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Executive summary
The world has become an increasingly integrated and global place, creating opportunities for businesses to expand their networks beyond physical borders. This presents both opportunities and challenges to the corporate tax system, as the rise of intangibles and the digital economy creates difficulties in assessing and taxing profits and capital. 
This study aims to provide a cross‑country comparison, drawing out the similarities and differences between corporate tax systems. Australia’s corporate tax system was chosen as the centre of this study. The major North American (United States and Canada), European (United Kingdom, Germany, France, Netherlands and Ireland) and Asian (China, India, New Zealand, Japan, Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore and Indonesia) economies were selected, as they were identified as major players in the global economy and important trading partners to Australia. This is not an in‑depth cross‑country analysis, rather this study aims to provide a snapshot of key trends of corporate tax systems around the world. 
Four common indicators have been chosen for this study. The ratio of company tax to GDP has been chosen as an indicator to assess a country’s reliance on the company tax base. The statutory company tax rate and thin capitalisation rules have been chosen as levers available to governments in shaping the corporate tax system. Collective investment vehicles were also chosen as an interesting and alternate lever available to governments in attracting foreign investment. 
Key findings
As the world becomes increasingly connected and integrated, businesses are able to expand their networks beyond physical borders and are faced with an almost infinite number of choices regarding location and investments. In this environment, countries are increasingly competing for foreign capital. In the last decade, most countries have sought to cut the statutory company tax rate in an effort to attract foreign capital. This trend is likely to continue with the United Kingdom’s corporate tax rate scheduled to fall further to 17 per cent by 2020. While Australia and the United States have not legislated headline corporate tax cuts, both have vocalised intentions to do so. 
In addition, governments are encouraging the broader use of collective investment vehicles (CIVs) to attract a greater share of economic activity to their country and attract foreign private sector investment. Australia is introducing new regimes for CIVs, and many other countries are at various stages of introducing new arrangements.
While deeper global connections offer opportunities for greater economic activity and growth, the fluidity of capital creates greater opportunity for arbitrage. This creates increased risk of multinationals shifting profits to favourable tax jurisdictions. 
Majority of the countries in this study have thin capitalisation rules as an anti‑avoidance measure to limit the level of interest deductions available to multinationals to reduce their overall tax liability. Addressing profit shifting is a key priority for governments around the world, and it is expected that countries will continue to expand their thin capitalisation rules.
The globalisation of our world creates new and exciting opportunities for businesses, and corporate tax systems around the world are trying to strike the right balance between attracting foreign capital to promote economic growth and prosperity, and also having appropriate safe guards in place to ensure the sustainability of the corporate tax base. 
Statutory company tax rates
Corporate tax rates vary considerably over time and between countries 
Corporate tax rates are varied, and many factors play a role in determining a country’s system of taxation and corporate tax rate, at any given point of time. 
Australia’s corporate tax rate currently stands at 30 per cent and is legislated to fall to 25 per cent for small businesses. While Australia does not impose the highest tax rate, it has one of the highest tax rates globally. Other countries with high corporate tax rates include the United States (38.9 per cent)[footnoteRef:5] and France (34.43 per cent).[footnoteRef:6]  [5:  	The corporate tax rate includes state taxes.]  [6:  	The corporate tax rate includes surcharge taxes.] 

Chart 1: Statutory combined corporate tax rates for Australia and selected North American and European economies

Note: The combined corporate tax rate includes federal, state/provincial taxes and surcharges. 
Source: Organisation for Economic Co‑operation and Development (OECD) 2017, Revenue Statistics — OECD countries: Comparative tables, viewed 22 September 2017: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=REV 



In recent years, competition for foreign capital has intensified and many countries have sought to cut the headline corporate tax rate
In North America and Europe, corporate tax rates in 2000 varied from over 50 per cent to as low as 24 per cent. Germany had the highest combined company rate of 52.03 per cent[footnoteRef:7] and Ireland had the lowest corporate tax rate at 24 per cent. Since then every country, except the United States, has reduced its corporate tax rates, which left the United States claiming the highest combined tax rate of 38.9 per cent[footnoteRef:8]  and Ireland with the lowest tax rate of 12.5 per cent.  [7:  	The corporate tax rate includes state taxes.]  [8:  	The corporate tax rate includes state taxes.] 

