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Abstract: 
How much companies pay in corporate income taxes is often better captured by 
effective tax rates (ETRs) rather than by statutory ones. Economists further 
distinguish between those modelled using the law – forward-looking ETRs – and 
those estimated from actual data on companies’ profits and taxes – backward-looking 
ETRs. Moving beyond this binary distinction, I present a spectrum where backward-
looking ETRs are further broken down by the type of data used to estimate them 
and where all ETRs may be located along with applicable statutory rates. Within 
that spectrum, I focus on backward-looking ETRs and, specifically, on those 
estimated using companies’ balance sheet databases. Based on my review of recent 
findings, I argue that backward-looking ETRs – of multinational corporations in 
particular – have become more frequently estimated thanks to advances in data 
availability while also becoming more relevant as a result of ongoing global 
corporate tax reform debates. Ultimately, I argue that the full range of various ETRs 
can play a useful role in both research and policy. 
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1 Introduction 
Economists studying corporate income taxation have long understood the importance of 
distinguishing between statutory corporate income tax rates and effective tax rates 
(ETRs). How much companies pay in corporate income taxes in reality is often better 
captured by ETRs rather than by statutory rates. Governments can use ETRs to judge how 
much companies pay in corporate taxes individually and on average across sectors or within 
an entire economy. ETRs are therefore commonly used in recent policy proposals, both to 
evaluate and to establish them. For example, the 2017 US tax reform introduced what in 
principle amounts to a global minimum ETR for multinational corporations 
(MNCs) (Clausing, 2020), while OECD (2019) proposes a minimum ETR on MNCs’ profits 
in response to the digitization of the economy. Similarly, both Dowd et al. (2017) and 
Tørsløv, Wier, & Zucman (2020) use ETRs to estimate the scale of profit shifting by MNCs. 
Despite their usefulness, ETRs can seem complicated. For example, there is a whole range of 
ETRs with different estimation strategies and interpretations and it is not always clear how 
they differ or which ones are better suited for a particular situation. Consequently, ETRs can 
be puzzling, in particular for researchers who are not estimating ETRs themselves but who 
would like to use existing estimates in their research. At present, these researchers lack a 
critical survey of recent literature. This paper is devoted to filling the gap and aims to provide 
an overview how various ETRs differ and what implications they have for researchers and 
policy makers. 

In this paper I provide an overview of existing methodological approaches to estimating 
corporate ETRs and a review of recent empirical literature dedicated to ETRs. I also discuss 
conceptual differences between the various concepts of ETRs and statutory corporate income 
tax rates. In agreement with existing economics literature, I distinguish between forward-
looking and backward-looking ETRs and discuss how the latter differ by the type of data used 
to estimate them. As I move beyond a binary distinction between backward-looking and 
forward-looking ETRs, I distinguish between various data sources used for estimating 
backward-looking ETRs; in doing so, I present a spectrum on which all ETRs can be 
located. I then focus on backward-looking ETRs and, in particular, those estimated using 
companies’ balance sheet databases and those of MNCs. I provide a detailed overview 
of recent findings conducted using both Orbis and Compustat databases, which have never 
been reviewed to such an extent before, and I explain how the databases and, consequently, 
ETRs differ. In this paper, I also discuss selected estimates obtained using confidential tax 
returns and other data that have only become available recently. Overall, this review aims to 
provide a suitable decision-making basis for researchers who are interested in using ETRs but 
are overwhelmed by the sheer variety of ETRs available or are unsure which ETRs are 
appropriate for their purposes. 

A comprehensive up-to-date survey of empirical literature focused on corporate ETRs has 
been lacking. Earlier comparisons of some ETRs are provided by Fullerton (1983), Mendoza, 
Razin, & Tesar (1994), Leibrecht & Hochgatterer (2012) and Gravelle (2014) and – with 
Ireland used an example – by Coffey & Levey (2014), while Nicodème (2001) and Ruiz & 
Gerard (2008) provide a comparison of various ETRs for the EU. More recently, some 
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reviews of ETR-related literature have appeared. Both Beer et al. (2019) and Cobham & 
Janský (2020) review empirical literature on international tax avoidance by MNCs in 
economics, while Hanlon & Heitzman (2010), Wilde & Wilson (2018) and, most 
recently, Wang et al. (2020) do so for accounting and finance literatures; all of these reviews 
use ETRs as one of the variables of interest. Perhaps most notably from the point of view of 
using ETRs in these reviews, Wang et al. (2020) argue that ETR is one of the two most 
common measures of corporate tax avoidance and use the tax rate definition to classify 
studies on horizontal tax competition. Whereas Wang et al. (2020) and others before them 
(e.g. Hanlon & Heitzman, 2010, and Wilde & Wilson, 2018) focus on tax avoidance in 
accounting literature, in this review I focus on ETRs in economics literature. Similar uses of 
ETRs appear in other recent reviews, e.g. in related fields such as economic geography by 
Aalbers (2018) or international political economy by Dietsch & Rixen (2016) and Christensen 
& Hearson (2019). In economics, reviews have recently focused on other aspects of taxation 
such as tax compliance (Alm, 2019), tax enforcement (Slemrod, 2019), presumptive 
taxation (Bucci, 2020), capital taxation (Bastani & Waldenström, forthcoming)or the taxation 
of economic rents (Schwerhoff et al., 2020). 

While a recent review has been lacking, a significant amount of new research has recently 
focused on ETRs. Most relevant recent papers deal with ETRs in one of two ways. Some 
authors focus on estimating one specific ETR version: Devereux & Griffith (1999, 2003), 
Spengel et al. (2014), Congressional Budget Office (2017), Hanappi (2018) (forward-looking 
ETRs), Markle & Shackelford (2012a) and Dyreng, Hanlon, Maydew, & Thornock (2017) 
(backward-looking ETRs estimated on the basis of Compustat). A second category of papers 
do not focus primarily on ETRs, but instead use them as indicators of e.g. profit shifting by 
MNCs: Joshi (2019) and Tørsløv et al. (2020). Rather than estimating a new ETR or using 
ETRs in associated research, I aim to review the above-mentioned papers as well as other 
relevant work. 

I structure the rest of the paper as follows. In section 2, I introduce the basic definitions of 
statutory and effective tax rates and I discuss seminal papers as well as recent contributions to 
forward-looking ETRs. In section 3, I introduce the various types of data used for estimating 
backward-looking ETRs. In section 4, I focus on backward-looking ETRs of MNCs estimated 
mostly on the basis of Orbis and Compustat balance sheet databases. In section 5, I conclude 
with an argument that almost any one specific ETR may be put to good use in either policy or 
research.  

2 Statutory rates and forward-looking effective tax rates 
The statutory corporate income tax rate is the official tax rate paid by a corporation on a 
taxable income. Although establishing statutory corporate income tax rates is usually 
straightforward and they are legally binding, a few qualifications apply. For example, where 
the rates apply at different levels of governments, the overall rate can be a combination of 
central and sub-central rates for resident corporations. Also, where a progressive, rather than 
flat, rate structure applies, this definition will be applied to a certain income bracket. 
Moreover, there might also be tax rates targeted to specific industry or income types. While 
statutory rates will always have their justified uses (especially if wide country coverage is 
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needed), in reality, how much companies pay in corporate income taxes is often better 
captured by effective tax rates (ETRs or averages thereof, abbreviated as AETRs or EATRs) 
since the ETR is the ratio of actual taxes paid to actual profits.  

The effective tax rate can be more generally defined as  

𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡 𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 =
𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑟𝑟𝐶𝐶𝐶𝐶𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 𝐸𝐸𝑖𝑖𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝑖𝑖𝐸𝐸 𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡

𝑃𝑃𝑟𝑟𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸
=
𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡𝐸𝐸𝑆𝑆𝐸𝐸𝐶𝐶𝑟𝑟𝑆𝑆 𝐸𝐸𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡 𝑟𝑟𝑡𝑡𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 × 𝑇𝑇𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑡𝑇𝑇𝑇𝑇𝐸𝐸 𝐶𝐶𝑟𝑟𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸

𝑃𝑃𝑟𝑟𝐶𝐶𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸
 

ETRs can be either expressed as a ratio of actual corporate income tax payments to actual 
profits or with the tax payments expressed as the product of statutory tax rate and taxable 
profits. As a consequence, measuring ETRs is intertwined with measuring profits. Taxable 
profit (or tax base for tax purposes) can be lower than real profit (real tax base) due to a 
variety of factors that all lead to lowering taxable profits and lower ETRs. These include tax 
breaks, tax deductions, tax holidays, tax arrears, tax evasion, and tax avoidance. There are 
also mismatches between various countries’ definitions of taxable profits that create 
opportunities for tax avoidance. These various tax provisions are quite diverse and numerous 
even within the European Union (European Commission, 2015; “tax provisions may limit the 
rate effectively applied”, European Commission, 2018, p. 34). Consequently, ETRs are often 
lower than statutory rates. Also, this way of defining ETRs makes it clear that ETRs can be 
low due to low statutory rates or differences between taxable and real profits. 

