The rules for loss-offset are 

still under discussion. Currently it is unclear whether non-business income will be included in 

the loss compensation. If so, a huge potential for loss-offset will be available.     

A significant impact on the tax burden under CCCTB arises from the consolidated tax base, 

the transnational loss-offset, the apportionment formula and the type and weighting of the 

apportionment factors. In turn, the distinction between business income and non-business in-

come is important. Particularly relevant aspects of these items are discussed in the following 

analysis.  

Both the European Parliament and the European Economic and Social Committee are in fa-

vour of implementing CCCTB.11 Working groups have been established at EU level that fo-

cus exclusively on drafting components of CCCTB.12       

 

                                                 
7 Cf. European Commission, 2006b, pp. 4-6. 
8 Cf. European Commission, 2007, p. 2. 
9 Cf. European Commission, 2006a, pp. 6-8. 
10 Cf., e.g., Goolsbee and Maydew, 2000, p 125; European Commission, 2001, p. 45, Eggert and Schjelderup, 2003, pp. 439-
446; Wellisch, 2004, p. 24-41. 
11 Cf., e.g., European Parliament, 2006, p. 6; European Economic and Social Committee, 2006, C88/48. 
12 Cf. European Commission, 2006b, pp. 3-4. 
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2.3 ETAS vs. CCCTB 

The previous explanations point out that CCCTB and ETAS differ significantly. However, the 

systems also show several similarities. The following table provides an overview of the simi-

larities and differences:  

Table 1: Comparison of ETAS and CCCTB 
 ETAS CCCTB 

basis of the system  maintaining current tax systems to foster 
tax rate competition and convergence of 
tax rates  

harmonization of tax bases 

basis for consolidation  actual tax law of the EU Member State  implementation of uniform European 
regulations (IFRS as starting point)  

participating companies holdings and subsidiaries domiciled in 
EU Member States  

holdings and subsidiaries domiciled in EU 
Member States  

involved tax types corporate income tax  corporate income tax  
tax rates maintaining tax rates  

(with the objective of harmonization)  
 

maintaining tax rates 
(discussion about a harmonization of tax 
rates or a minimum tax rate)  

option to perpetuate the current tax 
system  

yes yes 

subject to changes of the current tax 
system 

maintaining of the current accounting 
rules, modifications are obtainable in the 
short- to medium-term  

implementation of new accounting rules, 
extension of the current tax system, basic 
modifications are obtainable in the long-
term  

effort and cost involved in imple-
menting the system  

for corporations and tax authorities, 
relatively simple and low-cost 

considerable complexity for corporations 
and tax authorities  

tax autonomy of the Member States  tax autonomy maintained tax autonomy restricted 
legal form of consolidated entities  according to tax legislation in the Mem-

ber State of domicile  
corporation   

credit mechanism  corporate tax paid by the subsidiaries 
decreases the group’s tax burden  

no credit mechanism 

allocation of income no allocation  allocation factors: formula apportionment 
problem of transfer pricing minimized using credit mechanism minimized by using common consolidated 

tax base  
loss-offset group-wide loss-offset  group-wide loss-offset  
compliance costs lower  lower 
Transparency of determining tax-
able income 

no EU-wide transparency strong EU-wide transparency 

 

 

3 Quantitative Analysis of Tax implications for European Corporate Investment 

3.1 The Model 

3.1.1 General Assumptions 

As there are significant differences in tax rates and tax bases across the EU Member States, it 

cannot be claimed that taxation is neutral with respect to company location. Against this 

background, we will investigate the degree of tax distortion of transnational investments un-

der ETAS and CCCTB. We will examine whether ETAS or CCCTB can reduce the distor-
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tions that exist under the current national tax laws across the EU. Our reference tax system is 

the EU’s current system of taxation. In the following we take the German tax system as a 

proxy for corporate tax law. We will determine the required minimum rate of return (before 

tax) and in turn, the pre-tax cost of capital of a transnational investment based on the different 

concepts of taxation. The pre-tax cost of capital represents the required minimum rate of re-

turn before taxes that a real investment has to achieve to provide the investor with the same 

after-tax rate of return as an alternative financial investment. To identify the different tax bur-

dens we determine and compare the pre-tax cost of capital of an investment that is otherwise 

identical, especially with respect to the post-tax return. The pre-tax cost of capital is deter-

mined recursively by the Baldwin yield13 of the investment.  

We perform an international comparison of tax burdens applying a dynamic capital budgeting 

model and running a numerical simulation of tax assessment. We model a parent company, 

domiciled in country A, and its wholly-owned subsidiary, located in country B. Countries A 

and B are both assumed to be EU Member States. The multinational corporation is planning 

an investment (e.g., to expand its range of products). As we assume it is a public corporation, 

we will not make reference to the shareholder level, for example to natural individuals. Due to 

the diversity of shareholders and their tax situations, it is not possible to include their attrib-

utes in the corporate decision-making process representatively. We therefore concentrate on 

the tax effects on corporate level. The amount the multinational corporation is willing to in-

vest is denoted by I0 (e.g., a manufacturing company plans to extend its product range). It has 

own means (equity capital) that can be invested either in the real investment or in the capital 

market. The capital market interest rate is denoted by r. One half of the transnational invest-

ment I0 is assumed to be made in the holding’s country of domicile H, whereas the remainder 

of I0 is invested in the subsidiary’s country of domicile S.14  

                                                 
13 Cf. Baldwin, 1959, pp. 98-104. 
14 A proportional investment is assumed in both companies as this enables us to take into account different after-tax cash 
flows for both subsidiary and parent. This also enables us to perform a closer analysis of the cost of capital under varying tax 
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The tax assessment will be simulated for a period of ten years within a complete financial 

plan.15 We model different time patterns of the cash flows tCF  and start with cash flows that 

are constant over time and identical in country H and S: S
T

H
T

S
2

H
2

S
1

H
1 CFCF...CFCFCFCF ======  

with H
tCF  the cash flow in the holding and S

tCF the cash flow in the subsidiary in period t. 

Taxes are paid on the national tax base given by the cash flow less depreciation allowances, 

where depreciation is a proxy for all non-cash items that can influence the tax base (e.g., pro-

visions, caused by inventory valuation, etc.). For simplicity, we assume a linear depreciation 

for all scenarios as it is the most common depreciation tax allowance in the EU Member 

States. We generate the cash flows in a way that the after-tax rate of return of the real invest-

ment is identical to the interest rate for the financial investment. 

Furthermore, we have to account for the fact that each EU Member State has its own regula-

tions governing loss offset. As all Member States provide for loss carry forwards16, the possi-

bility of unlimited loss carry forward is given in the following model. For simplicity, special 

minimum tax rules will not be considered in the following investigation.17 Neither will loss 

carry backs nor possible transnational interpersonal loss offset18 be considered. Furthermore, 

it is presumed that at the point of investment (t=0) no tax loss carry forwards exist for either 

parent company or subsidiary. At the end of the time horizon (T=10) we assume that the in-

vestment object is disposed of at its carrying value. Consequently, no capital gains occur and 

thus we can abstract from capital gains taxation. If profits are retained (case of retention), all 

retained earnings will be distributed at once at the end of the planning horizon (T=10).  

                                                                                                                                                         
rates in both Member States of domicile. If the investment were performed entirely in the subsidiary’s Member State, the 
effects would be even stronger. In case of a lower (higher) tax rate in the subsidiary’s Member State, the cost of capital would 
decrease (increase). Then, the difference between retaining and distributing earnings, as analyzed in the following section, 
would increase. See section 3.3.2.            
15 This kind of modeling allows us to model real investments that are regularly long-term investments in a multi-period, 
dynamic context. Other approaches, e.g. the effective average tax rates (EATR) according to Devereux and Griffith, are 
based on a simple one-period model and thus tax effects can only be considered to a limited extent (Devereux and Griffith, 
1999). We therefore prefer the finance-based, multi-period model.  
16 While some Member States allow for unlimited loss carry forwards, others only allow them for a limited number of years.  
17 These provisions exist e.g. under Section 10d of the German Income Tax Act.   
18 Transnational loss offset is currently allowable only in Denmark, France, Italy and Austria. The requirements differ signifi-
cantly and to some extent are highly restrictive.  
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Our model includes corporate tax only. Local business tax as levied in Germany is not in-

cluded in the model because it has not yet been considered in the present draft concepts of 

CCBT and ETAS.19 Furthermore, as under the Parent/Subsidiary Directive withholding tax is 

not deducted from earnings distributed by the subsidiary to the holding, we abstract from 

withholding tax.20 If profits are retained, they are invested in the country where they were 

generated. Otherwise, if they are distributed, dividends are paid at the end of period t and in-

vested in the parent company’s country of domicile at discount rate r.21 Positive distributed 

earnings of the subsidiary are invested and taxed in the parent’s country of domicile. In real-

ity, this procedure is untypical, especially if the parent is domiciled in a high-tax country and 

if the multinational corporation strives to maximize profits. However, in the following analy-

sis this assumption enables us to draw conclusions about the bias of tax distortions and the 

influence of the different corporate taxation components by varying the tax rates. Moreover, 

in the case of distributed earnings both ETAS and CCCTB have to take account of corporate 

tax rules governing received dividends such as those codified in Section 8b of the German 