During the mid‑1990s, Ireland announced and implemented one of the sharpest reductions in the corporate tax rate, where the corporate rate fell from 24 per cent in 2000 to 12.5 per cent in 2003. As a result, Ireland has had one of the lowest tax rates amongst advanced economies and this has placed downward pressure on statutory corporate tax rates in the region. 
Within the Asian region, company tax rates are not as varied compared to the North American and European statutory company tax rates. In the Asia‑Pacific region, corporate tax rates in 2000 varied from over 40 per cent to as low as 16 per cent. Japan had the highest combined company rate 40.87 per cent[footnoteRef:9] and Hong Kong had the lowest company rate of 16 per cent.  [9:  	The corporate tax rate includes local taxes.] 

Most of the economies in the Asia‑pacific region announced and implemented tax cuts, prior to the Global Financial Crisis (GFC) 
New Zealand, China, Hong Kong and Singapore legislated reductions to the corporate tax rate commencing in the 2008 income year. In addition, South Korea and Indonesia legislated corporate tax cuts commencing in the 2009 income year. This has narrowed the differences in corporate tax rates in the Asia‑pacific region, leaving India with the highest tax rate (34.6 per cent) [footnoteRef:10] and Hong Kong with the lowest tax rate (16.5 per cent).  [10:  	The corporate tax rate includes surcharges and educational cess. ] 

Compared to North American and European economies, the Asian region has had lower corporate tax rates throughout this period and this could be driven by Singapore and Hong Kong’s low corporate tax rate. Both countries are seen as important business destinations, and their low corporate tax rates are one of the many reasons for this. 








Chart 2: Statutory combined corporate tax rates for Australia and selected Asian‑Pacific economies

Source: Organisation for Economic Co‑operation and Development (OECD) 2017, Revenue Statistics — OECD countries: Comparative tables, viewed 22 September 2017: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=REV; Organisation for Economic Co‑operation and Development (OECD) 2017, Revenue Statistics — Asian countries: Comparative tables, viewed 22 September 2017: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=REV ; KPMG 2017, Corporate tax rates tables, viewed 5 October 2017 : https://home.kpmg.com/xx/en/home/services/tax/tax‑tools‑and‑resources/tax‑rates‑online/
corporate‑tax‑rates‑table.html 

The United Kingdom and Netherlands also announced and reduced the headline corporate tax rate prior to the GFC, and continued this trend into the early 2010s 
Prior to the GFC, the Netherlands reduced its combined headline rate from 29.6 per cent to 25.5 per cent commencing from the 2007 income year. The United Kingdom announced in its 2007 Budget that it would reduce the corporate tax rate from 30 per cent to 28 per cent in 2008, and implemented further reductions to the company tax rate, over the intervening years such that it currently stands at 19 per cent today. Canada has also gradually dropped its combined corporate tax rate from over 40 per cent in the early 2000s, to 26.7 per cent in 2017. 




Cuts to the headline company tax rate likely to continue into the future
The United Kingdom’s corporate tax rate is scheduled to fall further to 17 per cent by 2020 in an effort to create a more competitive corporate tax system.[footnoteRef:11] In France, the corporate tax rate is also legislated to fall to 28 per cent by 2020 and President Macron has indicated intentions to reduce it further to 25 per cent.  [11:  	HM Revenue and Customs, Corporation Tax to 17% in 2020, viewed 6 October 2017: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/corporation‑tax‑to‑17‑in‑2020/corporation‑tax‑to‑17‑in‑2020] 

While Australia’s and the United States’ headline corporate tax rates have remained largely unchanged, both have vocalised intentions to cut the corporate tax rate. Australia’s corporate tax rate is scheduled to fall to 25 per cent by 2026‑27. President Trump and the congressional Republicans have stated that they would like the United States’ tax rate come down to 20 per cent, however the timing of this move is unclear. 
Should France and the United States formally announce and legislate tax cuts as described, this would narrow the differences in the corporate rates in the region and would be more akin to the corporate tax rates in the Asian region. 
Comparing headline corporate tax rates is useful in assessing the competitiveness of the corporate tax system in attracting foreign capital. However the headline rate is not the only factor in determining this. The overall environment for investment such as the quality of government institutions and regulations, are equally important for businesses when faced a choice of where to invest. Nevertheless the quest for globally competitive corporate tax rates is set to remain and likely to continue. 


