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DECLINE OF CORPORATE TAX REVENUES

THURSDAY, MAY 3, 1990

U.S. SENATE,
CoMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
Washington, DC.

The hearing was convened, pursuant to notice, at 10:00 a.m.,
Hon. Lloyd Bentsen (chairman of the committee) gresidin .

Also present: Senators Moynihan, Packwood, Danforth, and
Durenberger.

(The press release announcing the hearing follows:]

{Press Release No H-19, Mar 7. 1900)

SENATOR BENTSEN ANNOUNCES HEARING ON CORPORATE INCOME TAX; CORPORATE
TAXx REVENUES FaLL SHORT BY $20 TO 330 BILLION YEARLY, CHAIRMAN SAYS

WasHiNnaTON, DC—S8enator Lloyd Bentsen (D., Texas), Chairman, announced
Wednesday that the Senate Finance Committee will hold a hearing later this month
on the decline of corporate income tax revenues.

The hearing will be held on Thursday. May J. 1990 at 10 a.m. in Room 8D-215 of
the Dirksen Senate Office Building.

“The share of total income tax revenues contributed by corporations has been
steadily declining in past decades. The 1986 Tax Reform Act was expected to alter
this trend. One of the key goals—and a major selling point—of the 1986 Act was to
shift $120 billion in taxes from individuals to corporations in the first flve years.
Current figures make it plain that little, if any, of this expected increase in corpo-
rate income tax receipts 18 materializing. In fact, corporate income tax receipts are
falling short by some $20 to $30 billion per year," Bentsen said.

"“The focus of this hearing will be to examine these figures and to explore possible
explanations for the shortfall in corporate income tax revenues. I also am interested
in comparing the corporate tax burden in this country with that in other industrial.
ized countries,” Bentsen said.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LLOYD BENTSEN, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM TEXAS, CHAIRMAN, SENATE FINANCE COMMITTEE

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing will come to order.

Changes made in the 1986 Tax Reform Act were expected to in-
crease revenues from corporate income taxes by about $120 billion
?ver 115 years. But, the preliminary reports show that we are falling
ar short,

Using the latest estimates from the Office of Management and
Budget, the shortfall will amount to $116 billion. The Congression-
al Budget Office estimates it will be $145 billion. So, we have a
m%svtery on our hands.

ell over $100 billion seems to he missing from the Federal Gov-
elmment's revenues. We need to find the culprit. We do have some
clues.

At least part of the explanation is that corporate profits are
lower than expected, even though—and this is strange—personal
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income taxes are up. I am trying to find out why corporate profits
are down.

Economic conditions may be part of the answer, but to affect cor-
porate profits and not personal income taxes is really quite puz-
zling. What is the reason for that ap'parent contradiction? What is
the influence of the massive move from e%uity to corporate debt
and the resultant higher interest deductions?

I want to know whether corporate profits are down because of
that or if there are other factors at work.

We rely on the corporate income tax for a very substantial part
of government revenue. It's share of the government’s revenue has
been steadily declining for some time.

To give you an example, in 1955, corporate income taxes repre-
sented 27.3 percent of total tax receipts. 27.3 percent. In 1989, it
was down to 10.5 percent. We are always trying to identify where
Japanese business has a competitive advantage. But, that is not the
case with taxes. While corporations pay 10.5 percent of total gov-
ernment revenue in this country, 21 percent of the total tax reve-
nues come from corporate income taxes in Japan. ,

I would like to hear the views of the witnesses today about those
numbers and their evaluation of those trends. Having spent many
years myself building a business, I know the importance of revenue
expectations in making intelligent choices for the future. As the
budget deficit becomes more and more serious and more difficult
for us to close the gap, accurately estimating Federal revenues has
become even more critical for us to make intelligent policy deci-
sions. That is why we need some explanation of the shortfall in cor-
porate tax receipts. We have a real puzzle here and we are going to
try to find gome of the answers today.

I defer to my colleague, Senator F?’ackwood. for any comments he
may have.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. BOB PACKWOOD, A U.S. SENATOR
FROM OREGON

Senator Packwoop. Mr. Chairman, I am intrigued with these
hearings because I remember when we were doing tax reform we
were charged with making that bill revenue neutral over 5 years.
The tax reform bill involved total revenues to the Federal Govern-
ment of around $6 trillion. So, if we were off by 1 percent, we were
off, plus or minus, $50 billion over the 5 years. I thought that if we
came within 1 or 2 percent of our mark, it wasn’t a bad prediction.
If a business can predict its gross revenues 2 or 8 years out, and
come within 1 or 2 percent, that company is in great shape.

So, I am fascinated as to why individual taxes have increased
and corporate taxes decreased. But, we should not reflect solely on
the past. I will have some questions of the witnesses about how to
make our projections better in the future.

I would like to recount a story I have told any number of times
when I was on the Banking Committee. Senator Proxmire used to
have an economics professor—I think he was from Wisconsin—who
. would testify each January and predict what was going to happen
the following year. He came for the 7 or 8 years | was on the Bank-
ing Committee. One year I read what he had said the previous year
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and found that what he had predicted utterly did not happen. It
wasn't even close. So I asked him if he could explain why he was so
far off last year. And, he said “yes,” and ‘‘there were unforeseen
intervening circumstances.”

Well, I said, “do you think there could be any unforeseen inter-
vening circumstances in the upcoming year?”’ He answered, ‘no,
no, we have got a pretty good handle on it now."”

So I may have some questions about the future. And, as much as,
I am interested in the past, the past is gone. If we are going to
change the laws, or try to produce more revenue or less revenue, or
fine-tune what we did, I would like to have some assurance that
what we base those changes on, it is reasonably accurate. Thank
you, Mr. Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Senator.

Senator Moynihan,

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. DANIEL PATRICK MOYNIHAN, A
U.8. SENATOR FROM NEW YORK

Senator MoyNIHAN. | would just agree with Senator Packwood.
To come within 1 percent of anything as large as that and over
that much time is-certainly not a bad case of forecasting. On the
other hand, we do see this rather dramatic shift in the composition
of Federal revenues.

Now, our staff has done a superb table here. The corporate tax in
1955 was 27 percent of our revenues and social insurance was 12
percent and that has now quite reversed. Today, corporate is 10.5
and social insurance is 36. Corporate taxes are down by two-thirds
and social insurance up three times. I don't know what that means,
but I would be interested if anybody might want to comment in the
course of the panel discussions. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. I might add on those predictions that I know it
was said of one very prominent economist, a very well known one,
that he was right about half the time. And that 500 is great for a
baseball player but not very comforting from an economist.

The first panel will be Dr. Harvey S. Rosen, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Tax Analysis, and Robert Reischauer, the Director,
Congressional Budget Office. Gentlemen, if you would come for-
ward, Rlease.

-Dr. Rosen, if you would proceed with your testimony, please.
STATEMENT OF HARVEY 8. ROSEN, PILD., DEPUTY ASSISTANT

SECRETARY. FOR TAX ANALYSIS, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE

TREASURY

Dr. RosEN. Mr, Chairman and members of the committee, I am
leased to have this opportunity to present the views of the admin-
stration on recent trends in corporate tax receipts.

As the committee has requested, my remarks today focus princi-
pally on the trend in corporate tax receipts, the importance of the
corporate tax in other countries, and the effect of the Tax Reform
Act of 1986 on corporate tax receipts

In 1989, the corporate income tax produced $104 billion in reve-
nue for the U.S. Government. The $104 billion was the most reve-
nue ever produced by corporate taxes and represented the sixth
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consecutive annual increase in corporate tax receipts. The level of
corporate taxes has increased even though pre-tax corporate profits
as a percentage of gross national product has fallen sharply.

In the mid 1950's when corporate taxes were at their peak as a
percentage of total Federal tax receipts, pre-tax corporate profits
were about 11 percent of GNP. By 1986, this percentage had fallen
to about 5.1 percent.

Although the level of Federal corporate receipts rose from the
mid 1950’s to 1986, it fell as a percentage of total receipts. But
since 1986, the declining trend in the relative importance of the
corporate tax has been reversed.

In 1989, corporate tax receipts accounted for 10.5 é)ercent of total
tax receipts, which is the highest percentage since 1980.

I turn now to the issue of coryorate taxes in foreign countries.

Because of cultural and historical differences, foreign countries
have a wide variety of tax systems. These differences among tax
systems make it difficult to directly compare corporate tax burdens
across countries. Nonetheless, we can make some general observa-
tions.

In 1987, corporate income taxes accounted for an average of 8
percent of total tax receipts for the 22 countries in the Organiza-
tion for Economic Cooperation and Development for which we have
data. The data pertain to corporate taxes at both the central gov-
ernment and local levels.

U.S. corporate taxes as a percentage of total tax receipts was 8
percent in 1987, the average for the 22 OECD countries. Countries
that were above the OECD average include Japan, at 23 percent,
and the United Kingdom, at 11 percent. Countries that were below
thetaverage include Germany, at 5 percent, and France, at 5 per-
cent.

With respect to the Tax Reform Act of 1986, it is clear that the
Act made significant changes to the corporate tax system. These
changes were expected to increase corporate tax receipts signifi-
cantly, However, the 1986 Act as a whole was expected to be reve-
nue neutral. For all practical purposes, the 1986 Act has been reve-
nue neutral. )

Our most recent estimate indicates that the numerous positive
and negative provisions of the 1986 Act sum to a total change in
receipts of less than 1 percent over the 1987 to 1991 period.

The 1986 Act was also expected to increase corporate tax receipts
and lower individuals receipts as a percentage of total income tax
receipts. This has also occurred. The percentage of income tax re-
ceipts accounted for b{ corporate taxes increased from 15 percent
in 1986 to 19 percent in 1989. Correspondingly, the percentage ac-
counted for by individual taxes fell from 85 percent to 81 percent.

The Reagan administration’s first budget after enactment of the
1986 Act was the 1988 budget. In that budget, corporate tax re-
ceipts for 1987 through 1989 were forecast to average $117 billion

r year. Actual receipts averaged only $94 billion per year. The

eagan adniinistration was not alone in overestimating corporate
tax receipts. In its first budget after the 1986 Act, the Congression-
al Budget Office also overestimated corporate tax receipts by an av-
erage by $21 billion per year for the 1987 through 1989 period. The
question then arises: why were corporate tax receipts between $20
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billiotnd%nd $25 billion lower than forecast after the 1986 Act was
enacted’

Our analysis of the effect of the 1986 Act on corporate tax re-
ceipts today is both preliminarf' and incomplete. It is always diffi-
cult to distinguish quantitatively between the effects of changes in
the tax law and other economic factors, but in this case we face
special difficulties.

Many of the important and fundamental provisions of the 1986
Act were phased In over time and did not become fully effective
until 1988. Large corporations, following their conventional prac-
gice,lg)égically did not file their 1988 tax returns until mid-Septem-

er

We believe that the primary reason why corporate tax receipts
were lower than expected in the Reagan administration's 1988
budget is that pre-tax corporate profits were lower than expected.
In the 1988 budget, pre-tax corporate profits were overforecast by
an average of $65 billion over the 198 throu%h 1989 period. This
resulted In an average annual overestimate of between $15 and $20
billion in corporate tax receipts.

Why did this occur? An important reason for the overestimate of
corgorate profits appears to be that actual wage and salaries were
higher than expected. Because wages and salaries are deductible
expenses for corporations, higher wage and salaries reduce corpo-
rate profits. Higher wage and salaries would also have the effect of
raising the taxable income of individuals. The highcr-than-expected
level of wages and salaries is reflected in higher-han-expected indi-
vidual tax receipts.

To summarize, corporate tax receipts forecasts by both the Treas-
ury and the Congressional Budget Office following the enactment
of the 1986 Act exceeded actual corporate receipts by between $20
and $25 billion per year.

Next, the Tax Reform Act of 1986 reversed a long-term decline in
the relative importance of corporate taxes in producing revenues
for the U.S, Government. -

The 1986 Act has been revenue neutral because individual tax
receipts are higher than expected.

And lower than expected corporate profits explain much of the
underestimate in corporate tax receipts.

This concludes my prepared remarks. I would be happy to
answer any questions of the committee. Thank you.

The prepared statement of Dr. Rosen appears in the appendix.]

he CHAIRMAN. Thank you, Dr. Rosen.

In your testimony, you seemed to skip over the question of corpo-
rate debt I raised.

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. I would like to pursue this further. It is not just
a matter of interest rates having escalated, although that obviously
carries a burden, but the massive move from equity to debt in this
country and the activity of LBO’s. Of course, taxes are figured after
interest payments. '

I don’t know if there’s a study of what profits would have been
before interest expenses, but I would like to directly respond to
that concern.

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir,
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We believe that the under forecast of wages and salaries and the
underforecast of interest rates are the most compelling reasons for
the fact that corporate profits were lower than expected. However,
one issue that has come up is the influence of LBO activity, which
clearly did increase during the 1980's. However, the effect of LBO’s
on corporate profits is unclear, Because all LBO's to some extent
are financed by debt, increased LBO activity is generally expected
to result in higher corporate interest ptﬁ'ments which, in turn, as
you suﬁgested, a lower corporate profit. However, the evidence sug-
gests that LBO’s do not have a great impact on total corporate in-
terest payments.

In addition, to the extent that acquired firms are managed more
efficiently——

The CHAIRMAN. Let me interrupt, please, on that point for just a
minute,

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. A lot of the LBO's were quite recent, and consid-
gring t?he filing delay you referred to, I wonder how current your

ata is’

Dr. RosEN. For making definitive statements about what has
been going on with corporate tax receipts since tax reform, I would
say the data are inadequate to make definitive statements. I think
anything that anyone could say now is conjectural. I mean, we
have some pieces of evidence, and we put together the best story
we can, given that evidence, but we don’t have the actual tax re-
turns that corporations have filed since tax reform was fully based
in; 1988 was the first year, of course, it was fully phased in. So any
:tatelments that we can make are certainly preliminary and conjec-
ural.

The CHAIRMAN. Could you further explain why personal income
(tiaxes? and receipts went up while corporate income taxes went

own

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

The CHAIRMAN. The economic circumstances affecting them.

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

The wages and salaries were underforecast in the first budget
after tax reform. Now, when wages and salaries go up, that repre-
sents a cost to corporations. So with higher wages und salaries,
their costs go up, their profits go down, and other things, being the
same, corporate receipts go down. But these same wages and sala-
ries go onto the income of individuals. That, other things being the
same, increases their tax liabilities. So, at least one possible expla-
nation for the puzzle you mentioned, Senator, is that wages and
salaries were underforecast in the 1988 budget.

The CHAtRMAN. One very difficult thing for us is the variance in
estimates between OMB and CBO. Your current estimates of corpo-
rate tax receipts from 1990 to 1091 are $28 billion higher than
CBO's. $28 billion is still a lot of money here.

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

The CHAaIRMAN. Would you explain that for me?

Dr. RoseN. I am not familiar enough with the details of either
model to know whg' they are so different. I would simply mention
that given the good track record that OMB has with respect to its
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economic assumptions, at least as of the midsession review, I would
be inclined to give the administration the benefit of the doubt.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Packwood.

Senator Packwoob. Dr. Rosen on iage 4 of your testimony, refer-
ring to your budget projections in the fiscal 1988 budget, you say,
“Specifically, real GNP was estimated to grow at 3 percent per
year during the period.” Is this for 1987 to 1989?

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

Senator Packwoop. You continue to state that the growth was
“Significantly below the actual 3.7 percent.” Are you saying that in
January of 1987, the administration was predicting a 8 percent real
growth in 1987, 1988, 1989, and 1990?

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

Senator PAckwoob. Real growth?

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

Senator Packwoobp. And that the real growth was actually 3.7
percent during the period?

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir,

Senator PAckwoobn. Not nominal growth, real growth.

Dr. RoseN. Correct.
dSenatzor Packwoob. So the economy grew faster than we expect-
ed.
Dr. RoseN. Correct.

Senator PAckwoob. Absent any other factors, this could account
for increases in the individual collections, but shouldn’t it also
have resulted in increased corporate collections?

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir. And corporate receipts did go up. They just
did not go up as much as had been anticipated.

Senator Packwoop. Well, let me ask you, because Nina said she
talked with you this morning, and that the forecast that you gave
her for 1987, 1988 and 1989 were 4.4 percent, 4.8 percent and 6.1
percent.

Dr. RoseN. These are the forecasts for——

Senator Packwoop. These are the OMB forecasts. The nominal
GNP for 1987, 198R and 1989: 4.4, 4.8, and 6.1

Dr. RoseN. That may be the discrepancy, Senator. The numbers
in my testimony refer to real growth rates.

Sgnator Packwoop. Those were the projected growth rates I
~ead.

Dr. RoseN. That's right. The numbers you read I believe are the
pr&iected nominal growth rates.

tematox" Packwoop. As opposed to the projected real growth
rates.

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

Senator Packwoob, Thank you.

I was struck by one figure you have here. Roughly, among the
OECD countries, ?ercent of total revenues are corporate taxes.

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

Senator Packwoobp. Total revenues mean Social Security taxes,
Customs’ duties, all receints. In Japan, 23 percent of total revenues
are corporate taxes?

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.
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Senator Packwoobn. Based upon the argument we often hear,
that we tax corporations too high and capital too intensively, how
on earth car. Japan compete with 23 percent of their revenues
comin%from corporations?

Dr. Rosen. Well, Senator, I think the answer requires that we
look at other aspects of their tax system as well, that is, at the
whole structure. In particular, I think we also have to look at the
way that income generated bg' capital and income generated by cor-
porations is taxed at the individual level, because the taxation of
such capital income also enters into the cost of capital. And what
we find is that in Japan, at the individual level, corporate income,
when it goes out to the shareholders, is taxed quite a bit more
lightly than it is in the United States.

For example, in Japan, the maximum tax rate on capital gains is
20 percent and there is a yearly exemﬁtion of 500,000 yen.

Indeed, one academic study that I have seen by Shoven and Ta-
chibonaki suggested that in the early 1980’s, when the relation be-
tween the total burden here and in Japan was about the same as
the one you just mentioned for the late 1980’s, they found that it
was quite possible that the effective marginal tax rate in Japan,
was lower than it was in the United States, despite the fact that
the average rate in Japan was higher,

Senator PAckwoon. Well, here is what [ am toying with in the
back of my mind. If 23 percent of total Japanese revenues are cor-
orate taxes, and, if we wanted to go to the same level in the

nited States, we could do a tremendous amount toward eliminat-
ing double taxation of dividends. We could probably forego any tax
on capital gaing and pay for it with an effective 23 percent collec-
tion from corporations.

Dr. RoseN. There are certainly alternative ways to structure the
business tax system that would--—

Senator PACKwoobn. Roughly, we could almost forego all taxes on
individuals investment income? Not wage income but investment
income. And, we could put the burden on corporations.

Dr. RoseN. 1 have not done that kind of computation, but it cer-
tainly sounds like something that would be possible.

Senator Packwoon. Well, thank you for the endorsement.
[Laughter.]

Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

The CHAIRMAN. Senator, I think you got the pulse rate up on a
few of those fellows out there.

Senator Moynihan.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Dr. Rosen, | hope that you will with great
expedition bring us the details of the Republican plan to treble the
corporate tax rate. [Laughter.z

ust mark it ‘‘Republican plan.” [Laughter.]

All ri]ght. Now, we are getting somewhere | think. [Laughter.]
Can I ask just a question which is almost personal? You men-
tioned that the actual wages and salaries were higher than expect-
ed in your forecast. -

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir.

Senator MoyNIHAN. Something that just puzzles me is that we
still have not gotten median family income back to the 1973 level.
And factory wages are lower than they have heen since 1966. For
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all the prosperity, median family income is still below a 15-year
stretch. Now, they were coming back from that dip at 1982, 1983,
but could you send us the-table of what you forecast and what you
find? I am sure you can and I would appreciate it if you did.

Dr. RoskN. Sir, what we forecast for which year?