Corporate Income Tax Act. This section exempts from taxation earnings that are distributed to 

the parent company. Nonetheless, e.g., in Germany 5% are considered non-deductible operat-

ing expenditure (Section 8b (5), German Corporate Income Tax Act). Consequently, 95% are 

effectively tax-exempt,22 so that in the following analysis only 5% of the subsidiary’s distrib-

uted earnings are included in the parent’s tax base.23    

 

                                                 
19 Trade tax is of particular importance specifically in Germany; nonetheless it has repeatedly caused problems in the debate 
at EU level. For contrary argumentation cf., e.g, Spengel/Wendt, 2007, pp. 50-53, Wissenschaftlicher Beirat beim Bundesmi-
nisterium der Finanzen, 2007, p. 58. For simplicity, we abstract from the trade tax in the following investigation.    
20 See Section 5 (1) of the Parent/Subsidiary Directive. 
21 In Germany, only under commercial law may profits be distributed in the same period they are generated. For simplicity, 
we assume this is also possible under tax law.  
22 The German provisions are used here as an example. Similar provisions exist in a number of other Member States. See 
Section 4 (2) of the Parent/Subsidiary Directive.   
23 This proceeding shows the major effects if 95% were effectively tax-exempted. If alternatively 100 percent are tax-
exempted, the impact on the pre-tax cost of capital is negligible.   
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3.1.2 ETAS 

Under ETAS the tax bases of the parent and subsidiary are initially determined in accordance 

with the requirements of the parent and subsidiary’s countries of domicile. To determine the 

tax burden under ETAS (Tt
ETAS) in period t, the tax bases before loss offset (TBbL) in the par-

ent and subsidiary’s country are summed up and reduced by clearable loss-offset. The result-

ing amount is multiplied with the tax rate (τH) applicable in the parent’s country of domicile:24   

(1)  Tt
ETAS = τH ⋅ [(TBH

bL,t+TBS
bL,t) - Lct

ETAS], 

where TBH
bL,t = CFt

H + IIt
H - Dt

H and TBS
bL,t = CFt

S + IIt
S - Dt

S , 

with  

CFt
H:   Cash flow in t in the holding’s Member State, 

CFt
S:   Cash flow in t in the subsidiary’s Member State, 

Dt
H:   Depreciation in t in the holding’s Member State 

Dt
S:   Depreciation in t in the subsidiary’s Member State 

IIt
H:  Income on interests in t in the holding’s Member State, 

IIt
S:  Income on interests in t in the subsidiary’s Member State, 

Lct
ETAS:  Clearable, unlimited loss carry-forward in t under ETAS at holding’s level 

TBH
bL,t:   Tax base before loss offset in t under ETAS at holding’s level, 

 TBS
bL,t:   Tax base before loss offset in t under ETAS at subsidiary’s level. 

 

In case of a negative total tax base ( 0Tetas
t < ) it is assumed that an unlimited tax credit carry 

forward is possible.25 Taxes paid by the subsidiary to its Member State of domicile can be 

credited against the tax burden of the ETAS holding. If a negative balance emerges - known 

as a tax credit carry forward ( tTCCF ) of the group - it may be carried forward in full to the 

following years within the affiliated group. This carry forward reduces the tax burden of the 

multinational corporation in the following periods. Otherwise, a tax burden is generated that 

has to be paid by the holding to its country of domicile.  

(2a) H,ETAS
t

S
t

ETAS
t T  T - T = ,   with S

t
ETAS
t TT ≥ , 

(2b) t
S
t

ETAS
t TCCF  T - T = ,   with S

t
ETAS
t TT < , 

where S
tT  denotes the tax credit or the corporate tax paid by the subsidiary, and HETAS,

tT  repre-

sents the remaining tax burden.  
                                                 
24 As no double loss utilization should occur (in the countries of domicile of both parent and subsidiary), the local tax base 
before loss offset is included in the EU tax base. Cf. Hernler, 2003, p. 61; Hernler, 2004a, p. 394. 
25 In ETAS loss offset at the parent level has not been conclusively resolved. However, in the following analysis not signifi-
cantly different tax distortions occur by using another, possibly more restrictive loss offset.  



 - 13 - 

The following example illustrates how the tax credit carry forward is set off:26 

 

Example:  

In the first assessment period the ETAS subsidiary has to pay local taxes in the amount of € 

500,000 to its Member State of domicile. These local taxes (known as the EU tax credit) paid 

to the Member State of the subsidiary are credited against the EU tax base, which is deter-

mined by adding the tax bases of the subsidiary and its holding and which is assumed to 

amount to € 100,000.  

 

Table 2: Determination of the EU Tax Credit Carry Forward According to ETAS 
ETAS holding ETAS subsidiary 

EU base tax  € 100,000 local tax  € 500,000 

./. EU tax credit  € 500,000   

= EU tax credit carry forward   € 400,000   

 

 

The chosen example illustrates the tax credit mechanism. If the tax rate in the holding’s domi-

cile is significantly lower than the tax rate of the subsidiary’s Member State, an EU tax credit 

results.27 In addition, an EU tax credit occurs if the holding generates losses and the subsidi-

ary realizes profits.28   

A tax credit carry forward of € 400,000 remains. The subsidiary pays € 500,000 in the first 

period (t=1) and carries forward the remaining amount of € 400,000 to period 2 (t=2). This tax 

credit carry forward can be credited in full within the group. The tax credit carry forward 

(TCCFt) of the previous period is first credited against the local tax of subsidiary S
tT and then 

against the additive tax burden ETAS
tT . In the following year the tax credit carry forward is 

credited initially against the local tax burden of the subsidiary, so that the tax credit is either 

                                                 
26 Cf. Hernler, 2004b, pp. 247-248, for a similar example involving an offset of the tax credit carry forward. 
27 E.g., the subsidiary’s tax base amounts to € 1,250,000 and the tax rate of the subsidiary’s domicile is 40%. Hence, the local 
tax burden is € 500,000. If the additional holding’s tax base is € 180,000 the EU tax base is € 1,430,000. If the tax rate of the 
holding’s location is 7%, the resulting EU base tax is € 100,000.   
28 E.g., the tax rate in the holding and the subsidiary’s domicile is 40%. The holding’s tax base (before loss-offset) is -€ 
1,000,000, the subsidiary’s tax base (before loss-offset) is € 1,250,000. Hence, the EU tax base is € 250,000a and the EU base 
tax is € 100,000.   
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fully utilized ( TCCFS,
tT ) leading to a remaining positive tax payment of S

tT , tTCCF  or exactly 0, 

or partly utilized and the remainder ( S
tTCCF ) will be carried forward.  

Viz.: 

(3a) TCCF,S
tt

S
t TTCCF-T = ,  with t

S
t TCCFT > , 

(3b) 0TCCF-T t
S
t =  , with t

S
t TCCFT = , 

(3c) S
tt

S
t TCCFTCCF-T = ,  with t

S
t TCCFT <  and S

tt
S
t TTCCFTCCF −= . 

If the amount that may be carried forward cannot be entirely offset (eq. 3c), the remain-

der S
tTCCF  can be compensated in a further step up to the amount of the EU base tax ETAS

tT at 

the parent level. The remaining tax burden TCCFETAS,
tT  has to be paid to the parent’s Member 

State of domicile. Otherwise, if the remainder S
tTCCF  exceeds the tax burden ETAS

tT , the re-

maining cons
tTCCF  is carried forward to the following periods until the tax credit carry forward 

is fully utilized.  

(4a) TCCFETAS,
t

S
t

ETAS
t TTCCF-T = ,  with S

t
ETAS
t TCCFT > , 

(4b) 0TCCF-T S
t

ETAS
t = ,  with S

t
ETAS
t TCCFT = , 

(4c) cons
t

S
t

ETAS
t TCCFTCCF-T = , with S

t
ETAS
t TCCFT <  and ETAS

t
S
t

cons
t TTCCFTCCF −= . 

It is not yet resolved whether under ETAS, a limitation will be imposed on tax credit carry 

forwards and the tax credit mechanism. The possibility to limit this carry forward in time or 

amount has not been discussed but kept unsettled and should be integrated in the political 

conversion of ETAS.29 

 

3.1.3 CCCTB 

As the necessary details for determining the tax base and allocating the tax burden under 

CCCTB have not been finalized yet, we have to make a number of appropriate assumptions in 

order to perform an assessment simulation.  

                                                 
29 Cf. Hernler, 2004b, p. 250. 
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As it is anticipated that modified IFRS financial statements will be the starting point, we as-

sume for the sake of simplicity that the tax base under CCCTB will not be broadened due to 

modified tax regulations (Jacobs et al., 2005) and that the determination of business income 

will correspond to the sum of business income under current tax law. In our simplified model 

the consolidated tax base TBt
CCCTB  is determined by the following formula:  

(5) TBt
CCCTB=BIt

CCCTB - Lct
CCCTB, 

where  

BIt
CCCTB = CFt

H + IIt
H - Dt

H + CFt
S + IIt

S - Dt
S, 

with  

 BIt
CCCTB:  Consolidated business income in t under CCCTB at group level, 

Lct
CCCTB:  Clearable, unlimited loss carry-forward in t under CCCTB at group level, 

TBt
CCCTB: Tax base in t under CCCTB at group level. 