The definition of the ETR above captures what the ideal hypothetical measure of ETR would 
be. In reality, there is usually not available information of sufficient quality on taxable and 
real profits to estimate that ideal measure of ETR with accuracy. There are two main 
approaches that try to go around this limitation. The first one is forward-looking ETRs (ex 
ante or law-based), derived from the law, that I outline briefly below. The second one is 
backward-looking ETRs (ex post or data-based), from actual data on companies’ economic 
activities (as proxies for profits, accounting profits can be used from Orbis or Compustat or 
foreign affiliates statistics or country-by-country reporting data), that I describe in more detail 
in the subsequent sections. In theory, both approaches should arrive at the same numerical 
value of the ideal hypothetical measure of ETR, but in practice they are imperfect measures 
and usually differ. Generally, since both forward-looking and backward-looking ETRs have 
their good uses, it is a welcome development that an increasing number of them are being 
developed and estimated. 

Forward-looking ETRs are ETRs modelled on the basis of corporate income tax rules as 
detailed in the law. More specifically, forward-looking ETRs are synthetic tax policy 
indicators estimated for a prospective, hypothetical investment project or company using tax 
code provisions. An influential and frequently used methodology developed by Devereux & 
Griffith (1999, 2003) calculates forward-looking ETRs for rent-earning investments (they also 
mention but do not estimate backward-looking ETRs). A forward-looking ETR is the ratio of 
the present value of taxes to the present value of profits. It is obtained by constructing a 
forward-looking hypothetical investment project and calculating the impact of the corporate 
tax system (statutory rate, depreciation allowances, holidays, etc.) on the cost of capital of a 
profit-making value-maximising firm (Abbas and Klemm, 2013). Moreover, sometimes also 
even rules at the personal level are included such as personal income taxes on interest and 
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dividend income as these might also affect investors’ choices. A special case of the forward-
looking ETR, in which a project is yielding a post-tax economic rent of zero, is the effective 
marginal tax rate (i.e. EMTR). Forward-looking ETRs are usually derived using modelling 
and the law (although there are exceptions, as e.g. Egger, Loretz, Pfaffermayr, & Winner 
(2009b) use company data to estimate them). Since forward-looking ETRs are thus available 
for many mostly developed countries, their relatively good availability has contributed to their 
widespread use in research. 

Forward-looking ETRs have been used in a large share of research on effective company 
taxation. Recent examples with a good discussion of related literature apply the methodology 
of Devereux & Griffith (1999, 2003) to EU member states (Spengel et al., 2014), G20 
countries (Congressional Budget Office, 2017) and 36 OECD and other countries (Hanappi, 
2018), with the latter estimates also used by Dressler, Hanappi, & Dender (2018) and most 
recently updated to 70 countries (OECD, 2020). While these forward-looking ETRs can be 
useful e.g. for tracking investment climate in a country over time, they are not quite as helpful 
for other purposes (Bolwijn, Casella, & Rigo, 2018). For example, Egger & Stimmelmayr 
(2017) argue that using ETRs to explain MNCs’ behaviour is problematic because these tax 
rates are computed for firms that are held and operate in a single country and are thus national 
rather than multinational in scope. Bösenberg & Egger (2017) compute ETRs on profits from 
R&D investment, while Bösenberg, Egger, & Zoller-Rydzek (2018) use them to study the 
effects of broad capital taxation on economic growth in small open economies. Egger, Loretz, 
Pfaffermayr, & Winner (2009a) computed ETRs at country-pair level to account for bilateral 
aspects of taxation, thus pointing out bias which appears when ETRs are computed only at 
country level. Also, forward-looking ETRs are frequently used in policy publications. For 
example, PwC and the World Bank (2016) have been using a version of it for years in the 
Doing Business Paying Taxes report (Stewart, 2014) while the European Commission (2018) 
uses these ETRs as an additional indicator of the tax burden on corporations. Similar 
estimates of forward-looking ETRs compiled on the basis of stylised business models by 
ZEW (2016) and ZEW (2017) have been used by the European Commission (2018c) in their 
assessment of digital economy taxation.  

On the one hand, forward-looking ETRs have been estimated extensively and as such provide 
important policy insights and are useful in research. On the other hand, forward-looking ETRs 
are by definition based on modelling rather than on the observed behaviour of companies; for 
some purposes, this inherent characteristic constitutes a disadvantage. In addition, the number 
of non-standard tax incentives that can be implemented in the models is limited. Moreover, 
forward-looking ETR capture legal provisions and no ad-hoc arrangements such as tax rulings 
with tax authorities which might for example be relevant for countries offering unilateral tax 
deals to MNCs. In this sense forward-looking ETRs might reflect the effective tax burden as 
generally intended by the legislator but not necessarily the taxes actually paid. Therefore, 
forward-looking ETRs can differ from the tax-paying experience of companies in reality. A 
case in point is the taxation of MNCs, which have multiple ways of tax avoidance at their 
disposal (e.g. Beer et al., 2019) and which are difficult to reflect when modelling forward-
looking ETRs (see Hanappi & Cabral, 2020, for a potential approach and an application to 
OECD’s Pillars One and Two). When studying MNCs, with their complex tax structures and 



5 
 

the considerable role played by profit shifting, backward-looking ETRs are likely to provide 
more realistic estimates of the tax rates which MNCs face in reality. In this specific respect, 
backward-looking ETRs seem more suitable and the review of recent research provided here 
should simplify their use by other researchers. 

3 Backward-looking effective tax rates 
Most backward-looking metrics are calculated as the simple ratio of corporate income tax 
payments and pre-tax income from reported accounting data. While the distinction between 
backward-looking and forward-looking ETRs is useful, in combination with data used for 
estimating backward-looking ETRs, all ETRs can be positioned on a spectrum rather than 
merely allocated to one of two groups. This spectrum is summarized in Table 1, which 
includes key research contributions to the development and estimation of various ETRs. The 
spectrum ranges from statutory tax rates and forward-looking ETRs based on laws and 
economic models to backward-looking ETRs estimated using a variety of real-world data 
sources, including company tax returns which are confidential in most countries. One end of 
the spectrum includes statutory tax rates which do not attempt to take into account any tax 
provisions. In contrast, these provisions are taken into account by ETRs estimated using tax 
returns which more closely reflect reality and which are found at the other end of the 
spectrum. 

Across all types of data used for the estimation of backward-looking ETRs, the resulting 
values reflect not only the statutory rates and tax provisions, but also to what extent 
companies in fact make use of them. This constitutes a crucial advantage of backward-looking 
ETRs. On the other hand, backward-looking ETRs are endogenous, which has been discussed 
as a disadvantage by Devereux and Griffith (2002) and Dharmapala (2014). Recently, e.g. 
Beer et al. (2019) argue that backward-looking ETRs are outcomes of past profit shifting 
behaviour and raise reverse causality concerns (i.e. low levels of reported profits after shifting 
imply a high ETR, generating a spurious positive correlation between the two variables). 
While backward-looking ETRs are indeed endogenous, so are forward-looking ETRs and 
statutory tax rates. This argument is supported by Dowd et al. (2017, p. 5), who argue that 
both statutory and average tax rates suffer from endogeneity issues, as discussed by Huizinga 
& Laeven (2008) or by the IMF (2014), since tax policy – which can be represented by any of 
the tax rates found in the spectrum above – is not necessarily exogenous to pre-tax profits. 

Key data sources frequently used to estimate backward-looking ETRs include the foreign 
affiliates of MNCs. Foreign affiliates’ statistics are often provided by governments and 
usually have good coverage. The Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) publishes these 
country-level statistics annually for US-headquartered MNCs and includes foreign taxes paid 
in many countries worldwide. Desai, Foley, & Hines (2004) use the BEA data to estimate 
each ETR as the ratio of foreign income taxes paid to foreign pre-tax income for each affiliate 
and employ the medians of these rates as country-level observations for each country and 
year. Bosworth, Collins, & Chodorow-Reich (2007) use the BEA data to estimate ETRs. BEA 
data has also been used to estimate ETRs by Stewart (2014), Clausing (2016), Wright & 
Zucman (2018), Cobham and Janský (2019), Janský (2020a) and Tørsløv, Wier, & Zucman 
(2020). It is also possible to combine the BEA data with other sources – for example, Zucman 
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(2014) computes ETRs by dividing all corporate taxes paid to the US and foreign 
governments by US corporate profits, as recorded in national accounts. Another US-centred 
data source, the US Treasury on Form 5471 by US-controlled foreign corporations in 
manufacturing, is used by Mutti & Grubert (2004) to estimate country average effective 
corporate income tax rates. While the good quality and coverage of the BEA data facilitates 
interesting research findings, it is limited to US MNCs. 
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Table 1. Comparison of various measures of corporate income tax rates, focus on MNCs 

Name Basis or type of 
data 

Selected methodology Selected other references 

Statutory Law The main statutory rate as set out in the law on corporate income tax. (OECD, 2018b) 

Effective tax rates (or 
often effective 
average tax rates; 
EATRs) 

Law and 
hypothetical 
investment project 

Devereux & Griffith (2003) calculate forward-looking ETR for rent-
earning investments as the ratio of the present value of taxes to the 
present value of profits of a forward-looking hypothetical investment 
project. 

Devereux & Griffith 
(1999), Devereux & 
Griffith (2003), Hanappi 
(2018) 

Effective tax rates National statistics Slemrod (2004a) estimates average corporate tax rate as the ratio of 
corporation income tax revenues to GDP using country-level data. 
Tørsløv, Wier, & Zucman (2020) estimate the ratio of corporate 
income tax payments to corporate profits in national accounts. 