Senator MoyYNIHAN. For wages, the 5-year period.

Dr. RoseN. Yes, sir. Would you like it now or would you——

Senator MoYNIHAN. Just send it along. I mean, some part of the
committee here is trying to find out why is median fumily income
stagnating for the longest period in American history? There has
been no comparable 15-year period. Senator Durenberger and 1
have talked about this. The depression did not last 10 years; 15
years and nothing has happened to median family income. And
there is some redistribution among the quintiles, but 1 would like
Just to see what you forecaust because your judgment would be as
good as anybody's. And if you say that things are better than they
were expected, %,would like to know what you expected. And maybe
you should just comment on that when you got a chance,

Dr. Rosen. | will comment now if you care,

I am not sure exactly why wapes and saluries were higher than
were predicted, but we do have the actuals, we do have the predict-
ed, and | would be happy to send them to you,

Senator Moyninan. 1 appreciate that, Thank you, M. Chairman,

[The information follows:|

The following table shows toral wigaes aned sabartes as prodicted i the FY O LSS
budget, alony with ther actuad values

CALENDAR YEAR

i

LY Junp [Pl
FY J98E Budpe! T R RTIN
Actual g ARV h3l

Ax nated in the testimony, the actual values exceeded the predicted values

The Admupstration does not predict median tamily income as part of its budget
exercises However, it does predict totad wiges and saluries The tollowing predie.
tions were included an the FY 1991 buadgn

CALENDAR YEAR

LRI PRI .
Ty KT L i st 14y,
. .

s (AN O 13 vany dHBb + 904

The CHAIRMAN, Senator Durenberger.

Senator DUrRENBERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I wanted to disassociate myself immediately from the Republican
plan so | can go back and think about it for a little while in the
context of the Chairman’s reaction and Senator Moynihan's reac-
tion. [Laughter.)
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I wonder if I might, Dr. Rosen, just explore with you briefly the
issue of wages and salaries as income and as compensation. In gen-
eral, do you know what percentage of the total expense of corpo-
rgte? activity is represented by this category called wages and sala-
ries

Dr. RoseN. I do not know that figure for the corporate sector. For
the economy as a whole, it is usually thought to be around 70, 75
percent.

Senator DURENBERGER. Uh huh.

Are you familiar at all in dealing with these kinds of issues with
the amount of compensation that is represented not by wage or
salary, but is represented by the employer payments on behalf of
the employees for a variety of things we commonly characterize as
fringe benefits. And what proportion does that represent of total
compensation to the workers or the employees of these companies?

Dr. RoseN. I am sorry, sir, I do not have that figure.

Senator MoyNIHAN. We could use that, couldn’t we?

Senator DURENBERGER. It would be very helpful because in the
ongoing debate and discussion about what is compensation and
what part of compensation is taxed, what part of it is not taxed,
thus becoming a sort of an indirect subsidy. I think before we ex-
plore Bob Packwood’s dramatic change, we probably need to look
at what makes up this whole business of the employer’s contribu-
tion to the employees’ income in exchange for the work and the
effort. So it would certainly be very, very helpful to have that in-
formation.

[The information follows:]

Dr. RoseN. The attached table shows trends in the ratio of fringe benefits to total
compensation over the period 1980-1988. The computations are based on data from
the Nauonal Income and Product Accounts. For these purposes, ‘‘total compensa-
tion” is defined as wages and aalarles, employer socnal insurance conmbutlons. and
fringe benefits. “Fringe benefits” are defined as “other labor income”, which in-
cludes employer contributions for pensions and profit sharing, group health and life
insurance, workers compensation, and supplemental unemployment.

Since 1980, fringe benefits have represented a decreasing portion of total compen-
sation, ranging from 9.7% in 1980 to 8.6% in 1988. Although fringe benefits have
almost doubled since 1980, they have not kept pace with the other components of
total compensation.

FRINGE BENEFITS AND TOTAL EMPLOYEE COMPENSATION—PRIVATE DOMESTIC INDUSTRIES
(1980-1988)

Year Tolal compensation Fringe benefits Fringe g,'f'w“;:&m“m o
1980 1,317 127 9.7
1985 1,899 167 88
1986 2015 178 88
1987 2,161 189 87
1988 2,341 201 86

Department of The Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis

Note Fringe benefits are defined as “Other labor income" from the National Income and Product Accounts Otrm labor income™ includes
employer confribulions to pensions and profit sharing, group heaith and hie insurance, workers compensation, supplemental unemploymtnl and other.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
Dr. Reischauer, would you proceed with your testimony, please?
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, PH.D., DIRECTOR,
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE

Dr. KEiscHAUER. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee,
it is a pleasure to be here again. I will submit my prepared state-
ment for the record and summarize CBO’s assessment of corporate
income tax receipts in the post-Tax Reform Act era.

As was expected, corporate income tax receipts grew somewhat
faster than the economy over the 1987 to 1989 period. The Tax
Reform Act was one contributing factor. It boosted corporate re-
ceipts by an estimated $54 billion, or about 24 percent, over this
period. Nevertheless, actual corporate receipts for the 1987 to 1989
period did not reach the levels that CBO had projected in 1987.

It appears that the shortfall between actual receipts and those
projected by CBO was around $17 billion in 1987, $29 billion in
1988, and $30 billion in 1989, These estimates, I should note, in cor-
porate adjustments for the effects of legislation that was enacted in
1987 and 1988.

Well over half, 58 percent to be precise, of the aggregate 3-year
shortfall is attributable to the fact that corporate profits were
lower than CBO had projected. Adjusted economic profits, which is
the measure CBO uses to approximate the corporate income tax
base, were $48 billion below CBO’s expectation in 1987, $32 billion
below our expectation in 1988, and $98 billion below what we fore-
cast in 1989,

There are several explanations for CBO's overestimate of profits.

First, it turned out that the base which underlay CBO’s projec-
tions was too high. Shortly after CBO completed its baseline, the
Bureau of Economic Analysis revised downward by about $20 bil-
lion its estimate of 1986 profits.

A second cause of lower than projected profits during the 1987 to
1989 period was the increased reliance by corporations on debt in-
stead of equity financing.

Finally, the deductible amounts of accelerated depreciation, state
and local corporate income tax collections, and the earnings of the
Federal Reserve System proved to be larger than CBO had project-
ed in 1987. All of these act to drive a wedge between economic prof-
its and the corporate tax base.

While the bulk of the shortfall in corporate receipts can be relat-
ed to lower than expected profits, some 42 percent of cumulative
shortfall is attributable to other factors. One such factor is the un-
expectedly high use of employee stock ownership plans (ESOP’s)
during the 1987 to 1989 period. As you know, ESOP’s can act to
reduce tax liability of both the corporation and of the lender to the
ESOP. These preferences were reduced in 1989.

A second factor is the increased use of the S corporation and
gartnership forms of business organization which allow income to

e passed through to shareholders or partners, thereby avoiding
taxation at the corporate level. While these factors reduced corpo-
rate profits and corporate tax receipts, it should be noted that they
acted to boost personal income, particular personal business and in-
terest income and capital gains. Thus, some of the loss in corporate
tax receipts has been offset by higher individual income tax re-
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ceipts which have been running above the levels that CBO antici-
pated in January 1987.

A third factor contributing to the shortfall is the failure of the
Tax Reform Act of 1986 and the other 1980’s tax legislation to
boost receipts as much as CBO had projected in January of 1987.

CBO's current $54 billion estimate of the revenue gain for the
corporate provisions of TRA over the 1987 to 1989 period is some
$19 billion below the estimate incorporated in CBO’s January 1987
baseline. This 25-percent reduction is the result of offsetting revi-
sions for the different provisions of the act. Corporate base-broad-
ening provisions are now credited with smaller revenue gains than
originally estimated while the tax rate reduction is charged with
smaller revenue losses than originally estimated.

CBO'’s revised estimates of the effects of TRA are largely based
on new macroeconomic data. For example, more recent National
Income and Product Account data suggest the depreciation deduc-
tions claimed under TRA rules are larger than originally estimat-
ed. In addition, more recent data on investment activities suggest
that the estimates of pre-TRA investment tax credits and, there-
fore, TRA’s revenue gain from repealing the credits, were too high.
Revisions based on these data reduced the estimated pickup in rev-
enues from the TRA capital cost recovery provisions.

Let me wrap this discussion up by saying a few words about the
outlook for corporate receipts for this year and next.

In our January 1990 baseline estimates, we projected that total
corporate income tax receipts would be flat this year, totaling $102
billion, compared with the $104 billion collected in fiscal year 1989,
This estimate reflected delayed effects of the drop in corporate
profits that occurred in 1989,

CBO expects corporate receipts to resume their growth in fiscal
year 1991, increasing by about 9 percent to a level of $111 billion.

The CBO baseline estimate for corporate receiPts is some $10 bil-
lion below the administration’s estimate for 1990, and $18 billion
below the administration’s estimates for fiscal year 1991. But for
the current fiscal year, even CBO's lower estimate of $102 billion
mx’aly prove to be a bit optimistic.

he daily and monthly collections data show corporate receipts
running several billion dollars behind the pace assumed in the
CBO baseline.

While the tally of current fiscal year collections remains subject
to a good deal of uncertainty as the final months of the fiscal year
unfold, we should end up with a number that is quite close to
CBO's baseline unless profits recover much sooner and much more
vigorously than the consensus of private economists and CBO
thinks at this time. In keeping with CBO’s tradition, let me con-
clude on that pessimistic note. [Laughter.)

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Reischauer, I have experienced some of your
optimistic estimates in the past too.

Dr. REISCHAUER. The lesson from that, I guess, is never to be op-
timistic even in the Medicare area.

The CHAIRMAN. Why do you think that corporate profits will
resume their upward climb?

Dr. ReiscHAUER. We expect corporate profits to rebound, al-
though not vigorously, following the bad experience of 1989. That
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should help boost corporate tax receipts. We are not expecting cor-
porate tax receipts to rise really any faster than the growth of the
economy as a whole. So we are not presenting a highly optimistic
scenario here for corporate tax receipts. We are just saying that
they will rebound from a low point, in 1989, beginning in 1990, the
current fiscal year,

The CHaIRMAN. Doctor, I have been advised that U.S. subsidiar-
ies offoreign-owned corporations pay less tax on the same gross
amount of sales—substantially less—than U.S. corporations in the
sarme line of business.

Dr. REISCHAUER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. The concern is that, through intercomgan(y pric-
ing, the profits are attributed to the home corporation, the oreiFn
c<f>rporation, enabling the foreign-owned subsidiaries to escape a lot
of taxes.

Do you have any evidence of that?

Dr. REISCHAUER. Mr. Chairman, |1 have heard those reports and
arguments, and they certainly sound plausible. But the data neces-
sary to examine that sort of question are not available to CBO. You
would need individual returns from corporations, and in effect you
would have to examine their books. That can really only be done
by Treasury or by the Joint Committee on Taxation.

The CHAIRMAN. I found your testimony quite interesting and a
little more definitive than what I had hearg from Treasury. But, I
would like to see if we can narrow it down some more and get some
better information. Could CBO with the Finance Committee to fur-
ther develop the reasons why corporations are paying much less
than anticipated. Can you do that for us?

Dr. REiscHAUER. We would be glad to cooperate and try to put
together a more detailed explanation.

he CHAIRMAN. I think you have a good start here. Break it
down; give us, some additional reasons. You attribute a little more
weight to LBO's than Treasury in your statement.

Dr. ReiscHAUER. There is a question on whether we should
regard this as LBO activity, in particular, or just an increased em-
phasis on debt, because LBO’s can have an offsetting effect in in-
creasing efficiency.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, sometimes companies went heavily into
debt to protect themselves against LBO's.

Dr. REISCHAUER. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Right.

Dr. ReiscHAUER. Correct.

The CHAIRMAN. All right. Thank you.

Senator Packwood.

Senator Packwoob. Doctor, looking on page 12 of %our testimony,
it doesn’t seem to me that CBO is actually so far off on the projec-
tion of corporate receipts expected under tax reform over the first
5 years. If 1 read it right, in January of 1987, over the 5-year
period, the projections add up to a total increase in corporate tax
revenues under tax reform of $121 billion.

Dr. ReiscHAUER. This is page 11 where we are talking about the
effects of ——

Senator Packwoop. Comparison of CBO Estimates of Corporate
Provisions in the Tax Reform Act is the major title.

35-363 - 90 - 2



14

Dr. REiscCHAUER. Right. Yes.

Senator Packwoob. Okay, if I add your 1987 estimate, it comes
to $121 billion over 5 years. In 1990, after taking into account what
has actually happened since 1986, CBO projects tax reform would
increase corporate income tax receipts by $109 billion over 5 years,
so your 1987 project was not very far off.

Dr. REiscHAUER. Well, I like to think that the glass is more than
half full if that is what you are pointing out. I think the important
point to emphasize is that when the Tax Reform Act was passed it
was intended to shift the tax burden toward corporations and away
from individuals. Unquestionably, that was the effect. And it did
succeed. It did not move quite as far as the Treasury or the Con-
gressional Budget Office or the Joint Committee on Taxation
thought it would at the time. But in making these sorts of esti-
mates, we are terribly uncertain. The estimates depend on behav-
ioral responses in the economy, they depend on the rate of growth
of the economy, and they depend on the level of foreign invest-
ments in the country. So I think by and large the objectives of the
act in that respect were fulfilled.

Senator Packwoob. Thank you, Doctor. Thank you, Mr. Chair- -
man. | have no more questions.,

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you for your testi-
mony.
d.['liﬁe prepared statement of Dr. Reischauer appears in the appen-

ix.

The CHAIRMAN. Our next panel will consist of Dr. James Po-
terba, professor of economics at MIT; Mr. John Wilkins v:ho is the
director of tax policy for economic analysis for Coopers & Lybrand,
and Dr. George Plesko, who is assistant professor of economics,
Nlortheastern University. Gentlemen, if you would come forward,
please.

Dr. Poterba, if you would lead off with your testimony, please.

STATEMENT OF JAMES M. POTERBA, PH.D., PROFESSOR OF ECO-
NOMICS, MASSACHUSETTS INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY, CAM-
BRIDGE, MA

Dr. PoterBA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is James Po-
terba, and 1 am a professor of economics at the Massachusetts In-
stitute of Technology.

It is a great pleasure to have this opportunity to testify before
this committee on the factors which explain the long-term decline
in corporate profit tax receipts in the United States and potential
policies which might address them.

I will have three points in my testimony this morning.

First, unlike some of the other panelists, I will provide a some-
what longer term perspective on why corporate profit tax receipts
are now much smaller as a share of GNP or relative to corporate
assets than they were during the 1960’s and the 1970’s.

As some of the early witnesses have suggested, much of that var-
iation is due to changes in the corporate profit rate and not in the
statutory taxation of corporate income.

The second point 1 will address, although more briefly, is what
explains the shortfall since the 1986 projections. Again as the earli-
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er witnesses note, it is difficult using published data at this point to
reach a firm conclusion on this issue. The results I have, though,
suggest that leverage increases since 1986 have been quite an im-
portant part of the shortfall relative to the initial projection.

And, finally, I will make brief comments on the direction in
which one might take reform in an attempt to raise corporate tax
receipts. i

Let me begin, however, by taking a longer term perspective on
the relationship between Federal corporate profit tax receipts and
other measures of aggregate economic activity.

Federal corporate profit tax accruals, excluding those contributed
by the Federal Reserve Board, averaged 3.8 percent of GNP during
the 1960’s. They fell to 2.7 percent during the 1970’s; 1.6 percent in
the first 5 years of the 1980’s, and rose slightly but to only 1.7 per-
cent of GNP for the 1986 to the 1989 period.

In 1989, for example, the tax to GNP ratio was 1.6 percent, well
above the level of 1.2 percent at the low point in 1982, but below
two-thirds of the level at the end of the last decade and only 40
percent as large at the level in 1960.

The question we then turn to is what explains these long-term
changes. And here it is essential to remember that corporate tax
receipts are in fact the product of two things: the average tax rate
on corporate profits, and the size of corporate profits relative to the
economy as a whole.

The calculations which I have done in conjunction with Alan
Auerbach at the University of Pennsylvania suggest that more
than two-thirds of the long-term change is in fact attributable to
decline in the corporate profit rate, and less than one-third can be
accounted for by changes in the actual structure of corporate tax-
ation.

Unfortunately, economists have little to contribute on the ques-
tion of why corporate profits have fallen. We are much better at
understanding how the corporate tax rules affect revenues. But
that does not take away from the fact that a very big part of this
change is in fact due to factors which are simply outside the pur-
view of the Tax Code. 3
© Of the factors in the Tax Code, the most important factor ex-
plaining the change between the previous decades and the early
1980’s was the revision in capital recovery provisions in the 1981
Act. Changes in 1986, at least in the steady state, will undo much
of the 1981 reforms.

My preliminary estimate suggests that the average corporate tax
rate has in fact increased since 1986 by as much as 10 percentage
points.

That brings us to the second point, which is why in the face of
that, revenue yields have in fact not been as large as projected.
Part of the answer, as the earlier testimony suggests, is that corg -
rate profits have not been as robust as theﬂ were forecast to be.
That does mean that they are lower than they were in the earl
1980’s, just that the profections in 1986 might have been too opti-
mistic, given what actually has transpired since.

Second, however, there have been fundamental changes in finan-
cial policy of corporations. Not just leverage buyouts, of course, but
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simple debt for equity swaps that may or may not be related to
takeovers or even takeover pressure.

DurinF the period since the enactment of the 1986 Act, nearly
$500 billion of corporate equity has been replaced with corporate
debt. If debt pays an interest rate of say 10 percent, that is an im-
mediate deduction of something like $50 billion from the corporate
tax base. And that I think has quite an important effect on the

- actual revenue yields that we observed.

This, of course, is also a long-term effect. Unlike corporate profits
which may fluctuate up and down, fundamental changes in corpo-
rate financial policy last for a long time.

It is an important footnote that changes in corporate financial
policy may affect other tax receipts elsewhere in the system, par-
ticularly with interest income tax receipts at the personal level.
I{‘?fortunately, I have not been able to do a full calculation of those
effects.

The final point I would address is how, if one is concerned with
the decline in corporate taxes as a share of GNP, one should pro-
ceed. To echo something which the economics profession is nearly
unanimous on, there are two directions for reform. One is by
changing the tax rate on old capital, the other is by changing the
tax rate on new capital.

The 1986 Act, by lowering the statutory tax rate on profits con-
veyed a windfall to the owners of the existing assets in the corpo-
rate sector. Existing capital is the kind of capital that is very hard
to encourage more of.

From the perspective of international competitiveness, it is much
more attractive to make policy changes which would reduce the
marginal cost of new projects and the marginal cost of funds, en-
couraging new rather than old capital. That suggests, if anything,
that changes in the statutory corporate rate and not further
changes to make depreciation provisions less attractive would be a
natural way to proceed. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you. Dr. Plesko.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Poterba appears in the appendix.]

STATEMENT OF GEORGE A. PLESKO, PHL.D., ASSISTANT PROFES-
SOR OF ECONOMICS, NORTHEASTERN UNIVERSITY, BOSTON,
MA

Dr. PLesko. Thank you.

I will only address three issues today that I think are of the most
concern to the committee, and that is to quickly review what it is
Tax Reform was supposed to do, give you a brief overview of what
has actually happened since 1986, and then, finally, by coupling my
opinion with what Treasury and CBO have already said, give you
some idea as to why there are some observed differences from what
was expected.

I will refer to some of the tables in my prepared statement if you
wlant to follow along, although I will present the data as we go
along.

The first thing is, what was Tax Reform supposed to do? As we
have already heard this morning, and if you look at table 1 of my
prepared statement, Tax Reform was expected to increase corpo-

+
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rate receipts on the order of $24 to $29 billion a year. And this was
to be done in a revenue neutral way, such that any of the addition-
al revenue that was earned on the corporate side should have been
paid back through tax reductions on the individual side.