 

The uniformly determined tax base TBt
CCCTB

 has to be apportioned to countries A and B. In 

this context, the allocation factors are of particular importance as the effects of apportionment 

can vary widely depending on the choice of factors.30 One possible apportionment system for 

the EU is based on US tax law. In the US, apportionment is based on payroll, property and/or 

sales.31  

In our model, the factor sales is used as the only allocation factor. With respect to the defini-

tion of sales, it is assumed that they are determined by cash flow. Hence, cash flow is as-

sumed to be 5% of sales.32 It is presumed that the destination point corresponds to the place of 

origin: 

(6a) H
t

H
t S05,0CF ⋅= , 

(6b)  S
t

S
t S05,0CF ⋅= , 

where H
tS and S

tS  are sales in the holding’s and the subsidiary’s Member States.  

Therefore, the apportionment is determined by  

                                                 
30 Cf., e.g., Wellisch, 2004, p. 25. 
31 Cf., e.g., Goolsbee and Maydew, 2000, pp. 127-128. 
32 Thus the payments indirectly include expenditure but not depreciation. The sales/payments ratio conforms to a sample of 
German medium-sized, large-sized enterprises in the engineering industry. The information was taken from the German 
database DAFNE. The sensitivity analysis showed that a variation in the parameter (cash flow in relation to sales) would 
have no significant impact on the results.  
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(7) )α1(τατT A
t

SA
t

HCCCTB
t −⋅+⋅=

,
 

with S
t

H
t

H
tA

t SS
Sα
+

= , where CCCTB
tT  describes the tax burden under CCCTB and Hτ  and Sτ  are the 

tax rates in the holding’s and the subsidiary’s Member States.  

The loss offset option currently favoured by the EU Commission33 and assumed in this analy-

sis foresees that losses remain at the parent level and can be set off against future consolidated 

profits.34 As the Commission favours transnational loss offset at the parent level, we assume 

that any losses remain at parent level.   

Obviously, many details with respect to the CCCTB have yet to be resolved. The tax burden 

and the resulting effects on investment decisions significantly depend on the choice and 

weighting of the apportionment factors in formula apportionment. A Commission working 

group is currently drafting the apportionment factors. Payroll, sales and property have not 

been excluded so far. As the present analysis uses the “sales” factor, which affects a shift in 

the cost of capital, the main driving factors in our analysis do not depend on the allocation 

formula (retention policy, differentiation between business and non-business income).        

 

3.2 Analysis of the basic scenario      

In the following section we introduce the basic model. In a sensitivity analysis we analyze the 

impact of selected parameters of the underlying systems on the results.  

We presume a market rate of return and a discounting factor of r = 0.1.35 The parent’s initial 

outlay is given by I0=200. The overall real investment holds for a planning horizon of ten 

years, whereas the investment object is depreciated straight-line over five years, in both coun-

                                                 
33 Cf. European Commission, 2007, p. 6. 
34 Cf. European Commission, 2006b, p. 4. 
35 In consideration of the tax rate in the respective Member State we have )τ1(rr HH

t −⋅=  for the after-tax discount rate in 

the holding’s Member State and )τ1(rr SS
t −⋅=  for the after-tax discount rate in the subsidiary’s Member State.  
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tries A and B, in accordance with the expected taxable useful life.36 The decision criterion in 

the investigation is the resulting required minimum pre-tax rate of return, which is equal to 

the pre-tax cost of capital. To demonstrate the effects of ETAS and CCCTB in contrast to 

current tax laws in the European Union, the existing tax system is used as starting point in the 

analysis.          

Initially, a tax rate of 30% is assumed in both the parent and the subsidiary’s Member States 

of domicile.37 Furthermore, earnings are assumed to be retained. Then, the resulting pre-tax 

costs of capital for the different EU tax concepts are almost identical: 

 

Table 3: Pre-Tax Cost of Capital in the Basic Scenario 
 

 

 

 

 

Table 3 demonstrates the real investment benefits from tax privileges due to the depreciation 

effects compared to the financial investment with a pre-tax rate of return of 10%.  

Under ETAS, within the first periods of the planning horizon no tax burden accrues for the 

multinational corporation due to depreciation effects. This effect is identical to the one under 

the present tax system. Once the investment is fully depreciated, taxes have to be paid to the 

respective Member State of domicile. Despite the different determination of the tax bases in 

these two tax systems, an identical tax burden results for both parent and subsidiary under 

current tax law and under ETAS. The full effect of the tax credit on the corporate tax already 

paid to the subsidiary’s Member State of domicile decreases the EU base tax under ETAS. No 

tax credit carry forward occurs. By contrast, under CCCTB taxes have to be paid already in 

the second period of the planning horizon to the respective Member State of domicile, result-

ing from the separate loss offset of business or non-business income. Here, interest income is 
                                                 
36 See sensitivity analysis, section 3.3.3 for an analysis with different expected taxable useful lives in Member States A and 
B. 
37 See sensitivity analysis, section 3.3.2. 

tax system 
 

CCCTB 
 

ETAS 
 

actual 
tax law 

pre-tax cost of capital before tax 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 
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taxed separately as non-business income and is not set off against operating losses. That is 

why the business income tax base becomes positive at a later point in time than under ETAS 

or current tax law, because the interest income does not increase profit. Under CCCTB these 

interest effects can influence the liquidity in case of high-income payments as taxes on inter-

est income are payable earlier than under ETAS or the present system. In this basic scenario, 

assuming identical tax rates in the EU Member States, the tax burden of the corporation will 

not vary.            

In reality tax rates across the EU differ considerably. For multinational corporations with 

transnational operations, this basic scenario and its uniform level of taxation will not represent 

the normal case. Furthermore, the assumption of a policy of full earnings retention is a very 

simplified premise. Nonetheless, the basic scenario we have just analyzed reflects the greatest 

possible uniformity of results within the different tax concepts. In the following section we 

analyze how differing sets of assumption influence the tax burden under the underlying con-

cepts.   

 

3.3 Sensitivity Analysis  

3.3.1 Tax Rates 

Using a sensitivity analysis we will now investigate the influence of selected parameters on 

the pre-tax cost of capital and on the tax burden.  

Now, the tax rates in the two Member States of domicile are non-identical and modelled be-

tween 10 and 40%.38 In addition, we consider two different types of the CCCTB concept. 

Firstly, we distinguish between business and non-business income in analogy to the procedure 

in the US (CCCTB (I)). In this case, non-business income, e.g., interest income and divi-

dends, is not included in the loss compensation, but allocated directly to the respective busi-

                                                 
38 Cf., e.g., Slemrod, 2004, for the implications of changes in nominal and effective company tax rates. 
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ness entity.39 Secondly, we relax the assumption of a differentiation between business and 

non-business income (CCCTB (II)). Then, business income is not taxed separately and in-

cluded in the loss compensation.40     

The pre-tax cost of capital for the investigated combinations of tax rates under CCCTB, 

ETAS and current tax law for some selected examples is: 

 

Table 4: Pre-Tax Cost of Capital in Case of Retained Earnings   
 Cases  Combination of tax rates CCCTB (I) 

 

CCCTB (II) ETAS 

 

actual 

tax law 

 1  Hτ = 0.4; Sτ = 0.1 9.7% 9.6% 11.8% 9.7% 
 2  Hτ = 0.3; Sτ = 0.3 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 9.5% 
 3  Hτ =  0.1; Sτ = 0.4 9.6% 9.6% 8.7% 9.6% 
CCCTB (I): Differentiation between business and non-business income under CCCTB  

CCCTB (II): No differentiation between business and non-business income under CCCTB   

 

Table 4 shows that under ETAS the real investment is tax discriminated in the case of a pre-

tax rate of return of 11.8%, whereas the pre-tax rate of return of the finance investment 

amounts to 10.0%. This effect occurs under ETAS because of a high tax rate of 40% in the 

holding’s Member State (country H). The subsidiary’s tax base is included in the EU tax base 

and hence also subject to the high tax rate of 40%. In the other cases the real investment is tax 

favoured in all tax systems compared to the financial investment due to dominating deprecia-

tion effects.41 

Thus, table 4 demonstrates that the chosen combinations of tax rates vary in terms of their 

influence on the pre-tax cost of capital. Major fluctuations occur especially under ETAS. If 

the ETAS holding is domiciled in a high-tax country,42 the parent’s pre-tax cost of capital is 

on principle higher than under the other tax concepts (cases 1) particularly due to the combi-

                                                 
39 Cf. Weiner, 2005, p. 22; Agúndez-García, 2006, pp.17-18. 
40 This treatment is also recommended by several experts, cf., e.g., Spengel and Wendt, 2007, pp. 37-38.  
41 The present value of linear depreciation is greater than the present value of an economic depreciation and thus a neutral 
depreciation pattern. 
42 High-tax country, viz. Hτ  > Sτ . 
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nation of a high tax rate and high tax base under ETAS. The high EU tax base, which is mul-

tiplied with a high tax rate, leads to a high EU base tax burden before considering the EU tax 

credit carry forward, so that the parent’s tax burden under ETAS is significantly higher than 

under CCCTB or current tax law. While the corporate tax levied by the Member State of the 

ETAS subsidiary can be credited entirely against the tax liability of the parent company, the 

higher tax rate in the parent’s country of domicile will apply also to the subsidiary’s tax base. 

On balance, the parent will hence have to bear a higher tax burden than under the present sys-

tem and CCCTB.                

By contrast, if the parent is domiciled in low-tax country43, its cost of capital before tax will 

be relatively lower under ETAS (case 3) as the EU tax base is multiplied with a lower tax rate 

and therefore the parent’s EU base tax will be lower. Due to the tax credit mechanism, the 

subsidiary’s high tax payments in Member State S mean that no or only few remaining taxes 

accrue, so in most cases an EU tax credit carry forward will be formed at parent level. In addi-

tion to the lower EU base tax, this tax credit carry forward will decrease the parent’s tax bur-

den in subsequent periods.    

