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ABSTRACT 

“In this world nothing can be said to be certain, except death and taxes.‟‟ Benjamin Franklin 

(1706 - 1790). As old as this quote may be, it is still relevant today as it was then. However, the 

latter can be minimized by those with clever accountants. This paper suggests a legitimate and 

ethical tax plan for multinational information technology companies to minimize their tax 

expenses
1
. The paper took into account the Corporate Social Responsibility

2
 (CSR) and profit 

maximization objectives in devising the tax plan, since unprofitable companies could not be 

socially responsible. As a result, the paper proposes that the information technology MNE
3
 

should exploit tax havens‟ opportunity by relocating the intellectual property ownership from the 

UK to a low-tax country, Ireland. Additionally, the paper suggests that the gross profits of the 

MNE should be shared between the tax haven and the source or relevant resident country; by 

paying at least ten (10) percent of the gross profit to the source or relevant resident country. 

Key words: International taxation, Intellectual property, Offshore, Transfer pricing, Tax plan, 

Tax haven, Tax arbitrage.  

 

                                                           
1
 The total amount of tax that an entity is legally obliged to pay to an authority as a result of the occurrence of a 

taxable event (Siskos, 2014).  

2
 Researchers such as McWilliams and Siegel (2000) have found a positive, negative, and neutral impact of 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) on financial performance. 

3 Multinational Enterprise (MNE) is an organization that has a presence in global locations (Obiri, 2011) 

  

mailto:issahchokosi@yahoo.com


International Journal of Advance Research, IJOAR .org                                                                                        
ISSN 2320-9127 

2 

IJOAR© 2014 
http://www.ijoar.org 

INTRODUCTION 

Taxation as we are aware of is a technical subject. From this point of view, firms are permitted 

by regulatory requirements to seek taxation advice from experts in the field. Tax advisory 

services could be obtained from professional accountancy firms particularly the big four such as 

PricewaterhouseCoopers (PWC), KPMG, Ernst and Young (EY), and Deloitte and Touch. 

Whereas national tax regimes are complex and almost always on an annual basis are subject to 

change, it is even worse in terms of complications when it comes to international taxation arena. 

International tax rules are much more complicated compared with national tax laws; 

unfortunately, it has not kept pace with the way businesses operate globally and through the 

internet. Multinational companies have been accused of exploiting loopholes in international tax 

rules and set up artificial structures in low-tax jurisdictions, rather than pay tax at higher rates 

where they actually conduct their business and sell their goods and services. 

Barrios, Huizinga, Laeven and Nicodeme (2008) note that the most visible effect of globalization 

is the increasing number of companies that develop international activities, and that to access 

foreign markets, firms face several dilemmas, including whether or not to relocate production 

abroad, which is basically influenced by tax factors. Rixen (2010, P.1) however, observes that 

the general perception is that taxation is purely a national affair, but in reality there is a 

longstanding tradition of international tax cooperation, which has become firmly institutionalized 

over time and has gained some degree of autonomy and -, influence national tax policies. 

Governments globally are experiencing a period of prolonged austerity following the 2007- 2008 

global financial crises. The crisis itself was created at least in part by the failure of business 

practice and regulation to keep pace with technological innovations and opportunities, and there 
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is an increasing recognition that tax systems around the world, developed in the early 20
th

 

century, are subject to the same pressures (Turner & Duffy, 2014). 

Prebble (1997) indicates that creating a tax plan is a very complicated process as 

incompatibilities between tax laws and the specifics that tax laws relate to; - create 

administrative inefficiencies, giving rise to unethical actions resulting in incomprehensible as 

well as unnecessary expense. The author of this particular paper agrees with Prebble‟s position, 

because very large multinational enterprises (MNEs) typically operate through a complex 

hierarchy of various legal entities that carry on business through operating, holding and financing 

entities in order to realize their shareholder‟s objectives of profit maximization. For instance, a 

large multinational information technology company, Hewlett-Packard corporation (HP), market 

its products and services globally and is subject to income tax in approximately eight (80) 

foreign countries (Hewlett-Packard Corporation, 2010). In addition to HP‟s United States 

headquarters, it also has geographic headquarters in Switzerland, Singapore and Japan (ibid, 

2010, p.32). HP also carry out product development and manufacturing across several European 

countries including Ireland, as well as countries such as China, India, Japan and Singapore to 

mention but a few. Furthermore, HP laboratories are located in India, China, UK, Singapore, 

Israel, the United States and Russia (ibid, 2010, P.32). 