Clearly, however—and if you look at table 2 in my testimony—
some of the subsequent estimates of tax reform in the Tax Reform
bill have suggested that in total, Tax Reform has not raised quite
as much money as it was supposed to.

In looking at table 3, and in trying to find out what it is that
motivates the current concern that we have over tax reform, it is
really quite apparent. If you just look at corporate receipts since
1986, and that since the 1986 Act, and compare them to what was
projected in 1986 before Tax Reform, you find that receipt levels
are about what they were expected, which leaves, obviously, the
question of what happened to the $24 to $29 billion of receipts the
Tax Reform was suﬁposed to bring in.

The way in which that can be explained—I'll at least try to look
at that in a couple of different ways—is twofold. In order to get a
handle on exactly how much the shortfall in receipts is, the first
thing we have to do is try to get an idea of what it is Tax Reform
actually did. If on the surface it looks like Tax Reform raised noth-
ing, then we certainly have to ask the question if is it that Tax
Reform did anything. And if we are going to try to find out what it
is Tax Reform did, we want to try to specifically quantify the
amount of additional revenue gained by Tax Reform.

In table 4 of my testimony, I lay out and produce some rough cal-
culations of how much revenue we would have expected Tax
Reform to have raised.

If you look to the 1984 to 1986 period, and you look at corporate
receipts as a percentage of GNP, you find that on average it was
about 1% percent of GNP.

Since 1986, the percentage of GNP that is paid in corporate tax
receipts has jumped to about 1.9 percent, clearly because of not
only the Tax Reform Act but also the three subsequent tax bills of
1987, 1988, and 1989. Those three bills themselves were expected to
rﬂise approximately $8 billion when you combined the three of
them.

So, clearly, Tax Reform has had some effect, probably on the.
order of magnitude of about $20 billion a year over what would
have been collected in the absence of Tax Reform. However, that
leaves a second question.

We were still expecting tax reform to raise $24 to $29 billion. At
best, we can attribute approximately $20 billion a year to Tax
Reform. Obviously, an important question is what has happened to
the other $10 billion? This question has already been addressed by
Treasury and by CBO.

The primary reason for the shortfall, that additional shortfall, or
what I would refer to as a residual shortfall in corporate tax re-
ceipts, is most likely due to the decline in corporate profits.

If you look—and again, in my prepared statement—if you look at
figure 1, this is shown graphically. There has been an enormous re-
duction in the amount of profits of corporations as compared to the
projections made around the time of Tax Reform.
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In August of 1986, the Office of Management and Budget project-
ed 1988 corporate profits of $356 billion. The most recent figures
reported by the Bureau of Economic Analysis report that actual
profits came in at $307 billion, fully $49 billion lower than antici-
pated. To the extent that an additional dollar of profits may gener-
ate 20 to 25 cents to the Federal Government, that is approximate-
li $12 billion a year in revenue that is not being realized because
the corporate profits forecast in 1986 was wrong.

In addition, I would like to add that there are other assumptions
that should be looked at apart from corporate profits, GNP, and
the interest rate assumptions which have been talked about today.

On the whole, whenever you look at CBO or OMB, and you look
at the aggregate forecast they made for items such as GNP and
personal income, they tend to be fairly accurate because that is ag-
gregate data which can be forecast relatively easily. However, as
we get into a disaggregated forecast, the accuracy of each of these .
agencies deteriorates rather rapidly. In addition, there are substan-
tial forecast parameters which are not presented and which are not
made public.

As CBO pointed out, one of the factors which would affect the
amount of money we raised from Tax Reform was the forecast of
investment. Now, this is a forecast which is not published and is
not made available to the general public. To the extent that the
forecast of investment back in 1986 overestimated the amount of
investment that would take place, that clearly would also have
overstated the amount of revenue that would have been raised by
Tax Reform through the repeal of the investment tax credit.

Now, in addition to that, I would like to comment at least on two
other factors which may be affecting corporate receipts. The first,
which has already been touched upon, is debt. And I won’t spend
much time on that except to reiterate the point that clearly as le-
verage has increased, that will decrease corporate profits. And that
as you decrease corporate profits, you will decrease receipts.

he second one, however, is S corporations. To the extent that
there has been a movement away from the corporate sector—the
corporate taxable sector to the non-corporate sector—that would
clearly also decrease the amount of corporate revenue in the
system.

Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.

Mr. Wilkins.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Plesko appears in the appendix.]

STATEMENT OF JOHN G. WILKINS, FORMER VICE CHAIRMAN,
COMMITTEE ON FISCAL AFFAIRS, ORGANIZATION FOR ECO-
NOMIC COOPERATION AND DEVELOPMENT, AND DIRECTOR OF
TAX POLICY FOR ECONOMIC ANALYSIS, COOPERS & LYBRAND,
WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. WiLkins. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am John Wilkins. I
am a partner in the accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand. Until
February of this year, 1 was Senior Advisor to the Treasury, Assist-
ant Secretary for Tax Policy, and last year for a time was acting
Assistant Secretary.
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Prior to leaving Government service, I was vice chairman of the
OECD’s Committee on Fiscal Affairs, which is responsible for tax
matters and tax statistics, such as those that Dr. Rosen mentioned
this morning.

I am here to discuss the role of the corporate income tax in the
United States, and to try to place it in perspective with taxes of
some of our major competitor nations. In order to do that, I am
going to cite OECD tax statistics throughout my testimony.

For reasons explained more fully in my written statement, Mr.
Chairman, comparisons of relative corporate tax burdens among
countries can be misleading if made simply on the basis of relation-
ships of corporate tax revenue to total revenue.

Like the United States, most of the developed countries have ex-

erienced declines in the share of corporate tax revenue over time.

owever, when you combine individual and corporate income tax
revenues and compare them to some stable measure of economic
activity, such as gross domestic product, all of the OECD countries
report increased income taxes over the period I have examined,
1965 to 1987.

A note, first, on the comparability of data. Almost all of the data
cited by witnesses you have heard this morning has referred to
U.S. Federal taxes—relative to GNP in some cases. Because the
extent to which countries rely upon State and local taxes differs
widely around the world, you cannot make intercountry compari-
sons unless you also include those taxes in the total.

Chart 1 and table 1 of my statement show that these can be
quite different. Look at the Federal countries compared to the uni-
tary countries. You cannot compare, for example, the U.S. Govern-
ment’s Federal tax, which is only 57 percent of total U.S. taxes,
with the United Kingdom, which is a unitary country with a cen-
tral government tax of 87-percent of total revenue because the UK
does not have State taxes.

Among the OECD countries, the U.S. has a relatively high reli-
ance on the corporate income tax. This is the same figure that Dr.
Rosen mentioned. In 1987, corporate income taxes amounted to 8.1
percent of total tax revenues, compared with a 7.9 Fercent average
share for all OECD countries. This is on table 3 of my testimony.

Only 7 countries out of the 22 for which data are available have
a higher reliance on corporate income taxes to finance their gov-
ernments.

Nonetheless, as you are aware, Mr. Chairman, the United States
has experienced declining corporate income tax revenues as a
share of total government revenue, and this has been going on
since 1965. The United States, however, is not unique. Taken as a
group, the OECD countries have undergone decline over that same
period, shown in the last column of table 3 in my testimony.

Individually, 14 of the OECD countries reporting corporate
income tax data, experiencing decline in the corporate share by
total government revenue.

As shown on chart 3, these decreases range from 12 gercentage
points for New Zealand, which is at the bottom of the chart, up to
decreases for the United States of 7.7 percent, and still smaller de-
creases for some other countries. There were a few couniries, but
not very many, that had increases over this period.
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At this point, I want to give a word of caution. These apparent
declines can be a little bit misleading. For purposes of internation-
al comparison, simply viewing corporate tax revenues as a share of
total government revenues has two faults. First, the total revenue
basis of comparing can be an apples and oranges comparison be-
cause the total revenues can change for a reason quite unrelated to
the corporate tax burden. You could have a very stable corporate
tax structure in your country but have something else changing,
such as an increase in a value added tax or a sharp increase in
Social Security taxes. So the denominator is not a stable measure.

Second, the revenue impact of corporate integration plans which
most of the countries have introduced, at least in part, over this

eriod that I am examining, is generally scored as a reduction in
individual taxes rather than a reduction in corporate taxes. So it
:hrows off our comparison if we are looking only at corporate
axes.

Now, to correct for these shortcomings, what I have done on
table 5 and on chart 5 is to simply combine individual and corpo-
rate together, and to look at those as a percent of gross domestic
product. Unfortunately, we don’t have comparable international
measures, of corporate profits, but we do have gross domestic prod-
uct. Relative to gross domestic product all countries have experi-
enced income tax increases over the geriod 1965 to 1987. However,
those increases have varied considerably.

Turning from average tax rates to effective marginal tax rates
on new investment, where low rates are generally considered desir-
able for reasons Professor Poterba mentioned—because they reduce
the cost of capital and they attract globally mobil new investment
which ultimately is the source of new revenue. The United States
ranks favorably low. I do not have international comparisons in a
table but a preliminary OECD study shows the United States prob-
ably ranking around seventh, that is, seventh best. In other words,
our effective marginal tax rates are on the low side as compared to
other countries. '

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, relative to other countries, the
United States has a high reliance on the corporate income tax, but
is within the range of most competitors. The UK and Italy are 3
percentage points higher; Germany and France are 3 percentage
points lower.

Thank you.
d.[The prepared statement of Mr. Wilkins appears in the appen-

ix.

The CuairmaN. Well, I must say, Mr. Wilkins, one would have to
study your testimony in some detail. It is really quite interesting,
but shows the complexity involved.

Dr. Poterba, in the shift from equity to debt, you quite justifiably
said that it is not all attributable to LBO's and defenses against
LBO’s. But, how else is it driven and motivated? Is it because inter-
est expenses are deductible and dividends paid are not?

Dr. PoterBa. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I think a good deal of recent
financial change has in fact been due to tax factors. Not necessari-
l{n the changes in the 1986 Act as much as the combined effect of
the 1981 and the 1986 Acts. The net attractiveness for a firm to use
debt finance as opposed to equity finance depends on the total tax



21 -

burden which the debt or equity holders will pay on a dollar
earned in the corporate sector.

Since the debt holders’ tax burden depends a great deal on the
top marginal rates on the personal side, the changes first from 70
to 50 and then from 50 to 28 have radically lowered the tax take on
a debt financed Eroject. Although there are offsetting changes to
some extent on the equity side—a lower corporate rate, in particu-
lar—those changes are not nearly as large. I suspect what has hap-
pened, is that it just takes corporate managers a while to catch up
with what the ideal policy is. Much of what we have seen during
the late 1980’s has, in fact, been driven by the now very substantial
tax gain associated with using debt versus equity.

The CHAIRMAN. Well, I suppose that is true. Of course, there is
an offsetting factor. If f\llou have equity financing, you have a better
cushion to carry you through a recession and your company is not
in danger. On the other hand, if you have a great deal of equity or
cash, Kou are a much more attractive target for corporate raiders. |
don’t know how you weigh that as a chief executive.

Dr. PoTerBa. Frankly, it is very difficult. I think we know that a _
firm with more debt does put the managers under somewhat more
stress. I have seen a study suggesting the heart attack rate at
CEQ’s at LBO firms is higher than that at firms that have not
been involved in such transactions. Frankly, it is very hard to cali-
brate the cost of reduced slack on those man}»lv unmeasured margins
in terms of ability to undertake projects without being constrained
by the capital market and in terms of flexibility. But there have
been no changes that I can think of which radically alter these
parts of the debt-equity equation, while tax side really has changed
a lot in the last decade.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Plesko, you said the move toward Subchapter
S is one of the reasons that corporate taxes are lower. Aren’t those
generally smaller corporations, that wouldn't have much of an
impact on revenues of the Treasury? What about large corpora-
tions that become highly leveraged as a defensive measure against
LBO’s or takeovers? Wouldn’t higher corporate debt levels have a
greater impact on receipts than Subchapter S conversions?

Dr. PLEsko. Let me address your first question having to deal
with the impact of S corporations. I was quite surprised when I
started looking at S corgorations a few years back because I had
always thought them to be small, possibly that sophisticated except
that they have a good enough accountant or a tax attorney to
make sure that they knew what an S corporation was.

In my prepared statement, I present a little bit of data on small
C corporations, and these would have been the corporations most
likely to want to bail out of the taxable corporate sector after 1986
and into S status. Figure 2 in my testimony shows the amount of
interest in becoming S corporations.

If you look at 1986 tax return data, and you look only at corpora-
tions that have assets of $100,000 or less—again, the typical small
corgoration——you find that they were responsible for approximately
$4 billion in tax before credits, 3.6 percent of the total Federal re-
ceipts from the corporate sector. Now, I am not implying that all of
them would have——

The CuairMAN. What percent of corporate receipts?
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Dr. PLEsko. 3.6 percent of tax before credits. Now, I have not ad-
justed that—it is hard to adjust that for their net tax liability after
credits. But again, it is a substantial amount of revenue and it sur-
prised me when I first looked at that.

If you raise that threshold up to $1 million in assets or less, you
move from $4 billion in tax before credits to $8.5 billion in tax
before credit. Now again, in 1986, ryou are talking about nearly 8
percent of Federal corporate tax before credits.

The CHAIRMAN. And, of course, Subchapter S corporations, as I
recall, are limited to 35 shareholders. That has to limit conver-
sions.

Dr. PrLesko. Well, 35 shareholders—and that was the limit that
was adopted under the Subchapter S Revision Act of 1982—seems
to be something that would affect a lot of these corporations. Cer-
tainly for the cor,porations that are already Subchapter S, it is not
at all a limiting factor. The average number of shareholders in an
S corporation is only about 1.8. If you look at corporations with 10
shareholders or less——

The CHairMAN. The average number of shareholders is 1.8.

Dr. PLEsKo. Is about 1.8 to 2.

If you look at Subchapter S corporations with 10 shareholders or
less, you have well over 80 percent of all S corporations. The 35
shareholder limit is not much of a constraint on most of these cor-
porations.

I see the red light up, but let me just quickly talk about ESOP’s.
I agree, and I understand, the concern with looking at ESOP’s, but
as you addressed the question to me, 1 don’t have a very good
handle on the extent of the reduction in tax liability.

S corporations, I think, is something that needs to be looked at
further.

The CHAIrRMAN. Thank you.

Senator Packwood.

Senator pAckwoob. Mr. Wilkins, I am glad you were using OECD
figures because I find them about as good as any that exist in com-
paring country to country to country.

On page 2 of your charts you show total tax revenue as a percent
of gross domestic product. In every country shown, from 1965
onward, taxes have increased as a percent of gross domestic prod-
uct. Some more than others, but they increased in all countries. Is
that correct?

Mr. WiLkins. That’s right.

Senator PAckwoobp. As a matter of fact, I have run these charts
myself and taken them back to 1950. In the United States, taxes
collected by all governments—State, local, and Federal—as a per-
cent of gross domestic product in 1950 was around 20 percent. And
we are at about 30 percent now. Does that belie the argument that
tax increases should be used to narrow the deficit? They don’t his-
torically seem to have resulted in narrowing the deficit even
though we have had substantial tax increases.

Mr. WiLkiNs. Well, I think that’s right. Unfortunately, 1 don't
show for these other countries what their deficits are, so we cannot
see——

Senator PACKkwooD. As a matter of fact, I have got them, but I
don't have them with me. In all cases, taxes are up, and expendi-
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tures are up, and in all cases, with one or two exceptions, they are
all still running deficits.

Mr. WiLkins. Yes. That doesn’t surprise me at all. While the
United States has probably had less of an increase than many of
the other countries, some countries such as Sweden, have gone up
21 percentage points over my period of analysis, and they certainly
have not been running enormous surpluses up to this point in time.
So I think your observation is exactly correct. Despite large in-
creases in taxes, in a number of these countries it has not necessar-
ily followed that they have reduced their deficit problems and cre-
ated surpluses.

Senator Packwoop. Well, as a matter of fact, in the United
States in 1950 we were taxing 20 percent of the gross national

roduct and we were spending 22 percent. And now we are taxing
0 percent and we are spending 32 percent. So we have had a lar%e
increase in taxes and a large increase in expenditures and the defi-
cit continuing on up. So I am curious as to how we can be assured,
in your judgment, or how can the argument be made with any feel-
in%dof safety, that if we increase taxes we will reduce the deficit?
r. WiLkins. Well, I personally don’t subscribe to that as being
the best way to reduce the deficit. Part of the reason is because it
is a bit like shooting ourselves in the foot. If we start raising our
tax rates above where we have managed to get them—which is
pretty much the envy of the world right now—it will simply hurt
us more on competitiveness and cost-of-capital type arguments. In
the long run, I suspect that is going to hurt revenues more than it
will help revenues. So I don't believe that the best way of reducing
the deficit is raising taxes, 1 would prefer us doing it through the
expenditure side.
enator Packwoop. Now, let me ask if Doctors Poterba and
Plesko agree with that.

Dr. PorerBa. Well, Senator, I think it is very difficult to simply
look at taxes and spending as a share of GNP and draw firm con-
clusions about how changes in either will translate into the deficit.

There is an accounting identity that says that if we raise taxes
without doing anything else, we will in fact have an effect on the
deficit, and we know there is no real alternative to fiscal responsi-
bility on this set of questions.

I think cross country comparison evidence actually does not tell
us a great deal about whether or not if we pass a tax increase
tode?', that would translate into a spending increase. I think it de-
pends a great deal on the political dynamics at the time when the
actual tax change takes effect.

Senator PAckwoop. But all we can say is that in the past, tax
increases have led to increased spending, not deficit reduction.

Dr. PoteErBA. I would be somewhat weaker and say that tax in-
creases and spending increases have tended to go hand in hand. I
think it is very hard to say that one causes the other.

Senator PAckwoob. Dr. Plesko?

Dr. PLEsko. I really don't have anything further to add. I find
the argument that an increase in taxes automatically leads to an
increase in spendin;; to be a very difficult argument to try to sur

rt ux)vx‘_tlh the evidence. It doesn’t seem to me that that necessarily

as to follow.
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Senator PAckwoob. But, it just always has followed.

Dr. PLEsko. Well, part of the problem with looking at the data as
you are looking at—you are not looking at the.fact that people see
revenue coming in or you have an immediate tax increase and go
out to spend it—you have so many other factors that affect Federal
spending over time, regardless of what the amount of revenue
would have been.

Certainly if you think that the relationship works one way, you
might want to ask the question of why it does not work the other
way. And the decrease in receipts we had in the early 1980’s cer-
tainly didn’t lead to an enormous reduction in government spend-
in% at that time.

enator Packwoon. Mr. Wilkins, let me ask you another ques-
tion. In looking at your table 2 from number 16, Austria, down-
ward, all the countries are above 40 percent taxation. Over 48 per-
cent, in the Nordic countries, 44 to 46 percent in Luxemberg,
France, and Belgium—how on earth can these countries compete
internationally, while the government takes that much of the total
gross domestic product of the country out in taxes?

Mr. WiLkins, Well, T think there are two things you have to
think about when looking at this. Une, it does not show necessarily
that marginal rates are going to follow what these average rates
are. So at the margin they might he a bit more competitive than
they would appear to be looking at average rates. I don’t know that
for a fact, but that is a possible answer. ~

Senator PACKwoOD. Are you saying that the total level of tax-
ation in the country is not as relevant as who pays the tax?

Mr. WiLKINS. The total level is not as relevant if you are looking
at competitiveness, which relies more on marginal concepts. Where
are we going to be able to attract new investment? Where are we
going to attract companies coming into the country? To answer
these questions you wunt to look at the marginal rate on invest-
ment and not simply the average rate.

The other point I was going to make, Senator Packwood, is
simply that we are looking here at very different philosophies of
government and social systems. And I am not going to say that one
is better than another. Some countries clearly like to do much
more for their citizens through government than others do. So
those that have these very high tax rates also tend to provide in
many circumstances much more in the way of public services than
some of the countries with very low tax rates. I cannot comment
and say one is right and one is wrong. We all have our preferences.