company tax collections
Corporate income tax is a volatile source of Government revenue
Corporate income tax is an unpredictable source of income as movements in the economy can drive business conditions, confidence and profitability. As a result it can be difficult to forecast the level of profit, capital gains and carried forward losses realised. 
During the GFC, the economic weakness felt across the globe led to the decline in corporate tax collections across the world. Since most countries allow businesses to carry forward losses, the accumulation and utilisation of losses during this period slowed the recovery of the corporate tax base. 
The Asia‑Pacific region collects more company tax as a per cent of GDP compared to its North American and European counterparts. In Asia, at the beginning of this period Australia had the highest level of company tax as a per cent of GDP (6.1 per cent) and China had the lowest level of company tax as a per cent of GDP (0.4 per cent). While Australia’s proportion of corporate tax as a per cent of GDP has remained high, in 2013, Hong Kong had the highest level of corporate tax collected as a per cent of GDP (5.7 per cent). 
Chart 3: Company tax as a per cent of GDP for Australia and selected North American and European economies

Source: Organisation for Economic Co‑operation and Development (OECD) 2017, Revenue Statistics — OECD countries: Comparative tables, viewed 14 September 2017: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=REV;





Chart 4: Company tax as a per cent of GDP for Australia and selected Asian‑pacific economies

Note: Company tax‑to‑GDP statistics for China, Hong Kong and India have been prepared using the IMF’s Government Financial Statistics and are not directly comparable to OECD statistics. Unlike the OECD, the IMF does not classify social security contributions as a tax. To improve comparability with OECD statistic, tax‑to‑GDP ratios for China, Hong Kong and India are calculated using IMF data but inclusive of security contributions. 
Source: Organisation for Economic Co‑operation and Development (OECD) 2017, Revenue Statistics — OECD countries: Comparative tables, viewed 14 September 2017: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=REV; Organisation for Economic Co‑operation and Development (OECD) 2017, Revenue Statistics — Asian Countries: Comparative tables, viewed 14 September 2017: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=REV;	International Monetary Fund (IMF) 2017, Government Finance Statistics (GFS), viewed 18 September 2017: 

Australia is highly reliant on company income tax 
Throughout this period Australia has consistently been relatively more reliant on corporate tax compared to other countries. In 2013, Australia’s corporate tax to GDP ratio was 4.9 per cent. Australia’s company tax base is very volatile and this can be partially attributed to its reliance on the mining sector. 
While Australia has one of the highest company statutory tax rates (30 per cent) and one of the highest levels of company tax revenue collected (4.9 per cent of GDP in 2013), the headline rate is not a perfect indicator for the expected amount of company tax collected. For example the United States in 2013 had a combined company tax rate of 38.9 per cent, however company tax made up 2.1 per cent of GDP. 


Australia’s relatively high reliance on corporate taxation
Australia’s high ratio of corporate tax to GDP partly reflects a high proportion of tax generated by resource extraction. Other countries, such as Norway, with a comparable reliance on the resources sector have a similarly high ratio of corporate tax. This effect is also reflected in Canada’s higher than average reliance on corporate tax. 
The data on corporate taxation may also be affected by differing levels of incorporation between countries. For instance, S corporations in the United States are not taxed at the company level, shareholders are taxed on their share of profits instead. 
High reliance on corporate tax is partially offset via recognition for shareholders of tax paid at the company level, such as Australia’s imputation system. Australia is one of a few countries that offer a full dividend imputation system. However, most countries such as the United States, United Kingdom, Japan, Korea and France offer partial relief from double taxation, but Australia’s imputation system can provide more complete relief in the case of superannuation funds and individuals on low tax rates. The reduction in tax collections at the shareholder level due to imputation partially offsets the high level of collections at the company entity level. It should also be noted that some of the collections at the shareholder level in Australia, those levied on superannuation funds, are included in OECD statistics as company taxes, further raising Australia’s measured company tax ratio.
Dividend imputation was introduced to Australia in 1987 to relieve double taxation, and was later reformed to make imputation credits refundable. When corporate entities distribute dividends and tax has been paid on profits, shareholders can receive an imputation credit as a tax offset. To the extent the final shareholder is a superannuation fund or a resident individual who faces a marginal tax rate less than the statutory corporate tax rate, the imputation credit levied at the corporate rate will more than offset the tax liability levied by other taxes. 

thin capitalisation rules
Thin capitalisation rules are designed to limit the amount of debt deductions an entity can claim to reduce their taxable income
The fluidity of capital and opportunity for arbitrage created by the tax deductibility of interest, provide an incentive for multinationals to shift profits by placing higher levels of debt in high tax jurisdictions to claim excessive debt deductions, reducing their overall tax liability. Thin capitalisation rules are in place as an anti‑avoidance measure to deter multinationals from engaging in this behaviour.
Interest payments also attract withholding tax, however most jurisdictions also provide relief from interest withholding tax under domestic law and/or tax treaties, for example for widely offered notes. 
Table 1: Thin capitalisation rules for general entities
	Type of test
	Countries 