International Business Machines Corporation (IBM) is another information technology company 

with global operations in IT systems, business services, supply chain and financing services 

(IBM, 2010). Other leading information technology multinationals with global operations in IT 

services includes Google, Amazon, Apple, Facebook and so forth. 
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According to Prebble (1997) the situation is more pronounced where tax plans relating to 

multinational business profits are concerned; - because of the complexities of tax jurisdictions, 

the separation of income and capital for tax purposes, and transfer pricing issues. 

Most multinationals in an attempt to maximize profits for their shareholders adopt legitimate 

approaches and techniques in order to minimize their tax expenses since most of these firms 

consider taxation as an expense rather than a contribution to society‟s well being. Sweeney 

(2010) reports that U.S. companies generally view taxes as a cost to business and not so much as 

a contribution to infrastructure development, public services and good governance.  

As such, MNEs pay particular attention to income tax reduction and minimization just as 

managers usually do with operating and administrative expenses. One key strategy that 

information technology MNEs uses to reduce their tax obligation is the relocation of Intellectual 

Property (IP) - to tax haven countries such as Bermuda, Cayman‟s Island and so forth. Warpole 

(2001) suggests that information technology companies could make good use of the national tax 

system differences by relocating Intellectual Property (IP) - and intangible assets - to tax havens; 

away from the nation of origin. Other approaches to reducing corporate income taxes involve 

transfer pricing
4
 (Borkowski, 2010), and international tax arbitrage (Genschel & Schwarz, 2011). 

Azemar (2007) states that transfer pricing schemes allow MNEs to shift income from a high tax 

country to a low tax country, by manipulating the amounts charged between company divisions, 

subsidiaries or parent companies for goods or services transferred within the consolidated entity. 

                                                           
4
Transfer pricing generally refers to prices of transactions between associated enterprises which may take place 

under condition differing from those taking place between independent enterprises (Gupta, 2009) 
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On the other hand, a tax arbitrage opportunity presents itself when an MNE operates in two or 

more countries that have different tax laws. 

The tax arbitrage arises when the MNE is in compliance with the tax laws in all jurisdictions it 

operates in, but is liable for lower consolidated income tax than would have been the case if the 

MNE had been subject to the tax laws of only one jurisdiction (Rosenzweig, 2007). 

Rixen (2009) argues that unlike the “soft law” mode of governance, the international tax system 

has a significant impact on binding national tax rules and bilateral double taxation
5
 treaties. 

However, the international tax governance faces a lot of challenges, mainly by the fact that 

countries prefer to defend their domestic tax systems over the international ones in the bilateral 

and multilateral agreements (Siskos, 2014). According to Baskaran and Lopes (2013), this comes 

as a result of the irrational political desire to avoid double taxation situations, while at the same 

time, seeking to gain taxable revenue. As such, national tax autonomy generates harmful tax 

competition and a “race to the bottom”. 

A classic example of harmful tax competition is the case of Germany. For instance, Germany has 

had its financial services migrated to London, its holding companies moved to the Netherlands, 

its savings migrated to Luxemburg and to make things even worse; Germany‟s manufacturing 

sector was relocated to competitive low tax Ireland (Edwards and Mitchell, 2008, P.135). 

For this reason, Azemar (2010) found that, the tax regime existing in the home country of a 

MNE significantly affects the amount of capital the MNE invests in foreign jurisdiction. MNEs 

are influenced by tax rates of foreign sourced income, when determining where to locate their 

headquarters (Barrios et al., 2008). As a result, this paper seeks to construct a legitimate tax plan 

                                                           
5
 Double taxation represents taxing the same taxable matter, for the same period of time by two different 

authorities, belonging to either to the same state or to different ones (Dudas, 2011). 
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aimed at minimizing the income tax obligations of any information technology MNE taken into 

consideration ethical and corporate social responsibility issues. 