Senator Packwoob. Thank you. I will wait for another round. 1
have one more question to ask.

The CHAIRMAN. All right.

Senator Danforth.

Senator DANFORTH. I would like for each of you in turn to give us
your net assessment, adding together the pluses and minuses on
whether you think the 1986 Tax Act was good for business or bad
for business.

Dr. PoterBa. Well, Senator, my answer is largely couched in
terms of this new capital, old capital distinction which I alluded to
at the end of my testimony. The rough direction of the 1986 Act
was to make it less attractive to undertake new investment
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projects and to collect revenue from those projects, partly using
that to finance windfall give-backs to the owners of existing assets
by cutting the corporate tax rate.

Although investment has remained reasonably strong since then,
there is very little doubt in my mind that the net effect of those
changes, was to discourage some types of investment—particularly

"the changes in the investment tax credit and the lengthening of de-
preciation laws.

So it seems to me that answering te question good .r bad for
business is a bit broad. Good or bad_for the kinds of investments
that we may well think are very important for national competi-
tiveness, I think the net effect was negative and we just have to
wait a little bit longer to get detailed numbers to know just how we
can take apart those effects and calibrate that.

Senator DANFORTH. Dr. Plesko?

Dr. PLesko. I think that the answer to that is you will get sever-
al different answers to that if you ask several different business
persons of how they were affected by Tax Reform, certainly anec-
dotal evidence, and just talking to people who are in the business
community. I have heard everyone saying that this is one of the
greatest things that happened to them to being something that has
affected them very adversely.

In the context of the overall effect that Tax Reform has had on
American business and what effect it has had, for example, on
their tax burdens, the work that has been done recently, and some
work that I had done in looking at what has happened to the mar-
ginal tax rates facing corporations—which is going to be the vari-
able they look whenever they are looking at either additional debt
or additional income—is that, on average, Tax Reform has not
done that much to the average marginal tax rate that will be paid
on an additional dollar of income by a corporation.

What it has done—and I think an important feature of Tax
Reform that we are going to be seeing as data becomes available—
is that you don’t see the wide variation in marginal tax rates. You
don’t see some companies paying 43 percent on the margin and
some. companies paying 11 or 12 percent on the margin. What you
tend to see now is all companies paying reasonably similar
amounts of marginal tax rates. And certainly in terms of looking
at marginal investment decisions, the fact that all corporations are
facing about the same rate makes it easier for people to try to
factor out the tax considerations of the next investment that they
maSy make, .

enator DANFORTH. When that has been factored out, but that
doesn’t say whether it is positive or negative, does it?

Dr. PLesko. No. Well, given the fact that the average marginal
tax rate its face has not changed that much—maybe only 1 or 2
percent I think after Tax Reform—it doesn’t seem the Tax Reform
would have a very substantial deleterious effect on business in this
country. ~

Senator DANFORTH. Mr. Wilkins?

Mr. WiLkINs. I was involved in the Tax Reform process at Treas-
ury, so maybe I have more of a bias. I think there are clearly
pluses and minuses. We raised the cost of capital. That was clearly
a minus for business. However, it was better allocated in Tax
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Reform. That is the only way we feel we are getting some growth
as a result of Tax Reform. The tax rates went down sharply, got a
lot of people out of tax shelters, and put investments where they
ouxl;t to be. That's good for business.

far as coming out with a simplified system, we have clearly
failed, especially on the business side. The complications, I think,
are horrendous.

The rate inversion we have now, whereby the corporate rate is
higher than the individual rate, couple with our double tax on cor-
porate equity income, creates problems that I think it is a shame
that we didn’t resolve in Tax Reform. That is driving a lot of
people out of the corporate sector and into Subchapter S corpora-
tions and partnerships that they otherwise wouldn’t choose. Absent
the corporate tax bias, they would want to be corporations.

On balance, I think I like the results of tax reform. I like the fact
that we got the rates down as sharply as we did. And I think the
very fact that we see the rest of the world copying us is probably a
good endorsement.

Senator DANFORTH. Where do you think we should go from here?
Dr. Plesko?

Dr. PLesko. On the corporate side?

Senator DANFORTH. Yes.

Dr. PLesko. I think that one of the most important things we
ought to be looking at on the corporate side is to deal with the
issue that we have and we continue to have, a double tax. I think
that enough thought has been paid in the past to the idea of inte-
grating the corporate and individual tax systems, and I think that
there 18 a long-term direction on what should be done with the cor-
porate tax system. I think that we could achieve a better tax
system in the long run if we start thinking now about the fact that
we should be developing a plan towards corporate integration.

Senator DANFORTH. Dr. Poterba?

Dr. Porersa. I would actually favor restoring some form of accel-
erated investment incentives; perhaps on an incremental basis to
avoid the potential revenue cost of an across the board investment
tax credit. And I would, if necessary, actually finance that with
higher corporate statutory rates to try and undo some of this old
caPital, new capital distinction that was built in 1986.

think it is also very important to try to avoid somewhat arbi-
trary policies which might, for example dealing with leverage
issues, have the effect of unintentionally affecting our competitive-
ness in cost of capital.

An example of that is that-in trying to address the debt for
equity incentives that are currently built into the Tax Code, there
are several ways one could play. One is to try to eliminate deduct-
ibility for some types of interest at the corporate level related to
rartlcular transactions. Another would be to try and level the play-
ng field by lowering the tax burdens on equity. It would be much
more attractive to try to lower the tax burden on equity rather
than to set up a set of distortions which would affect the debt
equity margin in somewhat unclear ways.

As a long-term perspective, some type of integration may be an
attractive way to go, but I know that there are serious revenue
issues which will stick in the minds of everyone in this room.
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Senator DANFORTH. My time is up. Mr. Wilkins, do you have a 15
minute, or 15 second—— [Laughter.]

Can you squeeze 15 minutes into 15 second?

Mr. WiLkins. I could go either, 15 minutes or seconds. In 15 sec-
onds, my number one priority I think at this point would be inte-
gration. There are only 5 countries out of the 23 in the OECD that
don’t have some form of integration. And we are competing in this
kind of a world. We just have got to get our cost of capital down,
and not double tax our corporate equity.

There is a problem with how you pay for it, I would hate to see
rates, either individual or corporate, raised at this point. But I
think that is something you have to think about as you are devel-
oping an integration proposal. We cannot have integration at the
exgense of a higher deficit.

he CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Senator Packwoob. Could I ask just one more question, Mr.
Chairman?

The CHAIRN. AN, Oh, yes, of course.

Senator Packwoob. Mr. Wilkins, again on your tables about the
OECD countries and the high taxes in France, or in Europe gener-
ally, you said it depends upon where the taxes are at the margin.
And you are right. It is true, is it not, that the bulk of the Europe-
an countries have a signiﬁcant to very hifh value added tax?

Mr. WiLkins. That's right. Almost all of them have a value
added tax, There are very few countries now that do not.

Ssnator Packwoonb. I believe Ireland's value added rate is 30 per-
cent.

The CHAIRMAN. 33.

Mr. WiLkins. 1 think, in fairness, you have to keep in mind that
we do have retail sales taxes in most of our States.

Senator PAckwoob. Yes.

Mr, WiLkiNs. They are not anywhere near as high as the rates
here you are talking about, of course.

Senator Packwoob. The question I wanted to ask is this, should
we be moving toward the European system, toward a broader based
consumption tax, in order to reduce taxes on capital and income? 1
am not talking about raising total taxes, but a tradeoff. Increasin
taxes on consumption with a VAT or the equivalent of some kin
of broad-based consumption tax and using the proceeds to reduce
taxes on capital and income.

Mr. WiLkINS. There is certainly merit in trying to reduce taxes
on income and raise them on consumption as a way of increasing
savings in this country to help pay for the investment that is going
on, so that we do not need to import all of our investment funds.

I would point out, though that if you look at total consumption
taxes—well, I don’t actually show that to them but I could provide
them for the commitiee—bnt what I do show is total income taxes
as a percentage of GDP on table 5. And there you see that we are
not all that far off the mainstream. In the United States total
income taxes are 13.3 percent of GDP. Part of the remainder, obvi-
ously, is consumption taxes and property taxes.

Senator Packwoop. What chart are you on?

Mr. WiLkins. Or. table 5.

Senator Packwoob. Is that chart 5?
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Mr. WiLkiNs. Table 5.

Senator Packwoob. All right, table 5.

Mr. WiLKiINs. It should be right after——-

Senator PAckwoob. Yes. All right.

Mr. WiLkINs. This shows the total income tax as a percentage of
GDP, and when I say ‘‘total” I mean corporate and individual—
State, local, and Federal. So it is all income tax. Now what is miss-
ing are pieces that I haven’t shown separately. Three big pieces are
property taxes, Social Security taxes and taxes on goods and serv-
ices, which include the VAT and the retail sales tax.

While value added taxes are high in Europe, our retail sales
taxes do substitute though, Senator Packwood, in the overall statis-
tics to a larger measure than you might think. So it's not as if we
are starting from a zero tax on goods and services as compared to
value-added tax countries. That iz the only point I would like to
make, that we have to keep in mind we do have these fairly high
taxes at the State and local levels. I could provide that information
for you, Senator.

Selr(;ator Packwoop. Thank you. I would appreciate it if you
would.

[The information follows:]

TAXES ON Goons AND SERVICES IN THE UN1TED STATES COMPARED TO OTHER OECD
COUNTRIES

The attached table shows that, while the United States does not have a Value
Added Tax (VAT), other consumption taxes in the United States, such as retail sales
taxes imposed by State governments, substitute in some degree,

Column 1 shows the 1987 share of total revenues (for all levels of government)
coming from a VAT in the 18 OECD countries which have a VAT. (Five OECD coun-
tries, including the United States, did not have a VAT in 1987.)

Column 2 shows other consumption taxes, including retail sales taxes, as percent-
age of total revenues. Last, Column 3 shows total taxes on goods and services (in-
cluding VAT and retail sales taxes) as a share of total tax revenues.
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TAXES ON GOODS AND SERVICES IN THE UNITED STATES COMPARED TO THOSE IN OECD COUNTRIES,
1987—Continued
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May 25, 1990.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen. Thank you very much.

Our next panel will consist of Mr. Robert Mclntyre, director of
the Citizens for Tax Justice, Washington, DC and Dr. Wayne
Gable, president of the Tax Foundation, Washington, DC. I have a
hunch we will have a difference of opinion these two witnesses.

Mr. Mclntyre, if you would proceed, please. -

STATEMENT OF ROBERT 8. McINTYRE, DIRECTOR, CITIZENS FOR
TAX JUSTICE, WASHINGTON, DC

Mr. McINTYRE, Thank you, Mr. Chairman,

When you look at the shortfall that has occurred in corporate
taxes compared to predictions after 1986, I think there has been
general agreement this morning, first of all, that the Tax Reform
Act itself is not at fault. It is doing what it was expected to do to a
large degree, both in terms of revenues and in terms of assuring
that most companies are paying taxes again. And I am sure you
have seen various studies, including ours, which show that the ef-
fective rate on companies that are still reporting profits has in fact
increased substantially.

The problem that everyone has pointed out today is that corpo-
rate profits are not coming in as strong as had been predicted back
in 1987. And it seems to me it is very clear that what has hap-
pened here is not that the return to corporate capital has declined,
nor that wages have risen as a share of output, as the Treasury
mistakenly suggested. That is simply not true over any long-term
period. In fact, wages are down, Instead, what we have seen is an
interest squeeze on profits, a substitution of debt for equity. If you -
look on page 2 of our testimony, you can see a graph which illus-
trates how total return to corporate capital has been very stable
over the years, but interest as a share of total output has been con-
tinuously rising, particularly in the 1980’s.

And because interest is deductible, because profits are now bein
Eaid to bondholders rather than stockholders—most of these, bond-

olders, by the way, are tax exempt or largely tax exempt—we are
seeing a decline in corporate tax revenues.

Now, what is the source of this increase in interest? Is it higher
interest rates? Not really. Long-term interest rates on highly rated
bonds are actually down. Short-term rates are up a little in 1989,

35-363 - 90 - 3
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but there is no serious upward trend through the period that we
are looking at.

The fundamental shift has been that companies are retiring
their stock and replacing it with debt. And if you look at the figure
on page 3 of our testimony, it is quite dramatic. In 1989, for in-
stance, companies borrowed $196 billion net and they retired $131
billion in stock. The year before it was almost exactly the same.
Over the last 5 years, we have seen $1 trillion in debt issued and
something in the order of $5675 billion in stock retired. That shift to
debt is leading to the corporate tax shortfall.

Now, this didn’t have to happen. The investment banking com-
munity figured out that they could dress up corporate equity as
debt, as junk bonds and other types of borrowing, call it debt and
deduct the interest. And if you have read the book, “Barbarians At
the Gate,” you will know that when they sent their hired guns
down here to Congress to throw enough sand in the wheels of the
legislative process and enough smoke in the air that by the time
they were done you couldn’t figure out what was going on, they
were laughing at you when they got done. That book talks about it
at great length.

he LBO movement could have been stopped. It still ought to be
stopped. But we know one thing at least, the multimillionaires and
billionaires that were created on Wall Street in the 1980’s have a
cost, and that cost is being borne by the Treasury and by the U.S.
taxpayers.

ow, all the talk you have heard about LLBO’s and stock for debt
exchanges supposed g' being good for this country, that they shake
up management and they lead to more efficiency, well about 99
percent of that is bunk. Such assertions show that you can hire an
econor}l;list or a lawyer to say just about anything if you pay them
enough.

Those deals weren’t about efficiency. Thei' were about tax avoid-
ance. Studies have shown that virtually all of the premiums that
are paid in these LLBO deals reflect the tax avoidance that results
from them. Simply put, these deals were about greed. When you
hear about ‘financial innovation,” well the innovation was that
the people who engaged in these deals figured out a way to enrich
themselves at the expense of the rest of us. That is not the kind of
innovation that we need. In fact, what has happened is that we
have burdened American business with a mountain of debt. We
have increased the Federal budget deficit and we have added to
burdens on average people and on our children in the future.

Now, the opportunity to deal with these conversions of equity to
debt the first time around has been missed. It should have been
done 3 years ago but it didn’t haﬁ)pen. Much of that revenue now is
one for the future. But you still need to act to avert future prob-
ems with this area and to keep things from getting worse. That
means limiting interest deductions on debt used to finance stock
acquisitions.

Now, some people have said, yeah, we have a problem with debt,
and the answer is “let's get rid of double taxation to dividends and
that will solve the problem.” Well, let me make a couple of com-
ments on that.
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First of all, the whole idea of a double tax on dividends is largely
a myth, On(liy about a sixth of corporate profits are distributed as
taxable dividends. That is considerably less than the approximately
25 percent of profits that is sheltered at the corporate level. In
other words, we don’t have a double tax. We have less than a
single tax.

There is also a second problem. When someone talks about
giving tax relief on dividends, he or she is talking about another
tax cut for the wealthiest people in this country. We can't afford it
and it's not fair.

Let me conclude by saying that dealing with LBO'’s is not the
only thing this committee needs to do. I will give you an early
warning on another one. The increase in foreign ownership is
having a major effect on corporate tax revenues in this country be-
cause these companies, through transfer pricing, appear to be
champion tax avoiders. We need to fix the rules there quickly
before they become powerful enough to keep action from happen-
ing.

And, finally, we need to continue to build on Tax Reform. Some
of the things we did aren’t working as well as we hoped. The alter-
native minimum tax needs to be strengthened. We need to scale
back on depreciation deductions and make a number of other
changes. We should do these things now so that we deliver on what
was promised in Tax Reform. And if Congress doesn’t act, you will
only have yourself to blame when you face lower revenues, in the
future. Thank you.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you.
d.[The prepared statement of Mr. McIntyre appears in the appen-

ix.
The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Gable,

STATEMENT OF WAYNE GABLE, PH.D., PRESIDENT, TAX
FOUNDATION, WASHINGTON, DC

Dr. GaBLe. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the chance to
come here today, I have presented written testimony which has a
lot of details and tables. And we have heard a lot of testimony
todaﬂ, so I will refrain from going into that detail.

What I would like to do is just hit on a few basic points if you
don’t mind. And the first is that something that has been men-
tioned but I want to emphasize it. Even though corporate income
tax revenue has been below projections, it has been growing since
1986. Mr. Rosen pointed to the increase in receipts from 1986 to
1989. And the only reason I bring this up again is that we also
have been talking about international competitiveness today, and a
growing income tax burden is significant for international competi-
tiveness. Simply put, it is hard to compete when your tax burden is
higher. So this should be kept in mind when the committee decides
what if anything to do about the shortfall in corporate tax receipts.

Also, I believe the q}t\xestion was asked earlier w‘}}y Japan can
compete with a much higher tax burden than the United States.
And I think part of the answer to that lies in the cost of capital, so
those things have to be considered at the same time.
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I have seen different estimates, but I have often seen that Japan
has half the cost of capital for business than the United States
does. So maybe even with a higher tax burden, you can combine
that with half the cost of capital, and still end up with a more fa-
vorable situation.

The second point I would like to mention is that corporate tax-
ation cannot be examined in a vacuum. We must consider the over-
all corporate tax burden when we analyze a particular tax. In this
case, the corporate income tax.

With this in mind, if we look at State and local corporate income
taxes, we see that they have increased significantly. And this prob-
ably helps to explain part of the shortfall in Federal receipts.
Again, Mr. Rosen mentioned that State and local income taxes
being higher.

In addition, payroll taxes have grown significantly as an element
in the overall corporate tax burden. And although some increases
in payroll tax were projected, so they wouldn’t necessarily all indi-
cate a shortfall in revenue from projections, to the extent that
wages have increased faster than predicted, this would also affect
payroll taxes and, therefore, you would end up with lower corpo-
rate-tax receipts.

And the third point I would like to mention is really more gener-
al than the specific corporate shortfall question. But I think it is
important when you are considering tax policy in general and spe-
cifically corporate tax policy, and that point is that the distinction
between corporate taxation and individual taxation is in an impor-
tant sense very misleading. And it is misleading in the sense that
some individual or some set of individuals u timately pays the
burden, bears the burden of any tax. In a corporation’s case, you
may be talking about the customers of the corporation bearing the
burden through higher prices, the employees of the corporation
bearing the burden through lower wages or possibly lower benefits
or even layoffs, or the owners of the corporation, stockholders, and
others—often they are institutional investors—with lower returns.

So it is always traceable to an individual. And it is important. So
I think the distinction between corporate and individual receipts is
critical for this committee and for government in general when it
is calculating the revenue, but I don’t think that we can get awa
with thinking that corporate taxes somehow don’t affect individ-
uals because they do. And many of the stockholders of the corpora-
tion, again, aren’t rich. If you wanted to tax rich people, there are
many more direct ways to tax rich people than to go into corpora-
tions to try to get to the owners of the corporation. s

Thanks. -

[The prepared statement of Dr. Gable appears in the appendix.]

The CHAIRMAN. Mr. McIntyre, how do you respond to Dr. Gable’s
point that the corporate tax burden has increased historically be-
cause of the payroll tax?

Mr. McINTYRE. Pardon me, Mr. Chairman.

_ The CHAIRMAN. The impact of payroll taxes on taxable corporate
income,

Mr. McINTYRE. Well, certainly the shortfall in corporate reve-
nues compared to projections is not an issue of the payroll tax; the
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payroll tax increases were enacted before then. They were factored
into the model.

The CHAIRMAN. I am not relating it to the 1986 tax. He made the
point that historical increases in payroll taxes have reduced corpo-
rate income below projected levels.