	Asset based test (safe harbour limit, debt: equity)
	Australia (1.5:1), Canada (1.5:1), Korea (2:1), Indonesia (4:1), New Zealand (1.5:1 for inbound investment and 3:1 for outbound investment), China (2:1)

	Earnings‑based test (EBITDA limit)
	United Kingdom (30 per cent of EBITDA), Germany (30 per cent of EBITDA), India (30 per cent of EBITDA)

	Dual systems
	United States (safe harbour limit of 1.5:1 and an earnings based test of 50 per cent of EBITDA), Japan (safe harbour limit of 3:1 and an earnings based test of 50 per cent of adjusted income), France (safe harbour limit of 1.5:1 and an earnings based test of 25 per cent of EBITDA). 



Thin capitalisation rules vary in design and application, often imposing different debt thresholds on different types of debt 
Most countries employ an assets based limit, otherwise known as a safe harbour limit, which is often expressed as a ratio of debt to equity or debt to assets. Deductions can be claimed for debt up to the safe harbour limit to reduce an entity’s tax liability. If a company’s debt level exceeds the threshold, then the deductions on the excess debt cannot be deducted. 
Australia’s safe harbour limit is 1.5:1 (debt:equity). While the safe harbour test is most commonly used by taxpayers, Australia also has two other tests to calculate the maximum allowable debt limit: the arm’s length debt test and the world‑wide gearing debt test. The arm’s length debt test allows an entity to determine the maximum allowable debt limit to be the amount of debt that is commercially justifiable. The worldwide gearing debt test allows entities to gear up to 100 per cent of the gearing ratio of their worldwide group.
Australia is not the only country that imposes a safe harbour limit. Other countries that have an assets based thin capitalisation rule include Canada, Korea, Indonesia, New Zealand and China. Most countries have a safe harbour limit of 1.5:1, with Indonesia as the notable exception, offering a more generous safe harbour threshold. 

Table 2: Thin capitalisation rules for general entities
	Type of debt
	Countries 

	Generally related‑party debt only
	Canada, China, Korea, Japan, United States, India, France

	Related‑party debt and third party debt
	Australia, New Zealand, Indonesia, Germany, United Kingdom



Thin capitalisation rules can apply to related‑party debt or both related‑party and third party debt. Increasingly, countries are moving towards applying thin capitalisation rules to both related‑party and third party debt
Australia, New Zealand and Indonesia apply the safe harbour limit to all debt. While Canada and France have similar safe harbour limits to Australia, their limits are less strict, as the rules apply to related‑party debt only. Similarly, Korea also applies the safe harbour limits to related‑party debt only. 
The OECD’s recommended approach is to limit deductions to between 10 and 30 per cent of earnings before interest, taxes, depreciation and amortisation (although an assets‑based test is considered an acceptable alternative). The OECD’s recommendation has seen some countries move towards an earnings based rule
The United Kingdom recently introduced new limitations on interest deductibility, where interest deductions are allowed up to 30 per cent of taxable EBITDA, or up to the group ratio. The group ratio is based on the net interest expense to EBITDA for the worldwide group, based on its consolidated accounts. The group ratio can be used as a substitute for the EBITDA rule. Germany does not have formal ‘thin capitalisation rules’, however similar to the United Kingdom, interest expenses are deductible up to 30 per cent of EBITDA. India has taken a similar approach, recently introducing rules to limit deductibility of interest to 30 per cent of EBITDA. A few countries such as United States, France and Japan have both an earnings based and an assets based rule. 
While most jurisdictions have some form of thin capitalisation rules, Singapore, the Netherlands and Hong Kong are the notable exceptions  
Singapore allows all interest deductions regardless of the entity’s gearing ratio. In the Netherlands, anti‑abuse provisions are in place for interest paid on intra‑group debts relating to certain transactions. In contrast, in Hong Kong, interest expenses are generally not deductible where interest is paid to non‑residents who are not subject to Hong Kong corporate tax. 
Overall, more countries are expected to adopt and expand rules to curb interest deductions 
The OECD has issued the Limiting Base Erosion Involving Interest Deductions and Other Financial Payments, Action 4 — 2016 Update, recommending a common approach to interest limitation rules to curb international tax avoidance. The European Union has issued a directive to implement interest limitation rules to member states. Addressing profit shifting is a key priority for governments around the world, and it is expected that more countries will implement and expand their interest limitation rules into the future. 