Slemrod (2004a), Tørsløv, 
Wier, & Zucman (2020) 

Effective tax rates Foreign affiliates 
statistics 

Desai, Foley, & Hines (2004) use the BEA data to estimate ETR as the 
ratio of foreign income taxes paid to foreign pre-tax income for each 
affiliate and employ the medians of these rates as country-level 
observations for each country and year 

Desai, Foley, & Hines 
(2004), Clausing (2016) 

Effective tax rates Company balance-
sheets 

Garcia-Bernardo, Janský, & Tørsløv (2019b) estimate ETRs as the 
ratio of corporate income tax to gross income. 

Markle & Shackelford 
(2012a), Garcia-Bernardo, 
Janský, & Tørsløv (2019b) 

Effective tax rates Country-by-
country reporting 

For large US MNCs, Garcia-Bernardo et al. (2019a) estimate ETRs as 
dividing corporate income tax by gross income. 

OECD (2018a), Garcia-
Bernardo et al. (2019a) 

Effective tax rates Confidential tax 
returns  

Dowd et al. (2017) create country-year average tax rates as profit-
weighted averages of company-specific rates within a country for a 
given year. 

Dowd et al. (2017), 
Bilicka (2019) 

Source: Author 
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Data sources on the foreign affiliates of MNCs are also published by countries other than the 
US. While some data is published by governments, data for many countries is published by 
the OECD or Eurostat. These databases often lack some of the data needed for estimating 
ETRs, e.g. corporate income tax. This is also the case with Germany’s MiDi data, which has 
been used in research e.g. by Weichenrieder (2009), Hebous & Johannesen (2015) and 
Gumpert et al. (2016). In addition to the frequently missing tax data, another drawback of 
foreign affiliates’ statistics is that they often aggregate information from company to country 
level and present the data publicly only in aggregated form, which thus lowers the precision 
of estimated ETRs and does not allow for an estimation of ETRs for different groups of 
companies (e.g. classified by sectors). 

In addition to company balance sheet databases reviewed below in a separate section, ETRs 
may be estimated using several alternative company-level data sources. After comparing 
various measures of ETRs, Nicodème (2001) also computes effective corporate taxation for 
eleven European countries, the US and Japan using financial statements of companies and 
points out differences between statutory and effective taxation. Furthermore, official company 
reporting to the US Securities and Exchange Commission (10-K filings) can be used to derive 
ETRs, as recently carried out e.g. for Apple (Clancy & Christensen, 2018).  

Several recent alternative data sources are also promising. First, national accounts data, which 
include information on corporate income tax payments and corporate profits, may be used to 
estimate ETRs (Tørsløv, Wier, & Zucman, 2020). Likewise, data available from country-by-
country reporting constitute another emerging alternative (Clausing et al., 2020). For 
European banks, for example, country-by-country reporting data were recently used to 
estimate bank-specific ETRs by dividing taxes by gross income (Janský, 2020b). At present, 
almost all large MNCs are required to report information on their worldwide activities to their 
headquartered country’s tax authority on a country-by-country basis (and one consequence of 
this is a creation of internationally consistent definition of profits, which would prevent the 
current cross-country mismatches of taxable profits that provide opportunities for tax 
avoidance). While such data are not accessible to the public or researchers, they were made 
available for year 2016 by the OECD in an aggregate and anonymised form for the first time 
in July 2020 (OECD, 2018a). Despite these limitations, the data have been published already 
and ETRs have been estimated for US-headquartered MNCs for years 2016 and 2017 (Garcia-
Bernardo et al., 2019a). Future releases of such data for additional years should thus be of 
considerable research interest. 

In terms of accuracy, the use of confidential corporate tax returns is even more promising. 
Confidential corporate tax returns have recently been used to estimate ETRs, for example, by 
the Government Accountability Office (2008) and Dowd et al. (2017) for the United States 
and by Habu (2017) for the United Kingdom. Using US data from the Internal Revenue 
Service, the Government Accountability Office (2008) shows that effective tax rates on the 
foreign operations of US MNCs vary considerably by country and that effective tax rates are 
correlated with where income is reported. Dowd et al. (2017) estimate average tax rates as 
averages weighted by positive profits. The tax returns data includes taxes actually paid (i.e. 
cash taxes rather than reported or accrued taxes) but are not as easily accessible or comparable 
across countries as e.g. Orbis data. More generally, actual taxes can be either cash paid taxes 
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or accrued taxes and the two can differ a lot both empirically (e.g. a company carrying 
forward losses might accrue non-zero taxes but pay zero cash taxes in a current year) and 
conceptually (e.g. there might an uncertainty whether the accrued taxes will ever be paid), but 
both might make good sense for ETRs. Therefore, in case both are available in the data (as is 
the case with Compustat, for example) and one needs to be chosen, averaging cash paid taxes 
over several years or companies might be the compromise approach. 

4 Backward looking effective tax rates: Orbis and Compustat 
Both leading global company balance sheet databases, i.e. Orbis and Compustat, have been 
used to estimate backward-looking ETRs. They are comparable in a number of aspects and 
both provided by private companies, Orbis by Bureau van Dijk, which grew out of Europe (its 
Europe-only version is named Amadeus) and is now owned by Moody’s, and Compustat, 
which focuses on the US, by Standard and Poor’s. To the best of my knowledge, no definitive 
study comparing the two leading company balance sheet databases quantitatively and in detail 
is currently available. One of the earlier conceptual comparisons is provided by Fuest & 
Riedel (2012), who compare Orbis  and Compustat characteristic by characteristic and a 
recent empirical comparison is provided by Garcia-Bernardo et al. (2019a). Orbis covers a 
much higher number of companies than Compustat, which contains information only for 
companies listed on the stock exchange. While Orbis provides ownership information, 
Compustat does not link subsidiaries to parent company information. As a result, researchers 
working with Compustat sometimes combine it with ownership information from Orbis. 
Furthermore, the above mentioned downsides likely explain why no ETR studies have been 
explicitly conducted using unconsolidated Compustat data and why e.g. Markle & 
Shackelford (2012a) exclude all unconsolidated firm years from their sample to potentially 
avoid including both parents and their subsidiaries as separate observations.  

A major advantage of Compustat is that cash taxes are available and it is thus possible to 
estimate cash ETRs (i.e. ETRs on the basis of tax accounting). Unlike in the case of Orbis – 
and for most non-US firms in Compustat as well – where only accounting taxes are available 
and where it is thus possible to estimate only accounting ETRs (i.e. ETRs on the basis of 
financial accounting). When possible, the two may be combined: e.g. Joshi (2019) matches 
observations between Orbis and Compustat to estimate the impact of public CBCR on 
effective tax rates. Overall, Orbis appears to be the best currently available database of 
balance sheet data in case ownership information and company coverage are significant for 
the research question at hand. However, in case cash taxes and ETRs are deemed more 
important than coverage, Compustat seems to be the preferred data source. In Table 2, I 
summarise the existing estimates of backward-looking ETRs using the two databases (i.e. in 
Table 2, I thus study one row of Table 1 in detail) and discuss them in greater detail below. 
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Table 2. Backward-looking ETRs recently estimated using global company balance sheet databases Orbis and Compustat 

Source Data Focus Estimation of ETRs Selected findings 

Johansson, et al. (2017) Orbis 
(unconsolidated) 

Profit 
shifting 

Ratio of tax expense to profit reported 
in the financial statements of the 
company 

100–240 billion USD revenue foregone 
worldwide annually due to profit shifting 

Fuest & Riedel (2012) and 
follow-up research 

Orbis 
(unconsolidated) 

Profit 
shifting 

Tax to profit ratio MNCs with tax haven ownership links 
differ in their ability to shift profit 

Cobham & Janský (2018) Orbis 
(unconsolidated) 

Profit 
shifting 

Weighted and non-weighted averages of 
company-level ETRs 

ETRs are relevant for profit shifting of 
MNCs 

Garcia-Bernardo et al. 
(2020) 

Orbis 
(unconsolidated) 

ETRs Ratio of tax to gross income for all 
affiliates of MNCs in country 

ETRs differ substantially from statutory 
rates for some countries 

Egger, Loretz, Pfaffermayr, 
& Winner (2009b) 

Orbis (mostly 
unconsolidated) 

ETRs Tax payments as a fraction of earnings 
before interest and taxation 

Firm-level component of tax burden 
more important than country-level one 

Garcia-Bernardo, Janský, & 
Tørsløv (2019b) 

Orbis 
(consolidated) 

ETRs Sum of taxes divided by sum of gross 
incomes of headquartered MNCs 

ETRs differ by headquartered country as 
well as over time 

Markle & Shackelford 
(2012a, 2012b) 

Compustat 
(consolidated) 

ETRs Preferred indicator: actual cash taxes 
paid to net income before income taxes 

Falling ETRs over time; location of 
MNCs affects their worldwide ETRs 

Dyreng, Hanlon, Maydew, 
& Thornock (2017) 

Compustat 
(consolidated) 

ETRs Cash ETR, ratio of cash taxes paid to 
pre-tax accounting income 

US and some cross-country results of 
ETRs over time 

Overesch, Schenkelberg, & 
Wamser (2018) 

Compustat 
(consolidated) 