Mr. McINTYRE. Well, the total return to capital as a share of cor-
porate output has not declined. And that is computed after paying
payroll taxes. So you don't see, when you look at total return to
capital, a decline in the corporate sector. What you do see is a shift
towards debt, which means reduced profits and higher interest pay-
ments. And when you see the stability of the return to corporate
capital, it suggests that the payroll tax increases were borne by
workers or covered by price increases. Profits including interest re-
mained stable.

The CHAIRMAN. Dr. Gable, who bears the burden of increases in
the payroll tax? The corporation, on the employer or both?

Dr. GABLE. Well, I figure it just depends on the specific economic
circumstances of the business. And elasticity of demand makes a
difference, and the elasticity of labor supply makes a difference. So
I don't think you can answer that question in general. And what
the average elasticity rate for the economy is, | don't know, and I
wouldn’t have any faith in anyone's estimate of it.

The CHAIRMAN. CBO says it is borne by the employee in the form
of lower wages. How would you respond to that?

Dr. GaBLE. I would say that in some cases that is extreme likely.
And depending on the elasticity of labor supply and demand, you
could have the other extreme where the corporation bears a large
part of it. And CBO’s estimate may be correct. I just don't know
the correct number for that.

The CHAIRMAN. Senator Packwood.

Senator PAckwoob. Dr. Gable, if all corporate taxes are passed
on to individuals, the level of corporate tax should make no differ-
ence. It could be 70 percent, 80 percent, 90 percent, and corpora-
tions will pass it all along anyway.

Dr. GasLe. Well, I am not saying it doesn’t make any difference
at all what the level is. If it is 100 percent, obviously you don't
have any corporations any more. But what I am sayin% is there is a
burden of taxation, corporate taxation, that is borne by some indi-
viduals. And the people that bear the burden of the corporate tax,
whoever they are, will obviously be bearing a much higher burden
if all taxes were generated from corporations.

But what I am saying is that we don’t always know who those
people are. Again, it depends on the business that we are talking
about, and about the elasticity of demand, about foreign com(reti-
tion where there are foreign alternatives available for the product.
I don't think you can make any statements about who exactly
bears those things. In fact, that is something I would be interested
in seeing studies on and doing some studies on because it is an im-
portant question and often gets ignored.

Senator PAckwoob. I was just taking your statement where you
said that—and I am quoting—‘Incidents of corporate tax is always
borne by people.”

Dr. GaBLE. That’s right,
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Senator PAckwoop. And you say it's either shareholders or em-
ployees or consumers.

Dr. GABLE. Right.

, Senator Packwoop. There aren’t any other people as best I
now.

Dr. GasLE. That's right.

Senator Packwoop. Therefore, whatever the rate of corporate
taxation is going to be passed on to this group of people.

Dr. GABLE. Yes.

Senator Packwoobn. And so the corporation shouldn’t complain
too much about what their level of taxation is because they are
. going to pass it along anyway.

Dr. GasLe. Well, if they can pass it along 100 percent, that’s fine.

Senator Packwoob. But you are saying they do.

Dr. GABLE, A corporation is a legal fiction. There are owners of
corporations.

Senator PAckwoob. Yes.

Dr. GABLE. If they bear the burden of the debt, they might com-
plain. They are customers of corporations. They are also employees
of corporations, They all have the right to complain about——

Senator PAckwoob. But you are saying that all of their taxes are
passed along, .
0 Dr. GaBLE. That's right. Not passed along to consumers necessar-
ily.

Senator Packwoob. No, no.

Dr. GaBLE. If all were passed along to consumers, yes, they would
have no reason to complain because it wouldn't affect their busi-
ness in any way. But in fact, if it's borne by the owners, those who
are trying to generate capital for, those who are trying to work for
the company, then relative to any foreign competitor, especially
they have a lot of right to complain.

Senator Packwoob. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you, gentlemen, for your testimony. That
concludes the hearing.

[Whereupon, at 11:45 a.m., the hearing was concluded.]
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ADDITIONAL MATERIAL SUBMITTED

PREPARED STATEMENT OF WAYNE GABLE

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Wayne Gable, and 1 am president of the
Tax Foundation—an independent nonpartisan, nonprofit research and public educa-
tion organization founded in 1937 to monitor the tax and spending practices of the
Federal, state and local governments. The Foundation is suppo: by a nationwide
membership of businesses, large and small, by individuals and by grants from phil-
anthropic foundations. I'd like to thank the committee for inviting us to appear here
tboda to discuss some of our recent findings on the trends in the corporate tax

urden.

With the persistent Federal deficit hovering around $130 billion, many policymak-
ers will no doubt continue the search for more revenues. Corporations are often tar-
geted because they are said to be under-taxed. Des‘pite statistical evidence to the
contrar‘y;. this recurring theme seems to take on a life of its own, and always resur-
faces when more revenues are wanted for increased spending. In fact, corporations
carry a heavy tax burden and provide a large and ljgrowing percentage of the total
tax revenue collected by the Federal government. Unfortunately, the most often 15-
nored fact is that no matter how much corporate taxes are increased, it is individ-
uals that bear the burden of corporate taxes, throu?h lower wages, lower invest-
ment returns, or higher consumer prices. Corporations may be the conduit for
a&‘aying ltoéxen:‘l but it is clearly the shareholders, employees and customers who absorb

e real burden.

RECENT CORPORATE TAX HISTORY

In examining the corporate tax trend, it is important to look at the tax environ-
ment prior to the 1986 Tax Reform Act. In 1981, Congress enacted a significant cor-
porate tax cut under the Economic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA). If it had been
allowed to take effect fully, it promised to substantially reduce overall corporate
income tax liabilities in the 1980s. But of course, that did not happen. Instead there
were m%or contravening tax bills starting with The Tax Equité and Fiscal Respon-
sibility Act (TEFRA) in 1982-and the Deficit Reduction Act (DEFRA) in 1984, Out-
side of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, the major drive behind most tax legislation
after 1981 was purely and simp}{)' to increase tax revenues. Despite its reduction in
the top corporate tax rate from 46 to 34 percent, the Tax Reform Act of 1988 obliter-
ated the capital recovery and business tax relief of 1981 and effectively piled on sig-
nificant net increases in corporate tax liabilities after 1986. More recently, we have
witnessed further increases in corporate income taxes as a result of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987, the Continuing Resolution for 1988, and the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989. These recent tax changes will continue to
yield siqlni cant corporate tax revenue increases over the next few fiscal years.

The Tax Foundation's examination of the recent and projected revenue effects
from major enacted legislation in the 1981-1989 period reveals a sharp difference in
the tax revenue picture for individuals and corporations. Individuals’' taxes are
markedly lower than they would have been without the legislation, but the corpo-
rate sector is another story entirely. According to the Office of Management and
Budget, tax legislation enacted since 1981 has resulted in net decreases in individual
income taxes of $201.4 billion in FY 1988 and $243.9 billion in FY 1989, Conversely,
the net effect on cwrate tax revenue was a $24 billion increase in FY88 and a $28
billion increase in FY89,

(86)
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CORPORATE S8HARE OF TAX BURDEN

What is the corporate “‘share” of the income tax burden? Over the long term it
h}?s shrt&nk as a share of total income taxes, but with some special factors affecting
the trend.

There was a precipitous drop-off in corporate income tax receipts, both absolutel
and as a percentage of total income taxes in 1982 and 1983. Corporate profit volatili-
ty causes corporate tax recei‘pts to fluctuate more widely than individual receipts,
and the severe recession of 1981-1982 had its maximum impact on tax revenues in
fiscal 1982 and 1983. This was also the period when the Accelerated Cost Recovery
System (ACRS) first took hold. More rapid depreciation, of course, helped depress
tax collections initially, although this would tend to he made uf) in later years.

Starting in 1984, corporate income taxes have been steadily increasing, leaping
from a low of $37 billion in 1983 to a record $103.6 billion by 1989. This revenue
increase has coincided with better business conditions in recent years, and, of
course, the implementation of the 1982, 1984, and 1986 tax bills which increased cor-
porate tax revenues. The Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act (TEFRA) of 1982
repealed more than half of the benefits for corporations provided by ERTA in 1081,
The Deficit Reduction Act (DEFRA) of 1984 further reduced corporate depreciation
allowances. In fact, OMB estimates that the Tax Reform Act (TRA) of 1986, will
raise an additional $24 billion in corporate tax revenues this year alone. Much of
the corporate tax relief promised in 1981 was eradicated by contravening tax legisla-
tion. This was the seesaw effect on corporate taxes caused by the major tax legisla-
tion of the 19K0s.

CORPORATE VS. INDIVIDUAL SHARE OF TAX HURDEN

Critical factors involved in the balance of corporate versus individual taxes are
both the level of corporate profits and their share of the national income. The trend
in corporate profits as a percentage of national income has been irregularly down-
ward since the 19508 when examining Bureau of Economic Analysis data. In fact,
this downtrend has closely paralleled that of corporate tax receipts as a percent of
total income tuxes through 1986, where we start to see a slight upward swing. In
19560, for example, corporate profits represented 18 percent of our national income,
Throughout the 1970s, corporate profits accounted for over 11 percent of national
income, Now in 1989, corporate profits account for a mere 6.8 percent of our na-
tion's income. This decline in corporate profits as a percentage of national income
alone explaing much of the long term decline in the proportion of corporate income
taxes represented in the total tax revenue picture. The weakened state of corporate
profits in recent years resulted in less than expected revenue take.

THE CORPORATE TAX BURDEN

A good indicator of the corporate tax burden is a comparison of corporate taxes
with corporate profits. When looking at corporate taxes, Federal corporate income
taxes are only part of the picture. A look at the complete corporate tax burden pic-
ture is revealing. The overall burden is significantly higher when combined with the
rapidly increasing state/local corporate income taxes and corporate payroll taxes.
Such payments can be partially deducted for Federal corporate income tax purposes
but they are a substantial and growing burden nonetheless.

While Federal corporate income tax revenues have risen 46 percent since 1980,
state/local corporate income tax revenues have increased 66 percent for the decade
and in 1989 were 28 percent as large as the Federal tax levy. The combined Federal
and state/local corporate income tax take has risen significantly since 1982, far sur-
passing the level of the early 1970s.

While state/local taxes are high and growing, the largest element of the business
tax burden has become the payroll sector, particularly Federal social security and
hospital insurance. Furthermore, state unemployment insurance and other social in-
surance funds have intensified the corporate tax burden. These taxes are not im-
posed on net income, and some economists argue that even the employer share of

ayroll taxes is borne l:{ emﬁloyees who receive lower rates of compensation and

enefits than they would in the absence of these taxes. But payroll taxes are a cost
of doing business and, particularly in labor intensive industries, constitute a very
large burden, Where labor is relatively scarce and/or subject to rigidities in compen-
sation, that burden may have been absorbed by the employer. Since corporate pay-
roll taxes are a cost of doing business, their increase will offset corporate income
taxes. Therefore, the corporate income tax take cannot be accurately examined in
isolation. The corporate share of payroll taxes has outstripped corporate income
taxes and currently represents about $150 billion,
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Over the past decade, the combined increases in Federal income taxes and the
state/local and payroll taxes have caused a tremendous increase in the overall cor-
porate tax burden. Compared to profits, this burden increased 35.1 percentage
points from 54.8 percent in 1979 to 89.9 percent by 1989. Throughout the 1970s, this
rate averaged only about 60 percent.

The 1989 overall corporate tax burden, representing a whopping &3 percent of cor-
porate profits, is huge by historic comparison. The continued sharp growth trend in
state and payroll taxes can easily push this burden even higher.

CORPORATE TAXES ARE PAID BY INDIVIDUALS

Unfortunately, most discussion of corporate tax burdens has been based on per-
ceptions rather than economic reality. The ultimate burden or incidence of corpo-
rate taxes is always borne by people, not inanimate corporate structures.

Corporations may be the conduit for paying taxes but it is the shareholders, em-
ployees, and customers who absorb the real burden. All corporate taxes are ulti-
mately paid by individuals, either through reduced returns to shareholders, lower
wages to employees, or higher prices to the consumer. Investors, workers, or con-
sumers will bear the burden, depending on the economic circumstances of the indus-
try.

It is these same people who bear the expense of what is known as double taxation
of profits. When dividends are distributed to the shareholders, that money is again
taxed. To create a profit, the corporations must raise the price of their goods and
services. No matter how large a corporation is, it is people who own corporations
and buy corporate products. The result is that investors and consumers alike end up
paying for these corporate taxes. Because the precise proportions of such tax bur-
dens are unknown and the process is obscured from public view, the corporate
income tax is a hidden tax on individuals. As long as the tax burden debate contin-
ues showing “individual effects” vs. “corporate effects,” we are forced to work with
what is inherently a flawed framework—the assumption that somehow the corpo-
rate tax burden does not affect individuals. But however defined, the combined cor-
porate take is large and growing. '

In closing, the Tax Foundation notes that the decline in corporate profits as a per-
centage of our national income alone explains much of the lower than expected rev-
enue take from corporations. Any tax policy changes clearly should take into ac-
count the potential impact of further eroding this tax base.

I thank the committee for inviting the Tax Foundation to testify on our findings
and submit the Corporate Tax Burden special report for inclusion in the record.
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SpecialReport
Corporate Tax Burden on the Upswing

by Paul G. Merski

With federaldeficits hovering around
$130 billion, the government will con-
tinue its drive for more revenues. Corpo-
rations are often targeted because they
are sald to be undertaxed. Despite statis-
tical evidence to the contrary, this recur-
ring theme seems to have a life of its own
and always resurfaces when more reve-

If it had been allowed to take effect fully,
{t would have substantially reduced over-
all corporate income tax liabilities in the
1980s. Instead, there were major contra-
vening tax bills starting with the Tax
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act
(TEFRA) in 1982 and the Deficit Reduc-
tion Act (DEFRA) in 1984. Outside of the
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nues are required for increased spend-
ing. In fact, corporations carry a heavy
tax burdenand providealargeand grow-
ing percentage of the total tax revenue
collected by the federal government.
Recent Corporate Tax History

In 1981, Congress enacted a signifi-
cant corporate tax cut under the Eco-

Tax Reform Act of 1986, the major drive
behind tax legislation after 1981 was
purely and simply to increase tax reve-
nues, The Tax Reform Act of 1986 obliter-
ated the capital recovery and business
tax relief of 1981 and effectively piled on
significant net increases in corporate tax

Paul Merski is Director of Fiscal Affairs at the Tax
Foundation.

nomic Recovery Tax Act of 1981 (ERTA).
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liabilities after 1986. More recently, fur-
ther increases in corporate income taxes
have occurred as a result of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987, the
Continuing Resolution for 1985, and the
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of
1989. Table I below compares the effect of

More rapid depreciation, of course,
helped depress tax collections initially,
although this would be made up in later
years.

Starting in 1984, corporate income
tax collections increased steadily, leap-
ing from a low of $37 billion in 1983 to a

Table |
Impact of Major Tax Legislation, Enacted 1981-1989¢, on
Individuatl and Corporate income Tax Receipts
Fiscal Years 1988-1992

($Bitiions)
income Tax 1968 1989 1060e 19919 1992¢
Indrwdual $.2014 $-2009 $-266.9 $-2056 $-3M40
Corporate +240 +276 +35.5 +450 +474

4 Bu I ahect roverve estmawy 20 prapared by 1he Othoe ol Management and
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Sowrce BuogetottheUS OWLFVIMlM 1991 and Tax Foundalon compuialons

ajor enacted legislation in the 1981-
1989 period on individual and corporate
income taxes currently and projected
through 1992, Individuals’ taxes are mark-
edly lower than they would have been
without the legislation, but the corporate
sector is another story entirely.

Corporate Share of Tax Burden
What is the corporate share of the
income tax burden? Over the long termit
has shrunk as a share of total income
taxes, but with some special factors af-

fecting the trend.
“...corporations carry a heavy tax cate?s ;r::rl: Ij\f:‘sd‘;
burden and provide a large and  precipitousdrop-off
growing percentage of the total tax in corporate income
revenue collected by the federal ~ taxTeceipts, bothab-
solutelyandasaper-

government.” centage of total in-

come taxes in 1962
and 1983. Corporate profit volatility
causes corporate tax receipts to fluctuate
more widely than individual receipts,
and the severe recession of 1981-1952
had its maximum impact on tax revenues
in fiscal 1962 and 1983. This was also the
period when the Accelerated Cost Re-
covery System (ACRS) first took hold.

Tabie Il
Federal Corporate Income Tax
Receipts
Selected Fiscal Years 1950-1890
Federal Corporate % of Tou!
Income Feceral
i income Tax
Yoar lS&Ihms Recepts
1950 $104 o
1958 179 83
19060 a2 Eold
1068 *»s H3
1970 28 226
974 263 27
1972 22 253
973 6.2 289
1974 Y3 248
1978 “ws 49
1976 a@d k<1
1977 849 2%
17 60.0 249
1979 887 a2
1080 84 s 209
1985 1.t 178
1982 w2 "2
1983 o e
98¢ 5.0 181
1988 [ 185
1988 8 153
1987 80 1.8
195 Lol 191
1986 1036 189
199¢ 112010 186
Source  Economic Reoon of Tne Pras.oent, vinous
yours and Tax Founaston compuuLons
(® ostmsie

record $103.6 billion in 1989. The growth
in corporate tax revenue has coincided
with better business conditions in recent
years and, of course, the implementation
of the 1982, 1984, and 1986 tax bills which
increased corporate tax burdens. The Tax
Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act
(TEFRA) 0 1962 repealed more than hali
of the benetits provided by ERTA to cor-
porations in 1981, The Deficit Reduction
Act (DEFRA) of 1984 further reduced
corporate depreciation allowances. In
fact, the Tax Reform Act (TRA) of 1966
will raise an additional $24 billion in cor-
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“The Tax Reform Act of 1986
obliterated the capital recovery and
business tax relief of 1981 and
cffectively piled on significant net
increases in corporate tax liabilities
after 1986.”

‘“While Federal corporate income
tax rcvenues have risen 46 percent

porate tax revenues this year alone.
Nearly everything provided in the so-
called “corporate giveaway” of 1981 was
taken back before the benefits could be
fully realized.
Critical factorsinvolved inaccurately
examining the trend in corporate taxes
. are both the level of
corporate profits
and their share ofthe
national income.
Table 1l shows that
the trend in corpo-
rate profits as a per-
centage of national
income has been ir-
regularly down-
ward sincethe 1950s.
In fact, this downtrend has closely paral-
leled that of corporate tax receipts as a
percent of total income taxes through
1986, where we start to see a slight up-
ward swing. The decline in corporate
profits alone explains much of the long-
term decline in the proportion of corpo-
rate income taxes represented in the total
tax revenue picture.

The Corporate Tax Burden

A good indicator of the corporate tax
burdenisacomparison of corporate taxes
with corporate profits. When looking at
the corporate taxes, federal corporate
income taxes are
only part of the pic-
ture. Table IV on
page 4 iliustrates the

since 1980, state/local corporate in- ~overatt-burden of

come tax revenues have increased 66

. percent for the decade and in 1989

represented 28 percent of the federal
tax take.”

federal corporate
income 2x when it
iscombined withthe
rapidly increasing
state/local corpo-
rate income tawes
and corporate pay-
roll taxes. Such payments can be partially
deducted for federa) corporate income
tax purposes, but they are a substantial
and growing burden nonetheless.

For comparability, corporate tax ac-
cruals net of Federal Reserve earnings
are used instead of actual tax receipts.
Given today’s full acceleration of corpo-
rate tax payments, the accruals figures
are close to tax payments.

Table It
Total Betore-Tax Corporate Profits
Selected Years, 1950-1989
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While Federal corporate income tax
revenues have risen 4o percentsince 1980,
state/local corporate income tax reve-
nues have increased 66 percent for the
decade and in 1989 represented 28 per-
cent of the federal tax take. The combined
feaeral, state and local corporate income
tax take has risen steadily since 1962, far
surpassing the level of the early 1970s.