HISTORICAL REVIEW  

Transfer pricing manipulations as well as relocating MNEs headquarters from high-tax countries 

to low-tax countries has resulted in loss of taxable revenue to national governments around the 

world. For instance, the Guardian reported that, the European Union (EU) lost some £191 billion 

in tax revenue between 2005 and 2007; - due to transfer price  manipulations carried out by 

MNEs that took advantage of their presence in non-EU and developing countries cited in 

(Lawrence, 2009, Para 2; Obiri, 2011, P.5). Similarly, the federal government in the U.S. loses 

both individual and corporate income tax revenue from the shifting of profits and income into 

low-tax countries. The revenue losses from this tax avoidance and evasion are difficult to 

estimate, but some have suggested that the annual costs of offshore tax abuses may be around 

$100 billion per year (Gravelle, 2013). International tax avoidance can arise from wealthy 

individual investors and from large MNEs; - It can reflect both legal and illegal actions 

(Gravelle, 2013). According to the Telegraph, as cited by Ebrahimi (2012), „Starbuck‟s‟ US 

operation charged high prices to its UK operation for various services, such as royalties for the 

use of branding or for management services, or lent money to its UK operations at high interest 

rates. These practices resulted in Starbucks profits rising in the USA and falling in the UK. 

Connell et al (2008), as cited by Obiri (2011) noted that on a global scale, holding companies or 

MNEs are beginning to relocate their headquarters to Ireland due to its corporate taxation 

attractiveness compared with other countries-; this is illustrated in Appendix 1. 
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CURRENT STATE 

Aggressive tax avoidance strategies adopted by information technology MNE like Google has 

received global condemnation, particularly in the UK. The Rt Hon Margaret Hodge MP, and 

chair of the Committee of Public Accounts (PAC), stated that “Google generates enormous 

profits in the UK but despite an $18 billion turnover between 2006 and 2011 it paid the 

equivalent of just $16 million in taxes to the UK government”. However, Google argued that its 

tax arrangements in the UK were defensible and lawful, and that advertising sales took place in 

Ireland, not in the UK, which was unsatisfactory in the opinion of the PAC (Houlder, 2013). For 

instance, Google sells almost all ads in Europe through its Irish subsidiary, leaving little tax 

revenue in other countries, but more in where customers reside. The Irish subsidiary in turn pays 

royalties to a second Irish subsidiary based in Bermuda. Last year, Google transferred nearly $12 

billion to Bermuda reducing, by more than $2 billion, global tax burden borne (Houlder, 2013; 

Siskos, 2014). In the UK, some £1.8 billion in tax revenue eludes the government because the 

wealthiest companies with 32, 216 subsidiaries between them make use of tax havens abroad 

(“FTSE 100 companies among Britain‟s …,” 2011, Para 1) as cited in Obiri (2011). The British 

government, however, responded with £840 million tax break for MNEs that use tax havens 

(Obiri, 2011). In the USA, the Internal Revenue Services reported that, the Caribbean tax havens 

alone drain away at least $70 billion a year in personal income tax revenue (Siskos, 2014). This 

recent developments have resulted in a number of international stakeholders instituting actions 

and strategies to curb tax avoidance by MNEs worldwide. 
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For instance, recent actions by the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 

(OECD) and the G-20 industrialized nations have targeted tax - haven countries, focusing 

primarily on evasion issues (Gravelle, 2013). The Stop Tax Haven Abuse Act (S.506, H.R. 1265) 

in the USA, the Finance Act 2001, - in India on transfer pricing legislation, to mention but a few, 

are all directed at minimizing the abuse of tax avoidance by MNEs.  

 ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT  

Revelations from the tax planning systems of many information technology MNEs such as 

Google, Amazon, IBM, HP, Facebook, to mention but a few, have stoked widespread public 

anger, prompting politicians across the world to launch an international crackdown on  corporate 

profit shifting. Houlder (2013) reports that Margaret Hodge, Chair of the Public Accounts 

Committee (UK) denounced Google as “evil” and accused it of “devious, calculating and 

unethical” behaviour by booking sales in Ireland when made in the UK.  Similarly, Drucker 

(2010) argues that the setup of Google‟s tax plans lowers Google‟s overseas tax bill, but it also 

substantially affects US tax revenues as the government struggles to close a projected $1.4 

billion budget gap. What is evidently clear about the tax plans of these wealthiest information 

technology MNEs are that taxation expense is not considered as their contribution to society, and 

that they work to maximize their profitability and increase returns for their shareholders at the 

expense of the larger society in which they operate. Dumistru (2012) indicates that even though 

many companies have expressed their ethical and responsible conduct in respect of the social 

environment, there were many cases when the business practices were clearly not aligned with 

the declared corporate behaviour. In recent times, the MNEs have expanded their activities via 

technology all over the world. However, that extension of corporate area is also related to the 

notion of corporate social responsibility (CSR), which suggests that MNEs should address social 
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issues, such as overcoming poverty, enhancing employees‟ well-being and improving the welfare 

of society (Kim and choi, 2012). Unfortunately, Gongmin (2011) noted that some companies do 

not practice CSR because it contributes to increased production cost. Warpole (2011) suggests 

that without government intervention, profit-motivated MNEs will not practice CSR. 