ETRs ETR as tax expenses divided by pre-tax 
income 

US MNCs pay less foreign taxes, but 
have higher total taxes than EU ones 

Other, e.g. rates Dyreng, 
Hanlon, & Maydew (2008) 

Compustat 
(consolidated) 

ETRs E.g. long-run cash ETR excludes taxes 
upon settling of tax disputes 

Various (e.g. annual ETRs do not predict 
long-run ETRs well)  
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Source: Author 
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4.1 Backward looking effective tax rates: Orbis 

The researchers have thus far preferred to use unconsolidated Orbis data to estimate ETRs. 
Egger, Loretz, Pfaffermayr, & Winner (2009b), who use a combination of unconsolidated 
data, which account for a vast majority of the observations, and consolidated data, thus 
constitute something of an exception. Egger, Eggert, & Winner (2010) who use Bureau van 
Dijk’s Amadeus, i.e. Orbis, for European companies only, observe that tax payments of 
foreign-owned firms are lower than those of domestic companies in high-tax countries but 
higher in low-tax countries. In a recent addition to existing literature, Egger, Strecker, & 
Zoller-Rydzek (2018) argue that bargaining power may explain the tax differences between 
MNCs and local companies beyond MNCs’ profit shifting. Larger firms (mostly MNCs) are 
more valuable for tax authorities for various reasons. In threatening relocation, larger firms 
extract greater deductions, resulting in a regressive ETR schedule and lower ETRs due to size 
reasons. MNCs face lower relocation costs than local companies, which enhances their 
bargaining position. Using French firm-level Orbis data and entropy balancing, Egger, 
Strecker, & Zoller-Rydzek (2018)find that the regressive nature of the French tax schedule 
reduces MNCs’ ETRs by 2.52 % (size effect), while their relocation threat leads to a 3.58 % 
reduction. MNCs usually have lower ETRs, but this is not the only systematic difference 
reported in existing research.  

Some ETRs estimated using unconsolidated Orbis data are part of studies on profit shifting by 
MNCs. OECD researchers estimate that around 100–240 billion USD in annual government 
tax revenue is lost due to profit shifting (Johansson et al., 2017). They use ETRs estimated 
using unconsolidated Orbis data as part of their empirical strategy. Specifically, Johansson, et 
al. (2017) estimate ETRs as the ratio of tax expense to profit reported in company financial 
statements at an unconsolidated level. They compare the ETR of a multinational entity in a 
given country and year to the ETR of a domestic entity. The comparison is based on a 
regression analysis controlling for other firm characteristics that may influence the ETR. 
Other recent studies have also used these ETRs as indicators of profits shift. Cobham & 
Janský (2018) use unconsolidated Orbis data to estimate ETRs and employ these in a model to 
estimate the scale of profit shifting across countries using a methodology developed by 
Crivelli et al. (2016). Fuest & Riedel (2012) show that MNCs differ with respect to their 
ability to shift profit depending on their ownership links with tax havens, using the taxes to 
profits ratio as one indicator. In what is thus far one of a small number of research papers to 
exploit consolidated Orbis data to estimate ETRs, Garcia-Bernardo, Janský, & Tørsløv 
(2019b) break down these ETRs’ decreases into profit shifting and several other components. 
The consolidated Orbis data, which has better international coverage than both unconsolidated 
Orbis and Compustat data, thus still likely provide unexploited opportunities for future 
research.  

A specific challenge posed by Orbis data is that it includes information from companies’ 
balance sheets on the basis of financial accounting rather than on the basis of tax accounting, 
with only the latter featuring in corporate tax returns. Orbis data thus provide information on 
what companies paid in taxes according to financial accounting rather than what they actually 
paid – and reported to a relevant tax authority. Distinguishing between data on taxes paid 
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according to financial or tax accounting is important, as the two often differ. Tax and 
accounting literature on this topic is available, including e.g. a review of research in 
accounting for income taxes by Graham, Raedy, & Shackelford (2012), who argue that this 
area of financial reporting is complex as the rules and principles governing accounting 
principles may differ from those governing income tax reporting (e.g. corporate income tax 
payments might be zero according to tax accounting while being non-zero according to 
financial accounting). Book-tax conformity is a measure of the scale of alignment between tax 
and financial reporting. Proposals for increasing book-tax conformity argue that the dual 
system currently used in the US allows firms to simultaneously manage their taxable income 
downwards while managing their book income upwards. Hanlon & Maydew (2009) discuss 
the implications of book-tax conformity for MNCs. Using US data, their simulations indicate 
that, under book-tax conformity, the tax base would be broadened. Hanlon, Maydew, & 
Shevlin (2008) acknowledge that increasing book-tax conformity could curtail both earnings 
management and aggressive tax planning, but empirically find that it could also result in a 
decrease in how informative the firms’ accounting earnings records are. With Orbis only 
capable of providing financial reporting data and with information based on tax accounting 
missing, Orbis-based ETRs suffer from a potential bias and one that cannot be quantified or 
controlled using available data. 

4.2 Backward looking effective tax rates: Compustat 

In existing literature, Compustat has been used more frequently than Orbis to estimate 
backward-looking ETRs. This is perhaps because of its US focus as well as due to recent 
interest in these ETRs by US-based finance and accounting academics. Kemsley (1998) uses 
Compustat to estimate average foreign tax rates of US MNCs by dividing current foreign 
taxes by pre-tax foreign earnings to study the effect of taxes on the location of production. 
The Compustat database is also used in an analysis which shows that ETRs vary substantially 
across companies and by sector (Bostock et al., 2013). In a series of papers Graham (1996a, 
1996b) develops a methodology to estimate the corporate marginal tax rate and other 
simulated tax rates and used by other researchers, the database is updated by the author on the 
basis of Compustat. In one of the most intensive uses of the Compustat database of US firms, 
Dyreng, Hanlon, Maydew, & Thornock (2017) estimate what they term cash ETR, computed 
as the ratio of cash taxes paid to pre-tax accounting income. While they focus on the 
development of US companies’ ETRs over time, they also compare these to selected 
countries. 

Perhaps the most comprehensive estimates of cross-country backward-looking ETRs thus far 
come from a 2012 paper. Markle & Shackelford (2012a) use the Compustat financial 
statement databases information on 11,602 public corporations from 82 countries from 1988 
to 2009 to estimate country-level ETRs. While they do use Orbis, its use is limited to the 
provision of information on the location of ultimately-owned subsidiaries. To estimate ETRs, 
the authors use net income before income taxes as a denominator and three different 
numerators: actual cash taxes paid (i.e. cash ETR, their preferred indicator), current 
worldwide income tax expense (current ETR) and total worldwide income tax expense (total 
ETR). They find that the location of a multinational corporation and its subsidiaries 
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substantially affects its worldwide ETR: Japanese and US MNCs face some of the highest 
ETRs, while MNCs in tax havens face the lowest taxes. By contrast with other research, they 
find little difference between the ETRs of MNCs and domestic firms. The same authors also 
investigated correlations between these firm-level ETRs and leverage, intangible assets and 
tax havens (Markle & Shackelford, 2012b). 

A more recent paper focuses on differences between US and European MNCs. Overesch, 
Schenkelberg, & Wamser (2018) suggest that US MNCs face significantly lower ETRs 
compared to their European counterparts. They use consolidated financial information 
obtained from the Compustat and Compustat Global databases. European MNCs are not 
obligated to disclose foreign taxes and foreign pre-tax income; therefore, to estimate foreign 
ETRs for European MNCs, the authors use approximation with the help of the Amadeus 
database. They approximate foreign ETRs for European MNCs by subtracting domestic taxes 
and domestic pre-tax income from the overall tax expenses and pre-tax income. They obtain 
domestic information for European MNCs by combining ownership information with 
financial information taken from the Amadeus database. 

Other researchers also estimate ETRs using Compustat data. For example, they find that 
around one quarter of their sample firms maintain lower ETRs and that annual cash effective 
tax rates are not very good predictors of long-run cash effective tax rates (Dyreng et al., 
2008), that family firms are less tax aggressive than their non-family counterparts (Chen et al., 
2010), that corporate tax avoidance is positively associated with firm-specific stock price 
crash risk (Kim et al., 2011), that equity risk incentives are a significant determinant of 
corporate tax aggressiveness (Rego & Wilson, 2012), that tax avoidance increases in the 
separation of ownership and control (Badertscher et al., 2013), that there is a negative 
association between firms’ tax aggressiveness (Chyz et al., 2013), that some executives are 
personally more tax aggressive (Chyz, 2013), or that entering a tax haven country for the first 
time results in a slight reduction in the firm’s ETR and that shifts in ETR depend on whether 
the subsidiary is a financial conduit or an operating subsidiary (Markle & Shackelford, 2014).  

Although alternative data sources discussed above, such as foreign affiliates’ statistics and tax 
returns, do not provide a combination of coverage and detail offered by Orbis and Compustat, 
they are often superior to Orbis or Compustat in at least one aspect – and thus capable of 
complementing these two databases quite well. While advances in data availability of both 
Orbis and Compustat have contributed to backward-looking ETRs being more frequently 
estimated, this is likely also partly due to their usefulness in ongoing global corporate tax 
reform debates in response to profit shifting. 