The largest element of the business
tax burden has become the payroll sec-
tor, particularly federal socal security
and hospital insurance. Furthermore,
stateunemployment insuranceand other
social insurance funds have intensified
the tax burden. These taxes are not im-
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posed on net income, and some econo-
mists argue that even the employer share
of payroll taxes is bome by employees
who receive lower rates of compensation
and benefits than they would in the ab-
sence of these taxes. However, where la-
bor is relatively scarce and/or subject to
rigidities in compensation, that burden
may havebeenabsorbed by theemployer.
The corporate share of payroll taxes has
far outstripped corporate income taxes
and currently costs about $150 billion.
Over the past decade, the combined
increases in federal income taxes and the

4

state/localand payioll taxes have caused
a tremendous increase in the overall cor-
porate tax burden. Compared to profits,
the burden increased 35.1 percentage
points from 54.8 percent in 1979 to 89.9
percent by 1985 Throughout the 1970s,
this rate averaged only about 60 percent.
The 1989 overal] corporate tax burden,
representing a whopping 89 percent of
corporate profits, is huge by historic
comparison. Federal deficit pressureand
the sharp growth trend in state and pay-
roll taxes can easily push this burden
even higher.

Table IV
Federal and State/Local Corporate income Taxes and Corporate Payroll Taxes
National Income Account Series
1970-1989
(in Bilions of Doliars)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT S. MCINTRYE

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Committee today on behalf of Citizens
for Tax Justice. Our coalition of labor, public interest and grassroots citizens groups represents
tens of millions of middle- and low-income Americans, who have a vital stake in fair, economi-
cally sound tax and budget policies.

There are two questions before the committee today: first, why have corporate income
tax receipts for fiscal years 1987 to 1990 been one-fifth lower than was projected following
enactment of the 1986 Tax Reform Act and, second, what is to be done about it?

The short answer to the first question is that American corporations have redirected their
income streams away from shareholders and toward bondholders by substituting debt for equity.
By paying tax-deductible interest rather than dividends, companies have reduced their taxable
income. And as taxable income has decreased, so have corporate tax payments, -

In other words, the question of who would pay for the instant multi-millionvires and
billionaires produced by the corporate buyout craze of the 1980s is now being answered. Main-
ly, it's the U.S. Government and the U.S. taxpayer.

This testimony will present new evidence on how the huge increase in corporate indebt-
edness has resulted in a striking decline in reported profits and a concomitant decline in corpo-
rate income tax receipts. It will also point out that the increase in foreign ownership of Ameri-
can business has had and will have a negative impact on the Federal Treasury, because foreign-
owned corporations appear to be champion tax-avoiders. And it will point to weaknesses in the
1986 Tax Reform Act that may be costing more than was anticipated.

To deal with the corporate revenue shortfall—the second question posed by these hear-
ings—will require Congress to reassert control over corporate tax policy, which is now largely
being made by investment bankers and corporate tax lawyers. We urge the Committee and the

" Congress to amend the tax law so that it no longer permits the unrestricted deductibility of
interest payments to undermine the corporate income tax. We urge you to restructure the rules
goveming the taxation of multinational corporations so that they pay federal income taxes on the
profits they earn in the United States. And we urge you to strengthen and build upon the re-
forms enacted in 1986, to ensure that the Tax Reform Act does the job it was supposed to do.

The Shortfall in Corporate Taxes

Over the past three years, corporate income tax payments to the Treasury have fallen
short of predictions made following the 1986 Tax Reform Act by an average of $21 billion per
year. From fiscal 1990 to 1992, the shortfall is expected to exceed $40 billion per year.

The problem Is not primarily a failure of the 1986 Tax Reform Act. The shortfall in sorpo-
rate tax payments has not occurred because the Tax Reform Act failed miserably in its goal of
restoring the average effective corporate tax rate to a°more reasonable fevel (although, as dis-
cussed below, there are weaknesses in the Act). On the contrary, CTJ's analyses of corporate
annual reports show that the effective corporate tax rate on reported profits has risen sharply as
a result of tax reform.'

ISee Citizeas for Tax Justice, Ii's Working, bur . . . (October 1989). Our analysis of 250 of the pation's
largest and most profitable corporations found that their overall effective tax rate on reported domestic profits rose
from & mere 14.3 perceat in 1981-85 up 10 26.5 perceat in 1988,

i~
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The Shortfall in Corporate Taxes & Corporate Profits

Jan. 1987 CBO Predictions compared to Actual & Jan. 1990 Estimates
{Fiscal years, $-billions)

Corporate Income Taxes Corporate Profits
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The interest squeeze on profits. Instead, as the charts above illustrate, the shortfall in corpo-
rate tax payments mirrors a shortfall in reported corporate profits, In fiscal 1989, for example,
profits (as estimated by the Commerce Department) were $42 billion less than was predicted by
the Congressional Budget Office in January of 1987—a factor which accounts for two-thirds of
the shortfall in corporate income taxes in that year. (See also Table I.)

The shortfall in reported profits does not reflect a decline in the overall return to corpo-
rate capital, however. Instead, it reflects a shift in the fype of retum to corporate capital—away
from profits and toward interest payments. What has happened, essentially, is an interest
squeeze on profits.

While combined profits and interest as The Interest Squeeze on Profits

a share of total nonfinancial corporate output  Profits & Interest Paid as Shares of Total Output
Noafinancial Corporations, 1970 to 1989

have been stable, the interest component has
risen steadily. Interest paid rose from 3.2
percent of output over the 1970-83 period, to
3.7 percent in 1984-86, to a record setting
5.1 percent in 1989. (The previous record
was set in 1988.) Meanwhile, 1989 reported
profits as a share of total output, at 7.8 per-
cent, were lower than in any year except the
recession year of 1982. (See Table II.)

8 Compared to 1984-86, 1989 profits for
non-financial corporations were a 20 percent
lower share of total output, while interest
payments were a 39 percent higher share,

® This shift from profits to interest accounts
for five-sixths of the decline in profits as a
share of total output over the 1987-89 period compared to 1984-86. (See Table I.)
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Does this sharp rise in interest payments stem from a big increase in interest rates? Not
really, or at least not interest rates on traditional forms of corporate borrowing. Interest rates
on_highly rated corporate bonds were actually lower in 1989 than the 1984-86 average, while
commercial paper rates and the prime rate were slightly higher. (See Table I11.) The fundamen-
tal cause of the interest squeeze—the shift away from profits and toward interest payments—is
the wave of leveraged buyouts and other debt-financed stock acquisitions in the 1980s.

The Source of the Interest Squeeze on Profits:
Leveraged buyouts, etc.—The Replacement of Equity with Debt.

In recent years, debt-financed acquisitions, leveraged buyouts, use of leveraged employ-
ee stock ownership plans, debt for stock exchanges, and debt-financed stock redemptions and
extraordinary dividends have combined to replace huge amounts of corporate stock with debt.

® In every year starting with 1984, net corporate stock issues have been negative. In
total, from 1984 through 1989, corporate equity (not including the financial sector) has been
reduced by $574.6 billion, while net new corporate borrowing was $1,044.7 billion.

® From 1978 through 1983, nonfinancial corporations raised an average of $70.4 billion
a year in net new external funds, with $66.5 billion a year coming from net new borrowing and
$3.9 billion a year from net new stock issues. Over the next six years (1984-89), external funds
raised increased to an average of $78.4 billion a year. But net new stock issues averaged minus
$99.7 billion a year, while net new borrowing averaged $174.1 billion a year.

Substituting Debt for Equity

Sources of Funds for Nonfinancial Corporations, 1978-1989

'ﬁ_‘_] Net Borrowing == Net Total
Sigg- B Net Equity Issues  ($-billions)
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From 1979 to 1989, total output of non-financial corporations increased by 27 percent
in constant dollars (about the same as GNP). Reported profits, however, were up a mere 1
percent over the period, while interest payments more than doubled. Notably, the sum of profits
and interest payments grew by almost exactly the same amount as total output. Thus, over this
period, $79 billion in deductible interest payments replaced an equivalent amount in (at least
partially) taxable profits. (See Table V.)

.The “junk bonds” that have replaced so much corporate stock in recent years are gener-
ally perceived by the investment banking industry as equity—or at least “equity in drag”—not
as debt, given their risk and return. But the tax laws have allowed such junk bonds to dress up
as debt, at huge cost to the Treasury.

There is no doubt that the primary moving force behind leveraged buyouts and similar
corporate restructurings has been the tax code. Indeed, Secretary of the Treasury Nicholas F.
Brady told this Committee as much in January of 1989, : Some studies have found that the pres-
ent value of corporate tax savings obtained through increased interest deductions have accounted
for “nearly all” of the buyout premium paid to stockholders in LBO transactions.?

Nor can there be any doubt that the financial restructuring of American corporations has
been a blow to the federal fisc—indeed, a double blow. Not only has the taxation of dividend
income been eliminated in many cases, but because the overwhelming majority of those who
hold these “equities in drag” are tax-exempt entities, the shift from equity to debt leaves a large
share of corporate profits and distributions rorally untaxed—except insofar as former sharehold-
ers pay one-shot capital gains taxes when they surrender their shares.

Fully 88 percent of bondholders today are either statutorily exempt from taxation on
their interest income or, in the case of financial institutions, typically pay low effective tax
rates. Moreover, interest income to individual bondholders often goes to tax-deferred accounts
(such as IRAs, Keoghs and 401(k) plans). Thus, the shift from dividends to interest has not
merely eliminated any so-called “double tax,” it has largely climinated any tax on the retumn to
corporate capital.’®

ZSecretary Brady said: “I am totally convinced that the root cause [of leveraged buyouts] is that the market has
found its way around the double taxation of dividends.” Hearing before the Committee on Finance, United States
Senate, 1013t Congress, 1st Session, Jan.25, 1989, at 18. As noted below, Secretary Brady understated, since much
more than just the mythical “double taxation” is eliminated in these “backdoor integration™ transsctions.

3See Joint Committee on Taxation, Federal Income Tax Aspects of Corporate Financial Structures. JCS-1-89
(Washington, 1989: Government Printing Office), at 58.

*Taxcs on forced capital gains that occur during leveraged buyouts and leveraged restructurings cannot make
up for the corporate tax reveaues lost to the Treasury. Since many of these stock retirements led to forcod capital
gains realizations by individuals, the increase in stock retirements msy help explain the unexpected (lemporary) rise
in personal income tax paymeats in recent years. Arguably, a portion of the S0 perceat rise in capital gains reported
on individual tax returns between 1983 and 1989 could be attributed to forced realizations due to stock retirements.
The increase in forced individual capital gains due to stock retirements is actually Iarurthlnlhlncrunmtoul
reported gains from 1983 to 1989, But these forced gains probably displaced other gains which might otherwise
have been realized, 50 the exact impact of forced retirements on total gains reported is difficult to gauge.

$The notion of & “double tax” on corporate profits has always beea a misnomer. In 1985, for example, taxable
personal dividend income amounted to only*1S perceat of total domeetic corporate profits, while S9 percent of
profits were sheltered on corporate returns. That means that oaly 55 perceat of domestic profits were subject to tax
(continued...)
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The cost to the Treasury of subsidizing these equity-to-debt conversions, so far, appears
to be $15 to $20 billion annually at present, with larger costs looming in the future.

Foreign Ownership: It Costs the Treasury, Too

Not all of the shortfall in corporate taxes can be explained by lower reported profits,
however. In fact, almost half of the predicted shortfall from fiscal 1990 to 1992 stems from
other causes. One factor may be the growth in foreign ownership of American businesses.

From 1979 to 1987, the number of foreign-controlled U.S. corporations grew by more
than 80 percent. Their total receipts grew from $242 billion to $591 billion, and their total
assets grew from $205 billion to $929 million. In constant dollars, their total receipts increased
by 63 percent, and their assets jumped by 203 percent.® But their income reported on tax re-
turns and their income tax payments did not keep pace. In fact, from 1979 to 1986 (the last year
for which data are available), constant-dollar income reported on U.S, tax retums by foreign-
controlled corporations fell by 118 percent (to a negarive $1.5 billion). Although some com-
panies reported positive taxable income, constant-dollar U.S. income tax payments by foreign-
controlled corporations dropped by 18 percent from 1979 to 1986~-to a mere $3 billion.

Compared to U.S.-owned companies, foreign-controlled U.S. corporations reported only
half as much taxable income as a share of either receipts or assets in 1986. In 1986, fewer than
two out of five of foreign-controlled U.S. corporations reported net income on their U.S. tax
returns. (The disparity was particularly pronounced in the case of petroleum, chemicals, elec-
tronics and auto manufacturers.”)

5(...continued)
—more of a “half tax" rather than a double tax. Even after tax reform, taxable personal dividend income, at 18
percent of domestic profits, remains less than the 25 percent of profits sheltered on In short,
there 13 not and has not been any “double taxation™ of corporats profits in any real, bottom-line sease.

By 1987, the share of total U.S. nonbank business assets held by affiliates of foreign companies rose to 13.2
percent. Leading the list here are stone, clay and -glass products (31.2%); chemicals (30.9%); primary metals
(19%); petroleum and coal producu (l7 2%); rubber and plastics products (11.7%); food and kindred products
(10.6%); and electric and el quip (10.6%). Rubber & plastics increased notably in 1987, due to the
scquisition of a U.S. tire manufacturer by foreign investors.

Foreign affilistes’ share of total U.S. manufacturing sales rose to 11.5 percent in 1987. Leading the list
here were: chemicals (31.2%); stone, etc. (22.2%); primary metals (19.5%); petroleum products (16.8%); elec-
tronics (12.2%); and rubber and plastics products (10.3%).

Japanese investors now have the largest and fastest growing share of total foreign-controlled investment
in the United States. They held 21.1 percent.of total assets of foreign-controlled U.S. companies in 1987—double
their 1986 share. And the influx of Japanese direct investment has continued space. In fact, the 10 largest acquisi-
tions by Japanese interests of major stakes or controlling interests in U.S. companics have all taken place since
1987.These include: Sony's $3.4 billion scquisition of Columbia Pictures in 1989; Bridgestone’s $2.7 billion
purchass of Firestone in 1988; Seibu Saison’s $2.3 billion acquisition of Inter Continental Hotels in 1988; Sony's
$2 billion purchase of CBS Records in 1988; Dai-Ichi/Kangyo's $1.3 billion acquisition of CIT Group in 1989;
Nippon Mining Co.'s $1.1 billion purchase of Gould Inc. in 1988; Paloma Co.,’s $850 million purchase of Rheem
Manufacturing Co. in 1988; Mitsubishi's $846 million purchase of Rockefeller Center in 1989 (completion pend-
ing); California First Bank’s $750 million acquisition of Union Bank in 1988; and Fujisaws Pharmaceutical Co.'s
$66¢ mitlion purchase of LypohMed in 1989. As in earlier years, most of the increase in foreign-controlled U.S.
assets trom 1986 to 1987 resulted from acquisitions of U.S, companies by foreign investors.

"In 1986, foreign-controlled corporations reported large capital losses because petroleum foreign affiliates
lowered the book value of their oil reserves and because chemicals and machinery manufacturing foreigu affiliates
lowered the book value of various assets.
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With foreign-controlled corporations doing business in the United States paying such
lower taxes than domestic-owned companies, the continuing 1ise in foreign ownership may be
a significant factor in the decline in corporate tax payments compared to predictions.

The Growth in the No. of Foreign-
Controlled Domestic Corporations | === No- of cos. (left scale)
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Other Problems

- Corporate tax payments are also being depressed by loopholes that remain in the law
after reform, and which in some cases have actually grown larger since 1986. In CTJ's most
recent corporate survey (for 1988), we found seven companies that paid zero or less in corpo-
rate income taxes that year. A total of 45 companies—almost one out of five of the 250 we
surveyed—paid effective tax rates below 10 percent. And 91 companies—more than a third of
the total—paid less than the supposed “minimum”™ amount of 20 percent.

Among the notable problems we found are:

A series of “temporary” laws keeping the IRS from enforcing its interest and R&D allo-
cation rules has essentially taken IBM off the tax rolls since 1985. From 1986 through 1988,
IBM reported $7.3 billion in U.S. profits to its shareholders. But instead of paying $2' billion
in federal income taxes as the statutory rate implies, IBM received $310 million in total tax
refunds over the 1986-88 period, apparently because it deducted so much foreign-related R&D
in computing its U.S.-source taxable income. This problem almost certainly extends—albeit
probably less dramatically—to other companies as well. And it relates directly to the problems
in taxing foreign-owned multinationals discussed earlier.

The Altemative Minimum Tax enacted in 1986, while working reasonably well in many
instances, is often vitiated through tax “loss” carrybacks.

Despite tax reform, excessive depreciation on business equipment and real estate is ex-
pected to cost the Treasury some $127 billion over the next five years. Buying and selling of
depreciation tax breaks remains rampant.

These and similar problems may be larger than originally anticipated.

Conclusion

The job of tax reform is not completed. The Alternative Minimum Tax needs to be
strengthened, by eliminating the use of “loss” carrybacks by companies that owe the minimum
tax, by reinvigorating the link to corporate “book” profits and by increasing the AMT rate, In
addition, loopholes that were not addressed in the 1986 Act, such as accelerated depreciation on
equipment, should be addressed.

The evidence indicates that billions of dollars a year in taxes are being avoided by both
U.S. multinationals and foreign-controlled U.S. corporations. We need to overhaul our rules so
that they require companies to pay taxes on the profits they earn in this country. The ultimate
goal should be to move away from the unworkable “arm'’s length” approach and toward a sys-
tem of formula apportionment.

Finally, and perhaps most important in the context of today’s hearing, the tax code
should stop subsidizing the replacement of corporate equity with debt. We hope that Congress
will recognize that the new wave of corporate borrowing is equity masquerading as debt—~that
it is, in the investment bankers’ colorful phrase, “equity in drag.” We urge the Committee and
the Congress to elevate substance over form, and disallow corporate interest deductions on debt
incurred to finance stock acquisitions.
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Table I. Predicted & Actual Corporate Taxes After Tax Reform
& the Growth in Interest Payments as a Share of Output

($-billions)

Fiscal years | 1987 1988 1989 1990e 1991e | 1992e

Predicted profits (CBO, Jan. 87) $317 $334 $357 $389 $417 $451
Actual profits (& new est., Jan. 90) 269 297 315 333 354 377
Predicted corp. inc, tax (Jan. 87) 101 119 126 138 151 162
Actual corp. tax (& new estimates) 84 95 104 102 111 116
Corporate income tax shortfall, $ | -$17 -$25 -$22 -$36 -$40 -$46
Predicted CIT/Profits (Jan. 87) 2% 36% 5% 35% 36% 36%
Actual CIT/Profits (& new est.) 31% 32% 33% 31% 1% 31%
% Profit Shortfall | -15% -11% -12% -14% -15% ~16%

% Effective Rate Shortfall -2% -11% -7% -14% -13% | -14%

% Corp. Income Tax Shortfall | -17% -21% -18% ~26% -26% -28%
Shre o T S shoaran | %% | 9% | % | se% | sm | sew

Non-Financial Corporations--The Rise in Interest

Payments as a Share of Output

Calendar years | 1984-86 | 1987 | 1988 | 1989
Profits/Total Output 9.8% | 89% | 9.1% | 7.8%

Change from 1984-86 09% | -0.7% | -2.0%

% Change 9% | -1% | -20%
Interest/Total Output | 3.7% | 4.2% | 4.6% | 5.1%

Change from 1984-86 +0.6% | +0.9% | +1.4% | yr g

% Change +15% | +25% | +39% | Ave.