Obviously, under ETAS the EU tax credit carry forward can have a significant impact on the 

cost of capital. The higher the tax burden in the subsidiary’s Member State and the lower the 

tax burden in the parent’s Member State, the stronger the effects of the EU tax credit carry 

forward on the tax burden. As a result the tax revenue of the subsidiary’s Member State of 

domicile may even decrease. A lower tax burden in the subsidiary’s Member State can arise 

particularly if a negative EU tax base for the ETAS group is determined, and the parent’s tax 

losses cannot be compensated by gains of the ETAS subsidiary even in the long term.    

The pre-tax cost of capital under CCCTB do not vary significantly with varying tax rates 

compared to the current tax system, particularly due to the chosen formula apportionment and 

                                                 
43 Low-tax country, viz. Hτ  < Sτ . 



 - 21 - 

the positive periodical cash flows (CFt).44 The formula apportionment under CCCTB (I) and 

(II) is merely based on sales, which in our model are assumed to be generated symmetrically 

by the parent and the subsidiary. There are no significant differences between the investigated 

variations of CCCTB (CCCTB (I) and CCCTB (II)). However, small alterations can be identi-

fied with respect to the differentiation towards business and non-business income. The results 

are obvious: Due to the loss-offset between the different income types (ordinary income and 

non-business income) the pre-tax cost of capital under CCCTB (II) is lower than under 

CCCTB (I). Although in our model the effects are rather small, the impact of the differentia-

tion of business and non-business income should not be neglected. Furthermore, we assume 

linear tax rates. In case of progressive tax rates these effects would become stronger. In our 

investigation the cost of capital before taxes and the tax burden are identical under both 

CCCTB (I) and current tax law. In this example, the pre-tax cost of capital under CCCTB (I) 

always remains the same independently of the chosen tax rates. Yet in reality, this similar or 

even identical situation will be an exception. Still, varying the tax rates reveals that CCCTB 

and the current system cause fewer tax rate-induced distortions than ETAS. Nevertheless, 

under CCCTB the Member States lose sovereignty in tax policy. In contrast, the aim under 

ETAS is to preserve competition among the Member States in order to maintain their sover-

eignty while allowing them to approximate their tax rates.   

 

3.3.2 Distribution of earnings 

Under the above assumptions, we find the following pre-tax cost of capital for the investi-

gated combinations of tax rates if earnings are distributed:   

                                                 
44 Bond and Chennels, 2000, and the European Commission, 2001, analyzed the effects of corporate taxation on the cost of 
capital. Bond and Chennels, 2000 limit their investigation to the current tax laws in seven Member States. Besides investment 
decisions at the national level, the investigation also includes transnational investments. Cf. Bond and Chennells, 2000, pp. 7-
14 and 18-21. The European Commission, 2001 also examines different tax scenarios within the EU, e.g. the harmonization 
of depreciation, cf. European Commission, 2001, p. 153. The analysis includes the shareholder level, so that a direct com-
parison with our results is not possible. Nonetheless, the summary of the simulation comes very close to our results particu-
larly with respect to CCTB. Assuming a common consolidated tax base, the cost of capital is identical to the cost of capital 
under the basic scenario and current tax law, cf. European Commission, 2001, pp. 171-176. 



 - 22 - 

Table 5: Pre-Tax Cost of Capital in Case of Completely Distributed Earnings 
cases  combination of tax rates CCCTB (I) CCCTB (II) ETAS 

 

actual 

tax law 

 1  Hτ = 0.4; Sτ = 0.1 10.7% 9.7% 11.7% 10.8% 
 2  Hτ = 0.3; Sτ = 0.3 9.6% 9.5% 9.5% 9.6% 
 3  Hτ = 0.1; Sτ = 0.4 8.7% 9.7% 8.5% 8.7% 
CCCTB (I): Differentiation between business and non-business income under CCCTB  

CCCTB (II): No differentiation between business and non-business income under CCCTB   

 

A tax privilege of the real investment is identifiable in all tax systems for cases 2 and 3. Table 

5 shows also that the real investment is tax discriminated in case 1 with respect to the current 

tax system and CCCTB (I).45  Under CCCTB (I) and the current tax system, this is due to the 

effects of earnings distribution. The required pre-tax rate of return (10.7% or 10.8%) of the 

real investment is higher than the pre-tax rate of return of the financial investment (10%). The 

earnings distributed by the subsidiary are invested and taxed in the holding’s Member State at 

40%. CCCTB (II) has to be regarded as a special case because distributed earnings (as non-

business income) are included in the loss compensation and thus also affect the formula ap-

portionment.  

At first glance, there are no significant differences between distributed and retained earnings 

(table 5 and 4). Neither ETAS nor CCCTB bring forth any surprises with regard to the trans-

national investment in any of these combinations, although the distributed earnings are con-

sidered to be reinvested in the parent’s Member State of domicile. However, a closer look 

reveals that the cost of capital in case of retained earnings varies considerably to that in case 

of distributed earnings (table 6). 

In case of retained earnings the relative differences of the pre-tax cost of capital differ signifi-

cantly under the current tax system and under CCCTB (I), especially if tax rates vary between 

country H and S. Under ETAS these relative differences are smaller. This effect is due to the 

differences in the way the tax systems treat interest. Under current tax law and CCCTB (I) 

                                                 
45 For explanations for ETAS see section 3.3.1 
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interest income is taxed as non-business income in the Member State it is generated. In the 

case of distributed earnings, the entire amount of interest income is subject to taxation in the 

parent’s Member State of domicile. If the parent’s Member State has a high tax rate, under the 

present tax system and CCCTB (I) the tax burden will be higher than if earnings are retained 

(case 1). By contrast, with a low tax rate in the parent’s Member State (case 3), the pre-tax 

cost of capital will be lower because the interest income is taxed here.  

 

Table 6: Relative Difference in Cost of Capital before Taxes in Case of Distributed  
               Earnings Compared to Those in Case of Retained Earnings 
 
 

cases 

  

combination of tax rates 

 

CCCTB (I) 

 

CCCTB (II) 

 

ETAS 

 

 

actual 

tax law 

 1  Hτ = 0.4; Sτ = 0.1 10.3% 1.0% -0.8% 11. 3% 
 2  Hτ = 0.3; Sτ = 0,3 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.0% 
 3  Hτ = 0.1; Sτ = 0.4 -9.4% 1.4% -2.3% -9.4% 
CCCTB (I): Differentiation between business and non-business income under CCCTB  

CCCTB (II): No differentiation between business and non-business income under CCCTB   

 

ETAS weakens these effects. The simple addition of the tax bases to the EU tax base produces 

a very similar tax base regardless of whether earnings are retained or distributed. It hence 

does not play a significant role where interest income is taxed and what distribution policy is 

favoured. The tax burden is always very similar regardless of whether earnings are distributed 

or retained. Consequently, ETAS produces fewer tax distortions compared to the retained 

earnings case. Under the current system and CCCTB (I) special rules could be integrated into 

the respective tax code to reach a corresponding insensitivity towards earnings distribution 

policy.  

Because there is no differentiation between business and non-business income under CCCTB 

all types of income are included into the taxable amount. Hence, the relative differences be-

tween retained and distributed earnings are minimized under CCCTB (II). Due to the positive 

cash flow in the initial periods of the planning horizon the interest income is positive. If this 
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positive interest income is included in the consolidated tax base it can be set off against busi-

ness income. Thus, the pre-tax cost of capital decreases significantly. Our investigation shows 

that the differentiation between business and non-business income under CCCTB is of par-

ticular importance.      

 

3.3.3 Taxable income  

Whereas CCCTB entails new regulations for a uniform EU-wide determination of taxable 

income, under ETAS the national tax regulations are maintained. The perpetuation of national 

tax laws under ETAS is justified by the fact that otherwise, specific national tax exemptions 

and privileges, e.g. sponsorships of research, would have to be taxed at group level.  

The influence of the national determination of taxable income has not been considered in our 

model so far. To find out the magnitude of a possible impact on our results the assumption of 

a uniform determination is relaxed in this part of the sensitivity analysis. Hence, in the follow-

ing investigation we analyze the impact of applying different national tax codes under ETAS. 

We investigate the influence of different national tax codes by using different expected useful 

lives of the investment object for Member States H and S. The depreciation pattern serves as 

proxy for non-cash determinants of the tax base (e.g., provisions, inventories, etc.). 

 

Table 7: Pre-Tax Cost of Capital for different expected useful lives under ETAS 
 case 1 

Hτ =0.4; Sτ =0.1 
case 2 

Hτ =0.3; Sτ =0.3 
case 3 

Hτ =0.1; Sτ =0.4 

basic scenario  11.8% 9.9% 8.8% 

option 1 11.9% 10.0% 8.8% 

option 2 12.0% 10.3% 8.9% 

Basic scenario: Useful life Member State H (holding) 5 years, Member State S 5 years 

Option 1: Useful life Member State H (holding) 10 years, Member State S immediate write-off  
Option 2: Member State H (holding) immediate write-off, useful life Member State S 10 years 
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Table 7 shows the pre-tax cost of capital for various tax rate combinations and different tax-

able useful lives. These results demonstrate the effects of differing national rules for the tax-

able income under ETAS.  