5 Backward-looking effective tax rates: selected findings 
One research area where the use of backward-looking ETRs is relevant is the expanding 
literature on profit shifting by MNCs. While I have hinted at the relationship between ETRs 
and profit shifting several times thus far, I discuss two interrelated findings of this research 
agenda in detail below, i.e. that MNCs often pay lower ETRs than local companies and that 
MNCs with links to tax havens pay lower ETRs than MNCs without links to tax havens. In 
addition, let me note that backward-looking ETRs of MNCs can be useful for testing the 
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hypothesis about the development of tax revenue paid by MNCs (which might stay stable as a 
share of GDP, while MNCs’ profits increase as a share of overall corporate profits or GDP 
and MNCs pay lower ETRs on their increased profits). For example, corporate income tax 
revenues can rise even if ETRs decline in case the share of corporate profits in national 
income increases more rapidly (Griffith & Miller, 2014). 

Most existing evidence points to ETRs being lower for MNCs than for local firms. 
Vandenbussche & Tan (2005) argue that the lower ETRs of Belgian MNCs in comparison to 
local firms are the outcome of their better position to bargain for lower taxes with 
governments as a result of their footloose nature. Using Bureau van Dijk’s Amadeus, i.e. 
Orbis for European companies only, Egger, Eggert, & Winner (2010) observe that tax 
payments of foreign-owned firms are lower than those of domestic firms in high-tax countries 
but higher in low-tax countries. Huesecken & Overesch (2015) show that tax rulings, tailor-
made for ETRs, contribute to lower ETRs of MNCs in comparison with other companies. In a 
recent addition to the existing body of literature, Egger, Strecker, & Zoller-Rydzek (2018) 
argue that bargaining power may explain the tax differences between MNCs and local 
companies beyond MNCs’ profit shifting. Larger firms (mostly MNCs) are more valuable for 
tax authorities for various reasons. In threatening relocation, larger firms extract greater 
deductions, resulting in a regressive ETR schedule and lower ETRs due to size. MNCs face 
lower relocation costs than local companies, which enhances their bargaining position. Using 
French firm-level Orbis data and entropy balancing, Egger, Strecker, & Zoller-Rydzek (2018) 
find that the regressivity of the French tax schedule reduces MNCs’ ETRs by 2.52 % (size 
effect), while their relocation threat leads to a 3.58 % reduction. While MNCs usually have 
lower ETRs, this is not the only systemic difference reported in existing research. By contrast, 
Dyreng, Hanlon, Maydew, & Thornock (2017), use a sample of US firms to suggest that 
domestic companies pay higher taxes than MNCs. Similarly, Fuest & Riedel (2012) use Orbis 
data for several large developing Asian countries to show that domestic firms have higher tax 
payments per profit or per asset than MNCs. Using information on European companies from 
Orbis, Egger, Eggert, & Winner (2010) show that the ETRs of MNCs are lower than domestic 
firms in high-tax countries but higher in low-tax countries. 

Furthermore, the ETRs of MNCs with links to tax havens have been found to be lower than 
those of MNCs without links to tax havens. Fuest & Riedel (2012) show that MNCs differ 
with respect to their ability to shift profit depending on their ownership links to tax havens; 
more recently, using the taxes to profits ratio as one indicator, a similar empirical strategy has 
been applied by Janský and Prats (2015), Janský and Kokeš (2015, 2016) or Nerudova et al. 
(2019). A number of papers on profit shifting discussed above reveal a similar pattern with 
MNCs having lower ETRs such as Clausing (2016) and Tørsløv, Wier, & Zucman (2020). 
Furthermore, existing literature has employed various empirical strategies to explain lower 
ETRs of MNCs, including a comparison between ETRs of MNCs and other companies within 
countries by e.g. Jog & Tang, 2001, Buettner & Wamser, 2009, Egger et al., 2010, and Fuest 
& Riedel, 2012. Generally, profit shifting influences ETRs most visibly at the MNC group 
level rather than at the MNC affiliate level. If profits are shifted out of a MNC affiliate, then 
both taxable and real profits fall and ETRs should thus be unaffected. Consequently, the 
research by Fuest & Riedel (2012) and others focus on the ETRs of the whole MNC group. 
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To conclude this section, I provide more general thoughts about ETRs in profit shifting 
studies. Most profit shifting studies to date likely use statutory rather than effective tax rates, 
as reviewed recently by Johannesen et al. (2019) and Beer, De Mooij, & Liu (2018). On the 
one hand, ETRs seem more suitable for these estimates than statutory rates since they better 
reflect the actual average tax paid, which is usually relevant for profit shifting estimates. 
Since ETRs differ substantially from statutory tax rates for some countries, this may have 
implications for empirical profit shifting estimates. On the other hand, Dharmapala (2014) 
argues that statutory rates might be a better proxy for the marginal incentive to shift income 
by MNCs and Beer et al. (2019) argue that backward-looking ETRs are outcomes of past 
profit shifting behaviour and raise reverse causality concerns. Overall, good practice might be 
to report results using both statutory tax rates and ETRs as done by Crivelli et al. (2016), who 
use forward-looking ETRs, or Cobham & Janský (2018), who use both forward- and 
backward-looking ETRs. Overall, backward-looking ETRs are bound to stay a useful source 
for profit shifting research. 

6 Conclusion 
The rates at which governments tax company income naturally vary across countries, as each 
country designs its own tax policy. Perhaps less obviously, a variety of corporate income tax 
rate concepts may be consistently defined across countries, though the values of these are 
likely to differ within a country. I explore these various concepts in this survey of recent 
empirical literature. While I review the key contributions to the development and estimation 
of forward-looking ETRs, I primarily focus on backward-looking ETRs. And, in particular, I 
discuss the various data sources used to estimate backward-looking ETRs, which range from 
the increasingly available foreign affiliates statistics to confidential tax returns, which 
constitute the current state-of-the-art. Within this range I focus on Orbis and Compustat – two 
leading companies’ balance sheet databases which have been used intensively in recent 
research and which provide good company coverage for the United States and Europe, 
respectively. While I review studies conducted using Compustat, mainly used in accounting 
and finance research rather than in economics, I acknowledge that I might not have fully done 
justice to all ETR-related research in the accounting and finance literature as this review is 
primarily focused on research in economics. A potential limitation I would nevertheless like 
to highlight is that I explicitly focused on backward-looking ETRs rather than on forward-
looking ETRs; this is due to, as discussed in section 2 of this paper, the latter being reviewed 
at more length in recent papers focusing on forward-looking ETRs. 

Reviewed information sources of corporate income tax rates differ in terms of e.g. availability 
and country coverage as well as in how close the rates are to what companies actually pay in 
taxes. All in all, each rate has its pros and cons. In a nutshell, while statutory tax rates are 
clearly identifiable in legislation, they oversimplify by focusing on one number only; on the 
other hand, although ETRs are more complex to derive, they provide a richer understanding 
of the taxation companies face. Specifically, forward-looking ETRs also systematically reflect 
other legally stipulated tax provisions from the law than statutory tax rates, including e.g. tax 
deductions, which are more likely than not to decrease the applicable rate below the statutory 
rate. On the other hand, backward-looking ETRs reflect the interaction of these tax provisions 
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with the characteristics and behaviour of individual companies. The outcomes of these 
interactions may be tracked to company level with some data sources used to estimate 
backward-looking ETRs, including Orbis and Compustat, neither of which has comprehensive 
coverage across countries or companies.  

Having reviewed a variety of corporate tax rates, deciding which one is most suitable depends 
on what is specifically expected of it. For example, when one is interested in taxes paid in one 
country, backward-looking ETRs estimated on the basis of tax return data are likely the most 
suitable choice. Moreover, backward-looking ETRs are and should be mainly used to indicate 
profit shifting and other forms of corporate tax avoidance. In contrast, forward-looking ETRs 
are and should be mainly used when analysing investment or capital structure decisions. 
Surprisingly, when the best possible worldwide coverage is required, broadly available 
statutory tax might in fact generally constitute the best option. Consequently, the full range of 
various rates can play a useful role in either research or policy.  

The implications of ETRs for future research and policy are intertwined. Much of the future 
research of ETRs is likely to be driven by policy needs, at least in the short term. At the same 
time, how much ETRs will in fact influence policy will likely depend on how much related 
research progresses. A common requirement across the wide spectrum of ETRs is a need for 
reliability: while there are established sources of forward-looking ETRs, such as those 
published by the OECD, there are, at the moment, no equally respected sources of backward-
looking ETRs that could be referenced without hesitation by researchers or policy makers. 
This is in part due to the backward-looking ETRs’ challenging methodology and data choices, 
as reviewed in this paper. Reliable estimates of ETRs can provide useful tools for designing 
minimum effective taxation or for approximating the extent of profit shifting and these are in 
turn becoming increasingly relevant in discussions of global corporate tax reforms, e.g. Pillar 
Two of the OECD reforms.  

Furthermore, future research should disaggregate these estimates according to company 
characteristics, such as sectors – in particular for backward-looking ETRs. Such findings 
could provide insights into whether and how effective taxation differs systematically across 
sectors despite the same statutory rate being applicable across all sectors in most countries. 
Moreover, the ability of future research to break down the differences between statutory and 
effective rates into specific tax provisions would provide information on the consequences of 
the current tax system and might in effect guide future tax policy reforms.  