For instance, when information technology MNEs sell their Intellectual Property (IP) to a „tax 

haven‟ resident Controlled Foreign Holding Company (CFH), the result is serious economic 

impairment (Wiederhold, 2011). For developing countries, the situation is even more striking 

because of, the need to mobilize revenue in order to provide social amenities for the people. 

Wiederhold (2011) reveals that information obtained from a G-20 meeting; suggest developing 

countries lose an astonishing USD$125 billion every year in tax revenue because of MNEs use 

of tax havens. In the midst of all these controversies surrounding the lack of CSR considerations 

in the tax planning structure of MNEs, the reputation of the big accountancy firms, particularly 

in the UK has suffered significantly because of their role in advising their clients on corporate 

tax structures and tax planning, which enable them avoid UK taxes. For instance, in becoming 

more involved in constructing complex tax arrangements for their clients, the big accountancy 

firms are increasingly seen as being part of the problem of corporate tax avoidance, rather than 

the solution (PAC , UK, 2013,). There is the need for a paradigm shift relating to the tax 

planning of MNEs. MNEs must recognize that they do not operate in a vacuum, and that the 

business environment must be ripe in terms of economic infrastructure, peace and stable 

economic climate, and surely government needs revenue from taxation to be able to fulfill those. 

As such, Obiri (2011) suggests that MNEs have „tentacles‟ that reach a lot further than the 

„tentacles‟ of governments, and as a result, it is necessary for such organizations to ensure that 

their actions - albeit legal - do not negatively impact the world we live in. Wiederhold (2011) 



International Journal of Advance Research, IJOAR .org                                                                                        
ISSN 2320-9127 

10 

IJOAR© 2014 
http://www.ijoar.org 

argues further that governments need adequate funds to inter alia; - construct roads, provide 

health services and suitable education for tomorrows‟- world leaders. 

DISCUSSION OF THE FACTS AND ISSUES 

 INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY (IP) 

The strength of information technology MNEs search engines is dependent on the strength of 

their Intellectual Properties (IP). Indeed, IP is used by IT firms as a differentiator and source of 

competitive advantage respectively. Kavida et al (2010) point out that intellectual capital drives 

the information technology (IT) business, which significantly contributes to the world Gross 

Domestic Product (GDP). Indeed, if this assertion is true, then MNEs need to strategically 

protect this valuable asset in order to prevent its abuse by close competitors. Wiederhold (2011) 

indicates that information technology MNEs tend to protect their intellectual capital with patents 

to prevent competitors or individuals from pirating them. Wiederhold (2011) also observes that 

the technology behind the intellectual capital of a technology company is usually software and in 

order to optimum profits from the intellectual property, MNEs offshore it to a tax haven. For 

instance, for the fiscal year ending March 31, 2007 Microsoft‟s Ireland operations reported 

profits before tax of USD$3.848 billion and tax of USD$.324 billion (Stewart, 2008). With a 

12.5 percent rate of corporate tax in Ireland, profits earned on these intangible assets will have a 

low rate of tax compared to the UK. Therefore, information technology MNEs have a strong case 

to make that its intellectual property is something for which its subsidiaries worldwide should be 

paying for.  

Consequently, any of the MNEs affiliates that use this intellectual property as an input factor in 

their businesses will need to pay a royalty or license fee to the Ireland Corporation holding these 

intangible assets (Karkinsky & Riedel, 2009). 
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Karkinsky and Riedely (2009) also reported that since 2009 royalty income has been exempt 

from taxation in Ireland, even if the supposed research and development took place outside of 

Ireland. Research related to development of technology solutions can be outsourced to affiliates 

in high tax counties to reduce their income subject to tax, but the ownership of the intangible 

assets will remain in Ireland as will the residual profits from marketing the technology solutions 

(Smistad, 2011).  