Generally, there are slight differences with respect to the underlying useful lives for the ana-

lyzed options 1 and 2 compared to the basic scenario. If a longer expected useful life of 10 

years is assumed for the holding’s Member State H and immediate depreciation is presumed 

in the subsidiary’s Member State S, the tax specification of the respective Member States can 

be beneficial for the real investment of the underlying multinational corporation (option 1). 

As table 7 shows, the pre-tax cost of capital is lower under option 1 in cases 1 and 3 in com-

parison to option 2. Under option 2 the holding’s country allows for accelerated depreciation 

and the subsidiary’s country for a 10-year useful life.  

If a long expected useful life of ten years is presumed in the subsidiary’s Member State, the 

tax base is already positive in the first period under review due to the low depreciation allow-

ance. Hence, the local tax burden arises at the subsidiary’s level in the first period. At group 

level a tax credit already occurs in the first period under review, so that the local tax burden 

can be credited against the group’s tax burden. A remaining negative tax credit leads to an EU 

tax credit carry forward.  

Otherwise, if an immediate depreciation can be applied in the subsidiary’s Member State (op-

tion 1), the subsidiary’s tax base is negative in the first period. In subsequent periods the local 

subsidiary’s tax base becomes positive, so that the EU tax credit arises in later periods of the 

planning horizon. In this case, there is no46 or only a low47 EU tax credit carry forward due to 

the missing or lower negative credit. The tax credit can be compensated immediately or al-

most completely against the group’s tax burden.  

                                                 
46 If Hτ = 0.4 und Sτ = 0.1. The relatively low local tax payments in the subsidiary’s domicile can be credited in full against 

the EU base tax.  
47 If Hτ = 0.1 und Sτ = 0.4. The relatively high local tax payments in the subsidiary’s domicile cannot always be credited in 

full against the EU base tax.  
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In case of an immediate write-off in the subsidiary’s domicile the effects caused by the EU 

tax credit are higher for the overall planning horizon than in case of the ten-year depreciation. 

For the ten-year planning horizon the EU tax credit will have a greater effect on the group’s 

tax burden in case of an immediate write-off in Member State S and lead to lower pre-tax cost 

of capital under the given set of assumptions. Obviously, the tax rates in the holding or sub-

sidiary’s Member State do not play a major role in our simulation.  

However, we have to point out that these results cannot be generalized for further scenarios 

with inframarginal investment, i.e., cases where the real investment after taxes is more advan-

tageous than the financial investment. Then, our results depend particularly on the chosen 

combinations of tax rates. If a profitable real investment after taxes is assumed, option 2 is 

more attractive, e.g., for a setting with a tax rate of 10% in the parent’s country of domicile 

and a tax rate of 40% in the subsidiary’s country of domicile. In this scenario the chosen 

combination of tax rates and the EU tax credit carry forward invoke a tax benefit.  

In case of marginal investments and multi-period planning the effects differ slightly depend-

ing on the expected useful life. However, if we focus on the tax effects within one period, 

these differences can have considerable impacts.48 For noteworthy impacts to occur over a 

multi-period planning horizon, the tax bases in the underlying Member States have to differ 

                                                 
48 The possible effects in one single period are demonstrated in the following simple example. It is assumed that the subsidi-
ary performs an investment that amounts to € 50,000. Depending on the expected useful life the following differences can 
occur:  
Expected useful life in the subsidiary’s domicile 10 years 1 year 
Subsidiary tax rate Sτ =0.1     
Cash flow € 100k € 100k  
Depreciation   € 5k € 50k 
Tax base € 95k € 50k  
Taxes paid to the subsidiary’s domicile € 9.5k € 5k 
  
Holding, tax rate Hτ =0.4    
Cash flow  € 50k € 50k  
Subsidiary’s tax base  € 95k € 50k  
EU tax base € 145k € 100k  
EU base tax € 58k € 40k  

Due to the modified expected useful life the group’s corporate tax payments are €18k higher in case of 10-year depreciation 
in the considered period. 
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significantly. Then, further effects may occur due to the resulting interest effects depending 

on the divergent tax payments at different points of time. 

The results demonstrate that multinational corporations can benefit from the perpetuation of 

national tax systems across the EU. By choosing to make tax-optimized real investments cor-

porations can intentionally minimize the tax burden or the pre-tax cost of capital, respectively. 

These effects are due to the different national tax systems and the options regulated in diverse 

national tax laws (e.g., provisions or evaluation of inventories).  

Generally, the EU tax credit can be credited in full against the group’s tax burden if the EU 

base tax is higher than the taxes the subsidiaries paid to their respective Member States. A 

negative EU tax credit (EU tax credit carry forward) under ETAS occurs in particular if the 

tax rate of the holding’s Member State is lower and if the tax rates of the subsidiary’s Member 

State are higher, or if the group’s tax base is negative. A proportionate tax credit would not 

eliminate tax planning completely, but lower the possibilities of intentional tax planning for 

EU-wide operating corporations.49  

Tax planning, as it is likely to occur under ETAS caused by the determination of national tax-

able incomes and its (undesirable) distortional implications, cannot arise under CCCTB due to 

the uniform regulations for all EU Member States. 

 

3.3.4 Relocation of a business entity’s domicile  

As our previous investigation and the sensitivity analysis for different tax rates show, “losers” 

under ETAS and “winners” under CCCTB are generally groups whose parents are located in a 

high-tax country and whose subsidiaries are domiciled in a low-tax country. Hence, under 

ETAS there is an incentive to relocate the holding’s domicile to a low-tax country to mini-

mize the multinational’s tax burden.  

                                                 
49 Currently, it is not clear under ETAS if the EU tax credit can be entirely or partial credited against the EU base tax. Cf. 
Hernler, 2004b, p. 250. 
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Now, we study the tax effects for a scenario where the holding is relocated to a lower-tax 

country. Generally, the EU base tax will be lower if the holding is relocated because the EU 

tax base, or the sum total of the holding and the subsidiary’s tax bases, respectively, are mul-

tiplied by the lower tax rate in the holding’s Member State. The group’s tax burden is conse-

quently lower. Nevertheless, the subsidiary’s tax base and its tax payment to its Member State 

are significant for the group’s tax burden within the considered planning horizon.  

If constant positive and equal cash flows over time are presumed in countries H and S - as is 

assumed in the basic scenario - and if the holding is domiciled in a low-tax country, the sub-

sidiary has to pay its local tax in the first period of the planning horizon to its Member State. 

Due to the credit mechanism a negative surplus of EU tax credit or an EU tax credit carry 

forward, respectively, remains in the first period. No earlier than in the second period, this EU 

tax credit carry forward affects the tax burden of the ETAS group.50 As the EU tax credit car-

ry forward is first set off against the local tax of the subsidiary in the second period, the tax 

burden is then lower. Hence, there is a permanent disadvantage for the multinational corpora-

tion with respect to interest and liquidity effects. These interest and liquidity effects recur 

once the EU tax credit is consumed and thus have a long-term impact. In case of a restrictive 

credit mechanism the disadvantageous interest and liquidity effects could become even more 

intensive. If the taxes paid by the subsidiaries can be credited in full against the EU base tax, 

there are no negative interest and liquidity effects for the group. In this context it is not exces-

sively advantageous for the ETAS group to relocate only the parent’s domicile – and not the 

value-added part – to a low-tax area. Furthermore, a race-to-the-bottom effect would probably 

not occur as this effect would lead to a permanent EU tax credit carry forward and moreover, 

would not incur an immediate tax benefit. By this means (desired) convergence of the tax 

rates is likely to emerge.51  

                                                 
50 Hernler confirms this intentional delay of the use of the EU tax credit carry forward (Hernler, 2004b, p. 250). 
51 Cf. Hernler, 2004b, p. 250. 
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Nevertheless, the multinational’s tax payments can be lowered by relocating the holding’s 

domicile and taking advantage of the effects caused by substantial EU tax rate differentials. 

For a more restrictive credit mechanism, e.g., a restriction with respect to time or amount, 

specific rules could be implemented in ETAS to prevent the holding’s relocation to low-tax 

countries from being beneficial with respect to taxes. 

Under ETAS a competitive pressure of tax rates is generally considered desirable. A problem-

atic situation may arise if the holding’s tax rate amounts to zero (e.g. in Estonia in case of 

retained earnings). In this case a minimum tax rate would be useful for avoiding such constel-

lations, in that the EU base tax annually amounts to zero. 

The most advantageous situation for the multinational group would be one with almost equal 

tax rates in the underlying countries, as then the taxes the subsidiaries pay to their Member 

States can be credited in full against the group’s tax base.    

The tax rates are significant in both tax systems. The holding’s tax rate is of particular interest 

under ETAS, as the holding’s tax rate is levied on both the holding and the subsidiary’s tax 

base (EU tax base). Moreover, the results significantly depend on the subsidiary’s profit situa-

tion.52    

In contrast, under CCCTB the holding and the subsidiary’s tax rates are important value driv-

ers, depending on the allocation factor. However, the tax rates are the only component the 

Member States can autonomously determine under CCCTB. In principle, multinationals will 

react more sensitively with respect to the tax rates under ETAS or CCCTB than under the 

current tax system.  

With respect to current conditions this situation may obviously be disadvantageous for high-

tax countries and furthermore, may oblige high-tax Member States to reduce their tax rates. 