18 
 

7 References 
Aalbers, M. B. (2018). Financial geography I: Geographies of tax. Progress in Human 

Geography, 42(6), 916–927. https://doi.org/10.1177/0309132517731253 
Abbas, S. A., & Klemm, A. (2013). A partial race to the bottom: Corporate tax developments 

in emerging and developing economies. International Tax and Public Finance, 20(4), 
596–617. 

Alm, J. (2019). What motivates tax compliance? Journal of Economic Surveys, 33(2), 353–
388. https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12272 

Badertscher, B. A., Katz, S. P., & Rego, S. O. (2013). The separation of ownership and 
control and corporate tax avoidance. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 56(2), 
228–250. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2013.08.005 

Bastani, S., & Waldenström, D. (forthcoming). How Should Capital Be Taxed? Journal of 
Economic Surveys, n/a(n/a). https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12380 

Beer, S., De Mooij, R., & Liu, L. (2020). International corporate tax avoidance: A review of 
the channels, magnitudes, and blind spots. Journal of Economic Surveys, 34(3), 660–
688. 

Bilicka, K. A. (2019). Comparing UK Tax Returns of Foreign Multinationals to Matched 
Domestic Firms. American Economic Review, 109(8), 2921–2953. 
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.20180496 

Bolwijn, R., Casella, B., & Rigo, D. (2018). Establishing the baseline: Estimating the fiscal 
contribution of multinational enterprises. Transnational Corporations, 25(3), 111–
142. https://doi.org/10.18356/de4a3b2c-en 

Bösenberg, S., & Egger, P. H. (2017). R&D tax incentives and the emergence and trade of 
ideas. Economic Policy, 32(89), 39–80. 

Bösenberg, S., Egger, P., & Zoller-Rydzek, B. (2018). Capital taxation, investment, growth, 
and welfare. International Tax and Public Finance, 25(2), 325–376. 

Bostock, M., Ericson, M., Leonhardt, D., & Marsh, B. (2013). Across U.S. Companies, Tax 
Rates Vary Greatly. https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2013/05/25/sunday-
review/corporate-taxes.html 

Bosworth, B., Collins, S. M., & Chodorow-Reich, G. (2007). Returns on FDI: Does the US 
Really Do Better? National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Bucci, V. (2020). Presumptive taxation methods: A review of the empirical literature. Journal 
of Economic Surveys, 34(2), 372–397. https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12304 

Buettner, T., & Wamser, G. (2009). The impact of nonprofit taxes on foreign direct 
investment: Evidence from German multinationals. International Tax and Public 
Finance, 16(3), 298–320. 

Chen, S., Chen, X., Cheng, Q., & Shevlin, T. (2010). Are family firms more tax aggressive 
than non-family firms? Journal of Financial Economics, 95(1), 41–61. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.02.003 

Christensen, R. C., & Hearson, M. (2019). The new politics of global tax governance: Taking 
stock a decade after the financial crisis. Review of International Political Economy, 
26(5), 1–21. https://doi.org/10.1080/09692290.2019.1625802 



19 
 

Chyz, J. A. (2013). Personally tax aggressive executives and corporate tax sheltering. Journal 
of Accounting and Economics, 56(2), 311–328. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2013.09.003 

Chyz, J. A., Ching Leung, W. S., Zhen Li, O., & Meng Rui, O. (2013). Labor unions and tax 
aggressiveness. Journal of Financial Economics, 108(3), 675–698. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2013.01.012 

Clancy, E., & Christensen, M. B. (2018). Exposed: Apple’s Golden Delicious Tax Deals: Is 
Ireland Helping Apple Pay Less Than 1% Tax In The EU? 
https://emmaclancy.files.wordpress.com/2018/06/apple-tax-structure-and-rate-post-
2014.pdf 

Clausing, K. A. (2016). The Effect of Profit Shifting on the Corporate Tax Base in the United 
States and Beyond. National Tax Journal, 69(4), 905–934. 
https://doi.org/10.17310/ntj.2016.4.09 

Clausing, K. A. (2020). Profit Shifting Before and After the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act. National 
Tax Journal. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3274827 

Clausing, K., Saez, E., & Zucman, G. (2020). Ending Corporate Tax Avoidance and Tax 
Competition: A Plan to Collect the Tax Deficit of Multinationals. 

Cobham, A., & Janský, P. (2018). Global distribution of revenue loss from corporate tax 
avoidance: Re-estimation and country results. Journal of International Development, 
30(2), 206–232. https://doi.org/10.1002/jid.3348 

Cobham, A., & Janský, P. (2019). Measuring misalignment: The location of US 
multinationals’ economic activity versus the location of their profits. Development 
Policy Review, 37(1), 91–110. https://doi.org/10.1111/dpr.12315 

Cobham, A., & Janský, P. (2020). Estimating Illicit Financial Flows: A Critical Guide to the 
Data, Methodologies, and Findings. Oxford University Press. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780198854418.001.0001 

Coffey, S., & Levey, K. (2014). Effective Rates of Corporation Tax in Ireland [Technical 
paper]. Department of Finance. 

Congressional Budget Office. (2017). International Comparisons of Corporate Income Tax 
Rates. https://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/115th-congress-2017-
2018/reports/52419-internationaltaxratecomp.pdf 

Crivelli, E., de Mooij, R., & Keen, M. (2016). Base Erosion, Profit Shifting and Developing 
Countries. FinanzArchiv: Public Finance Analysis, 72(3), 268–301. 
https://doi.org/10.1628/001522116X14646834385460 

Desai, M. A., Foley, C. F., & Hines, J. R. (2004). A Multinational Perspective on Capital 
Structure Choice and Internal Capital Markets. The Journal of Finance, 59(6), 2451–
2487. 

Devereux, M. P., & Griffith, R. (1999). The taxation of discrete investment choices. Institute 
for Fiscal Studies. http://www.ifs.org.uk/wps/wp9816.pdf 

Devereux, M. P., & Griffith, R. (2003). Evaluating tax policy for location decisions. 
International Tax and Public Finance, 10(2), 107–126. 

Dharmapala, D. (2014). What Do We Know about Base Erosion and Profit Shifting? A 
Review of the Empirical Literature. Fiscal Studies, 35(4), 421–448. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-5890.2014.12037.x 



20 
 

Dietsch, P., & Rixen, T. (Eds.). (2016). Global Tax Governance – What is Wrong with it, and 
How to Fix it. ECPR. 

Dowd, T., Landefeld, P., & Moore, A. (2017). Profit shifting of U.S. multinationals. Journal 
of Public Economics, 148, 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2017.02.005 

Dressler, L., Hanappi, T., & Dender, K. van. (2018). Unintended technology-bias in corporate 
income taxation. OECD Taxation Working Papers. https://doi.org/10.1787/9f4a34ff-
en 

Dyreng, S. D., Hanlon, M., & Maydew, E. L. (2008). Long-Run Corporate Tax Avoidance. 
Accounting Review, 83(1), 61–82. 

Dyreng, S. D., Hanlon, M., Maydew, E. L., & Thornock, J. R. (2017). Changes in corporate 
effective tax rates over the past 25 years. Journal of Financial Economics, 124(3), 
441–463. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2017.04.001 

Egger, P., Eggert, W., & Winner, H. (2010). Saving taxes through foreign plant ownership. 
Journal of International Economics, 81(1), 99–108. 

Egger, P. H., Strecker, N. M., & Zoller-Rydzek, B. (2018). Estimating Bargaining-related 
Tax Advantages of Multinational Firms (Working Paper No. 6979). CESifo Working 
Paper. https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/180241 

Egger, Peter, Loretz, S., Pfaffermayr, M., & Winner, H. (2009a). Firm-specific forward-
looking effective tax rates. International Tax and Public Finance, 16(6), 850. 

Egger, Peter, Loretz, S., Pfaffermayr, M., & Winner, H. (2009b). Bilateral effective tax rates 
and foreign direct investment. International Tax and Public Finance, 16(6), 822. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10797-008-9092-x 

Egger, Peter, & Stimmelmayr, M. (2017). Taxation and the Multinational Firm (Working 
Paper No. 6384). CESifo Working Paper. 
https://www.econstor.eu/handle/10419/155626 

European Commission. (2015). Study on Structures of Aggressive Tax Planning and 
Indicators. Final report (Taxation Papers No. 61). 
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/resources/documents/taxation/gen_info/economi
c_analysis/tax_papers/taxation_paper_61.pdf 

European Commission. (2018a). Impact Assessment. Accompanying the document Proposal 
for a Council Directive laying down rules relating to the corporate taxation of a 
significant digital presence and Proposal for a Council Directive on the common 
system of a digital services tax on revenues resulting from the provision of certain 
digital services. 

European Commission. (2018b). Taxation trends in the European Union. 
https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/business/economic-analysis-taxation/taxation-
trends-eu-union_en 

Fuest, C., & Riedel, N. (2012). Tax Evasion and Tax Avoidance: The Role of International 
Profit Shifting. In P. Reuter (Ed.), Draining Development? Controlling Flows of Illicit 
Funds from Developing Countries (pp. 109–142). 
https://openknowledge.worldbank.org/handle/10986/2242 

Fullerton, D. (1983). Which Effective Tax Rate? (Working Paper No. 1123). National Bureau 
of Economic Research. https://doi.org/10.3386/w1123 



21 
 

Garcia-Bernardo, J., Jansky, P., & Torslov, T. (forthcoming). Multinational Corporations and 
Tax Havens: Evidence from Country-by-Country Reporting. International Tax and 
Public Finance. 

