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Since the last time the U.S. corporate tax was significantly reformed, with the Tax Reform 
Act of 1986, a number of important economic and policy changes have occurred that have 
broad policy ramifications.

• The economy is increasingly globalized, and capital has become more mobile. About 
half of U.S. corporate taxes are now paid by multinational corporations,1 many of which 
are truly global in reach. To an increasing extent, the assets of these global businesses 
are intangible and can be located anywhere in the world with relative ease. These trends 
pose competitive challenges to the U.S. economy—affecting both U.S. companies and 
U.S. workers—and threaten to undermine our corporate tax revenue base.

• New business forms such as limited-liability companies and S corporations have 
exploded in scope.2 These “pass-through” entities now benefit from nearly all the 
privileges of corporate status but are exempt from corporate tax. The prevalence of 
these entities has grown to the point where they account for nearly half of all business 
income, further eroding the corporate tax base.

• Excessive leverage in the financial sector contributed to the financial crisis of 2008, 
and the many economic dislocations caused by the last recession were worsened by 
leverage throughout the economy. While the tax code did not cause the financial crisis 
or the recession, its bias toward debt financing may have worsened them. At the same 
time, Wall Street has developed new financial products that blur the traditional lines 
between debt and equity, thereby complicating the application of a distinction that is 
important to the corporate tax system.

• Congress has created numerous new loopholes and subsidies in the corporate and 
individual tax codes, while preserving some that have become obsolete. 

• The United States is confronting major long-term fiscal challenges, yet the corporate 
tax provides a smaller and declining share of revenue.
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• Income and wealth inequality has greatly increased in the United States, while the 
overall tax system has become less progressive. In particular, corporate effective rates 
have declined and income from capital gains and corporate dividends are taxed at 
rates that are low by historical standards.

The failure of the U.S. corporate tax to respond to these challenges is an impediment to 
the nation’s long-term economic prospects. Our corporate tax provides incentives for 
multinationals to invest overseas rather than in the United States. It continues to subsi-
dize companies taking on high levels of debt. And it distorts corporate decision making 
in ways that are harmful to long-run economic growth. While some existing tax code 
incentives are helpful and important for the economy, as a group they need streamlin-
ing and improvement. In sum, a broad reform is needed to ensure that the corporate tax 
code enables, rather than impedes, our nation’s economic success.

Given these challenges, a progressive vision for corporate tax reform would include the 
following priorities:

1. Reforming the international tax system to find a more appropriate balance between 
the important goals of leveling the playing field for domestic job creation, maintain-
ing the competitiveness of U.S.-based companies, reversing the revenue drain from 
profit shifting, and exercising U.S. leadership to prevent a global “race to the bottom”

2. Reducing the subsidy for corporate debt

3. Leveling the playing field among competing businesses and ending outdated and 
ineffective subsidies

4. Maintaining and strengthening investments in innovation

5. Raising additional revenue

Reforming the international tax system

The international aspects of the corporate tax code greatly need reform. Our existing 
code encourages U.S. companies to invest overseas rather than in the United States, and 
it allows corporations to exploit offshore tax havens to avoid tens of billions of dollars 
in taxes every year. Many U.S. multinationals say that its method of taxing international 
income and its high statutory rate put U.S. companies at a competitive disadvantage and 
deter them from bringing substantial earnings back home. 
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The U.S. tax system allows corporations to defer paying taxes on their 

foreign profits by generally treating overseas subsidiaries of U.S.-based 

corporations as separate entities for tax purposes. So, for example, if a 

U.S. corporation has a subsidiary based in a foreign country—let’s call it 

“Zamunda”—and the Zamundan subsidiary turns a profit from its opera-

tions in a given year, no tax is owed to the U.S. government. However, 

if the Zamundan subsidiary distributes the profits it has earned to its 

American parent—as a dividend payment, for example—then the par-

ent owes U.S. tax on the amount it has received. The parent company is 

allowed to claim a foreign tax credit for the Zamundan taxes its subsid-

iary already paid on the profits, and the credit is subtracted from the 

parent company’s U.S. tax bill. Therefore, the amount of U.S. tax owed on 

the profits is the difference between the U.S. tax rate (35 percent) and 

the rate at which the profits were taxed in Zamunda.

This example assumes the subsidiary distributes its profits to its U.S. 

parent in the year it earned them. But that’s not what usually happens. 

Instead, U.S. corporations often direct their foreign subsidiaries to store 

or reinvest their profits. By keeping the profits overseas in this manner 

instead of “repatriating” them, U.S. corporations essentially control when 

they pay U.S. taxes. As long as corporations are willing to allow their 

profits to accumulate on the books of their foreign subsidiaries, they can 

continue to defer U.S. taxes year after year with no limitation. In fact, 

under financial accounting rules, if U.S. corporations deem their foreign 

subsidiaries’ profits to be “permanently” reinvested overseas, they do not 

even have to account for the U.S. tax liability that is theoretically owed at 

some point in the future. 

Indefinite deferral is extremely valuable to U.S. corporations because of 

the time value of money: Overseas profits can compound year after year 

free of U.S. tax. The longer that taxes on foreign profits are deferred, the 

more the U.S. system starts to resemble a “territorial” system in which 

foreign profits are exempt from tax entirely.

Because of deferral, foreign profits give U.S. multinational corporations 

a tax advantage that they do not get from domestic profits. Ultimately, 

corporate decisions to locate operations overseas get rewarded. Deferral 

also provides powerful incentives for corporations to report their profits 

overseas even if they were actually earned in the United States, in a phe-

nomenon known as “profit shifting,” which is discussed below. 

How U.S. multinationals defer U.S. taxes on foreign profits

The U.S. tax code subsidizes foreign investment

Profits are generally taxed in the year they are earned. But the existing tax code, by allow-
ing U.S. companies to defer paying taxes on their foreign profits until those profits are 
returned to the United States (see box), contains a perverse incentive for U.S. companies 
to locate investment, and ultimately jobs, overseas. The Congressional Budget Office 
explains how this differential treatment of foreign and domestic profits affects incentives:

The current tax system provides incentives for U.S. firms to locate their production 
facilities in countries with low taxes as a way to reduce their tax liability at home. Those 
responses to the tax system reduce economic efficiency because the firms are not allocating 
resources to their most productive use. Those responses also reduce the income of share-
holders and employees in the United States and they lead to a loss of federal tax revenue. 
In addition, those investment decisions may initially result in more unemployment in 
this country. Over time, however, as the economy adjusts, other jobs are created and total 
employment would not be significantly affected. But as a result of such decisions, in the 
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long run, total compensation for U.S. workers is lower, and employment 
may be concentrated in different industries and regions.3

Because deferral often allows U.S. multinationals to avoid taxes on for-
eign profits for extended periods or indefinitely, the effective tax rate that 
U.S. corporations pay on their foreign profits is by one measure about a 
third lower than the tax rate on their domestic profits. (see figure)4

The differential treatment of domestic and foreign profits 
“encourage[s] firms to locate physical assets, production, and jobs in 
[low-tax foreign] countries,” according to the nonpartisan Tax Policy 
Center.5 Our existing system even encourages companies to invest 
in high-tax foreign countries instead of the United States: Once they 
have established operations in a foreign country, U.S. corporations 
can arbitrage international tax rules to shift profits on paper from that 
country to other countries, including tax havens.6 In sum, the U.S. tax 
code subsidizes overseas investment—a policy that violates economic 
neutrality and does not serve our national interest. 

The U.S. tax code results in billions of dollars being lost to tax havens

The existing international tax system fails to protect the corporate tax base. Enticed by 
the ability to defer taxes and enabled by porous tax rules and ineffective enforcement, 
multinational companies have developed elaborate techniques to shift their profits from 
the United States to low-tax countries around the globe. U.S. multinationals consistently 
report their largest profits in a handful of relatively small countries that impose little or 
no corporate tax. American companies reported 43 percent of their overseas profits in 
Bermuda, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Switzerland in 2008, even though 
only 4 percent of these companies’ foreign workforces were employed there and only 7 
percent of their foreign investments were made there.7

Techniques to shift profits include aggressive “transfer pricing,” accounting for internal 
transactions within a multinational-corporate group in ways that, on paper, maximize 
the profits of affiliates in low-tax countries—such as Ireland or Bermuda—and mini-
mize them in higher-tax countries. The techniques include the increasingly common 
practice of transferring valuable intangible property such as patents or brand names—
things that exist only on paper but can be worth billions—to affiliates in tax-haven 
countries and then having the affiliates in high-tax countries pay tax-deductible royalties 
for their use. Profit-shifting techniques also include the strategic use of debt to maximize 
interest deductions in the United States.

Figure 1

U.S. tax code favors overseas investment

Effective tax rates on foreign-source and domestic-
source income of large U.S. corporations, 2007

Source: Melissa Costa and Jennifer G. Gravelle, “Taxing Multinational Corporations: 
Average Tax Rates,” Tax Law Review 65 (2012): 391–414. These rates refer to corpo-
rations with assets of more than $10 million.
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The evidence of rampant profit shifting is overwhelming.8 By one estimate, the U.S. 
government lost about $90 billion in revenue in 2008 from corporate income shifting, 
up from $60 billion in 2004.9 To put that figure in perspective, the corporate income tax 
raised an average of $300 billion per year during the 2004–2008 period. Some compa-
nies are able to virtually wipe out their federal tax obligations.10 Clearly, the current tax 
code is failing on this score.