Under ETAS an approximation of the tax rates to a medium level is likely due to the deferred 

                                                 
52 The consequences cannot be generalized as the effects change with respect to the income situation of the subsidiary. If the 
subsidiary does not realize taxable profits but generates losses, the EU tax credit amounts to zero and no EU tax credit carry 
forward occurs. 
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tax credit mechanism. However, under CCCTB the Member States run the risk of reducing 

their tax rates to a minimum level (“race to the bottom”) to counteract tax competition. Unlike 

ETAS, CCCTB does not include a mechanism for preventing a “race to the bottom” of the tax 

rates. Accordingly, implementing a minimum tax rate may be advisable under CCCTB.53  

Furthermore, the credit mechanism of ETAS can counteract the relocation of active opera-

tions, as long as the holding’s member state does durably not maintain the highest tax rate. A 

relocation of active operations (e.g., employment) is more conceivable under CCCTB, be-

cause depending on the allocation factors (e.g., payroll) the relocation can then be favoured. 

This circumstance could particularly discriminate industrial countries under CCCTB.   

 

4 Summary 

The components of a European tax system with CCCTB or ETAS differ significantly. Never-

theless, we can perform a comparison in the chosen model framework. We determine the 

minimum required minimum pre-tax rate of return of a real investment in comparison to a 

financial investment within a multinational group. We identify for specific scenarios under 

which conditions and tax concepts a real investment is tax favoured or tax discriminated. Fur-

thermore, we show that both ETAS and CCCTB react sensitively to the variation of selected 

parameters, but each in their own way. 

Our analyses demonstrate that the tax planning that is possible under the current tax system 

will be impaired under ETAS and under CCCTB.   

With respect to tax rate differentials in the EU Member States we find that the “losers” under 

ETAS and the “winners” under CCCTB are generally groups whose holdings are located in a 

high-tax country and whose subsidiaries are domiciled in a lower-tax country. By contrast, 

corporations where the parent is domiciled in a lower-tax country and the subsidiary is located 

in a high-tax country are the “winners” under ETAS and “losers” under CCCTB. Hence, tax 

                                                 
53 Cf. Spengel, 2007. 
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planning is possible under ETAS to a greater extent than under CCCTB due to the inclusion 

of all profits in the ETAS EU tax base that is then multiplied with the tax rate in the holding’s 

state of domicile. Under ETAS the advantage of the real investment in comparison of the fi-

nancial investments depends more heavily on the relation of the tax rates than under CCCTB 

or the current tax system.   

For multinational corporations, tax planning under ETAS is not likely with respect to reten-

tion policy due to the EU tax base. Under CCCTB the outcomes for different retention poli-

cies significantly depend on the differentiation between business and non-business income. A 

concept of CCCTB where business income and non-business income are treated differently 

(see CCCTB (I)) is not recommended under the given set of assumptions, because tax plan-

ning for multinationals could be attractive depending on their retention policy. This effect is 

due to the differently taxed interest income; thus the distorting potential could be higher. As 

our results show, multinationals cannot influence their tax burden via their retention policy 

under CCCTB without differentiating between these different income types (see CCCTB (II)).    

Further, tax planning can be performed with respect to the determination of taxable income 

under ETAS, whereas it is not as attractive for multinationals under CCCTB because of uni-

form EU-wide tax regulations. 

The competitive pressure resulting from the different tax rates is intended to lead to a conver-

gence of tax rates at medium level and the perpetuation of tax competition. However, there is 

still an incentive to relocate the holding to a lower-tax country. The sensitivity analysis shows 

that the ETAS tax credit mechanism can prevent a relocation of the ETAS holding in profit 

situations, as there is a long-term impact with respect to interest and liquidity. However, un-

der CCCTB the relocation of each business entity will be of particular importance when mul-

tinational groups optimize their European tax burden. A mechanism to prevent a “race to the 

bottom” in tax rates in the EU is not yet part of the CCCTB concept. The only way to circum-

vent this development under CCCTB is to introduce a minimum tax rate at EU level. The re-
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location of active operation is more feasible under CCCTB depending on the allocation fac-

tors, whereas the credit mechanism under ETAS can even prohibit the relocation of any active 

operation.         

In the sensitivity analysis we find out that tax planning still remains possible in some aspects 

under CCCTB and ETAS. Furthermore, the analysis points out that under ETAS and CCCTB 

several advantages can be specified, in comparison to the current tax system. Still, our results 

particularly depend on the assumptions made. E.g., assumptions about the loss-offset rules for 

both analyzed systems are made, as we focus on an unlimited loss-carry forward for ETAS 

and CCCTB. However, in both concepts the loss-offset rules are of significant relevance 

(Oestreicher and Koch, 2008). Furthermore, under ETAS it could be important for a multina-

tional’s tax planning whether full compensation or a proportionate tax credit will be imple-

mented.  

All in all, much discussion and analysis is still needed before CCCTB or a concept that is 

more oriented towards the principle of domicile (such as ETAS) can be implemented in the 

European Union. It is not possible to state unambiguously whether one system is more or less 

advantageous than the other as they differ considerably and many details remain unclear. Our 

analysis illustrates that many tax distortions will persist even after ETAS or CCCTB are in-

troduced. Nevertheless, it shows that ETAS also provides several advantages compared to the 

higher-profile CCCTB, as under ETAS tax planning and in turn, tax distortions are in many 

cases less likely.  

In summary, we find ETAS offers several important advantages compared to CCCTB and is a 

viable option, considering that it is simpler and easier to implement. Hence, ETAS has the 

potential to improve allocational and administrative efficiency and thus should be further 

elaborated.  

Finally, we point out that the advantages of each tax system significantly depend on the indi-

vidual investment situation the multinational corporation faces. However, the advantages also 
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depend on the legal framework and the definition of the respective concept. Politicians should 

keep in mind the sensitivities, advantages and drawbacks of both concepts when developing a 

European corporate tax reform and refining the idea of CCCTB. 

 

 

References 

Agúndez-García, A. (2006) The Delineation and Apportionment of an EU Consolidated Tax 
Base for Multi-Jurisdictional Corporate Income Taxation: A Review of Issues and Options, 
European Commission, Taxation Papers, Working Paper No. 9, Directorate-General Taxa-
tion and Customs. 

Anand, B. and Sansing, R. (2000) The Weighting Game: Formula Apportionment as an In-
strument of Public Policy, National Tax Journal 53, pp. 183-199. 

Baldwin, R. (1959) How to assess investment proposals, Harvard Business Review 37, pp. 98-
104.   

Bond, S. and Chennells, L. (2000) Corporate Income Taxes and Investment: A Comparative 
Study, Working Paper The Institute for Fiscal Studies.  

Cerioni, L. (2006) The Introduction of Comprehensive Approaches to Business Taxation: At 
the Root of Competition and Discriminating Dilemmas or ... The Long and Winding Road 
to a Solution? – Part 2, European Taxation 45, pp. 13-27. 

Cnossen, S. (2001) Tax Policy in the European Union, FinanzArchiv 58, pp. 466-558. 
Devereux, M. P. and Griffith, R. (1999) The Taxation of discrete investment choices, Work-

ing Paper 98/16, Institute for Fiscal Studies. 
Eberhartinger, E. and Klostermann, M. (2007) What if IFRS were a Tax Base? New Empiri-

cal Evidence from an Austrian Perspective, Accounting in Europe 4, pp. 141-168. 
Eggert, W. and Schjelderup, G. (2003) Symmetric Tax Competition under Formula Appor-

tionment, Journal of Public Economic Theory 5, pp. 439-446. 
European Commission (2001) Communication from the Commission to the Council, the Eu-

ropean Parliament and the Economic and Social Committee. Towards an Internal Market 
without Tax Obstacles, COM (2001) 582.  

European Commission (2003) ‘Communication from the Commission to the Council, the Eu-
ropean Parliament and the European Economic and Social Committee – An Internal Market 
without company tax obstacles achievements, ongoing initiatives and remaining chal-
lenges’, COM(2003) 752 final.  

European Commission (2006a) ‘Communication from the Commission to the Council, the 
European Parliament and the European Economic and Social Committee. Implementing the 
Community Lisbon Programme: Progress to date and next steps towards a Common Con-
solidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)’, COM(2006) 157 final.   

European Commission (2006b) An overview of the main issues that emerged at a second 
meeting of the subgroup on group taxation (SG5 – 2 & 3 October 2006), Working Docu-
ment, Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base Working Group, Taxud El OP/RP, 23 
November 2006.  



 - 34 - 

European Commission (2007) An overview of the main issues that emerged at the third meet-
ing of the subgroup on group taxation (SG5 – 05 & 06 February 2007), Working Document, 
Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base Working Community, Taxud El OP/RP, 1 
March 2007. 

European Economic and Social Committee (2006) Opinion of European Economic and Social 
Committee on the Creation of a Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base in the EU, Offi-
cial Journal of the European Union, 49 (2006/C88/1), pp. 48-53 . 

European Parliament (2005) European Parliament Resolution on Taxation of Undertakings in 
the European Union: A Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base, (2005/2120 (INI), 13 
December 2005. 

Ford, R. S. (1933) The Allocation of Corporate Income for the Purpose of State Taxation (Al-
bany: Lyon).  

Fuest, C., Hemmelgarn, T. and Ramb, F. (2006) How would the introduction of an EU-wide 
formula apportionment affect the distribution and size of the corporate tax base? An analy-
sis based on German multinationals, International Tax and Public Finance 14, pp. 605-626. 