Garcia-Bernardo, J., Janský, P., & Tørsløv, T. (2019). Decomposing Multinational 
Corporations’ Declining Effective Tax Rates. IES Working Paper Series, 2019(39), 1–
32. 

Garcia-Bernardo, J., Janský, P., & Tørsløv, T. (2020). Multinational Corporations’ Effective 
Tax Rates: Evidence from Orbis. IES Working Paper Series, 2020(20), 1–36. 

Government Accountability Office. (2008). U.S. Multinational Corporations Effective Tax 
Rates Are Correlated with Where Income Is Reported. 
http://www.gao.gov/assets/280/279648.pdf 

Graham, J. R. (1996a). Debt and the marginal tax rate. Journal of Financial Economics, 
41(1), 41–73. 

Graham, J. R. (1996b). Proxies for the corporate marginal tax rate. Journal of Financial 
Economics, 42(2), 187–221. 

Graham, J. R., Raedy, J. S., & Shackelford, D. A. (2012). Research in accounting for income 
taxes. Journal of Accounting and Economics, 53(1), 412–434. 

Gravelle, J. G. (2014). International Corporate Tax Rate Comparisons and Policy 
Implications. 

Griffith, R., & Miller, H. (2014). Taxable Corporate Profits. Fiscal Studies, 35(4), 535–557. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-5890.2014.12041.x 

Gumpert, A., Hines, J. R., & Schnitzer, M. (2016). Multinational Firms and Tax Havens. The 
Review of Economics and Statistics, 98(4), 713–727. 
https://doi.org/10.1162/REST_a_00591 

Habu, K. A. (2017). How aggressive are foreign multinational companies in reducing their 
corporation tax liability? 
https://www.sbs.ox.ac.uk/sites/default/files/Business_Taxation/Events/conferences/sy
mposia/2017/habu_how_aggressive_are_foreign_multinationals..pdf 

Hanappi, T. (2018). Corporate Effective Tax Rates. https://doi.org/10.1787/a07f9958-en 
Hanappi, T., & Cabral, A. C. G. (2020). The impact of the Pillar One and Pillar Two 

proposals on MNE’s investment costs: An analysis using forward-looking effective tax 
rates. OECD Publishing. 

Hanlon, M., & Heitzman, S. (2010). A review of tax research. Journal of Accounting and 
Economics, 50(2), 127–178. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.002 

Hanlon, M., & Maydew, E. L. (2009). Book-tax conformity: Implications for multinational 
firms. National Tax Journal, 127–153. 

Hanlon, M., Maydew, E. L., & Shevlin, T. (2008). An unintended consequence of book-tax 
conformity: A loss of earnings informativeness. Journal of Accounting and 
Economics, 46(2–3), 294–311. 

Hebous, S., & Johannesen, N. (2015). At Your Service! The Role of Tax Havens in 
International Trade with Services (SSRN Scholarly Paper ID 2627083). Social 
Science Research Network. https://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2627083 



22 
 

Huesecken, B., & Overesch, M. (2015). Tax Avoidance through Advance Tax Rulings—
Evidence from the LuxLeaks Firms (SSRN Scholarly Paper ID 2664631). Social 
Science Research Network. http://papers.ssrn.com/abstract=2664631 

Huizinga, H., & Laeven, L. (2008). International profit shifting within multinationals: A 
multi-country perspective. Journal of Public Economics, 92(5), 1164–1182. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2007.11.002 

IMF. (2014). Spillovers in international corporate taxation. International Monetary Fund. 
http://www.imf.org/external/np/pp/eng/2014/050914.pdf 

Janský, P. (2020a). The costs of tax havens: Evidence from industry-level data. Applied 
Economics, 52(29), 3204–3218. https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2019.1707765 

Janský, P. (2020b). European banks and tax havens: Evidence from country-by-country 
reporting. Applied Economics, 0(0), 1–19. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2020.1781773 

Janský, P., & Kokeš, O. (2015). Corporate tax base erosion and profit shifting out of the 
Czech Republic. Post-Communist Economies, 27(4), 537–546. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/14631377.2015.1084733 

Janský, P., & Kokeš, O. (2016). Profit-shifting from Czech multinational companies to 
European tax havens. Applied Economics Letters, 23(16), 1130–1133. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/13504851.2015.1137543 

Janský, P., & Prats, A. (2015). International Profit-Shifting out of Developing Countries and 
the Role of Tax Havens. Development Policy Review, 33(3), 271–292. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/dpr.12113 

Jog, V., & Tang, J. (2001). Tax reforms, debt shifting and tax revenues: Multinational 
corporations in Canada. International Tax and Public Finance, 8(1), 5–25. 

Johannesen, N., Tørsløv, T., & Wier, L. (2020). Are Less Developed Countries More Exposed 
to Multinational Tax Avoidance? Method and Evidence from Micro-Data. The World 
Bank Economic Review, forthcoming. https://doi.org/10.1093/wber/lhz002 

Johansson, A., Skeie, O. B., Sorbe, S., & Menon, C. (2017). Tax planning by multinational 
firms: Firm-level evidence from a cross-country database. OECD Economics 
Department Working Papers, 2017(1355), 64. http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9ea89b4d-en 

Joshi, P. (2020). Does Private Country-by-Country Reporting Deter Tax Avoidance and 
Income Shifting? Evidence from BEPS Action Item 13. Journal of Accounting 
Research, 58(2), 333–381. https://doi.org/10.1111/1475-679X.12304 

Kemsley, D. (1998). The effect of taxes on production location. Journal of Accounting 
Research, 36(2), 321–341. 

Kim, J.-B., Li, Y., & Zhang, L. (2011). Corporate tax avoidance and stock price crash risk: 
Firm-level analysis. Journal of Financial Economics, 100(3), 639–662. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2010.07.007 

Leibrecht, M., & Hochgatterer, C. (2012). Tax Competition as a Cause of Falling Corporate 
Income Tax Rates: A Survey of Empirical Literature. Journal of Economic Surveys, 
26(4), 616–648. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6419.2010.00656.x 

Markle, K. S., & Shackelford, D. A. (2012a). Cross-country comparisons of corporate income 
taxes. National Tax Journal, 65(3), 493–528. https://doi.org/10.17310/ntj.2012.3.01 



23 
 

Markle, K. S., & Shackelford, D. A. (2012b). Cross-Country Comparisons of the Effects of 
Leverage, Intangible Assets, and Tax Havens on Corporate Income Taxes. Tax Law 
Review, 65, 415. 

Markle, K. S., & Shackelford, D. A. (2014). The Impact of Headquarter and Subsidiary 
Locations on Multinationals’ Effective Tax Rates. Tax Policy and the Economy, 28(1), 
33–62. https://doi.org/10.1086/675587 

Mendoza, E. G., Razin, A., & Tesar, L. L. (1994). Effective tax rates in macroeconomics: 
Cross-country estimates of tax rates on factor incomes and consumption. Journal of 
Monetary Economics, 34(3), 297–323. 

Mutti, J., & Grubert, H. (2004). Empirical asymmetries in foreign direct investment and 
taxation. Journal of International Economics, 62(2), 337–358. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1996(03)00016-3 

Nerudova, D., Solilova, V., Litzman, M., & Janský, P. (2019). International tax planning 
within the structure of corporate entities owned by the shareholder-individual through 
Panama Papers destinations. Development Policy Review. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/dpr.12403 

Nicodème, G. (2001). Computing effective corporate tax rates: Comparisons and results. 
OECD. (2018a). OECD/G20 Inclusive Framework on BEPS: Progress Report July 2017-June 

2018—OECD. OECD. http://www.oecd.org/ctp/inclusive-framework-on-beps-
progress-report-june-2017-july-2018.htm 

OECD. (2018b). Table II.1. Statutory corporate income tax rate. 
https://stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?DataSetCode=Table_II1 

OECD. (2019). Programme of Work to Develop a Consensus Solution to the Tax Challenges 
Arising from the Digitalisation of the Economy. OECD. 
https://www.oecd.org/tax/beps/programme-of-work-to-develop-a-consensus-solution-
to-the-tax-challenges-arising-from-the-digitalisation-of-the-economy.pdf 

OECD. (2020). Corporate Tax Statistics Database. https://www.oecd.org/tax/beps/corporate-
tax-statistics-database.htm 

Overesch, M., Schenkelberg, S., & Wamser, G. (2018). Do US Firms Pay Less Tax than their 
European Peers? On Firm Characteristics, Profit Shifting Opportunities, and Tax 
Legislation as Determinants of Tax Differentials. CESifo Working Paper. 

Rego, S. O., & Wilson, R. (2012). Equity Risk Incentives and Corporate Tax Aggressiveness. 
Journal of Accounting Research, 50(3), 775–810. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-
679X.2012.00438.x 

Ruiz, F., & Gerard, M. (2008). Is there evidence of strategic corporate tax interaction among 
EU countries? 