UNDERLINING ASSUMPTIONS 

The construction of a legitimate tax plan certainly requires some specific underlying assumptions 

for better understanding and possible adoption and implementation. This paper submits the 

following underlying assumptions for analysis: 

i) The MNE is a large information technology company and was incorporated in the UK in 

2008 with a physical presence in the USA, which has customers globally. 

ii) The information technology MNE has a patented Intellectual Property (IP) - which is 

created and registered in the UK. This generates an annual turnover of £10 billion and a 

gross profit of £4 billion. 

iii) The tax rate applicable to the information technology MNE at the end of the current 

fiscal
6
 year is 23% in April, 2014. 

The payment of corporate tax rate at 23% resulted in a net profit of £3.080 billion. 

From Appendix 1, the UK tax rate has declined steadily from 30% in 2006 to 23% in 2014. The 

marginal reduction from 24% in 2013 to 23% in 2014 certainly will further reduce the 

information technology company‟s tax liabilities. However, there are still some legal and 

                                                           
6
 The British fiscal year is 5

th
 of April to the 6

th
 of April the following year. 
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legitimate methods or techniques, some of which have been mentioned above, that can 

significantly reduce the tax obligation of the information technology MNE.  

iv) To reflect CSR, this paper further assumes that Ireland will charge the information 

technology MNE a total of 20%
7
 instead of the 12.5% corporate rate of tax applicable in 

Ireland as used for Google model.   

THE TAX PLAN 

The tax plan that is suggested by this paper is based on other big information technology MNEs 

tax reduction strategies (Google, Amazon etc.) with some modifications as well as geographical 

financial conditions. Consequently, this paper suggests that the information technology MNE 

must consider all its relevant stakeholders and the environment. In this regard, first, the 

Intellectual Property (IP) ownership of the information technology MNE should be relocated to 

Bermuda because of its zero corporate income tax rate (Appendix 1), as a Controlled Foreign 

Holding Company (CFH). Secondly, the information technology MNE must also relocate its UK 

headquarters to Ireland (Very common among IT, MNEs) in order to take opportunity of paying 

12.5% basic rate of corporate tax, which is one of the lowest in Europe (Appendix 1). 

Finally, the amount charged for the use of the IP, that is the amount charged by its Bermuda
8
 

CFH must be half of its gross profits, which in this case is £2 billion. 

 

 

THE OUTCOME OF THE TAX PLAN 

                                                           
7
 This paper assumes that Ireland will charge the technology company a total of 20% tax instead of the basic rate of 

12.5% as per the Google example. 

8
 Bermuda is a British Colony comprising a string of small islands no more than 15miles long and 21 square miles in 

areas (Siskos, 2014). 
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The implementation of the tax plan above will minimize the information technology MNE‟s tax 

expense by £520 million. This is because at a rate of 23% (UK corporation tax rate –see 

Appendix 1) -, the information technology MNE paid a whopping £920 million as tax expense 

and only left net profit at £3,080 billion. On the contrary, at a 20% tax rate, that is the total tax in 

Ireland on the £2 billion will result in a total tax expense of £400 million in addition to the zero 

tax on the other £2 billion - paid to the Bermuda CFH- thereby leaving a net profit of £3.6 

billion. The implementation of the tax plan, therefore, provides the resident country with total tax 

revenue of £400 million representing 10% of the information technology MNE‟s gross profit. 

From the perspective of CSR, this is fair, just, ethical, and also provides a reasonable return on 

investment for the shareholders. The outcome of the suggested tax plan is summarized in the 

table below; 

Table 1: the outcome of the tax plan illustrated  

Countries Profit before tax Tax rate Tax amount Net profit after tax 

UK £4b 23% £920million £3,080b 

Ireland £2b 20% (CSR) £400million £1.6b 

Bermuda £2b 0% £0.0million £2b 

    £3.6b 

 

Alternatively, using the basic rate of tax of 12.5% Ireland rate rather than the 20% assumed 

would have resulted in the following in table 2 below; 

 

Table 2: Outcome of tax plan using basic Ireland corporate tax rate of 12.5% 
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Countries Profit before tax Tax rate Tax amount Net profit after tax 

UK £4b 23% £920million £3,080b 

Ireland £2b 12.5% £250million £1.75b 

Bermuda £2b 0% £0.0million £2b 

    3.75b 

 

What this means is that the information technology MNE would have increased its profits by 

£150 million from £3.6 billion as in Table 1 to £3.75 billion as shown in Table 2. This results in 

the loss of taxable revenue to the Irish government by £150 million. This means that the total 

taxable revenue would have just been 6.25% of total gross profit of £4 billion. From the CRS 

perspective, this will be fair, justifiable, and deemed ethical by society. This is the justification 

for assuming the 20% total tax rate for Ireland. 