Goolsbee, A. and Maydew, E. L. (2000) Coveting thy neighbor’s manufacturing: the dilemma 
of state income apportionment, Journal of Public Economics 75, pp. 125-143. 

Gordon, R. and Wilson, J. D. (1986) An Examination of Multijurisdictional Corporate Income 
Taxation under Formula Apportionment, Econometrica 54, pp. 1357-1373. 

Hellerstein, J. (1968) Recent Developments in State Tax Apportionment and the Circumscrip-
tion of Unitary Business, National Tax Journal 4, pp. 487-503.  

Hellerstein, W. and McLure, C. (2004) The European Commission’s Report on Company 
Income Taxation: What the EU Can Learn from the Experience of the US States, Interna-
tional Tax and Public Finance 11, pp. 199-220. 

Hernler, J. (2003) ETAS – European Tax Allocation System, ein Lösungsvorschlag für eine 
einheitliche Ertragsbesteuerung euroäischer Unternehmen, Der Betrieb 56, pp. 60-65. 

Hernler, J. (2004a) Einheitliche Ertragsbesteuerung europäischer Unternehmen – European 
Tax Allocation System, Steuern und Wirtschaft International 8, pp. 392-397. 

Hernler, J. (2004b) European Tax Allocation System (ETAS): A Proposal for a Consolidated 
European Tax System, European Taxation 44, pp. 246-251. 

Jacobs, O. et al. (2005) EU Company Taxation in Case of a Common Tax Base: A Computer-
based Calculation and Comparison Using the Enhanced Model of the European Tax Ana-
lyser, Intertax 33, pp. 414-428.  

Kiesewetter, D. (2005) Gewinnausweispolitik internationaler Konzerne bei Besteuerung nach 
dem Trennungs- und dem Einheitsprinzip, Arbeitskreis Quantitative Steuerlehre, arqus Dis-
kussionsbeitrag Nr. 13, www. arqus.de. 

Kiesewetter, D. and Mugler, J. (2007) Gewinnverlagerung im EU-Konzern bei Besteuerung 
nach dem Trennungs- und dem Einheitsprinzip, Die Betriebswirtschaft 67, pp. 503-518. 

McLure, C. (1980) The State Corporate Income Tax: Lambs in Wolves’ Clothing, in: H. 
Aaron and M. Boskin (Eds) The Economics of Taxation, pp. 327-346 (Washington, DC: 
Brookings Institution).  

Mintz, J. and Weiner, J. M. (2003) Exploring Formula Allocation for the European Union, 
International Tax and Public Finance 10, pp. 695-711. 

Mintz, J. (2008): Europe Slowly Lurches to a Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base: 
Issues at Stake, in: W. Schön, U. Schreiber and C. Spengel (Eds.) A Common Consolidated 
Corporate Tax Base for Europe, pp. 128-138 (Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer). 



 - 35 - 

Nielsen, S. B., Raimondos-Møller, P. and Schjelderup, G. (2001) The Tax Spillovers under 
Separate Accounting and Formula Apportionment, EPRU Working Paper 2001-07, Institute 
of Economics, University of Copenhagen.  

Musgrave, P. (1984) Principles for Dividing the State Corporate Tax Base, in: C. J. McLure 
(Ed) The State Corporation Income Tax: Issues in Worldwide Unitary Combination, pp. 
228-246 (Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution Press). 

Oestreicher, A. and Koch, R. (2008) Corporate average tax rates under the CCCTB and possi-
ble methods for international loss-offset, Working Paper No. 08-001, Georg-August-
Universität Göttingen.  

Oestreicher, A. and Spengel, C. (2007) Tax Harmonization in Europe: The Determination of 
Corporate Taxable Income in the Member States, European Taxation 47, pp. 437-451. 

Plasschaert, S. (2005) The Rationales for Comprehensive Approaches to European Corporate 
Profits Taxation, in: L. Cuyvers and F. De Beule (Eds) Transnational corporations and 
economic development, pp. 62-75 (Basingstoke et al.: Palgrave Macmillan).   

Raventós-Calvo, S. and de Juan y Penalosa, J. L. (2002) The Commission’s Proposals on 
Company Taxation from a Spanish Perspective, European Taxation 42, pp. 331-335. 

Schreiber, U. (2008): Evaluating the Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base, in: W. 
Schön, U. Schreiber and C. Spengel (Eds.) A Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base 
for Europe, pp. 113-127 (Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer). 

Slemrod, J. (2004) Are corporate tax rates, or countries, converging?, Journal of Public Eco-
nomics 88, pp. 1169-1186. 

Sørensen, P. B. (2004) Company Tax Reform and the European Union, International Tax and 
Public Finance, 11, pp. 91-115. 

Spengel, C. (2007) Corporate Common Consolidated Tax Base – Don’t Forget the Tax Rates, 
EC Tax Review 16(3), pp. 118-120.  

Spengel, C. (2008): Concept and Necessity of a Common Tax Base – an academic introduc-
tion, in: W. Schön, U. Schreiber and C. Spengel (Eds.) A Common Consolidated Corporate 
Tax Base for Europe, pp. 1-47 (Berlin, Heidelberg: Springer). 

Spengel, C. and Wendt, C. (2007) A Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base for Multina-
tional Companies in the European Union: some issues and options, Working Paper 07/17, 
Oxford University Centre for Business Taxation, Oxford. 

Weiner, J. M. (2002) Formula Apportionment in the European Union: A dream come true or 
the EU’s worst nightmare?, CESifo Working Paper No. 667, Munich.  

Weiner, J. M. (2005) Formulary Apportionment and Group Taxation in the European Union: 
Insights from the United States and Canada, European Commission, Taxation Papers, 
Working Paper No. 8, Directorate-General Taxation and Customs. 

Weiner, J. M. and Gérard, M. (2003) Cross-Border Loss Offset and Formula Apportionment: 
A Contribution to the European Debate on the Taxation of Multinationals, in Proceedings of 
the Annual Conference on Taxation 2003, pp. 360-366.   

Wellisch, D. (2004) Taxation under Formula Apportionment – Tax Competition, Tax Inci-
dence and the Choice of Apportionment Factors, FinanzArchiv 60, pp. 24-41. 

Wissenschaftlicher Beirat beim Bundesministerium der Finanzen (2007) Einheitliche Bemes-
sungsgrundlage der Körperschaftsteuer in der Europäischen Union, www.finanzministeri 
um.de  

 

 



Bislang erschienene arqus Diskussionsbeiträge zur Quantitativen Steuerlehre 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 1 
Rainer Niemann / Corinna Treisch: Grenzüberschreitende Investitionen nach der Steuerreform 2005 – 
Stärkt die Gruppenbesteuerung den Holdingstandort Österreich? – 
März 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 2 
Caren Sureth / Armin Voß: Investitionsbereitschaft und zeitliche Indifferenz bei Realinvestitionen unter 
Unsicherheit und Steuern 
März 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 3 
Caren Sureth / Ralf Maiterth: Wealth Tax as Alternative Minimum Tax ? The Impact of a Wealth Tax on 
Business Structure and Strategy 
April 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 4 
Rainer Niemann: Entscheidungswirkungen der Abschnittsbesteuerung in der internationalen Steuerpla-
nung – Vermeidung der Doppelbesteuerung, Repatriierungspolitik, Tarifprogression – 
Mai 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 5 
Deborah Knirsch: Reform der steuerlichen Gewinnermittlung durch Übergang zur Einnahmen-Über-
schuss-Rechnung – Wer gewinnt, wer verliert? – 
August 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 6 
Caren Sureth / Dirk Langeleh: Capital Gains Taxation under Different Tax Regimes 
September 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 7 
Ralf Maiterth: Familienpolitik und deutsches Einkommensteuerrecht – Empirische Ergebnisse und fami-
lienpolitische Schlussfolgerungen – 
September 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 8 
Deborah Knirsch: Lohnt sich eine detaillierte Steuerplanung für Unternehmen? – Zur Ressourcenalloka-
tion bei der Investitionsplanung – 
September 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 9 
Michael Thaut: Die Umstellung der Anlage der Heubeck-Richttafeln von Perioden- auf Generationen-
tafeln – Wirkungen auf den Steuervorteil, auf Prognoserechnungen und auf die Kosten des Arbeitgebers 
einer Pensionszusage – 
September 2005 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 10 
Ralf Maiterth / Heiko Müller: Beurteilung der Verteilungswirkungen der "rot-grünen" Einkommensteuer-
politik – Eine Frage des Maßstabs – 
Oktober 2005  
 
 
 