SOURCES: Congressional Budget Office, The E

Ic and Budget Outlook: Fiscal Years 1988-1992 (Ian. 1987); CBO,

The Economic and Budget Outlook: Fiscal Years 1991-1995 (Jan. 1990); The Economic Report of the President (Feb. 1990),
Tables C-12 and C-2; and the Bureau of Economic Analysis.
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Table II

Interest Paid as a % of Total Output | Profits as a % of Total Output
The 10 Highest Years on Record The 10 Lowest Years on Record

1989 5.1% 1982 6.3%

1988 4.6% 1989 7.8%

1982 4.3% 1980 8.0%

1987 42% 1981 8.3%

1981 3.9% 1974 8.5%

1984 1.7% 1983 8.7%

1986 3.7% 1987 8.9%

1983 3.6% 1986 9.0%

1980 3.6% 1988 9.1%

1988 3.6% 1979 9.8%

All other years All other years
since 1960 2.5% since 1960 13.0%

SOURCE: The Economic Report of The Presidens (Feb. 1990), Table C-12; and the Buresu of Economic
Analysis. Dats are for nonfinancial corporations, and are based on domestic output. The 10 lowest and
highest years are for the 1940-89 period.

Table III. Interest Rates, 1984 to 1989
Aaa Baa Comm. | Prime
Bonds Bouds Paper Rate
1984 12.71% | 10.15% | 10.16% | 12.04%
1988 11.37% 9.18% 8.01% | 9.93%
1986 9.02% 7.38% 6.39% | 8.33%
1987 9.38% 7.73% | 685% ] 8.21%
1988 9.71% 1.76% 7.68% | 9.32%
1989 9.26% 7.24% 8.80% | 10.87%
Note:
1984-86 | 11.03% 8.90% 8.19% | 10.10%
Source: Economic Report of the Presidens (Feb. 1990) tab. C-71.
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Table IV. Changes in Domestic Profits & Interest Paid

for Non-Financial Corporations from 1979 to 1989
(all figures are in constant 1989 dollars)

1979 1989 $-Change | %-Change
Total output $2,277.6 $2,907.1 | $ +629.5 +28%
Wages, dep.& indir.bus.taxes 1,984.2 2,531.8 +547.6 +28%
PROFITS 223.5 226.3 +2.8 +1%
INTEREST PAID 69.9 148.9 +79.0 +113%
Note: Profits & Interest 293.4 375.3 +81.8 +28%
Note: Dividends paid $63.2 $93.2 1 $ +30.1 +48%
Addendum: Real GNP $4,030.4 $5,234.0 | $ +1,203.6 +30%

SOURCE: The Economic Repors of the Presidens (Feb. 1990), Tables C-12, C-1 and C-3; and the Bureau of
Economic Analysis. Note: Total output (gross domestic product) equals the sum of wages, dipreciation, indirect
business taxes, profils and interest paid (as listed in the table).

Table V. Holdings of Corporate Stock
& Corporate Bonds, 1988 (s-bitions)

i %of| %off %of
Type of Holder: Stocks | Bonds Total Stocks | Bonds | Total
Individuals' $1,715 $170 | $1,885 55% 12% | 42%
Pensions’® 735 341 1,076 23% 25% | 24%
Financlal institutions® 341 658 830 5% 47% 18%
Foreigners 198 180 379 6% 13% 8%
Tax-exempts 310 43 353 10% 3% 8%
Totals $3,130 | $1,392 | $4,522 100% | 100% | 100%

Source: Board of Govemors of the Federal Reserve System, Flow of Funds Accounss, Financial Assets
and Liabilities Year End, 1965-1988 (Sept. 1989).

'Includes mutusl funds, amounts in self-sdministered pension plans, such as [RAs and Koogh plans, and
small amounts held by brokers,

’[mludupnvmmonplnnndmmdloulmmlplm

| banks, savings and loans, and mutual savings banks.
‘Calculated from household sector dats based on 1982 sharcs a4 estimated by the Fodoral Reserve.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEORGE A. PLESKO

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: My name is George A. Plesko. I
am an Assistant Professor of Economics at Northeastern University in Boston, Mas-
sachusetts. Prior to joining the faculty at Northeastern University I was a financial
economist in the Office of Tax Analysis (OTA) of the U.S. Department of the Treas-
ury from 1985 to 1989. My responsibilities at OTA centered on corporate taxation,
and included the analysis of proposed and enacted corporate tax provisions and the
Ereé)aration of the Administration’s projections of corporate tax receipts for the

udget. I would like to thank the Committee for inviting me here today to share my
views on recent trends in corporate tax collections.

An important feature of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA86) was the intended
transfer of the collection of approximately $120 billion in revenue from individuals
to corporations for fiscal years 1987 through 1991. This transfer of liability was in
the broader context of a desire for the bill to be ‘“revenue-neutral:” reductions in tax
collections from individuals were to be offset with increases from other sources.
Now, as we approach the end of this period, questions are arising concerning the
magnitude of the increased corporate liability.

I will begin by outlining the expected revenue consequences of TRA86. This is fol-
lowed by an analysis of recent tax collections in order to determine how much addi-
tional corporate revenue has been collected since 1986. I will then discuss some of
the reasons for the differences between the projections of corporate receipts after
TRAS86 and recent collections.

I. ANTICIPATED EFFECTS OF TAX REFORM ON CORPORATE RECEIPTS

Table I presents estimates by the Joint Committee on Taxation (JCT) and OTA of
the amount of additional revenue that was expected to be collected from corporate
because of TRA86. The differences between these two sets of estimates, made less
than three months apart, were due to differences in the underlying economic as-
sumptions upon which each was based. The JCT estimates were based upon econom-
ic assumptions produced by the Congressional Budget Office (CBO), while the OTA
estimates were based upon the Administration forecast produced by the Council of
Economic Advisors (CEA) for the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) These
are the only publicly available estimates of the effects of TRA86 by source. From
these estimates one can reasonably infer that TRA86 was expected to increase cor-
porate collections by $22 to $28 billion each year Since 1986.

Table 2 presents the estimates of the total revenue effect of TRA86. The first two
lines correspond to the same set of estimates reported in Table I and show the “rev-
enue-neutral” feature of the final bill. The following two lines show subsequent esti-
mates of the effect of TRA86. Without knowing the detailed estimates of the various
TRAB86 provisions it is possible to identify the reasons for the changes. Assistant
Secretary of the Treasury Gideon recently testified that these earlier estimates have
since been revised, and that “(Dor all practical purposes, the 1986 Act was revenue
neutral, as intended.” ! -

The apparent shortfall of corporate receipts since TRA86 can best be seen in
Table 3.2 Column (a) of Table 3 lists actual corporate receipts for each fiscal year
from 1984 to 1989. Column (b) lists the level of receipts forecast in August 1986
under the Administration’s assumptions, not including the effects of TRAS6.
Column (c) contains the estimated corporate receipt effects of TRA86 as reported by
OTA in January 1987. The fourth column, (d) represents the implied corporate re-
ceipts forecast at that time, and is obtained by adding columns (b) and (c) As can be
seen in columns (e) and (f) this implied forecast overstated the annual level of re-

! K.W. Gideon, statement before the Committee on Ways and Means, February 7, 1990, p. 17-
18. The definition of revenue neutrality employed by Treasury is defined as “‘a total change in
receipts of less than 1 percent over the 1987-91 budget period.” FY 1989 receipts totalled $990.7
billion, 1% of which is $9.9 billion. For the five-year period (FY 1987-1991) this definition im-
ﬁlies a revenue gain or loss of approximately $50 billion. It is worth noting that this is a cash

ow concept which ignores the effects on the deficit of changes in the timing of collections.

2 Data for Tables 3 and 4 were obtained as follows: GNP and corporate profits from Executive
Office of the President, Economic Report of the President, (U.S. GPO, Washington, D.C., January
1989) and U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of Current Busi-
ness, July 1989; receipts data from U.S. Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United
States Government, (U.S. GPO, Washington, D.C.), selected years; the 1986 economic assumptions
from the U.S. Office of Management and Budget, “Mid ion Review of the 1987 Budget,”
(U.S. GPO, Washington, D.C., August 6, 1986); and the estimates of TRA86 from H.W. Nester,
“A Guide to Interpreting the Dynamic Elements of Revenue Estimates,” in Compendium of Tax
Research 1987, (U.S. GPO, Washington, D.C.), pp. 13-41.
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ce(irts through 1988 by more than 20 percent. While this error is severe, it-is not an
indictment of the TRA86 estimates themselves, since the baseline corporate profits
forecast upon which they were based could contain a substantial amount of error.
The corporate profits forecast will be discussed in section III.

In column (g), the estimated effect of TRA86 for each year is subtracted from the
actual level of corporate collections. If the TRA86 estimates in column (¢) are cor-
rect, this column would provide the best estimate of what receipts would have been
in the absence of the change in the law. The pattern in column suggests corporate
receipts would have declined between 1986 and 1987 even though corporate profits
rose. This Yattern seems unlikely. Accepting for the moment the possibility that re-
ceipts would have remained constant between 1986 and 1987 (at $63.1 billion) the
maximum amount of additional corporate revenue generated from TRA86 would
have been $20.8 billion (83.9-63.1), far less than the $28.3 billion reported at the
time.

As a result of this analysis it is understandable why there have been questions
about the impact of TRA86.3 Actual receipts since 1986 (column (a) are generally
below the forecast of corporate receipts prior to the enactment of TRA86.

1I. TAX REFORM AND CORPORATE TAX COLLECTIONS

In this section I address the question of how much additional Federal revenue was
enerated by the TRA86. While the exact revenue effect of the corporate changes of
RA86 will never be known with certainty, an estimate of the approximate magni-

tude can be inferred by examining published data for the past several years. As de-
tailed corporate tax return data for 1987 and later become available, more accurate
estimates of the effect of TRA86 will be possible.4

In Table 4, corporate receipts for fiscal years 1984 through 1988 are presented
along with BEA estimates of the levels of GNP and NIA corporate profits. Examin-
ing the ratio of corporate net receipts to either series shows that collections in-
creased following 1986. Corporate receipts as a share of GNP jumped from a 1984-
1986 average of .0151 to a 1987-1989 average 6f .0193, an implied increase in collec-
tions of $20.34 billion in 1988, A similar calculation using NIA profits suggests a
1988 revenue gain of $21.8 billion. These gains are substantial-——the $20.34 billion
estimate represents 21.52% of total corporate receipts for 1988.

Clearly, TRA86 has increased tax collections from the corporate sector. Equally
clear, the amount of additional revenue collected is not as great as originally esti-
mated in 1986 and 1987 (presented in Table 1). The remaining issue, then, is to ac-
count for the residual “shortfall” in collections.

- 111. REASONS FOR THE CORPORATE “'SHORTFALL"

a. Economic assumptions

Table 5 presents the evolution of the Administration forecast for three economic
variables: corporate profits, personal income, and GNP.5 My focus here on the Ad-
ministration forecast is for expositional purposes only; the same type of exercise
could be performed for CBO forecasts.®

By reading across any row you can see the forecast for that variable at any given
time. Reading down a column yields the evolution of forecasts for a variable, ending
with the actual value at the bottom. The “Mid-Session Review of the 1987 Budget,
released August 6, 1986, presented the macroeconomic assumptions used to estimate

3 See, for example, The New York Times, *‘Big Shortfall in Corporate Taxes Thwarts Key Goal
of 1986 Law,” March 6, 1990, page 1.

4 It would be hard to overstate the difficultly in determining the economic and revenue effects
of enacted legislation. One has to account both for changes in economic conditions (which may
have been caused by the law change) as well as changes in economic behavior. In addition, there
is a substantial lag between the end of a tax year and the availability of data. While it is expect-
ed imminently, corporate tax return data for 1987 is not yet available. Without such data it is
nearly impossible to untangle the effects of a change in tax law.

® Data in Table 5 will differ from Tables 3 and 4 since they are drawn from different sources
at different times. The data in Table 5 was drawn from the various Budget documents and do
riot reflect technical revisions in the GNP accounts.

¢ The forecasts of CBO and the Administration have not appeared to be very different. The
forecast accuracy of selected macroeconomic variables has been tested by M.S. Kamlet, D.C.
Mowery, and T.T. Su in “Whom Do You Trust? An Analysis of Executive and Congressional
Economic Forecasts,” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, Spring 1987, pp. 365-384. An
examination of budget aggregates (receipts, outlays, and the deficit) can be found in G.A. Plesko,
“The Accuracy of Government Forecast and Budget Projections,” National Tax Journal, Decem-
ber 1988, pp. 483-501. To date, however, no one has examined the forecast accuracy of less ag-
gregate data such as corporate profits and personal income.



54

the effects of TRA86 at the time of its enactment. At that time, corporate profits
were estimated to reach $356 billion in 1988—8$49 billion higher than eventually re-
ported by the Department of Commerce.

This divergence between forecast and realized corporate profits ig plotted in
Figure 1. The upper line presents the projection of corporate profits published in the
August 1986 “Mid-Session Review.” The lower line shows actual corporate profits
through 1989. Given the inaccuracy of the corporate profits forecast, it follows that
corporate receipts are lower than expected. If each additional dollar of corporate
profits before tax yields 25 cents to the Treasury, the $49 billion difference in 1988
profits accounts for more than $12 billion in corporate receipts.

By quantifying the effect of reduced profits I do not mean to imply any cause for
concern. Revisions to economic assumptions are routine and expected. Although
they may not have been the focus of debate in 1986, subsequent downward revisions
to the profits forecast should have anticipated.

One thing that is surprising, however, is that even with recent history as a guide
the FY 1991 Administration Budget (released in January 1990) contains what ar-
pears to be an extremely unlikely scenario: a growth in corporate profits of nearly
20% during 1990 (from $303 billion to $360 billion).

As shown in the second panel of Table 5, the overstatement of corporate profit-
ability has been accompanied by a systematic understatement of personal income.
In both absolute terms, and as a percentage of GNP, personal income has grown
faster than anticipated. As a result, it is still likely that TRA86 has maintained its
goal of revenue neutrality,” with the decline in corporate receipts being offset by
higher individual receipts.

b. Other factors

A final set of issues to address concern adjustments corporations might have
made to mitigate the effects of the corporate income tax generally, and TRA86 in
particular. I will briefly examine two: the substitution of debt for equity, and the
use of S-corporations.

Debt.—The substitution of debt for equity has received considerable attention over
the past few years in both the popular press and professional journals. While corpo-
rations can reduce their taxable income, and hence their tax liability, by substitut-
ing debt for equity,” it is not clear that the provisions of TRA86 caused an increase
in the desired level of corporate debt. By itself, the decline in the top corporate tax
rate should have decreased the tax benefit of additional interest deductions. This
effect may be offset by the general increase in tax liability, which increases the like-
lihood that a tax benefit can be used. Until post-TRA86 data becomes available it is
not possible to determine which of these effects will dominate.

S-corporations.—One reaction to TRA86 that could be reducing corporate collec-
tions is the election of eligible corporations to be taxed as S-corporations, and there-
fore no longer be subject to the corporate income tax.®

TRA86 dramatically changed the incentives of using a taxable corporation to
defer the recognition income. The reversal of the relationship between the maxi-
mum individual and corporate tax rates, the elimination of the preferential treat-
ment of capital gains, and the repeal of General Utilities, make Subchapter S a
more attractive organizational form than it was prior to TRAS86.

Figure 2 shows the recent trend in the filing of IRS form 2553: applications to be
taxed as an S-corporation. During the first half of 1987 more than 370,000 corpora-
tions requested permission to convert to S-corporation—nearly 30,000 more than
had requested the treatment for all of 1986. While much of this is a one-time shift
in response to TRA86, the incentive for firms to want to operate as S-corporations
has clearly increased. The revenue effects of a large number of corporations electin
Subchagter S could be substantial. By way of example, in 1986, corporations wit
$100,000 or less of assets were responsible for $12.37 billion of income subject to tax,
and $4.07 billion in tax before credits. The respective figures for corporations with
assets of $1 million or less were $31.92 billion and $8.45 billion. By way of compari-

7J. Shoven has su&(eested that share acquisitions could have reduced 1985 liabilities by as
much as $27 billion, “The Tax Consequences of Share Repurchases and Other Non-Dividend
Cash Payments to Equity Owners,” in L.H. Summers, ed., Tax Policy and the Economy, Vol. 1,
(MIT Press, Cambridge, 1987).

8 A discussion of the eligibility requirements and the effect of TRA86 on the decision to elect
Subchapter S along with the data cited in this section, can be found in G.A. Plesko, “Choice of
quporagsslgntity: he Use of S Corporations Before and After the Tax Reform Act of 1986,”
mimeo, X
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son, income subject to tax for all corporations in 1986 was $276.2 billion, and total
tax before credits was $111.1 billion.

1V. CONCLUSION

At this point in time it is still difficult to determine all of the effects of the Tax
Reform Act of 1986. In the case of corporate tax collections, however, receipt5 are
undoubtedly higher than they otherwise would have been—regardless of the level of
economic activity. TRA86 and subsequent legislation have increased corporate tax
payments by approximately $20 billion a year.

Concern over any remaining shortfall in corporate receipts should be analyzed in
the context of two criteria: the goal of revenue neutrality, and any implicit or ex-
plicit intent to achieve a particular distributional objective.

Will total collection through 1991 be the same as they would have been in the
absence of TRA86? While corporate receipts are not as large as originally projected,
individual receipts may have made up the difference. If Treasury's broad definition
of revenue neutrality is used as a measure, I do not see any compelling evidence at
this time that TRA86 is not revenue neutral. A more detailed analysis of the reve-
nue effects of increased personal income clearly needs to be performed.

A second question is whether the distributional goals of TRA86 have been
achieved, regardless of revenue. It is important to remember that distributional ob-
jectives are not merely the mix of government receipts, but rest on who ultimately
pays the tax. While a shifting of tax liability from individuals to corporations will
affect the progressivity of the system. we do not have sufficient information to accu-
rately measure the effects of such changes.

This concludes my prepared remarks. [ will be pleased to answer any questions of
the Committee. Thank you. .

Table 1.—REVENUE ESTIMATES OF THE EFFECTS OF TAX REFORM ON CORPORATE RECEIPTS

[Al amounts in bullions of dollars)

UL, .U S
1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 Total
Joint Committee on Taxation (Octo-
ber 1986)............oouvecrivvecrecrennc 25310 23.941 22.464 23.398 25.187 120.300
Office of Tax Analysis (Janvary
J1:1:1 5 O 28.252 25.155 23.395 25.320 2117 129.838

Sources: Joint Committee on Taxalion, General Explanation of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, May 4, 1987, page 1378; HW.
ues”t;‘v “'A %uﬁ to I‘no(efpletmg the Dynamic Elements of Revenue Estimates,” n Compendium of Tax Research 1987, (US GPO,
ington, D.C.), p. 40.