collective investment vehicles
Our study has compared the taxation environment for CIVs, setting Australia against a European / North American comparator group, and against a separate Asia‑Pacific group. CIVs are entities which allow investors to pool their funds and have them managed by a professional funds manager. The investment of combined funds creates a large, well‑diversified portfolio. This is in contrast to investing directly as an individual.
In the first group, Luxembourg has been added to the countries used in the corporate income tax study, as it is a significant location for the funds management industry.
The comparison tables at Appendix A highlight the following features of the CIV environment, across three investment sectors — real estate, infrastructure and portfolio equities:
· Countries where there have been recently enacted or proposed legislative developments which are supportive of the expansion of the use of CIVs.
· The cases where income or gains derived outside the CIV’s country of domicile can be passed to investors without incurring tax in that country.
· The existence of ‘tax‑transparent’ vehicles, that is, where the investors are taxed directly on their share of the income and gains of the CIV, and the CIV is not itself a taxpayer.
· Instances where the income derived through the CIV is taxed at a more favourable rate than if the investors had directly acquired the assets, and the amount of the favourable rate.
· Tax rates of less than 20 per cent (disregarding bilateral tax treaties) that can apply to the income or gains derived via the CIV.
Our findings from the study include:
Overall, the fiscal and regulatory environment for collective investment vehicles (CIVs) is encouraging their broader use 
As investors increasingly look to diversify their portfolios, there is recognition from governments that providing a streamlined collective investment framework can attract a greater share of the economic action to their country. To this end, countries often adopt policy settings to provide a range of CIV types tailored to the needs of different kinds of investors.
In this regard, Australia is introducing new regimes for corporate and limited partnership CIVs, and Singapore, Hong Kong, France and Germany are at various stages in the process of introducing their own new arrangements. 
In addition, a number of Asia‑Pacific countries are cooperating on the introduction of the Asia Region Funds Passport, an initiative similar to the European Union’s UCITS framework, by allowing funds that meet common requirements to more easily offer their products in passport countries. 
Countries face a choice about whether to make themselves attractive as ‘conduit’ locations
A country’s treatment of foreign income received by a foreign investment via a domestic CIV is an important consideration for investors. This type of income is typically referred to as conduit foreign income. Countries that allow conduit foreign income to flow through to investors without imposing local tax will be more attractive to a fund that wants to attract international investors and to make investments outside its country of management. 
Australia, and all of the Europe/North America comparator group allow an exemption for conduit foreign income in some or all of the asset categories. However in Asia‑Pacific this feature is limited to Hong Kong, Singapore, Korea (for equities only) and New Zealand. This, in part, reflects the level of competition between these countries for funds management activity.
Common law trust structures are likely to decline in use
The investment vehicle structures offered by a country are often a legacy of their legal frameworks. Some foreign investors are more familiar with investments in corporate CIVs, for example, than through trust structures, which are often not well understood by investors from countries who do not have a ‘common law’ foundation to their legal system. 
We have seen a number of countries whose legal system is based on ‘common law’ introducing additional CIV structures over the last two decades. These include the UK Open‑ended Investment Company (OEIC), the proposed S‑VACC in Singapore and the Corporate CIV in Australia.
The majority of surveyed countries have a ‘tax‑transparent’ CIV in at least one investment category
Fourteen of the sixteen surveyed countries have a tax‑transparent CIV for one or more investment categories. 
The two exceptions are Hong Kong and Indonesia. Hong Kong mitigates its position by having no withholding taxes, an exemption for foreign‑sourced income, and a relatively low tax rate on business and investment profits. 
Tax‑transparency of the CIV in the country of investment does not have to go hand‑in‑hand with a preferential tax rate in order to be an attractive structure. It enables the investor to incur the tax in their own right, and therefore have greater opportunity to receive credit for it against tax owed in their country of residence.