Some U.S. firms face a heavier tax rate than foreign rivals but there is little 
evidence that the U.S. tax system puts U.S. multinationals at a competitive 
disadvantage in the aggregate

The United States has one of the highest statutory corporate tax rates in the world—a 
federal rate of 35 percent—and, unlike most other countries, has a form of worldwide 
tax system that stakes a tax claim on all global profits of domestically based multination-
als. As a result, some U.S. firms face a heavier tax burden on profits earned in foreign 
countries than do their foreign rivals. 

But there is little empirical evidence that on the whole the U.S. tax system impedes the 
competitiveness of U.S. firms. Of course, U.S. companies still drive global commerce 
and are by far the most successful in global markets. And studies of the tax burden on 
U.S.-based companies relative to their foreign rivals have not found that the U.S. com-
panies face any tax disadvantage in the aggregate.11 The ability to defer taxes on foreign 
earnings, coupled with the United States’ relatively weak anti-profit-shifting rules12 and 
other features of the U.S. system, mean that many U.S. companies have avenues avail-
able to reduce their tax costs and offset any disadvantages of the tax system. For some 
companies, the current tax rules are even more favorable than a pure “exemption” or 
territorial system, which is discussed in the next section.13

This isn’t to say that the current system doesn’t create challenges for U.S. companies. 
One consequence of corporations taking advantage of the deferral of tax until repatria-
tion and the opportunities to avoid foreign tax has been the massive buildup of earnings 
in foreign subsidiaries.14 The “stranding” of these earnings is not, however, the barrier 
to U.S. parent corporations that it might appear to be. In the event of cash needs—for 
investment, operational expenses, dividend payments, or share buy-backs—a parent 
corporation is in a strong balance-sheet position to borrow at very low interest rates in 
order to finance such outlays. And it is worth noting that the foreign profits of U.S. mul-
tinationals are allowed to be held in U.S. banks under an exception to the rules requiring 
tax upon repatriation; and a large share are in fact held in the United States.15

Nevertheless, the existing U.S. tax system undoubtedly distorts corporate capital 
structures. The complexity of the tax and accounting structures needed to make deferral 
work also impose additional costs on firms that would be better invested in their actual 
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businesses. The billions of dollars spent establishing byzantine corporate structures 
and determining how to meet financing needs without triggering repatriation tax is a 
deadweight loss for society. In addition, notwithstanding the lack of evidence of an over-
all negative impact on the competitiveness of U.S. corporations, some companies do 
appear to be disadvantaged in their competitive dealings and are paying relatively high 
taxes on their foreign subsidiaries earnings.16

Proposals for reform

The impact of our international tax system on competitiveness is multifaceted and 
nuanced.17 Taxes affect the relative attractiveness of the United States as a location for 
investments—such as factories and research labs, among others—and therefore the 
competitiveness of U.S. workers. Taxes can also affect the cost of capital for U.S.-based 
firms as they compete in global markets against foreign rivals. Tax considerations may also 
influence the choice of where new companies choose to incorporate or where the global 
headquarters of multinationals are situated.18 And the U.S. tax system’s ability to raise 
adequate revenue advances U.S. competitiveness by allowing investments in the economy 
through infrastructure, education, and innovation. All of these aspects of competitiveness 
are important, and progressive international tax reform will seek to balance all of them.

Next we will consider some major proposals and how they balance the critical policy 
goals of international tax reform.

The United States should not adopt a ‘territorial’ tax system 

The policy debate over U.S. international taxation is often dominated by buzzwords that 
obscure rather than illuminate the most important issues at stake. It is often said, for 
example, that the United States is one of few remaining countries with a “worldwide” tax 
system—in which the profits of U.S.-based companies are subject to U.S. tax wherever in 
the world they are earned—and that, to maintain our competitiveness, we need to move to 
a “territorial” system, in which we tax profits earned on U.S. soil, not outside our borders.

In reality, our system is a hybrid. It is “worldwide” in that the profits of U.S.-based 
companies are subject to U.S. tax wherever they are earned. The U.S. system, however, 
gives a credit for foreign taxes paid, and, as described above, it allows multinationals to 
defer U.S. tax on their foreign profits. Since taxes are deferred for long periods and even 
indefinitely, the U.S. system operates in practice somewhat like a “territorial” system, 
which in a pure theoretical form exempts foreign profits from tax.

At the same time, many of our trading partners’ systems of taxing global income are said 
to be “territorial,” while in fact they too are territorial/worldwide hybrids. For example, 
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many of these countries tax the profits attributable to subsidiaries in tax-haven coun-
tries. These “controlled foreign corporation” rules often go further than U.S. rules in 
ensuring that corporate profits are not shifted on paper to tax havens.

Many multinational corporations and some policymakers support moving the United 
States toward a territorial system, also called an exemption system because it would 
amount to an exemption from U.S. tax for U.S. corporations’ overseas profits.

Adopting a territorial system carries substantial risks for the United States because it 
could exacerbate the worst features of our existing tax system. Allowing U.S. corpora-
tions not only to defer taxes on foreign profits but avoid them forever without any 
consequences would further widen the gap in treatment between foreign and domes-
tic profits. That larger foreign bias could cause U.S. corporations to shift investment 
overseas; one study estimated that as many as 800,000 jobs would be created elsewhere, 
potentially at the expense of U.S. jobs.19

Moving to a territorial system could also worsen the problem of profit shifting by 
enhancing its rewards. Currently, the tax upon repatriation provides something of a 
backstop against profit shifting abroad: Tax is ultimately owed even if that tax can be 
delayed and there are costs for companies to leaving income in foreign subsidiaries. A 
complete exemption for foreign profits would remove that backstop, enhancing the 
rewards for the kinds of accounting tricks that make domestic income appear as foreign 
income. Countries that have moved to territorial systems are finding that profit shift-
ing is undermining their domestic tax base.20 Adoption of a territorial system, without 
adequate safeguards, would “eviscerate the U.S. corporate tax base by eliminating any 
constraints to shifting income abroad,” in the words of one tax economist.21

In fact, the concept of a territorial tax system is increasingly difficult to apply in today’s 
economy, where global commerce is driven by multinational corporations that are 
integrated across borders and whose assets are largely intangible (brand names, good-
will, patents, and knowhow). Given the global nature of commerce, the lines between 
“domestic” and “foreign” profits are difficult to draw. Without safeguards ensuring that 
corporate profits are taxed somewhere, a shift to “territorial” could simply mean that an 
increasing share of corporate profits would be taxed nowhere, as they end up reported in 
tax-haven jurisdictions.

A territorial system makes U.S. firms more “competitive” in the sense that it lowers the 
tax rate they would face on foreign profits, specifically by removing the cost of repa-
triating those profits. But a shift to a territorial system would make U.S. workers less 
competitive by driving capital away, and could further harm U.S. competitiveness by 
undermining the tax base needed for public investments and sustainable budgets. 
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A corporate minimum tax would forestall the race to tax havens

In his 2012 State of the Union address, President Barack Obama proposed a “corpo-
rate minimum tax” on overseas earnings, which would be similar in purpose and effect 
as provisions of the corporate tax systems of our trading partners. Under the proposal, 
if a U.S. corporation is paying taxes in a foreign jurisdiction at a rate lower than the 
minimum rate (which was not specified), it would have to pay a current tax on the 
difference. For example, if a subsidiary of a U.S. multinational is reporting profits in 
Bermuda on which it pays zero (or negligible) corporate tax, it would be required to 
pay the U.S. minimum tax on a current basis, with the remainder of the regular U.S. 
tax imposed when those profits were returned home—for example, as dividends to 
the U.S. corporate parent. As under current rules, companies would still be entitled to 
a foreign tax credit for any foreign taxes paid.

A corporate minimum tax would help level the playing field between foreign and domestic 
investment by providing a backstop ensuring that all corporate profits, wherever they are 
reported, are subject to at least a minimum level of tax in the year they are earned. In so 
doing, the minimum tax helps narrow the differential between tax rates on foreign invest-
ment and on domestic investment. The minimum tax also deters the shifting of profits into 
tax havens, thus protecting the U.S. revenue base. With a robust minimum tax, there is no 
reason to set up a tax-haven subsidiary and stuff profits into it. Corporate resources would 
be freed for more productive uses than finding and exploiting tax havens. 

Also, a minimum tax would exert U.S. influence to prevent an international “race to the 
bottom” on corporate tax rates. Foreign countries—below a point—would not be able 
to underbid each other to attract U.S. corporations to locate their paper profits there.

A corporate minimum tax is unlikely to put many U.S. firms at a competitive disadvan-
tage. In fact, it would bring the United States’ corporate tax antiabuse rules closer in 
line with those of our major trading partners. Many European countries and Japan have 
somewhat similar anti-profit-shifting rules that take into account the tax rate paid in the 
foreign jurisdiction in determining whether to tax a corporation’s income on a current 
basis.22 For example, under Japan’s rule, if a corporate subsidiary in another country is 
paying an effective tax rate of less than 20 percent, that subsidiary’s income is essentially 
treated as Japanese income and taxed currently at Japanese rates.

The drain of revenue to tax havens creates an urgent need for a U.S. corporate minimum 
tax.23 And there is no policy reason why such a critical antiabuse mechanism should 
only be considered in an overarching corporate tax reform. It would vastly improve the 
international tax system on its own, while raising needed revenues.

Political reality, however, may mean that a minimum tax will only be considered in the 
context of a broader tax reform. It has been noted that a corporate minimum tax is not 



9 Center for American Progress | Priorities for Progressive, Pro-Growth Corporate Tax Reform

incompatible with a limited exemption for foreign profits.24 If the minimum tax, coupled 
with other antiabuse rules, is robust enough to stop tax-haven abuse and limit the 
rewards for shifting investments overseas, then a shift toward a limited exemption for 
overseas profits would not run the same risks as a shift toward a pure territorial system 
that exempted foreign profits with no safeguards.