 

ANALYSIS OF THE FACTS AND ISSUES 

A LEGITIMATE TAX PLAN 

The objective of this paper is to provide a profitable, legitimate and ethical tax plan, taking into 

account the interest of shareholders and CSR. It is very clear that unprofitable companies cannot 

be responsible for tax and therefore companies are justified to be focusing on strategies that will 

maximize profitability for their shareholders. However, it is equally important for a business to 

be aware of its business environment and ensure that, its activities do not negatively impact its 

environment - (Obiri, 2011). Waller et al (2011) argue that organizations must be compliant with 

all rules and regulations; - in every community where it has an active business presence.  
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Furthermore, a socially responsible company must venture outside the legal or regulatory 

framework to ensure that its activities address the concerns of the society as a whole, and 

alongside this effort, CSR Company must be ready to align its activities with new values and 

concerns in society (Waller et al., 2011). From the CSR perspective of this paper, as described 

above, the information technology MNE should take the initiative for society‟s welfare, perform 

its activities within the framework of environmental norms and should not consider paying 

corporate income tax as an expense but rather as contribution to society.  

UNDERLINING ASSUMPTIONS  

For the purposes of creating a legitimate tax plan in order to minimize the tax obligations of 

information technology MNE, the underlying assumptions of this paper has taken into account 

the basic functions of information technology MNEs. 

THE TAX PLAN 

Investors and shareholders have become some of the most important allies of the CSR movement 

over the years (Siskos, 2014). Indeed, many investors are influenced to invest in companies that 

are committed to pursuing strong and vigorous CSR programmes. 

Glac (2010) reports that shareholders considered social issues to ensure a morally appropriate 

use of their money. In the plan as suggested by this paper, the information technology MNE pays 

10% of its operating profit to its resident country (Ireland) even though it takes advantage of a 

tax haven. This is a positive driven tax plan that most investors may appreciate. Therefore, the 

tax plan ensured that the information technology MNE reduced its income tax expenses while at 

the same time took account of the environment, which could increase the value of the entity. 

CONCLUSIONS 
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It is particularly important to recognize that businesses need to be profitable if they were to be 

socially responsible, and in the case of information technology MNEs;- the possibility of using 

tax havens such as Bermuda, Bahamas, Cayman‟s Islands, Bahrain (Appendix 1), to „hide‟ true 

profits are extremely high. Information technology MNEs are well-positioned to use strategies 

such as IP ownership transfer from high tax countries such as the UK to low tax countries such 

as Ireland and tax haven countries, transfer pricing methodologies, international tax arbitrage as 

well as other recognized financial engineering tactics. The objectives of all these strategies 

adopted by information technology MNEs are to shift pre-tax profits from high–tax jurisdictions 

to low-tax jurisdictions and by doing so reduce consolidated income tax liabilities. However, 

some tax haven countries like Bermuda certainly do not have all the resources such as high-

technology infrastructure and the relevant technological know-how that an information 

technology MNE like Google requires to run it operations successfully. As most of the work that 

generates the business revenue is carried out in countries that are not tax havens; - it is only fair 

that the MNEs „give back‟ to either their relevant source or resident country (Obiri, 2011). The 

payment of the right amounts of taxes by MNEs to resident countries is absolutely essential as 

governments of those countries would have access to increased funds to enable them provide 

much needed infrastructure for smaller businesses as the engine for economic growth and 

development. 

Consequently, this paper suggest a “fair, just, and ethical tax plan”, where the information 

technology MNE relocate IP ownership in order to split the tax payable between a resident 

country (Ireland) and a tax haven Bermuda;- so as to maximize profit, while at the same time 

pursue CSR policies in enhancing the firm‟s value.  
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Finally, it is only fair to say that so long as profitability remains the key consideration of MNEs 

for them to be socially responsible, using international law to avoid
9
 taxes or reduce tax expense 

will be debated for a very long time to come. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The following are recommended by this paper: 

Information technology MNEs are among the wealthiest company‟s globally and should go 

beyond the confines of legal and regulatory requirements in order to make appropriate tax 

contributions to their resident countries for the provision of relevant infrastructure for national 

development. 