Schwerhoff, G., Edenhofer, O., & Fleurbaey, M. (2020). Taxation of economic rents. Journal 
of Economic Surveys, 34(2), 398–423. https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12340 

Slemrod, J. (2004). Are corporate tax rates, or countries, converging? Journal of Public 
Economics, 88(6), 1169–1186. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0047-2727(03)00061-6 

Slemrod, J. (2019). Tax Compliance and Enforcement. Journal of Economic Literature, 57(4), 
904–954. https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.20181437 

Spengel, C., Elschner, C., Endres, D., Bartholmes s, A., Dressler, D., Evers, L., Evers, M. T., 
Finke, K., Heckemeyer, J., Richter, K., & others. (2014). Effective tax levels using the 



24 
 

Devereux/Griffith methodology. Project for the EU Commission 
TAXUD/2013/CC/120. 

Stewart, J. (2014). PwC/World Bank Report ‘Paying Taxes 2014’: An Assessment (IIIS 
Discussion Paper No. 442; pp. 1–10). Trinity College. 
https://www.tcd.ie/iiis/documents/discussion/abstracts/IIISDP442.php 

Tørsløv, T., Wier, L., & Zucman, G. (2020). The Missing Profits of Nations. National Bureau 
of Economic Research Working Paper, 2018, revised April 2020(24071). 
http://www.nber.org/papers/w24701 

Vandenbussche, H., & Tan, C. (2005). The taxation of multinationals: Firm level evidence for 
Belgium. 

Wang, F., Xu, S., Sun, J., & Cullinan, C. P. (2020). Corporate Tax Avoidance: A Literature 
Review and Research Agenda. Journal of Economic Surveys, n/a(n/a). 
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12347 

WB. (2017). Doing Business 2017: Equal Opportunity for All. World Bank. 
Weichenrieder, A. J. (2009). Profit shifting in the EU: Evidence from Germany. International 

Tax and Public Finance, 16(3), 281–297. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10797-008-9068-x 
Wilde, J. H., & Wilson, R. J. (2018). Perspectives on Corporate Tax Planning: Observations 

from the Past Decade. Journal of the American Taxation Association, 40(2), 63–81. 
https://doi.org/10.2308/atax-51993 

Wright, T., & Zucman, G. (2018). The Exorbitant Tax Privilege. National Bureau of 
Economic Research Working Paper, 24983. http://www.nber.org/papers/w24983 

ZEW. (2016). The Impact of Tax-planning on Forward-looking Effective Tax Rates (Taxation 
Papers). DG Taxation and Customs Union, European Commission. 

ZEW. (2017). Effective tax rates in an enlarged European Union (Final Report 2016, Project 
for the European Commission, TAXUD/2013/CC/120). 

Zucman, G. (2014). Taxing across borders: Tracking personal wealth and corporate profits. 
Journal of Economic Perspectives, 28(4), 121–48. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.28.4.121 

 



 

IES Working Paper Series 
 

2020 
1. Tomas Kucera: Cognitive Bias Mitigation: How to Make Decision-Making 

Rational? 
2. Tomas Kucera: Are Employment Effects of Minimum Wage the Same Across 

the EU? A Meta-Regression Analysis 
3. Petr Hanzlik, Petr Teply: Institutional and Other Determinants of the Net 

Interest Margin of US and European Banks in a Low Interest Rate Environment 
4. Michal Hlavacek, Ilgar Ismayilov, Ayaz Zeynalov: Reassessment of the Fiscal 

Multiplier in Developing Countries: Regime-Switching Model 
5. Evzen Kocenda, Karen Poghosyan: Nowcasting Real GDP Growth: Comparison 

between Old and New EU Countries 
6. Diana Zigraiova, Tomas Havranek, Jiri Novak: How Puzzling Is the Forward 

Premium Puzzle? A Meta-Analysis 
7. Barbora Malinska: Time-Varying Pricing of Risk in Sovereign Bond Futures 

Returns 
8. Shahriyar Aliyev, Evzen Kocenda: ECB Monetary Policy and Commodity 

Prices 
9. Roman Kalabiska, Michal Hlavacek: Regional Determinants of Housing Prices 

in the Czech Republic 
10. Boris Fisera, Roman Horvath: Are Exchange Rates Less Important for Trade in 

a More Globalized World? Evidence for the New EU Members 
11. Jana Votapkova: The Effect of Inpatient User Charges on Inpatient Care 
12. Lenka Slegerova: Using ‘Costs States’ in a Semi-Markov Model to Estimate 

Cost-Effectiveness with an Illustration for Metastatic HER2+ Breast Cancer in 
the Czech Republic 

13. Periklis Brakatsoulas, Jiri Kukacka: Credit Rating Downgrade Risk on Equity 
Returns 

14. Roman Horvath: Natural Catastrophes and Financial Development: An 
Empirical Analysis 

15. Vit Machacek: Globalization of Science: Evidence from Authors in Academic 
Journals by Country of Origin 

16. Nino Buliskeria, Jaromir Baxa: Do Rural Banks Matter That Much? Burgess and 
Pande (AER, 2005) Reconsidered 

18. Kseniya Bortnikova: Beauty and Productivity: A Meta-Analysis 
19. Radomir Mach, Milan Scasny, Jan Weinzettel: The Importance of Retail Trade 

Margins for Calculating the Carbon Footprint of Consumer Expenditures: A 
Sensitivity Analysis 

20. Javier Garcia-Bernardo, Petr Jansky, Thomas Tørsløv: Multinational 
Corporations’ Effective Tax Rates: Evidence from Orbis 



 

21. Petr Jansky, Andres Knobel, Markus Meinzer, Tereza Palanska, Miroslav 
Palansky: Country-by-Country Reporting and Other Financial Transparency 
Measures Affecting the European Union 

22. Marek Sedivy: Mortality shocks and household consumption: The case of 
Mexico  

23. Lydia Chikumbi, Milan Scasny, Edwin Muchapondwa, Djiby Thiam: Premium 
Price For Natural Preservatives In Wine: A Discrete Choice Experiment 

24. Roman Horvath: Peer Effects in Central Banking 
25. Nicholas Tyack, Milan Scasny: Estimating the Social Value of Specific Crop 

Diversity Conservation Plans: Do Czechs Care More About Conserving Hop, 
Wine or Fruit Tree Varieties? 

26. Salim Turdaliev: Labor Force Participation of Married Woman in Russia 
27. Jaromir Baxa, Michal Paulus: Exchange rate misalignments, growth, and 

institutions 
28. Michal Paulus, Jaromir Baxa, Eva Michalikova: Does Enforcement Of the Rules 

Against Foreign Bribery Discourage Exports? A Case of the OECD Anti-Bribery 
Convention 

29. Tomas Havranek, Zuzana Irsova, Lubica Laslopova, Olesia Zeynalova: Skilled 
and Unskilled Labor Are Less Substitutable than Commonly Thought 

30. Levan Bezhanishvili, William Appleman, Zurab Abramishvili: Was the 
Georgian Policy Shifting Public Sector Working Hours by One Hour “Family 
Friendly” and Did It Increase Female Labor Participation? 

31. Fan Yang: A Survey of Empirical Literature on Hedge Fund Performance 
32. Ali Elminejada, Tomas Havranek, Roman Horváth: A Meta-Analysis of the 

Frisch Extensive Margin Elasticity 
33. Petra Landovská: Business cycle sensitivity of Statutory Health Insurance: 

Evidence from the Czech Republic 
34. Natalia Li: Estimating the Relationship Between Resource Intensity and 

Occupational Health and Safety in Kazakhstan 
35. Sophio Togonidze, Evžen Kočenda: Macroeconomic Responses of Emerging 

Market Economies to Oil Price Shocks: Analysis by Region and Resource 
Profile 

36. Olena Chornaa, Lucas van der Veldeb : Do Women Benefit from Minimum 
Wages? 

37. Sarah Godar and Petr Janský: Corporate Profit Misalignment: Evidence from 
German Headquarter Companies and Their Foreign Affiliates 

38. Leyla Ates, Alex Cobham, Moran Harari, Petr Janský, Markus Meinzer, Lucas 
Millan-Narotzky, Miroslav Palanský: The Corporate Tax Haven Index: A New 
Geography of Profit Shifting 

39. Ichiro Iwasaki, Evžen Kočenda, Yoshisada Shida: Institutions, Financial 
Development, and Small Business Survival: Evidence from European Emerging 
Markets 

40. Laure de Batz, Evžen Kočenda: Financial Crime and Punishment: 
A Meta Analysis 



 

41. Petr Janský: Corporate Effective Tax Rates for Research and Policy 
42. Svatopluk Kapounek, Zuzana Kučerová, Evžen Kočenda: Selective Attention in 

Exchange Rate Forecasting 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

All papers can be downloaded at: http://ies.fsv.cuni.cz • 

                                                           

 
    Univerzita Karlova v Praze, Fakulta sociálních věd 

Institut ekonomických studií [UK FSV – IES]  Praha 1, Opletalova 26 
E-mail: ies@fsv.cuni.cz              http://ies.fsv.cuni.cz 

http://ies.fsv.cuni.cz/
mailto:IES@Mbox.FSV.CUNI.CZ

	wp_2020_41_B
	wp_2020_41_C
	wp_2020_41_D
	1 Introduction
	2 Statutory rates and forward-looking effective tax rates
	3 Backward-looking effective tax rates
	4 Backward looking effective tax rates: Orbis and Compustat
	4.1 Backward looking effective tax rates: Orbis
	4.2 Backward looking effective tax rates: Compustat

	5 Backward-looking effective tax rates: selected findings
	6 Conclusion
	7 References

	wp_2020_41_E