Measures needed to complement a minimum tax

A minimum tax mechanism is not the only necessary safeguard to protect the domestic 
tax base. Others include:

• Thin capitalization/interest allocation rules: Other countries in the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development, or OECD, have adopted rules to prevent 
the income-stripping strategy of directing the members of a global corporate group in 
high-tax countries to take on disproportionate leverage, and therefore take advantage 
of tax deductions for interest expenses in high-tax countries. 

• Greater use of formulary methods: Transfer pricing, as discussed above, is generally 
governed by the “arm’s length” method. Under the arm’s length method, multinational 
corporate groups are required to set hypothetical “prices” for intragroup transac-
tions as if each of their affiliates were independent entities dealing at arm’s length 
with each other. That standard makes sense in a world of trading in common tangible 
goods, where it is possible to determine the correct arm’s-length price by looking at 
comparable transactions among third parties. But today, many of the most important 
intercompany transactions aren’t done between unrelated parties in widely traded 
goods, so comparable transactions provide a reliable reference point less and less often 
(for example, a software company licensing its brand name and core technology to 
its own foreign affiliate; a pharmaceutical company and its own, controlled, overseas 
affiliate entering a “cost-sharing” agreement to develop a potentially lucrative drug).25 
Sometimes the assets themselves are so unique (brand names, know-how, formulas, 
business opportunities, etc.) that it is all but impossible to put a price on them.  
 
U.S. tax treaties and the network of international tax treaties generally require the 
arm’s-length standard. But even if arm’s length remains the basic standard, tax authori-
ties can and should resort to using “formulary” methods where there exist no good 
comparable transactions to provide a reliable benchmark.26 Under such a system, 
instead of apportioning profits among countries based on a hypothetical arm’s-length 
price, profits are apportioned by a formula of business measures—typically some 
combination of revenues, payroll, and fixed business assets. 

• Country-by-country reporting: The magnitude of the overall corporate income-
shifting problem is clear from Bureau of Economic Analysis data. Yet investors and 
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government authorities do not have sufficient country-by-country information about 
public companies’ offshore activities. As Sen. Carl Levin (D-MI) has found through 
several investigations of offshore tax abuses, the lack of country-specific information 
“impedes efficient tax administration, leaving tax authorities unable to effectively 
analyze transfer pricing arrangements, foreign tax credits, business arrangements that 
attempt to play one country off another to avoid taxation, and illicit tactics to move 
profits to tax havens.”27 Sen. Levin’s Stop Tax Haven Abuse Act would require all 
multinational corporations that file financial reports with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission to report employees, sales, financing, tax obligations, and tax payments 
on a country-by-country basis. This provision will aid tax enforcement and also give 
policymakers critically needed information about how the tax system is functioning. 

Multilateral solutions to global tax problems

Because the United States’ international corporate tax system is so ineffective in protect-
ing our national interests, Congress should act to reform it. But many of the pressures 
bearing on the U.S. corporate tax system are global in nature and demand global coordi-
nation and cooperation.

The loss of corporate tax revenues to profit-shifting strategies is hardly unique to the 
United States. Many of our trading partners experience the same drain of corporate 
revenues as foreign multinationals shift profits from home countries to tax havens. And 
often, differences in countries’ tax rules can result in corporate income falling between 
the cracks and being taxed nowhere. As the OECD explains:

Most tax rules are still grounded in an economic environment characterized by fixed 
assets, plant and machinery and a lower degree of economic integration across borders, 
rather than today’s environment where much of the profit lies in risk taking and intangi-
bles. Some rules and their underlying policies were built on the assumption that one coun-
try would cede taxation as the other would then be able to exercise it. With movements to 
global supply chains, and aggressive corporate tax structures, that assumption may often 
not be accurate and profits may often end up in a third, low or no tax, country.28

[T]he strategies used to shift profits and erode the taxable base put increased pressure 
on the rules and on the governments that designed them. [Tax avoidance] strategies 
take advantage of a combination of features of tax systems which have been put in 
place by home and host countries. Accordingly, it may be impossible for any single 
country, acting alone, to fully address the issue.29

In February, as part of a new focus on corporate tax base erosion issues, the OECD 
delivered a report to the G-20 on corporate tax base erosion, calling it a “serious risk 
to tax revenues, tax sovereignty, and tax fairness for OECD member countries and 
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non-members alike.”30 The OECD report was an urgent call for multilateral action. The 
finance ministers of Britain, Germany, and France have issued a joint statement call-
ing for greater international coordination and backing the OECD’s Base Erosion and 
Profit Shifting, or BEPS, efforts. The United States should support and indeed lead these 
efforts to ensure that they bear fruit. It should also exercise leadership within the OECD 
to ensure that the OECD’s influential guidelines on transfer pricing adapt to current 
economic realities and address the shared problem of income shifting.31 Specifically, we 
should use our influence to push the OECD to reduce reliance on the increasingly obso-
lete arm’s-length standard, and embrace formulary apportionment in the transfer pricing 
guidelines and model tax treaty. 

The European Commission has already proposed a Common Consolidated Corporate 
Tax Base, or CCCTB, for the European Union. If adopted, the CCCTB would introduce 
a common European tax base to allow firms to calculate their aggregate EU-wide prof-
its.32 Profits would then be apportioned among member states according to a formula, 
with tax rates determined by each country according to its policies. The CCCTB’s 
formula would be based on three equally weighted factors: (1) payroll and number of 
employees in each country; (2) sales in each country; and (3) the value of fixed tangible 
assets in each country. The CCCTB is a pioneering cross-border approach, but it has 
strong precedents: The United States and Canada apportion income in a similar fashion 
among states and provinces.33 The European CCCTB would be adopted on a voluntary 
basis, at least at first. But it illustrates the European Union’s recognition that territorial 
tax systems are vulnerable to income shifting from transfer pricing; that the most effec-
tive approach to the challenge of defining the corporate tax base is multilateral; and that, 
given the complexity of cross-border transactions, the arm’s-length method is increas-
ingly unreliable, while formulary apportionment is a viable alternative. 

Eliminating the bias toward debt

One of the other serious flaws of the corporate tax code is that it encourages companies 
to incur debt, and this practice can lead to higher and sometimes unhealthy levels of 
leverage. The bias toward debt results from the fact that corporations can deduct interest 
payments to creditors but not dividends to shareholders.

This differential treatment is rooted in the outdated economic notion that creditors are 
third-party outsiders lending funds to the corporation while shareholders are insiders play-
ing an active role in managing the corporation.34 In today’s business world, however, it is 
difficult to draw such a clear line. Rank-and-file shareholders exercise little control over the 
corporations they invest in, while creditors might closely monitor and influence their bor-
rowers. And new financial instruments have arisen, blurring the traditional lines between 
debt and equity, and making the stark differential in tax treatment increasingly arbitrary.35
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This differential treatment results in an enormous gap between the effective tax rates on 
investments financed with debt and those financed with equity. The Treasury’s Office of 
Tax Analysis found that debt-financed corporate investment faces an effective marginal 
tax rate36 of negative 2.2 percent, while equity-financed corporate investment faces a rate 
more than 40 percentage points higher, including both corporate- and shareholder-level 
taxes. Many countries’ corporate tax systems are biased toward debt in a similar man-
ner, but the disparity between debt and equity in the United States is the highest among 
OECD nations.37 In short, our tax code subsidizes corporate debt.

Unfortunately, the tax code’s bias in favor of debt financing has far-reaching consequences. 
The code encourages firms to have more debt in their capital structure than they other-
wise would, increasing their vulnerability to business downturns.38 And when firms fail, 
it results in disruptions and bankruptcies that impose social costs on employees, vendors, 
and the wider economy.39 According to a recent report by the International Monetary 
Fund, “The general view of experts has been that the bias was not a major cause of the 
financial crisis. … Yet by contributing to the excessive leverage of firms, it might well have 
deepened the crisis.”40 The debt bias also creates competitive distortions: It favors corpora-
tions that have access to debt financing over those that do not, and it subsidizes firms that 
purchase companies using debt, as through leveraged buyouts.41

The deductibility of interest also enables corporations to shift their taxable profits outside 
of the United States to minimize their tax bills here, and this shift diminishes the U.S. tax 
base.42 Without limits on interest deductions, U.S. corporations can borrow funds in the 
United States, deduct the interest payments against their U.S. tax bills, and then use the 
proceeds to make investments overseas, where the resulting profits will be tax deferred.

Corporate tax reform can address the bias toward debt by limiting corporate interest 
deductions. Using some of the resulting revenue to pay for a reduction in corporate rates 
would further reduce the debt bias. Both President Obama and House Ways and Means 
Committee Chairman Rep. Dave Camp (R-MI) have identified interest deductions as a 
potential area for reform.43 

There are several ways to limit interest deductions that warrant deeper consideration 
by policymakers:

• The president’s Economic Recovery Advisory Board’s August 2010 report on tax 
reform options offered an illustrative proposal to limit the deductibility of net inter-
est expense to 90 percent of expense in excess of $5 million per year. So, for example, 
if a corporation has $15 million of net interest expense, it could deduct all of the first 
$5 million and then $9 million of the next $10 million. The Treasury Department 
estimated roughly that the revenue effect of the proposal would allow for a 0.7 percent 
reduction in the corporate rate. Other analysts have estimated that a stricter limit on 
interest expense would allow for an even greater reduction in the corporate rate.44
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• Germany recently enacted an innovative limit on corporate interest deductions, with 
the resulting revenue helping to offset a reduction in the corporate rate.45 Under 
Germany’s rule, interest is deductible only up to 30 percent of annual earnings before 
interest, taxes, depreciation, and amortization, or EBITDA.46 The rule applies only 
when net interest (interest expense minus interest income) is higher than €3 million 
(about $4 million), thereby exempting smaller businesses.