Governments globally must work with professional accountancy firms particularly the big four, 

most of who serve as tax advisors to the MNEs and the MNEs themselves in ensuring that tax 

planning structures reflect sound business purposes rather than for the purposes of avoiding 

taxes. Gupta (2009) indicates that a time has come to re-examine the legal provisions and settle 

these controversies so that there is more certainty and fairness in the manner in which the law is 

applied. Siskos (2014) suggests that governments should provide some clarity around what is tax 

avoidance, what is acceptable and what is not, so as to prevent tax conflicts and define what is 

morally wrong. 
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APPENDICES
1
 

Corporate tax rates table  
This table provides a view of global corporate tax rates between 2006 and 2014. 

Use our interactive Tax rates tool to compare tax rates by country or region. 

 

Location 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 

Afghanistan 0 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Albania 20 20 10 10 10 10 10 10 15 

Algeria 
       

25 19 

Angola 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 

Argentina 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 

Armenia 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Aruba 35 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 

Australia 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Austria 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Bahamas 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bahrain 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bangladesh 30 30 30 27.5 27.5 27.5 27.5 27.5 27.5 

Barbados 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

http://ssrn.com/abstract=1574853
http://www.kpmg.com/Global/en/services/Tax/tax-tools-and-resources/Pages/tax-rates-online.aspx
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Belarus 24 24 24 24 24 24 18 18 18 

Belgium 33.99 33.99 33.99 33.99 33.99 33.99 33.99 33.99 33.99 

Bermuda 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Bolivia 
    

25 25 25 25 25 

Bonaire, Saint Eustatius 

and Saba       
0 0 0 

Bosnia and Herzegovina 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Botswana 25 25 25 25 25 22 22 22 22 

Brazil 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 25 

Bulgaria 15 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Cambodia 
    

20 20 20 20 20 

Canada 36.1 36.1 33.5 33 31 28 26 26 26.5 

Cayman Islands 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Chile 17 17 17 17 17 20 18.5 20 20 

China 33 33 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Colombia 35 34 33 33 33 33 33 25 25 

Costa Rica 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Croatia 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Curacao 
     

34.5 27.5 27.5 27.5 

Cyprus 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 12.5 12.5 

Czech Republic 24 24 21 20 19 19 19 19 19 

Denmark 28 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 24.5 

Dominican Republic 30 25 25 25 25 29 29 29 28 

Ecuador 25 25 25 25 25 24 23 22 22 

Egypt 20 20 20 20 20 20 25 25 25 

El Salvador 
      

30 30 30 

Estonia 23 22 21 21 21 21 21 21 21 

Fiji 31 31 31 29 28 28 28 20 20 

Finland 26 26 26 26 26 26 24.5 24.5 20 

France 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 

Georgia 
       

15 15 

Germany 38.34 38.36 29.51 29.44 29.41 29.37 29.48 29.55 29.58 

Ghana 
       

25 25 

Gibraltar 35 35 33 27 22 10 10 10 10 

Greece 29 25 25 25 24 20 20 26 26 

Guatemala 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 31 28 

Guernsey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Honduras 30 30 30 30 25 35 35 35 30 
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Hong Kong SAR 17.5 17.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 16.5 

Hungary 16 16 16 16 19 19 19 19 19 

Iceland 18 18 15 15 18 20 20 20 20 

India 33.66 33.99 33.99 33.99 33.99 32.44 32.45 33.99 33.99 

Indonesia 30 30 30 28 25 25 25 25 25 

Iraq 
       

15 15 

Ireland 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 

Isle of Man 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Israel 31 29 27 26 25 24 25 25 26.5 

Italy 37.25 37.25 31.4 31.4 31.4 31.4 31.4 31.4 31.4 

Jamaica 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 33.33 25 25 

Japan 40.69 40.69 40.69 40.69 40.69 40.69 38.01 38.01 35.64 

Jersey 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Jordan 25 25 25 25 14 14 14 14 14 