15
appendix a
Table A1: Tax treatment of collective investment vehicles in Australia and selected North American and European economies
[image: ]
Notes: 
(1) Conduit foreign income refers to income sourced from outside the country of residence of the CIV, and distributed to a non‑resident investor.
(2) Assumes resident investor is a corporate. Tax rate may be an average that includes state and local taxes on company profits. Green shading denotes concessional rate, or rate of less than 20 per cent.
(3) May be reduced by applicable double tax treaty. Green shading denotes concessional rate, or rate of less than 20 per cent.
(4) Green shading denotes recent or proposed legislation, or developments in practice of revenue authorities, that are likely to encourage broader use of CIVs.
(5) Reduced withholding rate of 15 per cent (which is a final tax) applies where investor resides in a country with an ‘exchange of information’ agreement with Australia.
(6) Stapled security represents a share in a company and a unit in a trust which can only be traded together. Tax treatment is currently being reviewed by government.
(7) Corporate collective investment vehicle. In France this is known as an ‘OPCI’.
(8) Information reflects the new German regime for Special Investment Funds applies from 1 January 2018.
(9) Luxembourg vehicles including specialised investment fund (SIF) and SICAV are exempt from income tax and withholding tax, but must pay a ‘subscription tax’ on the net value of assets each quarter.
(10) In Netherlands this is known as an ‘FGR’, and it is assumed that this qualifies for the fiscal investment institution (‘FII’) regime.
(11) UK and US REITs are not taxed on income distributions to members, so are effectively tax transparent.
(12) Typically an open‑ended investment company (OEIC)
(13) Includes branch profits tax which may be eligible for reduction under double tax treaty.
Table A2: Tax treatment of collective investment vehicles in selected Asian economies
[image: ]Notes: 
(1) Conduit foreign income refers to income sourced from outside the country of residence of the CIV, and distributed to a non‑resident investor.
(2) Assumes resident investor is a corporate. Tax rate may be an average that includes state and local taxes on company profits. Green shading denotes concessional rate, or rate of less than 20 per cent.
(3) May be reduced by applicable double tax treaty. Green shading denotes concessional rate, or rate of less than 20 per cent.
(4) Green shading denotes recent or proposed legislation, or developments in practice of revenue authorities, that are likely to encourage broader use of CIVs.
(5) Reduced withholding rate of 15 per cent (which is a final tax) applies where investor resides in a country with an ‘exchange of information’ agreement with Australia.
(6) Stapled security represents a share in a company and a unit in a trust which can only be traded together. Tax treatment is currently being reviewed by government.
(7) Corporate collective investment vehicle. In France this is known as an ‘OPCI’.
(8) Information reflects the new German regime for Special Investment Funds applies from 1 January 2018.
(9) Luxembourg vehicles including specialised investment fund (SIF) and SICAV are exempt from income tax and withholding tax, but must pay a ‘subscription tax’ on the net value of assets each quarter.
(10) In Netherlands this is known as an ‘FGR’, and it is assumed that this qualifies for the fiscal investment institution (‘FII’) regime.
(11) UK and US REITs are not taxed on income distributions to members, so are effectively tax transparent.
(12) Typically an open‑ended investment company (OEIC)
(13) Includes branch profits tax which may be eligible for reduction under double tax treaty. 
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Per cent

Per cent



Australia	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	34	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	Japan	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	40.869999999999997	40.869999999999997	40.869999999999997	40.869999999999997	39.54	39.54	39.54	39.54	39.54	39.54	39.54	39.54	39.54	36.99	36.99	32.11	29.97	29.97	Korea	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	30.8	30.8	29.7	29.7	29.7	27.5	27.5	27.5	27.5	24.2	24.2	24.2	24.2	24.2	24.2	24.2	24.2	24.2	Indonesia	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	30	28	25	25	25	25	25	25	25	25	New Zealand	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	33	33	33	33	33	33	33	33	30	30	30	28	28	28	28	28	28	28	China 	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	33	33	33	33	33	33	33	33	25	25	25	25	25	25	25	25	25	25	Hong Kong	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	16	16	16	16	17.5	17.5	17.5	17.5	16.5	16.5	16.5	16.5	16.5	16.5	16.5	16.5	16.5	16.5	Singapore	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	26	25.5	24.5	22	22	20	20	20	18	18	17	17	17	17	17	17	17	17	India	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2014	2015	2016	2017	38.5	38.950000000000003	35.700000000000003	36.75	35.880000000000003	33.592500000000001	33.659999999999997	33.99	33.99	33.99	33.99	32.44	32.450000000000003	33.99	33.99	34.61	34.61	34.61	DUMMY	Per cent