• Another approach is to deny deductions for the portion of interest expense attribut-
able to inflation. Such a proposal is included in the bipartisan tax reform legislation 
submitted by Sens. Ron Wyden (D-OR) and Dan Coats (R-IN), and is estimated to 
raise $163 billion in revenue over 10 years.

All of these approaches would improve our tax system by reducing the debt bias. Of the 
three, the percentage limit suggested by the president’s Economic Recovery Advisory 
Board might be the most workable, although a more aggressive version might be even bet-
ter. It would apply fairly consistently across larger firms rather than affecting only firms that 
have high-interest expenses in certain years, as with the German approach. It is also a more 
direct method to limiting interest deductions than the Wyden-Coats approach.

Broadening the tax base and leveling the playing field to reduce 
distortions and enhance growth

Tax expenditures—subsidies delivered through the tax code in the form of tax deduc-
tions, deferrals, and credits—reduce corporate tax revenues by more than $100 bil-
lion per year. While some of these provisions are incentives backed by solid economic 
rationales, many are simply preferences for politically favored industries or relics of 
the tax code that have existed for decades with little scrutiny. There are also unjustified 
loopholes that are not technically counted as tax expenditures in the official account-
ing, but should be. Reforming tax expenditures and closing loopholes could help boost 
federal revenues and pay for a lower corporate rate. Perhaps as importantly, reducing the 
number of unjustified subsidies in the tax code reduces harmful economic distortions 
and thereby improves the prospects for growth. Here is a partial list of tax breaks that 
should be addressed:

• Oil and gas: The tax code provides more than $4 billion per year in tax subsidies for 
fossil fuels. Big Oil companies, among the most profitable companies in the world, are 
among the primary beneficiaries. Several of these subsidies are relics of the tax code, 
originated nearly 100 years ago and continued because of concerted lobbying efforts. 
Taxpayer subsidies are simply not needed for a mature and profitable industry, espe-
cially at a time of high gas prices. Eliminating them is a long-overdue priority.  
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• Timber and agriculture: Timber companies and agribusinesses benefit from a number of 
special tax preferences, including special expensing provisions and capital gains treatment 
of certain items. Eliminating these provisions would save about $1 billion per year.47

• LIFO/LCM: Special tax provisions allow companies to choose the most favorable meth-
ods for valuing their inventory and cost of goods sold. The “last-in-first-out,” or LIFO, 
and the lower-cost-or-market, or LCM, methods amount to subsidies for holding 
inefficient amounts of inventory.48 The Treasury Department estimates that eliminat-
ing these tax subsidies would gain $88 billion in revenue over 10 years, allowing for a 
10-year phase-out period.49 The revenue gain from disallowing LIFO, however, would 
be less over the long term.

• Offshore reinsurance loophole: The tax code includes provisions intended to prevent 
“interest stripping” by foreign-owned corporations operating in the United States. But 
similar rules do not exist for foreign-owned insurance companies that deduct reinsur-
ance premiums paid to affiliates in Bermuda and Switzerland to reduce their U.S. tax-
able income. This loophole, which costs $1.7 billion per year, puts domestic reinsurers 
at a competitive disadvantage. Legislation introduced by Rep. Richard Neal (D-MA) 
and a similar Obama administration proposal would close this loophole.50

• Like-kind exchanges: Originally intended to help farmers exchange land, livestock, 
or farm equipment, a special rule in the tax code allows corporations and real-estate 
investors to defer paying taxes on realized gains. As The New York Times recently 
reported, some major corporations “have routinely pushed the boundaries [of the 
like-kind exchange rules] while claiming lucrative tax savings.”51 In all, like-kind 
exchanges cost the Treasury $3 billion per year. Congress should consider eliminating 
like-kind exchanges or strongly limiting their use.

• Tax-exempt organizations providing commercial services: Certain organizations, 
including fraternal-benefit societies and credit unions, are exempt from corporate 
income taxes even though many are large institutions that compete with taxable 
rivals to provide financial services. Congress should examine whether the largest of 
these organizations should receive a special subsidy if the scale of their operations 
rivals for-profit competitors.

• Business meals and entertainment: Food and entertainment are personal expenses. 
If people take their families out to dinner, they cannot deduct the cost of that meal 
from their taxable income. If, however, they take someone out to lunch and claim it is 
for a business purpose, then they can deduct half of the cost of the meal. This special 
exception, which costs the Treasury up to $14 billion per year,52 acts as an unnecessary 
subsidy for people benefiting from expense accounts as well as their guests.53 Allowing 
deductions for business meals and entertainment also results in an unknown quantity 
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of abuse and fraud, with personal expenses classified as “business” expenses and the 
IRS ill-equipped to police the legitimacy of the deductions.54

• Advertising deductions: Businesses can generally deduct their advertising costs in 
the year they are incurred. But advertising can have long-lasting rewards for a busi-
ness, increasing its income over many years. Therefore, policymakers should consider 
requiring businesses to “capitalize” a portion of their advertising costs under a wider 
range of circumstances than currently required, which would mean that they would 
take deductions over a period of time rather than all at once. 

• Distinctions between corporate and noncorporate businesses: Another area where 
base broadening is needed to ensure a level playing field among businesses involves 
the increased use of pass-through businesses that avoid corporate-level taxes. C 
corporations pay corporate taxes, and their owners (i.e., shareholders) pay taxes on 
dividends distributed out of post-tax profits. But pass-through entities do not pay 
entity-level tax; rather, profits are attributed and taxed directly to owners. The use 
of pass-through business forms has been rising, both because states have created 
more noncorporate business forms that confer limited liability and other corporate 
attributes, and because of the relaxation of federal rules regarding “subchapter S” 
corporations. Currently, whether or not a business is subject to the corporate tax often 
depends on whether it is publicly traded. But some extremely large businesses that are 
not publicly traded compete with those that are without paying corporate-level tax. 
For example, the engineering firm Bechtel, with $33 billion in revenues in 2012, is 
structured as an S corporation and is thus exempt from corporate taxes.  
 
Redrawing the line between corporate and noncorporate businesses, and adding busi-
ness size as a criteria, would be a good step in broadening the corporate tax base while 
ensuring that at least large businesses compete on a level playing field within the same 
tax framework.55 Congress should also reconsider the special exceptions from the 
general rule that publicly traded entities must pay corporate tax, including those for 
investment partnerships and “master limited partnerships” in the oil and gas field. 

• Accelerated depreciation and the domestic production deduction: These tax expen-
ditures, the two largest, will reduce revenues by a combined $900 billion over the 
next 10 years.56  
 
Corporate tax reform is an opportunity to review how current depreciation schedules 
produce uneven tax rates, potentially slowing growth by distorting investments. One 
recent study found that effective tax rates vary widely by investment type. For example, 
mining structures and oil and gas structures are taxed at a mere 7 percent rate, while 
other structures can face a 35 percent to 40 percent effective tax rate. Similarly, the effec-
tive tax rate on investments in ships and boats was found to be about half that for autos.57 
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The domestic production deduction (section 199) should also be reviewed. It is 
clearly overbroad: Intended as an incentive for U.S. manufacturing, it applies to oil 
extraction and software development, among myriad other areas. Congress should 
reform the deduction to better target it toward its core purpose of encouraging domes-
tic manufacturing. 
 
Yet while reforms to these two incentives should be on the table in corporate tax 
reform, Congress should balance several concerns in wringing budget savings from 
them to pay for a lower rate. 
 
Reducing accelerated depreciation to pay for a lower corporate rate runs the risk of pro-
viding a tax windfall for past corporate investments while removing an incentive for 
future ones. That is because a significant share of the benefits from a lower corporate 
rate flow to “old capital”—in other words, investments made before the change in tax 
policies—whereas accelerated depreciation exclusively encourages future investment. 
Economists at the Joint Committee on Taxation have found that trading reductions 
in accelerated depreciation for a lower corporate rate “results in a macroeconomic 
outlook that is worse by several measures than the current law baseline, with poten-
tially lower consumption, employment, real GDP, and capital stock [particularly in 
the medium term].”58 

 

Accelerated depreciation and the domestic production deduction also serve to miti-
gate the bias against domestic investment created by the tax deferral of foreign profits. 
They also act as a balance to incentives that other countries offer in their tax codes or 
in other forms of support and subsidies. 

Corporate tax reform should contribute to increased federal revenue

Corporate tax reform will not happen in a vacuum. Policymakers must consider the 
overall economic challenges facing the country, including the problem of unsustainable 
deficits over the long term and shortfalls in needed public investments.

The corporate sector in the United States has a strong stake in our country’s fiscal 
sustainability and growth. As they invest, innovate, hire, and earn returns for sharehold-
ers, U.S. corporations benefit greatly from government services, from law enforcement 
to product safety, patent protection, education, and workforce development. Given the 
need to address vital national priorities at a time of unsustainable budget deficits, the 
corporate sector cannot be exempted from contributing to the solution.

The corporate income tax is a significant revenue source, but it contributes a smaller share 
of federal revenues than it used to and a smaller share of revenues than corporate taxes in 
most other advanced economies. In 1953 corporate tax revenues were 5.6 percent of GDP 
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and 30 percent of federal tax revenues. Over the past decade, corporate tax revenues aver-
aged 1.8 percent of GDP and 10.3 percent of federal revenues, notwithstanding the fact 
that corporate profits constitute a growing share of the economy.59 Corporate tax revenues 
in the United States are about 25 percent lower than the OECD average.60 The diminishing 
corporate tax has worsened budget deficits and has caused the United States to rely more 
on other taxes, especially payroll and individual income taxes. 