 
 



arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 11 
Deborah Knirsch / Rainer Niemann: Die Abschaffung der österreichischen Gewerbesteuer als Vorbild 
für eine Reform der kommunalen Steuern in Deutschland?  
November 2005  
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 12 
Heiko Müller: Eine ökonomische Analyse der Besteuerung von Beteiligungen nach dem Kirchhof'schen 
EStGB  
Dezember 2005  
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 13 
Dirk Kiesewetter: Gewinnausweispolitik internationaler Konzerne bei Besteuerung nach dem Trennungs- 
und nach dem Einheitsprinzip  
Dezember 2005  
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 14 
Kay Blaufus / Sebastian Eichfelder: Steuerliche Optimierung der betrieblichen Altersvorsorge: 
Zuwendungsstrategien für pauschaldotierte Unterstützungskassen 
Januar 2006  
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 15 
Ralf Maiterth / Caren Sureth: Unternehmensfinanzierung, Unternehmensrechtsform und Besteuerung  
Januar 2006  
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 16 
André Bauer / Deborah Knirsch / Sebastian Schanz: Besteuerung von Kapitaleinkünften – Zur relativen 
Vorteilhaftigkeit der Standorte Österreich, Deutschland und Schweiz – 
März 2006  
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 17 
Heiko Müller: Ausmaß der steuerlichen Verlustverrechnung - Eine empirische Analyse der Aufkommens- 
und Verteilungswirkungen 
März 2006  
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 18 
Caren Sureth / Alexander Halberstadt: Steuerliche und finanzwirtschaftliche Aspekte bei der Gestaltung 
von Genussrechten und stillen Beteiligungen als Mitarbeiterkapitalbeteiligungen 
Juni 2006 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 19 
André Bauer / Deborah Knirsch / Sebastian Schanz: Zur Vorteilhaftigkeit der schweizerischen 
Besteuerung nach dem Aufwand bei Wegzug aus Deutschland 
August 2006  
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 20 
Sebastian Schanz: Interpolationsverfahren am Beispiel der Interpolation der deutschen 
Einkommensteuertariffunktion 2006 
September 2006 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 21 
Rainer Niemann: The Impact of Tax Uncertainty on Irreversible Investment 
Oktober 2006 
 
 
 
 



arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 22 
Jochen Hundsdoerfer / Lutz Kruschwitz / Daniela Lorenz: Investitionsbewertung bei steuerlicher 
Optimierung der Unterlassensalternative und der Finanzierung 
Januar 2007, überarbeitet November 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 23 
Sebastian Schanz: Optimale Repatriierungspolitik. Auswirkungen von Tarifänderungen auf 
Repatriierungsentscheidungen bei Direktinvestitionen in Deutschland und Österreich 
Januar 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 24 
Heiko Müller / Caren Sureth: Group Simulation and Income Tax Statistics - How Big is the Error? 
Januar 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 25 
Jens Müller: Die Fehlbewertung durch das Stuttgarter Verfahren – eine Sensitivitätsanalyse der Werttreiber 
von Steuer- und Marktwerten 
Februar 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 26 
Thomas Gries / Ulrich Prior / Caren Sureth: Taxation of Risky Investment and Paradoxical Investor 
Behavior 
April 2007, überarbeitet Dezember 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 27 
Jan Thomas Martini / Rainer Niemann / Dirk Simons: Transfer pricing or formula apportionment? 
Taxinduced distortions of multinationals’ investment and production decisions 
April 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 28 
Rainer Niemann: Risikoübernahme, Arbeitsanreiz und differenzierende Besteuerung 
April 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 29 
Maik Dietrich: Investitionsentscheidungen unter Berücksichtigung der Finanzierungsbeziehungen bei 
Besteuerung einer multinationalen Unternehmung nach dem Einheitsprinzip 
Mai 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 30 
Wiebke Broekelschen / Ralf Maiterth: Zur Forderung einer am Verkehrswert orientierten 
Grundstücksbewertung –Eine empirische Analyse- 
Mai 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 31 
Martin Weiss: How Well Does a Cash-Flow Tax on Wages Approximate an Economic Income Tax 
on Labor Income? 
Juli 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 32 
Sebastian Schanz: Repatriierungspolitik unter Unsicherheit. Lohnt sich die Optimierung? 
Oktober 2007 
 
 
 
 
 



arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 33  
Dominik Rumpf / Dirk Kiesewetter / Maik Dietrich: Investitionsentscheidungen und die Begünstigung 
nicht entnommener Gewinne nach § 34a EStG  
November 2007, überarbeitet März 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 34 
Deborah Knirsch / Rainer Niemann: Allowance for Shareholder Equity – Implementing a Neutral 
Corporate Income Tax in the European Union 
Dezember 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 35 
Ralf Maiterth/ Heiko Müller / Wiebke Broekelschen: Anmerkungen zum typisierten Ertragsteuersatz 
des IDW in der objektivierten Unternehmensbewertung 
Dezember 2007 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 36 
Timm Bönke / Sebastian Eichfelder: Horizontale Gleichheit im Abgaben-Transfersystem: eine 
Analyse äquivalenter Einkommen von Arbeitnehmern in Deutschland 
Januar 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 37 
Deborah Knirsch / Sebastian Schanz: Steuerreformen durch Tarif- oder Zeiteffekte? Eine Analyse am 
Beispiel der Thesaurierungsbegünstigung für Personengesellschaften 
Januar 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 38 
Frank Hechtner / Jochen Hundsdoerfer: Die missverständliche Änderung der Gewerbesteueranrechnung 
nach § 35 EStG durch das Jahressteuergesetz 2008 – Auswirkungen für die Steuerpflichtigen und für das 
Steueraufkommen 
Februar 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 39 
Alexandra Maßbaum / Caren Sureth: The Impact of Thin Capitalization Rules on Shareholder Financing  
Februar 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 40 
Rainer Niemann / Christoph Kastner: Wie streitanfällig ist das österreichische Steuerrecht? Eine 
empirische Untersuchung der Urteile des österreichischen Verwaltungsgerichtshofs nach 
Bemessungsgrundlagen-, Zeit- und Tarifeffekten 
Februar 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 41 
Robert Kainz / Deborah Knirsch / Sebastian Schanz: Schafft die deutsche oder österreichische 
Begünstigung für thesaurierte Gewinne höhere Investitionsanreize? 
März 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 42 
Henriette Houben / Ralf Maiterth: Zur Diskussion der Thesaurierungsbegünstigung nach § 34a EStG 
März 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 43 
Maik Dietrich / Kristin Schönemann: Steueroptimierte Vermögensbildung mit Riester-Rente und 
Zwischenentnahmemodell unter Berücksichtigung der Steuerreform 2008/2009 
März 2008 
 
 



 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 44 
Nadja Dwenger: Tax loss offset restrictions – Last resort for the treasury? An empirical evaluation of tax 
loss offset restrictions based on micro data. 
Mai 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 45 
Kristin Schönemann / Maik Dietrich: Eigenheimrentenmodell oder Zwischenentnahmemodell – Welche 
Rechtslage integriert die eigengenutzte Immobilie besser in die Altersvorsorge? 
Juni 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 46 
Christoph Sommer: Theorie der Besteuerung nach Formula Apportionment − Untersuchung auftretender 
ökonomischer Effekte anhand eines Allgemeinen Gleichgewichtsmodells 
Juli 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 47 
André Bauer / Deborah Knirsch / Rainer Niemann / Sebastian Schanz: Auswirkungen der deutschen 
Unternehmensteuerreform 2008 und der österreichischen Gruppenbesteuerung auf den 
grenzüberschreitenden Unternehmenserwerb 
Juli 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 48 
Dominik Rumpf: Zinsbereinigung des Eigenkapitals im internationalen Steuerwettbewerb − Eine 
kostengünstige Alternative zu „Thin Capitalization Rules“? − 
August 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 49 
Martin Jacob: Welche privaten Veräußerungsgewinne sollten besteuert werden? 
August 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 50 
Rebekka Kager/ Deborah Knirsch/ Rainer Niemann: Steuerliche Wertansätze als zusätzliche Information 
für unternehmerische Entscheidungen? − Eine Auswertung von IFRS-Abschlüssen der deutschen DAX-
30- und der österreichischen ATX-Unternehmen − 
August 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 51 
Rainer Niemann / Caren Sureth: Steuern und Risiko als substitutionale oder komplementäre 
Determinanten unternehmerischer Investitionspolitik? − Are taxes and risk substitutional or 
complementary determinants of entrepreneurial investment policy? 
August 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 52 
Frank Hechtner / Jochen Hundsdoerfer: Steuerbelastung privater Kapitaleinkünfte nach Einführung der 
Abgeltungsteuer unter besonderer Berücksichtigung der Günstigerprüfung: Unsystematische 
Grenzbelastungen und neue Gestaltungsmöglichkeiten 
August 2008 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 53 
Tobias Pick / Deborah Knirsch / Rainer Niemann: Substitutions- oder Komplementenhypothese im 
Rahmen der Ausschüttungspolitik schweizerischer Kapitalgesellschaften – eine empirische Studie – 
August 2008 
 
 
 



 
 
arqus Diskussionsbeitrag Nr. 54 
Caren Sureth / Michaela Üffing: Proposals for a European Corporate Taxation and their Influence on 
Multinationals’ Tax Planning 
September 2008 
 

Impressum:
Arbeitskreis Quantitative Steuerlehre, arqus, e.V. 
Vorstand: Prof. Dr. Jochen Hundsdoerfer, 
Prof. Dr. Dirk Kiesewetter, Prof. Dr. Caren Sureth 
Sitz des Vereins: Berlin 
 
Herausgeber: Kay Blaufus, Jochen Hundsdoerfer, 
Dirk Kiesewetter, Deborah Knirsch, Rolf J. König, 
Lutz Kruschwitz, Andreas Löffler, Ralf Maiterth, 
Heiko Müller, Rainer Niemann, Caren Sureth, Corinna 
Treisch 
 
Kontaktadresse:  
Prof. Dr. Caren Sureth, Universität Paderborn, 
Fakultät für Wirtschaftswissenschaften, 
Warburger Str. 100, 33098 Paderborn, 
www.arqus.info, Email: info@arqus.info 

ISSN 1861-8944 