Kazakhstan 30 30 30 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Kenya 
      

30 30 30 

Korea, Republic of 27.5 27.5 27.5 24.2 24.2 22 24.2 24.2 24.2 

Kuwait 55 55 55 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Latvia 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Lebanon 
       

15 15 

Libya 
 

40 40 40 40 20 20 20 20 

Liechtenstein 
     

12.5 12.5 12.5 12.5 

Lithuania 15 15 15 20 15 15 15 15 15 

Luxembourg 29.63 29.63 29.63 28.59 28.59 28.8 28.8 29.22 29.22 

Macao SAR 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Macedonia (FYR) 15 12 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Malawi 
      

30 30 30 

Malaysia 28 27 26 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Malta 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 

Mauritius 25 22.5 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 

Mexico 29 28 28 28 30 30 30 30 30 

Montenegro 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 

Morocco 
       

30 30 

Mozambique 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 32 

Namibia 
     

34 34 33 33 

Netherlands 29.6 25.5 25.5 25.5 25.5 25 25 25 25 

New Zealand 33 33 30 30 30 28 28 28 28 

Nigeria 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 
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Norway 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 28 27 

Oman 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 12 

Pakistan 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 34 

Panama 30 30 30 30 27.5 25 25 25 25 

Papua New Guinea 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Paraguay 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Peru 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Philippines 35 35 35 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Poland 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 

Portugal 27.5 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 23 

Qatar 35 35 35 35 10 10 10 10 10 

Romania 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 

Russia 24 24 24 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Samoa 29 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 

Saudi Arabia 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Serbia 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 15 15 

Sierra Leone 
        

30 

Singapore 20 20 18 18 17 17 17 17 17 

Sint Maarten (Dutch part) 
     

34.5 34.5 34.5 34.5 

Slovakia 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 23 22 

Slovenia 25 23 22 21 20 20 18 17 17 

South Africa 36.89 36.89 34.55 34.55 34.55 34.55 34.55 28 28 

Spain 35 32.5 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Sri Lanka 32.5 35 35 35 35 28 28 28 28 

Sudan 35 30 15 15 15 35 35 35 35 

Suriname 
       

36 34.5 

Sweden 28 28 28 26.3 26.3 26.3 26.3 22 22 

Switzerland 21.3 20.63 19.2 18.96 18.75 18.31 18.06 18.01 17.92 

Syrian Arab Republic 35 28 28 28 28 28 28 22 22 

Taiwan 25 25 25 25 17 17 17 17 17 

Tanzania 
   

30 30 30 30 30 30 

Thailand 30 30 30 30 30 30 23 20 20 

Trinidad and Tobago 
      

25 25 25 

Tunisia 35 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 25 

Turkey 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 

Uganda 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 30 

Ukraine 25 25 25 25 25 25 21 19 18 

United Arab Emirates 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 55 
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United Kingdom 30 30 30 28 28 26 24 23 21 

United States 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 

Uruguay 30 30 25 25 25 25 25 25 25 

Vanuatu 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Venezuela 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 34 

Vietnam 28 28 28 25 25 25 25 25 22 

Yemen 35 35 35 35 35 20 20 20 20 

Zambia 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 35 

Zimbabwe 30.9 30.9 30.9 30.9 25.75 25.75 25.75 25.75 25.75 

Africa average 30.82 30.56 28.65 28.75 28.38 28.55 29.02 28.29 27.85 

Americas average 29.97 29.27 28.84 28.82 28.28 29.28 28.67 28.35 27.62 

Asia average 28.99 28.46 27.99 25.73 23.96 23.1 22.89 22.05 21.91 

Europe average 23.7 22.99 21.95 21.64 21.46 20.81 20.42 20.6 19.68 

Oceania average 30.6 30.2 29.6 29.2 29 28.6 28.6 27 27 

North America average 38.05 38.05 36.75 36.5 35.5 34 33 33 33.25 

Latin America average 29.07 28.3 27.96 27.96 27.52 28.83 28.3 27.96 27.15 

EU average 24.83 23.97 23.17 23.11 22.93 22.7 22.51 22.75 21.34 

OECD average 27.67 27 25.99 25.64 25.7 25.4 25.15 25.32 24.11 

Global average 27.5 26.95 26.1 25.38 24.69 24.5 24.4 23.71 23.57 
     

  

 Source: KPMG, Corporate tax rates table 