The decline of corporate tax revenue has been principally driven by two trends. First, 
corporations are paying lower taxes on their profits. The U.S. statutory corporate tax 
rate, at 35 percent, has remained nearly constant since the 1986 tax reform, and is the 
highest among OECD countries. Yet the effective rate paid by corporations—what 
they actually pay as a percentage of their profits—has declined. According to the 
Congressional Research Service, “Despite concerns expressed about the size of the 
corporate tax rate, current corporate taxes are extremely low by historical standards, 
whether measured as a share of output or based on the effective tax rate on income.”61

And though the U.S. tax rate stands at 35 percent, effective tax rates put U.S. companies 
squarely in line with companies in other major economies:

• A survey of 280 Fortune 500 companies, each of which was profitable in all years from 
2008 through 2010, found that they paid 18.5 percent of their profits in U.S. federal 
corporate income tax—slightly more than half of the statutory rate.

• The Congressional Research Service found that corporate effective rates are lower 
than average for OECD countries (weighted by the size of their economies).62

• A comprehensive study of the 100 largest U.S. multinationals and the 100 largest EU 
multinationals found that the U.S. companies paid lower effective rates, in the aggre-
gate, over a 10-year period.63

The reason that the United States collects relatively little in corporate tax revenue despite 
having the highest statutory rate in the world is the narrowness of its corporate tax base. 
As a 2007 Treasury report concluded, “The contrast between [the United States’] high 
statutory corporate income tax rate and low average corporate tax rate implies a relatively 
narrow corporate tax base, due to accelerated depreciation allowances, corporate tax pref-
erences, and tax-planning incentives created by [the] high statutory rate.”64 

The tattered state of the U.S. corporate tax base means that U.S. corporations can, on the 
whole, contribute a greater share of revenues without jeopardizing their competitiveness 
or the overall competitiveness of our economy. Given the huge potential savings from 
broadening the corporate tax base, it is possible to achieve deficit reduction from the 
corporate tax while also lowering the statutory rate. A lower corporate rate would reduce 
economic distortions caused by the corporate tax, including the disparities in tax rates 
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among industries and the bias toward debt. Both goals—deficit reduction and a lower 
corporate rate—are desirable, and whether they are achievable depends on Congress’s 
willingness to broaden and repair the corporate tax base.

Rehabilitating the corporate tax base is also important for ensuring a progressive overall tax 
system. By preventing tax sheltering by high-income individuals, the corporate tax provides 
a needed backstop to the individual income tax, and it is itself a strongly progressive tax.65 

Conclusion

Corporate tax reform is complicated and involves many moving and interacting parts. 
Special preferences and loopholes in the code have created an extremely narrow tax 
base. Clearly, obsolete preferences and those that divert economic activity into less-pro-
ductive pursuits should be eliminated. On the other hand, though not otherwise discussed 
here, measures such as the Research Credit can, if appropriately designed, encourage inno-
vations that are beneficial to long-term economic health. Meanwhile, the deduction for 
interest payments on debt encourages companies to take on excessive leverage to minimize 
tax payments. Eliminating inefficient corporate tax expenditures and limiting deductions 
for interest payments on debt could raise significant revenue for investments in our future, 
and potentially allow for some rate reduction, which would, in turn, alleviate some of the 
concerns expressed by corporations about the current tax system.

With respect to the treatment of international income, reform efforts must deal with 
the rampant tax avoidance that the current system allows, encourage job creation in 
the United States, and address the legitimate concerns of multinational corporations. 
Moving to a pure territorial system would exacerbate many of the current problems 
with the tax system, and, while eliminating deferral is attractive, in the long run it could 
have adverse, unintended consequences and is unrealistic. A more likely and helpful 
approach would be to put in place a new hybrid model that includes a robust minimum 
tax that would immediately apply to all income (i.e., no deferral), thereby diminishing 
the incentive to shift income to low-tax countries or move jobs overseas. Most countries 
that ostensibly have territorial systems actually follow this kind of model, but the revised 
U.S. system should be more aggressive and include the full range of anti-tax-avoidance 
measures. Concerns expressed by multinational corporations could be addressed by 
adjusting the corporate tax rate overall or with a modestly differentiated rate for repatri-
ated earnings—consistent with an overall increase in revenues. 

Finally, the United States should work with its trading partners to address these issues. 
International cooperation is necessary for meeting all of the challenges in fair ways that 
benefit both U.S. and global economic growth.



19 Center for American Progress | Priorities for Progressive, Pro-Growth Corporate Tax Reform

Endnotes

 1 Congressional Budget Office, “Options for Taxing U.S. 
Multinational Corporations” (2013), available at http://www.
cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/43764-
MultinationalTaxes.pdf. 

 2 “S corporations” are named after the Internal Revenue Code 
subchapter that defines their tax status.

 3 Congressional Budget Office, “Options for Taxing U.S. Multi-
national Corporations.”

 4 Melissa Costa and Jennifer G. Gravelle, “Taxing Multinational 
Corporations: Average Tax Rates,” Tax Law Review 65 (2012): 
391–414; Government Accountability Office, “U.S. Multina-
tional Corporations: Effective Tax Rates Are Correlated with 
Where Income Is Reported” (2008), available at http://www.
gao.gov/new.items/d08950.pdf.

 5 Kimberly Clausing, “International Taxation: What are the 
consequences of the U.S. international tax system?” In Tax 
Policy Center, ed., The Tax Policy Briefing Book, available 
at http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/key-
elements/international/consequences.cfm.

 6 Edward D. Kleinbard, “Stateless Income,” Florida Tax Review 
11 (9) (2011), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=1791769; Seth Hanlon, “Why We 
Need a Minimum Tax on U.S. Corporations’ Foreign Profits” 
(Washington: Center for American Progress, 2012), available 
at http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/tax-reform/
report/2012/02/10/11064/why-we-need-a-minimum-tax-
on-u-s-corporations-foreign-profits/. 

 7 Mark P. Keightley, “An Analysis of Where American Com-
panies Report Profits: Indications of Profit Shifting” (Wash-
ington: Congressional Research Service, 2013), available at 
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42927.pdf. 

 8 U.S. Department of the Treasury, Report to the Congress 
on Earnings Stripping, Transfer Pricing and U.S. Income 
Tax Treaties (2007), available at http://www.treasury.gov/
resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/ajca2007.pdf; 
Government Accountability Office, “U.S. Multinational 
Corporations”; Joint Committee on Taxation, “Present Law 
and Background Related to Possible Income Shifting and 
Transfer Pricing” (2010); Michael McDonald, “Income Shift-
ing From Transfer Pricing: Further Evidence From Tax Return 
Data” (Washington: U.S. Department of the Treasury, Office 
of Tax Analysis, 2008); Martin A. Sullivan, “Transfer Pricing 
Issues in the Global Economy,” Testimony before the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, U.S. House of Representatives, 
“Hearing on the Current Federal Income Tax and the Need 
for Reform,” July 22, 2010, available at http://waysandmeans.
house.gov/uploadedfiles/sullivan_written_testimony_wm_
jan_20.pdf; Kimberly A. Clausing, “The Revenue Effects of 
Multinational Firm Income Shifting,” National Tax Journal 62 
(4) (2011), available at http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/
4228BAE37C14EC788525769A006F4730/$FILE/Article%20
06-Clausing(F).pdf. 

 9 Ibid.; Sullivan, “Transfer Pricing Issues in the Global 
Economy.”

 10 Citizens for Tax Justice, “Big No-Tax Corps Just Keep on 
Dodging,” available at http://ctj.org/ctjreports/2012/04/big_
no-tax_corps_just_keep_on_dodging.php#.UbB_T7_vxTQ 
(last accessed June 2013).

 11 Reuven S. Avi-Yonah and Yaron Lahav, “The Effective Tax 
Rate of the Largest U.S. and EU Multinationals” (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan Law School, 2011); Costa and Grav-
elle, “Taxing Multinational Corporations.”

 12 Such anti-profit-shifting rules are known generally as “CFC 
rules”—our version of which is called “Subpart F” (for its 
location in the U.S. tax code).

 13 J. Clifton Fleming, Jr., Robert J. Peroni, and Stephen E. Shay, 
“Worse Than Exemption,” Emory Law Journal 59 (2009): 
80–150, available at http://www.law.emory.edu/fileadmin/
journals/elj/59/59.1/FlemingPeroni_Shay.pdf. 

 14 Dena Aubin, “U.S. companies’ overseas earnings hit $1.9 
trillion,” Reuters, May 8, 2013, available at http://news.yahoo.
com/u-companies-overseas-earnings-hit-190639064.html.

 15 Carl Levin, U.S. Senator for Michigan, “New Data Show 
Corporate Offshore Funds Not ‘Trapped’ Abroad: Nearly Half 
of So-Called “Offshore” Funds Already in the United States,” 
Press release, December, 14, 2011, available at http://www.
levin.senate.gov/newsroom/press/release/new-data-show-
corporate-offshore-funds-not-trapped-abroad-nearly-
half-of-so-called-offshore-funds-already-in-the-united-
states; U.S. Senate Committee on Homeland Security & 
Governmental Affairs, “Offshore Profit Shifting and the U.S. 
Tax Code—Part 2 (Apple Inc.),” available at http://www.
hsgac.senate.gov/subcommittees/investigations/hearings/
offshore-profit-shifting-and-the-us-tax-code_-part-2 (last 
accessed June 2013). 

 16 Harry Grubert and Rosanne Altshuler, “Fixing the System: An 
Analysis of Alternative Proposals for the Reform of Interna-
tional Tax.” Working Paper (2013), available at http://papers.
ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2245128.