Per cent



Australia	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	6.1589999999999998	4.3460000000000001	4.9470000000000001	4.9630000000000001	5.4710000000000001	5.758	6.3819999999999997	6.8120000000000003	5.8289999999999997	4.7590000000000003	4.6829999999999998	5.1719999999999997	5.165	4.931	Canada	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	4.2450000000000001	3.153	2.9239999999999999	3.1469999999999998	3.3919999999999999	3.3380000000000001	3.7330000000000001	3.4	3.2789999999999999	3.3279999999999998	3.21	3.133	3.15	3.2850000000000001	France	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2.976	3.266	2.7839999999999998	2.4169999999999998	2.6819999999999999	2.3519999999999999	2.8929999999999998	2.891	2.839	1.43	2.335	2.6259999999999999	2.59	2.6389999999999998	Germany	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	1.752	0.58099999999999996	0.98299999999999998	1.228	1.5029999999999999	1.7370000000000001	2.11	2.1779999999999999	1.8939999999999999	1.3220000000000001	1.49	1.679	1.72	1.7869999999999999	Netherlands	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	4.0490000000000004	3.944	3.343	2.8620000000000001	3.105	3.4340000000000002	3.4489999999999998	3.4319999999999999	3.3140000000000001	2.153	2.31	2.1850000000000001	2.1230000000000002	2.1840000000000002	United Kingdom	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	3.1880000000000002	3.1339999999999999	2.5880000000000001	2.4790000000000001	2.6120000000000001	3.0289999999999999	3.589	3.12	3.3	2.5499999999999998	2.8439999999999999	2.8660000000000001	2.661	2.5059999999999998	United States	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2.23	1.5669999999999999	1.429	1.8220000000000001	2.2309999999999999	2.86	3.069	2.6669999999999998	1.694	1.377	1.7849999999999999	1.7669999999999999	2.0249999999999999	2.1269999999999998	Hungary	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2.1989999999999998	2.2890000000000001	2.278	2.17	2.1349999999999998	2.073	2.2989999999999999	2.7440000000000002	2.589	2.2050000000000001	1.2190000000000001	1.2030000000000001	1.286	1.3839999999999999	Ireland	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	3.5979999999999999	3.407	3.5390000000000001	3.5459999999999998	3.4209999999999998	3.238	3.6139999999999999	3.2410000000000001	2.7040000000000002	2.2930000000000001	2.36	2.1680000000000001	2.2559999999999998	2.371	DUMMY	Per cent of GDP

Per cent of GDP



Australia	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	6.1589999999999998	4.3460000000000001	4.9470000000000001	4.9630000000000001	5.4710000000000001	5.758	6.3819999999999997	6.8120000000000003	5.8289999999999997	4.7590000000000003	4.6829999999999998	5.1719999999999997	5.165	4.931	Japan	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	3.665	3.4729999999999999	3.1349999999999998	3.2970000000000002	3.71	4.2359999999999998	4.7629999999999999	4.79	3.8940000000000001	2.5779999999999998	3.1989999999999998	3.3660000000000001	3.669	4.0179999999999998	Korea	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	3.0339999999999998	2.6720000000000002	2.7970000000000002	3.4710000000000001	3.1309999999999998	3.5920000000000001	3.371	3.7349999999999999	3.93	3.411	3.2250000000000001	3.718	3.6850000000000001	3.3919999999999999	Indonesia	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	3.6	3.6	3.5	4.2	4.2	4.0999999999999996	4.7	3.7	3.4	3.6	3.4	3.2	New Zealand	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	4.0220000000000002	3.6360000000000001	4.1420000000000003	4.508	5.2960000000000003	6.0460000000000003	5.569	4.7949999999999999	4.3159999999999998	3.339	3.6960000000000002	3.94	4.5199999999999996	4.4009999999999998	China 	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	0.46491835095171102	0.66462801864625898	1.5391130573765599	1.2540243372541	1.45096474729034	1.6935447041710401	1.88986309172651	2.0783887923156201	2.2421842132077701	2.1776100294012299	1.89798331321768	2.0622593551365802	Hong Kong	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	2.9906578075138399	3.8808946508587399	4.4527160884741903	4.9426927502876898	4.7835769666718102	5.5382503531715201	6.0999550216458296	4.6168588725595097	5.2176057178500397	6.2471115522401997	6.1803315466071398	5.6881399058002504	Singapore	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	5.8	5.4	4.5	3.8	3.9	4	4	4	4.7	3.6	3.5	3.6	3.7	3.5	India	2000	2001	2002	2003	2004	2005	2006	2007	2008	2009	2010	2011	2012	2013	1.63937684420365	1.55396456884123	1.8204280251863301	2.2369151082907202	2.5501120968648601	2.7421307130716199	3.3603697776643702	3.8682280994187499	3.7902793220676201	3.7778854956057799	3.8371453677487	3.6952440693952902	3.7505200304682602	3.7215375826328199	DUMMY	Per cent of GDP

Per cent of GDP
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Trust Staple Trust Trust LP MutualCCIV n7 LP LP CCIV n8CCIV n8CCIV n8 CCIV  CCIV  CCIV 