 17 For further discussion of “competitiveness,” see Eric Toder, 
“International Competitiveness: Who Competes Against 
Whom and for What?” (Washington: Urban-Brookings Tax 
Policy Center, 2012), available at http://www.urban.org/
UploadedPDF/412477-international-competitiveness.pdf. 

 18 It is difficult for existing firms incorporated in the United 
States to change their country of residence to escape the 
U.S. tax regime in part because of rules enacted in 2004 to 
stop corporate “inversions.” There are no similar obstacles 
preventing new firms from incorporating abroad instead 
of in the United States, but it appears few are choosing to 
do so. See Eric J. Allen and Susan Morse, “Firm Incorpora-
tion Outside the U.S.: No Exodus Yet,” National Tax Journal 
66 (2013), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=1950760. Nevertheless, the fact that firms 
can change their residence through new incorporations 
or foreign acquisitions is an important concern prospec-
tively. See Daniel Shaviro, “The Rising Tax-Electivity of U.S. 
Corporate Residence.” Working Paper (New York University 
School of Law, 2010), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/
sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1683642. 

 19 Kimberly A. Clausing, “A Challenging Time for International 
Tax Policy.” Working Paper (Reed College, 2012), available 
at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_
id=2090216.

 20 The finance ministers of the United Kingdom, France, and 
Germany—all countries with territorial systems—recently 
wrote a striking letter in the Financial Times declaring that 
the “international corporate tax system is outdated” because 
it allows “some large multinational corporations to avoid 
paying their fair share of tax.” The ministers called for coordi-
nated efforts to clamp down on tax avoidance to be led by 
the G-20 nations. Letter from George Osborne, Pierre Mosco-
vici, and Wolfgang Schäuble to the Financial Times, February 
16, 2013, available at http://www.ft.com/cms/s/0/6b12990e-
76bc-11e2-ac91-00144feabdc0.html#axzz2MiwiAsol. See 
also David Stringer, “Google, Amazon, and Starbucks Face 
Tax Questions in UK,” Associated Press, November 12, 2012, 
available at http://www.nbcnews.com/business/google-
amazon-starbucks-face-tax-questions-uk-1C7009957. 

 21 Clausing, “A Challenging Time for International Tax Policy.”

 22 Joint Committee on Taxation, “Background And Selected 
Issues Related To The U.S. International Tax System And 
Systems That Exempt Foreign Business Income” 
(2011), available at https://www.jct.gov/publications.
html?func=startdown&id=3793; Reuven Avi-Yonah and 
Nicola Sartori, “U.S. Subpart F Legislative Proposals: A Com-
parative Perspective.” Working Paper (University of Michigan 
Law School, 2012), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/
papers.cfm?abstract_id=1991966. 

 23 Hanlon, “Why We Need a Minimum Tax on U.S. Corporations’ 
Foreign Profits.”

http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/43764-MultinationalTaxes.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/43764-MultinationalTaxes.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/43764-MultinationalTaxes.pdf
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d08950.pdf
http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d08950.pdf
http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/key-elements/international/consequences.cfm
http://www.taxpolicycenter.org/briefing-book/key-elements/international/consequences.cfm
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1791769
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1791769
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/tax-reform/report/2012/02/10/11064/why-we-need-a-minimum-tax-on-u-s-corporations-foreign-profits/
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/tax-reform/report/2012/02/10/11064/why-we-need-a-minimum-tax-on-u-s-corporations-foreign-profits/
http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/tax-reform/report/2012/02/10/11064/why-we-need-a-minimum-tax-on-u-s-corporations-foreign-profits/
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R42927.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/ajca2007.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/ajca2007.pdf
http://waysandmeans.house.gov/uploadedfiles/sullivan_written_testimony_wm_jan_20.pdf
http://waysandmeans.house.gov/uploadedfiles/sullivan_written_testimony_wm_jan_20.pdf
http://waysandmeans.house.gov/uploadedfiles/sullivan_written_testimony_wm_jan_20.pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/4228BAE37C14EC788525769A006F4730/$FILE/Article%2006-Clausing(F).pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/4228BAE37C14EC788525769A006F4730/$FILE/Article%2006-Clausing(F).pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/4228BAE37C14EC788525769A006F4730/$FILE/Article%2006-Clausing(F).pdf
http://www.law.emory.edu/fileadmin/journals/elj/59/59.1/FlemingPeroni_Shay.pdf
http://www.law.emory.edu/fileadmin/journals/elj/59/59.1/FlemingPeroni_Shay.pdf
http://news.yahoo.com/u-companies-overseas-earnings-hit-190639064.html
http://news.yahoo.com/u-companies-overseas-earnings-hit-190639064.html
http://www.levin.senate.gov/newsroom/press/release/new-data-show-corporate-offshore-funds-not-trapped-abroad-nearly-half-of-so-called-offshore-funds-already-in-the-united-states
http://www.levin.senate.gov/newsroom/press/release/new-data-show-corporate-offshore-funds-not-trapped-abroad-nearly-half-of-so-called-offshore-funds-already-in-the-united-states
http://www.levin.senate.gov/newsroom/press/release/new-data-show-corporate-offshore-funds-not-trapped-abroad-nearly-half-of-so-called-offshore-funds-already-in-the-united-states
http://www.levin.senate.gov/newsroom/press/release/new-data-show-corporate-offshore-funds-not-trapped-abroad-nearly-half-of-so-called-offshore-funds-already-in-the-united-states
http://www.levin.senate.gov/newsroom/press/release/new-data-show-corporate-offshore-funds-not-trapped-abroad-nearly-half-of-so-called-offshore-funds-already-in-the-united-states
http://www.hsgac.senate.gov/subcommittees/investigations/hearings/offshore-profit-shifting-and-the-us-tax-code_-part-2
http://www.hsgac.senate.gov/subcommittees/investigations/hearings/offshore-profit-shifting-and-the-us-tax-code_-part-2
http://www.hsgac.senate.gov/subcommittees/investigations/hearings/offshore-profit-shifting-and-the-us-tax-code_-part-2
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2245128
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2245128
http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/412477-international-competitiveness.pdf
http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/412477-international-competitiveness.pdf
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1950760
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1950760
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1683642
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1683642
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2090216
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2090216
http://www.nbcnews.com/business/google-amazon-starbucks-face-tax-questions-uk-1C7009957
http://www.nbcnews.com/business/google-amazon-starbucks-face-tax-questions-uk-1C7009957
https://www.jct.gov/publications.html?func=startdown&id=3793
https://www.jct.gov/publications.html?func=startdown&id=3793
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1991966
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1991966


20 Center for American Progress | Priorities for Progressive, Pro-Growth Corporate Tax Reform

 24 Robert C. Pozen, “A Win-Win: Compromise on Foreign 
Profits,” Brookings Institution blog, February 7, 2013, 
available at http://www.brookings.edu/blogs/up-front/
posts/2013/02/07-corporate-tax-reform-pozen.

 25 In 2007 the Department of the Treasury found: “[T]here is 
significant risk of income shifting from transfers of valuable 
intellectual property that are crucial to the core business 
of a taxpayer and that are difficult to value accurately.” U.S. 
Department of the Treasury, Report to the Congress on 
Earnings Stripping, Transfer Pricing and U.S. Income Tax 
Treaties.

 26 Since this approach does not replace but merely comple-
ments the arm’s-length standard, and because it arguably 
achieves results that are consistent with the arm’s-length 
standard, the United States would not violate its tax treaties 
by adopting it. There is also no obstacle to the United States 
adopting formulary methods to tax corporate profits re-
ported in countries with which it does not have a tax treaty. 
Most tax treaties require attributing to a subsidiary those 
profits “which would have accrued to it … if the conditions 
made between the two enterprises had been those which 
would have been made between independent enterprises.” 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 
“Articles of the Model Convention with Respect to Taxes on 
Income and on Capital” (2003), Article 9, available at (OECD 
Model Tax Treaty, Art. 9, available at http://www.oecd.org/
tax/taxtreaties/1914467.pdf. But in the absence of reliable 
comparables, a formula provides as good an estimation 
as any of what the subsidiary’s hypothetical profits would 
be in an arm’s-length context. Thus, Professor Avi-Yonah of 
the University of Michigan suggests integrating formulary 
methods into the “profit-split” method in a two-step 
process. The profit-split method would assign a return on 
routine functions based on comparable transactions. That 
leaves a “residual” amount of profit. Avi-Yonah proposes 
that the United States should adopt a policy of allocating 
this residual using a formula. See Reuven S. Avi-Yonah and 
Kimberly A. Clausing, “Reforming Corporate Taxation in a 
Global Economy: A Proposal to Adopt Formulary Apportion-
ment” (Washington: Brookings Institution, 2007), available 
at http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2007/06/
corporatetaxes-clausing; Reuven S. Avi-Yonah, “Between 
Formulary Apportionment and the OECD Guidelines: A Pro-
posal for Reconciliation” (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan 
Law School, 2009), available at http://www.law.umich.edu/
centersandprograms/lawandeconomics/abstracts/2009/
Documents/09-011aviyonah.pdf.

 27 Carl Levin, U.S. Senator for Michigan, “Lewin Floor State-
ment on Introduction of Stop Tax Haven Abuse Act,” Press 
release, July 12, 2011, available at http://www.levin.senate.
gov/newsroom/speeches/speech/levin-floor-statement-on-
introduction-of-stop-tax-haven-abuse-act.

 28 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 
“Base erosion and profit shifting,” World Commerce Review 6 
(2) (2012), available at http://www.oecd.org/ctp/WCRVol6Is-
sue2_BEPS.pdf. 

 29 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 
“The OECD Work on Base Erosion and Profit Shifting,” avail-
able at http://www.oecd.org/ctp/TheOECDworkonBEPS.pdf. 

 30 Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 
“Base erosion and profit shifting.”

 31 Michael C. Durst, “OECD’s fight against income shift-
ing—and for its global role,” International Tax Policy Forum 
blog, November 5, 2012, available at http://www.itpf.org/
itpf_blog?article_id=75.

 32 European Commission, “Common Tax Base,” available at 
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/taxation/com-
pany_tax/common_tax_base/index_en.htm (last accessed 
June 2013); Edward D. Kleinbard, “The Lessons of Stateless 
Income,” Tax Law Review 65 (2011), available at http://pa-
pers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1791783; Jack 
Mintz, “Europe Slowly Lurches to a Common Consolidated 
Corporate Tax Base: Issues at Stake.” Working Paper (Oxford 
University Centre for Business Taxation, 2007), available at 
http://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/centres/tax/Documents/work-
ing_papers/WP0714.pdf. 

 33 Most U.S. states use the same three factors as the CCCTB, 
and, in fact, that formula is often called the “Massachusetts” 
formula after the state that introduced it.

 34 Daniel N. Shaviro, “Decoding the U.S. Corporate Tax” (Wash-
ington: Urban Institute Press, 2009).

 35 Alex Raskolnikov, “Tax Reform and the Tax Treatment of 
Financial Products,” Testimony before the Joint Hearing of 
the U.S. House Committee on Ways and Means, December 
6, 2011, available at http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/
media/doc/120611%20Raskolnikov%20Testimony.pdf. 

 36 The EMTR is an estimate of how much the returns on a new 
investment will be reduced by taxes.

 37 U.S. Department of the Treasury, “Approaches to Improve 
the Competitiveness of the U.S. Business Tax System for the 
21st Century” (2007), available at http://www.treasury.gov/
resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/Approaches-to-
Improve-Business-Tax-Competitiveness-12-20-2007.pdf. The 
Congressional Budget Office finds an equally large disparity 
in effective marginal rates on corporate investments 
financed with debt and equity. Congressional Budget Office, 
“Taxing Capital Income: Effective Rates and Approaches 
to Reform” (2005), available at http://www.cbo.gov/sites/
default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/67xx/doc6792/10-18-tax.pdf. 
The negative tax rate on debt-financed investment occurs 
because the corporate tax is effectively wiped out by inter-
est deductions, while those debt-financed investments are 
eligible for accelerated depreciation and other tax subsidies.

 38 International Monetary Fund, “Debt Bias and Other Distor-
tions: Crisis-Related Issues in Tax Policy” (2009), available at 
http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2009/061209.pdf. 

 39 Javier Bianchi, “Overborrowing and Systemic Externalities 
in the Business Cycle,” American Economic Review 101 (7) 
(2011): 3400–3426.

 40 Ruud A. de Mooij, “Tax Biases to Debt Finance: Assessing 
the Problem, Finding Solutions” (Washington: International 
Monetary Fund, 2011), available at http://www.imf.org/
external/pubs/ft/sdn/2011/sdn1111.pdf. 

 41 Merrill Goozner, “Private Equity’s Edge: Buy Now, Deduct 
Later,” Fiscal Times, January 9, 2012, available at http://www.
thefiscaltimes.com/Articles/2012/01/09/Private-Equitys-
Edge-Buy-Now-Deduct-Taxes-Later.aspx#page1. 

 42 Shaviro, “Decoding the U.S. Corporate Tax”; Alex Brill, “A 
Pro-Growth, Progressive, and Practical Proposal to Cut Busi-
ness Tax Rates” (Washington: American Enterprise Institute, 
2012), available at http://www.aei.org/outlook/economics/
fiscal-policy/taxes/a-pro-growth-progressive-and-practical-
proposal-to-cut-business-tax-rates/. 

 43 The White House and the U.S. Department of the Treasury, 
“The President’s Framework for Business Tax Reform” (2012), 
available at http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-
policy/Documents/The-Presidents-Framework-for-Business-
Tax-Reform-02-22-2012.pdf; Stephen Moore, “Dave Camp: 
Is Tax Reform Politically Possible?”, The Wall Street Journal, 
August 10, 2012, available at http://professional.wsj.com/
article/SB1000142405270230414120457750896010697267
8.html?mg=reno64-wsj. 

 44 Robert C. Pozen and Lucas W. Goodman, “Capping the 
Deductibility of Corporate Interest Expense,” Tax Notes 137 
(2012), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=2190966. (Estimating, based on a static 
analysis, that allowing C corporations to deduct only 65 
percent of their interest expense, with a less strict limit for 
financial corporations, could finance a 10-point reduction in 
the corporate tax rate).

 45 See Law Library of Congress, “Germany: Tax Treatment of 
Corporate Debt.” In Joint Committee on Taxation, “Present 
Law and Background Relating to Tax Treatment of Business 
Debt” (2011), available at https://www.jct.gov/publications.
html?func=startdown&id=3803. 

 46 Ibid. Interest in excess of this limit can be deducted in future 
years. 

http://www.brookings.edu/blogs/up-front/posts/2013/02/07-corporate-tax-reform-pozen
http://www.brookings.edu/blogs/up-front/posts/2013/02/07-corporate-tax-reform-pozen
http://www.oecd.org/tax/taxtreaties/1914467.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/tax/taxtreaties/1914467.pdf
http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2007/06/corporatetaxes-clausing
http://www.brookings.edu/research/papers/2007/06/corporatetaxes-clausing
http://www.law.umich.edu/centersandprograms/lawandeconomics/abstracts/2009/Documents/09-011aviyonah.pdf
http://www.law.umich.edu/centersandprograms/lawandeconomics/abstracts/2009/Documents/09-011aviyonah.pdf
http://www.law.umich.edu/centersandprograms/lawandeconomics/abstracts/2009/Documents/09-011aviyonah.pdf
http://www.levin.senate.gov/newsroom/speeches/speech/levin-floor-statement-on-introduction-of-stop-tax-haven-abuse-act
http://www.levin.senate.gov/newsroom/speeches/speech/levin-floor-statement-on-introduction-of-stop-tax-haven-abuse-act
http://www.levin.senate.gov/newsroom/speeches/speech/levin-floor-statement-on-introduction-of-stop-tax-haven-abuse-act
http://www.oecd.org/ctp/WCRVol6Issue2_BEPS.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/ctp/WCRVol6Issue2_BEPS.pdf
http://www.oecd.org/ctp/TheOECDworkonBEPS.pdf
http://www.itpf.org/itpf_blog?article_id=75
http://www.itpf.org/itpf_blog?article_id=75
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/taxation/company_tax/common_tax_base/index_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/taxation/company_tax/common_tax_base/index_en.htm
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1791783
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1791783
http://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/centres/tax/Documents/working_papers/WP0714.pdf
http://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/centres/tax/Documents/working_papers/WP0714.pdf
http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/120611%20Raskolnikov%20Testimony.pdf
http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/120611%20Raskolnikov%20Testimony.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/Approaches-to-Improve-Business-Tax-Competitiveness-12-20-2007.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/Approaches-to-Improve-Business-Tax-Competitiveness-12-20-2007.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/Approaches-to-Improve-Business-Tax-Competitiveness-12-20-2007.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/67xx/doc6792/10-18-tax.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/67xx/doc6792/10-18-tax.pdf
http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2009/061209.pdf
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/sdn/2011/sdn1111.pdf
http://www.imf.org/external/pubs/ft/sdn/2011/sdn1111.pdf
http://www.aei.org/outlook/economics/fiscal-policy/taxes/a-pro-growth-progressive-and-practical-proposal-to-cut-business-tax-rates/
http://www.aei.org/outlook/economics/fiscal-policy/taxes/a-pro-growth-progressive-and-practical-proposal-to-cut-business-tax-rates/
http://www.aei.org/outlook/economics/fiscal-policy/taxes/a-pro-growth-progressive-and-practical-proposal-to-cut-business-tax-rates/
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/The-Presidents-Framework-for-Business-Tax-Reform-02-22-2012.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/The-Presidents-Framework-for-Business-Tax-Reform-02-22-2012.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/The-Presidents-Framework-for-Business-Tax-Reform-02-22-2012.pdf
http://professional.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304141204577508960106972678.html?mg=reno64-wsj
http://professional.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304141204577508960106972678.html?mg=reno64-wsj
http://professional.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304141204577508960106972678.html?mg=reno64-wsj
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2190966
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2190966
https://www.jct.gov/publications.html?func=startdown&id=3803
https://www.jct.gov/publications.html?func=startdown&id=3803


21 Center for American Progress | Priorities for Progressive, Pro-Growth Corporate Tax Reform

 47 Calvin Johnson, “Timber!”, Tax Notes 125 (7) (2009), available 
at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_
id=1512005; Seth Hanlon and Michael Ettlinger, “Cut Spend-
ing in the Tax Code” (Washington: Center for American 
Progress, 2011), available at http://www.americanprogress.
org/wp-content/uploads/issues/2011/03/pdf/tax_expendi-
tures.pdf. 

 48 Edward D. Kleinbard, George Plesko, and Corey M. Good-
man, “Is It Time to Liquidate LIFO?” Tax Notes 113 (3) 
(2006), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=941201. 

 49 U.S. Department of the Treasury, “General Explanations of 
the Administration’s Fiscal Year 2014 Revenue Proposals” 
(2013), available at http://www.treasury.gov/resource-cen-
ter/tax-policy/Documents/General-Explanations-FY2014.
pdf. 