CCIV 

n10

CCIV

CCIV 

n10

REIT LP

CCIV 

n12

REIT LP LP

Tax transparent entity? Y Partial Y Y Y Y Y Partial Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y n11 Y No Y n11 Y Y

Withholding tax rate vs tax on direct investment Fav-n5

Part 

Fav

Fav-n5 NeutralNeutralNeutral Fav NeutralNeutral Fav Fav Fav Fav n-9Fav n-9 Fav-n9 Fav Neutral Fav NeutralNeutral Fav Fav NeutralNeutral

Tax on capital gains vs direct investment Fav-n5

Part 

Fav

Fav-n5 NeutralNeutralNeutral Fav NeutralNeutral Fav Fav Fav Fav n-9 Fav Fav Fav Neutral Fav NeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutral

Tax concessions linked to investment 

restrictions?

Y N/A Y N/A N/A N/A Y N/A N/A Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N/A Y Y N/A Y Y N/A N/A

Exemption for conduit foreign income? n1 Y Y Y No No No Y Y Y Treaty Treaty Treaty Y Y Y Treaty Treaty Treaty Y Y No No Y Y

Limitations on tax deductibility of interest  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y No No No No No No Y Y Y Y Y Y

Tax rate on revenue profits - resident n2 30% 30% 30% 27% 27% 27% 34.4% 34.4% 34.4% 30% 30% 30% Nil Nil Nil 25% 25% 25% 19% 19% NIl 39% 39% 39%

Tax rate on revenue profits - non-resident n3 15%

15%/30

%

15% 25% 25% 25% 30% 34.4% 30% 26% 26% 26% Nil Nil Nil 15% 25% 15% 20% 19% Nil 30% 35% 30%

Tax rate on capital profits - resident n2 30% 30% 30% 13.50%13.50%13.50% 34.4% 34.4% 34.4% 30% 30% 30% Nil Nil Nil 25% 25% 25% 19% 19% Nil 39% 39% 39%

Tax rate on capital profits - non-resident n3 15%

15%/30

%

Nil 13.50%13.50% Nil 30% 34.4% 30% 26% 26% 26% Nil Nil Nil Nil 25% Nil 20% 19% Nil

35% 

n13

35% 

n13

Nil
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CCIV 

n14

LP CCIV LP LP LP CCIV CCIV CCIV Trust Trust Trust REIT Mutual Mutual REIT REIT Trust Trust Trust LP Trust CCIV CCIV

Tax transparent entity? No Y No Y n15 Y n15 Y n15 No No No Y n16 Y n16 Y No No No Y Y Y Y Y Y Y No No

Withholding tax rate vs tax on direct investmentNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutral Fav NeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutral Fav Fav Fav Fav Fav NeutralNeutralNeutralNeutral Fav NeutralNeutral

Tax on capital gains vs direct investment NeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutral Fav Fav Fav Fav Fav NeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutralNeutral

Tax concessions linked to investment 

restrictions?

Y N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Y N/A N/A Y N/A N/A Y No No Y Y N/A Y N N/A Y N/A N/A

Exemption for conduit foreign income? n1 Y Y Y No No No Y Y Y No No No No No No No No No No No Y Y Y Y

Limitations on tax deductibility of interest  Y Y Y Y Y  Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y n18 Y  Y Y Y Y No No No No No No

Tax rate on revenue profits - resident n2 28% 28% 28% 25% 25% 25% 15% 16.50%16.50%34.61%34.61%Nil n17 25% 25% 25% 34% 34% 34% 24.2% 24.2% 24.2% 17% 17% 17%

Tax rate on revenue profits - non-resident n3 28% 28% 28% 10% 10% 10% 15% 16.50%16.50%34.61%34.61%Nil n17 25% 25% 25% 15.32%15.32%15.32% 22% 22% 22% 10% 17% 17%

Tax rate on capital profits - resident n2 Nil Nil Nil 25% 25% 25% Nil Nil Nil 34.61%34.61% Nil  N/A n19N/A n19N/A n19 34% 34% 34% 24.2% 24.2% 24.2% Nil Nil Nil

Tax rate on capital profits - non-resident n3 Nil Nil Nil 10% 10% 10% Nil Nil Nil 34.61%34.61% Nil  N/A n19N/A n19N/A n1915.32%15.32% Nil 22% 22% 22% Nil Nil Nil

General fiscal trend in relation to CIV n4

Indonesia Japan Korea Singapore


image1.jpeg
Australian Government TSY / AU

© The Treasury