 50 H.R. 3157, 112th Congress; Christopher Rowland, “Even 
With Debt, U.S. Not Closing Offshore Loophole,” The Boston 
Globe, July 27, 2011, available at http://www.boston.com/
news/politics/articles/2011/07/27/even_with_debt_us_
not_closing_offshore_loophole/. 

 51 David Kocieniewski, “Major Companies Push the Limits of a 
Tax Break,” The New York Times, January 6, 2013, available at 
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/07/business/economy/
companies-exploit-tax-break-for-asset-exchanges-trial-
evidence-shows.html?nl=todaysheadlines&emc=ed
it_th_20130107&_r=0. 

 52 The Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget estimates 
that disallowing all deductions for meals and entertainment 
would increase revenues by $14 billion per year; allowing 
one quarter of the cost of meals and entertainment would 
increase revenues by $7 billion per year. The Committee for 
a Responsible Federal Budget, “Corporate Tax Reform Calcu-
lator,” available at http://crfb.org/corporate/ (last accessed 
June 2013).

 53 Richard Schmalbeck and Jay A. Soled, “Elimination of the 
Deduction for Business Entertainment Expenses,” Tax Notes 
123 (6) (2009), available at http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/
cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2733&context=faculty_scholar-
ship. 

 54 Ibid.

 55 Alvin C. Warren, “Taxation of Business Entities,” Testimony 
Before Senate Committee on Finance, August 1, 2012, 
available at http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/
doc/Warren%20Testimony%20Corrected.pdf. President 
George W. Bush’s tax reform panel proposed to require all 
businesses with more than $10 million in annual receipts to 
pay corporate income tax; The President’s Advisory Panel 
on Federal Tax Reform, “Simple, Fair, and Prow-Growth: 
Proposal to Fix America’s Tax System” (2005), available at 
http://govinfo.library.unt.edu/taxreformpanel/final-report/
TaxPanel_5-7.pdf. 

 56 The President’s Economic Recovery Advisory Board, “The 
Report on Tax Reform Options: Simplification, Compliance, 
and Corporate Taxation” (2010), available at http://www.
whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/PERAB_Tax_
Reform_Report.pdf. 

 57 Jane G. Gravelle, “Reducing Depreciation Allowances to 
Finance a Lower Corporate Tax Rate,” National Tax Journal 64 
(4) (2011), available at http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/7
B58EBA2F399E38D8525796800535598/$FILE/A07_Gravelle.
pdf.

 58 Nicholas Bull, Tim Dowd, and Pamela Moomau, “Corporate 
Tax Reform: A Macroeconomic Perspective,” National Tax 
Journal 64 (4) (2011), available at http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/
ntjrec.nsf/175d710dffc186a385256a31007cb40f/3d9c4a8a0
18f29c5852579680051854a/$FILE/A01_Dowd.pdf. 

 59 Jane G. Gravelle and Thomas L. Hungerford, “Corporate Tax 
Reform: Issues for Congress” (Washington: Congressional 
Research Service, 2011), available at http://taxprof.typepad.
com/files/crs-rl34229.pdf; Congressional Budget Office, 
“Budget and Economic Outlook: Fiscal Years 2011 to 2021” 
(2011), available at http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/
cbofiles/ftpdocs/120xx/doc12039/01-26_fy2011outlook.
pdf; Chris Isadore, “Corporate Profits Hit Record as Wages 
Get Squeezed,” CNN Money, December 4, 2012, available 
at http://money.cnn.com/2012/12/03/news/economy/
record-corporate-profits/. The measure of corporate profits 
conducted by the Bureau of Economic Analysis’s National 
Income and Product Accounts includes entities not subject 
to the corporate income tax, including S corporations. As 
discussed below, one of the primary reasons for the decline 
of corporate tax revenue is the rise of S corporations and 
other business forms that are not subject to corporate taxes.

 60 From 2001 through 2010, U.S. corporate taxes averaged 
2.4 percent of GDP compared to 3.3 percent of GDP for 
the OECD as a whole. Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development, “Revenue Statistics—Com-
parative tables,” available at http://stats.oecd.org/Index.
aspx?QueryId=21699 (last accessed June 2013).

 61 Gravelle and Hungerford, “Corporate Tax Reform.”

 62 Jane G. Gravelle, “International Corporate Tax Rate Compari-
sons and Policy Implications” (Washington: Congressional 
Research Service, 2012), available at http://www.fas.org/
sgp/crs/misc/R41743.pdf. The Congressional Research 
Service found that marginal effective rates—the expected 
tax rate on new investments—were only slightly higher in 
the United States compared to the weighted OECD average. 
The Treasury Office of Tax Analysis found the United States’ 
marginal effective rates to be slightly lower than average 
among the other G-7 nations. The White House and the U.S. 
Department of the Treasury, “The President’s Framework for 
Business Tax Reform.”

 63 Avi-Yonah and Lahav, “The Effective Tax Rate of the Largest 
U.S. and EU Multinationals.” Avi-Yonah and Lahav note that 
“Japanese multinationals are known to be subject to higher 
statutory and effective tax rates than U.S. ones, and there-
fore, they are less relevant to this debate.”

 64 U.S. Department of the Treasury, “Treasury Conference on 
Business Taxation and Global Competitiveness” (2007), 
available at http://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-
releases/Documents/07230%20r.pdf.

 65 The corporate tax is of course ultimately borne by individu-
als. There are unresolved questions about what percentage 
of the corporate tax is borne by owners of capital and what 
percentage is borne by workers. Nevertheless, the corporate 
tax is generally progressive even when the general belief 
that it is borne mostly by owners of capital is adjusted to as-
sume that much of its incidence is borne by labor. Benjamin 
H. Harris, “Corporate Tax Incidence and Its Implications for 
Progressivity” (Washington: Tax Policy Center, 2009), avail-
able at http://www.urban.org/uploadedpdf/1001349_cor-
porate_tax_incidence.pdf. And to the degree that the 
corporate income tax prevents wealthy individuals from 
sheltering income, it furthers the progressivity of the indi-
vidual income tax.

 

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1512005
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1512005
http://www.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/issues/2011/03/pdf/tax_expenditures.pdf
http://www.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/issues/2011/03/pdf/tax_expenditures.pdf
http://www.americanprogress.org/wp-content/uploads/issues/2011/03/pdf/tax_expenditures.pdf
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=941201
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=941201
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/General-Explanations-FY2014.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/General-Explanations-FY2014.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/resource-center/tax-policy/Documents/General-Explanations-FY2014.pdf
http://www.boston.com/news/politics/articles/2011/07/27/even_with_debt_us_not_closing_offshore_loophole/
http://www.boston.com/news/politics/articles/2011/07/27/even_with_debt_us_not_closing_offshore_loophole/
http://www.boston.com/news/politics/articles/2011/07/27/even_with_debt_us_not_closing_offshore_loophole/
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/07/business/economy/companies-exploit-tax-break-for-asset-exchanges-trial-evidence-shows.html?nl=todaysheadlines&emc=edit_th_20130107&_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/07/business/economy/companies-exploit-tax-break-for-asset-exchanges-trial-evidence-shows.html?nl=todaysheadlines&emc=edit_th_20130107&_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/07/business/economy/companies-exploit-tax-break-for-asset-exchanges-trial-evidence-shows.html?nl=todaysheadlines&emc=edit_th_20130107&_r=0
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/01/07/business/economy/companies-exploit-tax-break-for-asset-exchanges-trial-evidence-shows.html?nl=todaysheadlines&emc=edit_th_20130107&_r=0
http://crfb.org/corporate/
http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2733&context=faculty_scholarship
http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2733&context=faculty_scholarship
http://scholarship.law.duke.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2733&context=faculty_scholarship
http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Warren%20Testimony%20Corrected.pdf
http://www.finance.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/Warren%20Testimony%20Corrected.pdf
http://govinfo.library.unt.edu/taxreformpanel/final-report/TaxPanel_5-7.pdf
http://govinfo.library.unt.edu/taxreformpanel/final-report/TaxPanel_5-7.pdf
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/PERAB_Tax_Reform_Report.pdf
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/PERAB_Tax_Reform_Report.pdf
http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/PERAB_Tax_Reform_Report.pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/7B58EBA2F399E38D8525796800535598/$FILE/A07_Gravelle.pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/7B58EBA2F399E38D8525796800535598/$FILE/A07_Gravelle.pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/7B58EBA2F399E38D8525796800535598/$FILE/A07_Gravelle.pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/175d710dffc186a385256a31007cb40f/3d9c4a8a018f29c5852579680051854a/$FILE/A01_Dowd.pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/175d710dffc186a385256a31007cb40f/3d9c4a8a018f29c5852579680051854a/$FILE/A01_Dowd.pdf
http://ntj.tax.org/wwtax/ntjrec.nsf/175d710dffc186a385256a31007cb40f/3d9c4a8a018f29c5852579680051854a/$FILE/A01_Dowd.pdf
http://taxprof.typepad.com/files/crs-rl34229.pdf
http://taxprof.typepad.com/files/crs-rl34229.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/120xx/doc12039/01-26_fy2011outlook.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/120xx/doc12039/01-26_fy2011outlook.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/ftpdocs/120xx/doc12039/01-26_fy2011outlook.pdf
http://money.cnn.com/2012/12/03/news/economy/record-corporate-profits/
http://money.cnn.com/2012/12/03/news/economy/record-corporate-profits/
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=21699
http://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?QueryId=21699
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41743.pdf
http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R41743.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-releases/Documents/07230%20r.pdf
http://www.treasury.gov/press-center/press-releases/Documents/07230%20r.pdf
http://www.urban.org/uploadedpdf/1001349_corporate_tax_incidence.pdf
http://www.urban.org/uploadedpdf/1001349_corporate_tax_incidence.pdf