Table 2.—TAX REFORM: CHANGE IN TOTAL UNIFIED BUDGET RECEIPTS

[AH amounts in billons of dotlars)

Fiscal Year
1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 Total
Joint Committee on Taxation (October )

1986) . 11538 {16705 |—15.128 8.048 11.990 —0.257
FY 1988 Bud ry ] 18,625 0.85 | -11.680 | —9.004 | —4.198 ~5.401
FY 1989 Budget (January 1988) ........ 215 —45 -171.2 -135 -95 —-232
FY 1990 Budget (January 1989) ......| —~89 -4 -203 —164 -209

Sources: Joint Committee on Taxation, Gemeral Explanation of the Tax Reform Act of 1986, May 4, 1981, page 1318, US
Office of Management and Budget, Budget of the United States Government, chapler 4, selected years
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Table 3.—EARLY ESTIMATES OF TAX REFORM AND CORPORATE RECEIPTS

Receipts tectol | F Actual less
Fiscal year Cop. et | oecast Mg | gl -y Error Percent tror | ApiaLE
(a) (b) (3} (] (¢) (U] (8)
1984.......ooorivrinnn 56.9 56.9 56.9
1985.. 613 613 s 61.3
1986.. 63.1 61.6 61.6 +1.8
1987.. 839 150 283 1033 -193 -23.03 55.7
1988.. 945 92.6 25.2 1178 -2 —24.60 69.4
1989 103.6 104.9 234 1283 -4 --2384 .
Table 4.—EFFECT OF TAX REFORM ON CORPORATE RECEIPTS
Net FY )
Yeur woute | OV GNP e | O M pot | fecemts 28,8
(2) (b (c) (d) (e)
1984........... 56.9 317222 0151 266.9 213
1985 613 40149 0153 282.3 20
1986.... 63.1 4231.6 0149 2821 224
11 O 839 4524.3 0186 298.7 281
1988.....ooorerrvisersisinres e 94.5 4880.6 0194 3286 288
1989, 103.6 152332 0198 172 T N
b Preliminary.
Sources See text
Notes- Receipt data is for fiscal years -
Table 5.—SELECTED ADMINISTRATION ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS
{Ali amounts are in bilfions of dollars}
Calendar Years
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
Corporate Profits Before Tax
August 1986 246 299 356 366 383 394
January 1987 240 309 341 n 411 444 459
January 1988...... 215 310 353 406 448 471
January 1989 301 351 396 42 475
Janvary 1990 360 421 472
Actual ...~ 223 232 217 307 K1 SO
Personal Income
August 1986 3504 3726 3963 4235 4475 4701 ...
January 1987 3493 3700 3941 4201 4452 4703 4959
January 1988 3746 3978 4245 4521 4806 5081
January 1989 4052 4326 4633 4924 5202
January 1990 : 4701 5039 5384
Actual 3314 3534 3780 4064 4424
Nominal Gross National Product
August 1986 4224 4536 4894 5251 5594 5914
January 1987 4218 4493 4816 5165 5524 5879 6214
January 1988 4486 4779 5113 5481 5850 6207
January 1989 4857 5211 5570 5939 6296
January 1990 5583 6002 6439
Actual 3998 4235 4527 4Bl 5233 ..ninenmnnisiiinnns
Corporate Profits Before Tax as a Percent of GNP
August 1986 58% 66% 13% 70% 68% 67% ...
January 1987 5.7 6.9 11 - 13 14 16 14
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Table 5.—SELECTED ADMINISTRATION ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS—Continued

[AN amounts are in bitlions of dollars)
Calendar Years
1985 198 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
January 1988 6.1 6.5 6.9 14 11 16
January 1989 6.2 6.7 11 14 15
January 1990 6.4 10 13
Actual 5.6 55 6.1 6.3 LY S
Personal Income as a Percent of GNP
August 1986 83.0% 82.1% 81.0% 80.7% 80.0% 79.5%

January 1987 828 824 818 813 806 800
January 1988 835 832 830 825 822
January 1989 834 830 832 829
Janvary 1990 842 840

Actual

829 834 835 833 845 .

Source: U.S. Office of Management and Budgel, Budget of the United States Government, selected years. “Actuals” for 1989 are

preliminary.
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Figure 1
Corporate Profits Before Tax
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JAMES M. POTERBA

My name is James Poterba. I am a Professor of Economics at the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology and the Deputy Director of the Taxation Research Program
at the National Bureau of Economic Research. I am pleased to have this opportuni-
ty to testify before this distinguished committee on the factors which explain the
long-term decline in Federal corporate income tax receipts.

Federal corporate tax accruals, excluding revenue from Federal Reserve Banks,
averaged 3.8% of GNP during the 1960s, 2.7% during the 1970s, 1.6% for the 1980-
1985 period, and 1.7% for the 1986-1989 period. In 1989, the tax-to-CNP ratio of
1.6%, while significantly above its minimum value of 1.2% in 1982, was less than
two-thirds its level-in 1979 and only forty percent as large as its level in 1960.

My remarks examine the long-run decline in corporate taxes, with only brief at-
tention to their rebound in the years after the Tax Reform Act of 1986. My princi-
pal conclusion is that legislative changes, while important contributors to the de-
cline in corporate taxes, account for less than half of the reduction since the 1960.!
Declining profitability, which has narrowed the corporate tax base, is the single
most important cause of the long-term trend toward declining corporate taxes.

The withering of the corporate income tax began long before the passage of the
Economic Recovery Tax Act in 1981. Corporate tax payments as a share of CNP or
the value of c&?orate assets have been declining for nearly three decades. This
trend accelerated during the early 1980s when real corporate taxes also declined,
but was arrested by the passage of the Tax Reform Act in 1986.

Table I presents three measures of the net Federal corporate tax payments of
nonfinancial corporations (NFCs) for the period 1961-1985.2 Tax payments are net
of refunds obtained from carrying losses back to offset prior taxes, and include addi-
tional collections in audits and other retabulations. I focus on nonfinancial corpora-
tions both because they were significantly affected by the changes in capital recov-
ery provisions in the 1981 and 1986 Acts, and because it is less difficult to measure
the profit rate for these firms than for their financial counterparts. Federal tax pay-
ments by nonfinancial corporations accounted for nearly 90% of non-Federal Re-
serve corporate tax receipts in the mid-1980s.

The first column in Table | shows that real corporate tax payments fell between
the late 1970s and early 1980s. The decline in_corporate taxes is particularly re-
markable when viewed in the context of a growing economy. The second column of
Table 1 shows that nonfinancial corporate taxes averaged 3.3% of CNP during the
1960s, compared with 1.3% during the early 1980s. My preliminary estimates for the
period 1986-1989 suggest a slight increase in NFC taxes as a share of CNP, to
1.4%.% An equally pronounced decline emerges from column three, which shows the
ratio of tax payments by nonfinancial corporations to the replacement value of their
tangible assets. From 4.5% of assets in the 1960s, tax payments fell to less than
1.6% in the early 1980s. M{ greliminary data suggest an increase to approximately
1.7% of asset. value in the 1986-1989 period. -

The corporate income tax is levied on corporate profits. The decline in corporate
taxes as a share of corporate assets can therefore be divided into two components: a
decline in the rate at which corporate profits are taxed, and a decline in the corpo-
rate profit rate on assets in the nonfinancial corporate sector. The first component
is the average tax rate, which attracted widespread attention in policy debates lead-
ing up to the 1986 Tax Reform Act. The second, the corporate profit rate, is defined
as the economic profits earned by equity holders as a share of the replacement
value of corporate assets.

Table 2 presents data on the tax-to-asset ratio, the average tax rate, and the profit
rate for the period 1961-1985. The data clearly indicate that both falling average tax
rates and a decline in profitability have contributed to lower corporate taxes. The
first column shows that the average tax rate was 42% during the 1960s, compared
with 31% during the first five years of the 1980s. My preliminary estimates suggest
that the average tax rate increased as a result of the 1986 Tax Reform Act, with a
change of approximately ten percentage points between 1984-85 and 1988-89.

! My testimony draws heavily on Alan J. Auerbach and James M. Poterba, “Why Have Corpo-

{fgg’” 'ax llieérgnues Declined?,” in Lawrence Summers, ed., Tax Policy and The Economy 1
, pp. 1-29.

2The unfortunate data restriction to the pre-1986 period is due to long lags in the public
availability of corporate tax data.

3 This estimate is based on a crude allocation of total nonfinancial corporate tax accruals be-
tween Federal and state/local governments, using data reported in the Survey of Current Busi-
ness.

.
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The second column of Table 2 reports the economic profit rate on nonfinancial
corporate capital. The profit rate trends down throughout the data sample, and
drops sharply in the early 1980s. From an average of 10.9% during the 1960s, the
profit rate fell to 7.2% during the 1970s and 4.9% during the first five years of the
1980s. Although profits accruing to equity holders have rebounded since then, aver-
aging more than 6.5% of corporate assets for the last five years, the profit rate is
still well below its level in the 1960s and early 1970s. The source of this decline re-
mains poorly understood.

The dramatic decline in corporate profitability is an important source of lower
corporate tax receipts. The last column of Table 2 shows that the tax-to-asset ratio
at the beginning of the 1960s, for example, was 3.1 times that at the beginning of
the 1980s. The average tax rate was 1.35 times its level in recent years, and the
profit rate was 2.2 times its recent value. Declining profitability is therefore sub-
stantially more important than changes in the average tax rate in accounting for
the reduction in corporate taxes.

The relative importance of changes in tax rates and the tax base can be illustrat-
ed by calculating what corporate tax receipts in the early 1980s would have been if
either the average tax rate or the profit rate had remained at its earlier level while
the other changed over time. Actual corporate tax receipts from NFCs averaged
$49.6 billion (1986 dollars) during the 1981-1985 period. If the profitability of corpo-
rate assets had been the same as in the 1960s, tax receipts would have more than
doubled to $110.4 billion. Even setting the profit rate to its 1976-1980 value would
have increased annual revenues by over $20 billion, to $72.5 billion.

Fixing the average tax rate at its earlier level would also have raised taxes in the
early 1980s, though not by as much as the return to earlier profit levels. If the tax
rate during the 1981-1985 period had equalled its level in the early 1960s, taxes
would have averaged $68 billion per year. Replacing the actual tax rate with its av-
erage value for the late 1970s would raise tax receipts by $13 billion to $62.5 billion
per year. .

It is difficult for policy to affect the profit rate on corporate assets, at least in the
short run. The average tax rate, however, is directly influenced by tax policy. Table
3 presents information on the source of changes in average tax rates, isolating the
influence of changes in the statutory maximum rate, capital recovery provisions,
the varying prevalence of firms with tax losses, increased use of investment credits
in some periods, and other factors. The first row of Table 3 shows the maximum
statutory tax rate for each year. The entries in the next six rows describe how vari-
ous factors have caused the average tax rate to differ from the statutory rate. Nega-
tive entries indicate factors which reduce the average rate relative to the statutory
rate, while positive entries increase the average tax burden. The average tax rate,
reported in the last row, is the sum of the statutory tax rate in the first row and
each of the six intervening adjustments.

The results in Table 3 suggest that the most important factor causing divergences
between average and statutory rates is capital recovery. In the first five years of the
1980s, capital recovery provisions depressed the average tax rate by 14 percentage
points more than in the 1960s and 1:3 percentage points more than in the late
1970s. The other important change which reduced average rates in the 1980s was
the changing pattern of inflationary effects. Inflation historically tended to raise
taxable profits and hence taxes through spurious inventory valuation gains. Rising
corporate debt levels in the early 1980s, however, reversed the net effect since the
untaxed inflationary gains on corporate debt became large enough to offset the ad-
verse effects of inflation through inventory profits.

It is unfortunately premature to present detailed calculations of the type consid-
ered here for the period since 1985. However, preliminary evidence suggests that
changes in the tax-to-asset ratio since 1986 have been Me primarily to legislative
changes which affected the average tax rate, rather than to fluctuations in the rate
of profit on corporate assets.

The substantial increase in average tax rates during a period of robust economic..
activity, however, has translated into a relatively small increase in corporate taxes
at least in part because of increasing corporate leverage. NFC Federal taxes as a
share of NFC equity earnings plus interest has changed much less than the average
tax rate on equity earnings. The last five years have witnessed the replacement of
nearly five hundred billion dollars of corporate equity with corporate debt, a devel-
opment which has lowered the flow of equity earnings relative to the corporate cap-
ital stock and hence reduced the corporate tax base.
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Table 1.—FEDERAL CORPORATE TAX REVENUES, 1961-1985

Federal NFC Taxes as a Percentage of-
Receipts from -

Nonfinancial NP NFC f:xed
Corporations Assets

1961-1965 $74.5 34% 4.6%
1966-1970 82.6 31 44
1871-1975 721 24 32
1976-1980 80.6 23 28
1981-1985 496 13 71 15
i -

Source: Alan J. Auerbach and James M. Poterba, “Why Have Corporate Tax Revenues Declined?,” in Lawrence H. Summers, ed, Tax I'u;;l;
and the Economy | (1987). page 3.

Table 2.—AVERAGE TAX RATES AND CORPORATE PROFITABILITY, 1961-1985
T

Taxgs: Nt C

i Average Tax ‘Corpo«ale Proht |
Rafe . Rate | Awels
! i -
1961-1965 W ne | s
1966-1970 41 | 109 . 44
9711975 cocovnvccrrinissssssissssscsssssssessssssnisssiseses oo 44 I 14 57
19761980 w.oooovres s msiccsires st o o 40 i 62 8
IBE=198S oottt s 3 | 19 L5
l R

Source: Alan ). Averbach and James M. Poterba, “Why Have Corporate Tax Revenues Dechined?, in L;u',lencv H Swnel; ;d. ’l'a\ l'«,".";,;
and the Economy 1 (1987), page 6.

Table 3.—CAUSES OF CHANGING AVERAGE TAX RATES, 1961-1985

1961-65 1966-10 | 1971-5 Uotote 0 | 198185
—- IR

Statutory Rate 50.8% 50.2% | 48.0% 47.2% T 46.0%
Capital Recovery . —~82 --95 } -95 --95 -1
Other Inflation Effects -13 -6 04 13 ‘ -35
Tax Losses 29 36 | 47 41 11.8
Foreign Tax Effects 0.4 ~05 1.6 -0.5 0.4
Progressivity -35 -36 -2 ~3.0 -25
Other Factors 1.4 1.5 1.9 0.4 | 1.8
Average Tax Rate 425 411 ‘ 435 10.1 i 30.8

Source: Alan J. Averbach and James M. Poterba, “Why Have Corporate Tax Revenues Declined”,” in Lawrence H Summers, ed., Tax Policy
and the Economy | (1987), page 10.

PREPARED STATEMENT OF ROBERT D. REISCHAUER

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to have this opportunity to appear before the Com-
mittee. This morning I will review the recent performance of the corporate income
tax, assess the effect on receipts of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA), and present
the Congressional Bud%et Office’s (CBO’s) current estimates of corporate income tax
receipts in 1990 and 1991. My statement makes the following three points.

* While corporate income tax receipts grew over the 1987-1989 period somewhat
faster than the economy, receipts were below projected levels, primarily because cor-
porate profits were lower than projected.

* TRA boosted corporate receipts substantially over the 1987-1989 period, al-
thouéh it boosted them by less than originally estimated.

¢ CBO estimates that total corporate income tax receipts will be flat this year
and then resume growth in 1991, when they will increase at about the same rate as

the economy at large.
SOME BACKGROUND ON CORPORATE INCOME TAXES

It is instructive to examine our recent experience with corporate income tax re-
ceipts in a longer-term context. While receipts have continued to increase in dollar
terms over the last three decades, their growth has failed to keep pace with the
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growth in the economy (see Figure 1). Corporate taxes measured 4 percent of gross
national product (GNP) in 1960; by 1986, that amount had declined to 1.5 percent.
Corporate receipts now contribute only 10 percent of total revenues compared w:xth
20 percent in the 1960s. This long-term decline in GNP's share of corporate receipts
reflects both economic conditions and legislated changes in liability.

FIGURE 1 FEDERAL CORPORATE INCOME TAX REVENUES
(AS A PERCENT OF NOMINAL GNP)
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SOURCE  BLUOGET OF THE UNITED STATES QOVEAMMNT, FISCAL YEAR 199%

First, corporate profits have not kept pace with the overall economy. For most of
the 1960s, profits were about 10 percent to 11 percent of GNP; for most of the 1980s,
they measured 6 percent to 7 percent of GNP, The reason for this decline is some-
what of a puzzle. One possible explanation is that the slower pace of technological
progress, coupled with strong capital accumulation, has reduced the rate of return
to capital. In addition, the portion of the return to capital that has been absorbed by
interest payments, which reduce reported corporate profits, has increased over time
as a result of both a higher volume of debt and higher interest rates.

Second, tax legislation through 1981 reduced corporate taxes through the invest-
ment tax credit, accelerated asset cost recovery, reductions in the corporate tax
rate, and the introduction or expansion of preferences for specific industries and
types of transactions. The Tax Reform Act of 1986 repealed the investment credit,
tightened cost recovery rules and reduced some preferences, and restored the corpo-
rate receipts share of GNP to its 1981 level. But it did not reverse the long-term
trend, nor did it promise to do so. . .

RECENT EXPERIENCE WITH CORPORATE INCOME TAX RECEIPTS

Each year over the 1987-1989 period, corporate income tax receipts increased and
reached an all-time high level of $104 billion in 1989, However, receipts were below
the levels estimated by CBO and the Administration in January 1987.

The Magnit':de of the Revenue Shortfall - '

In January 1987, both CBO and the Administration projected extremely strong
growth in receipts for fiscal year 1987. These projections assumed that profits would
continue to make a strong recovery after a pause in growth in 1986 and that large
revenue gains would accrue from the just-enacted Tax Reform Act of 1986. In fact,
actual receirts fell $17 billion below the January 1987 CBO estimate in fiscal year
1987, $24 billion below this estimate in 1988, and $22 billion below this estimate in
1989 (see Table 1).
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Table 1.—THE CORPORATE INCOME TAX SHORTFALL: CBO AND ADMINISTRATION PROJECTIONS OF
JANUARY 1987 COMPARED WITH ACTUAL RECEIPTS

{By fiscal year, in bilons of doNars)

1987 1988 ° 1989
Projections of Corporate Receipts in January 1987:
(80. 101 119 126
Administration 105 116 127
Actual Receipts ! 84 95 104
Shortfall:
Actual fess CBO -1 -~ -2
Actual less-Administration o =2 =2 -.23

¥ Includes the effect on receipts of legislation enacled after January 1987
SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

Furthermore, the shortfall was even larger than these numbers suggest because
the CBO and Administration projections did not include the effects of legis!ation
passed in 1987 and 1988 that increased corporate receipts. Taken together, the Om-
nibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1987 and the Technical and Miscellaneous Reve-
nue Act of 1988 are estimated to have increased 1989 corporate receipts, for exam-
ple, by about $8 billion. Adjusting the apparent shortfall shown earlier for i1he ex-
rec increase in receipts stemming from the new legislation results in an even
arger estimated shortfall: $29 billion in 1988 and $30 billion in 1989 (see Tuble 2).

Table 2.—THE ROLE OF PROFITS IN THE SHORTFALL IN CORPORATE RECEIPTS

(By fiscat year, in titlions of dollars}

1987 1988 1489

Shortfall * 17 =24 -2
Alternative Shortfall Measure Assuming Constant January 1987 Tax Law 2..................... -1 -9 -30
Factors in Shortfall: i
Lower-than-projected POfIlS............coovcecesmiccrmvrrreeeesscccsricsis s -12 -13 -19
All other factors 3 -5 ~17 -11

¥ Includes the effect on receipts of legislation enacted after January 1987.

2 Adjusted for the revenue increases enacled in the Omnibus Budget Reconcilation Act of 1987, the Technical and Miscellaneous Revenue Act of
1988, and the Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1989. )

3 The contributions of fic factors cannot be calculated. Factors include lower-than-projected revenues from the corporate base-broadeners in
the Tax Reform Act as as in fegislation enacted in 1982, 1984, 1987, and 1988, unexpectedly high use of employee stock ownership plans:
and increased dependence on the S corporation and partership form of business organization.

SOURCE: Congressional Budget Office.

The éhortfall in Profits

Approximately 58 percent of the shortfall in corporate income tax receipts over
the 1987-1989 period is attributable to lower-than-projected profits. Corporate prof-
its are volatile and, therefore, notoriously difficult to forecast. The Bureau of Eco-
nomic Analysis’s estimates of corporate profits in 1986, which underlay CBO’s pro-
jections, were revised downward by almost $20 billion after the projections were pre-
pared. In addition, growth in corporate profits was weaker than CBO forecast for
the 1987-1989 period. As a result, in 1987, economic Proﬁts, according to the Nation-
al Income and Product Accounts (NIPA) measure of total corporate earnings, were
$22 billion below the CBO forecast; in 1988, they were $11 billion below; and in 1989,
th%y were $65 billion below (see Table 3).

he NIPA measure of economic profits, however, is not a close approximation of
the corporate income tax base, which was weaker than indicated by economic prof-
its alone. Economic profits must be adjusted to exclude deductible amounts of accel-
erated depreciation and state and local corporate income taxes, and the earnings of
the Federal Reserve System, which are not subject to the corporate income tax.

All three of these “wedges” were larger than CBO projected in January 1987, fur-
ther reducing our measure of the corporate tax base, which we call “adjusted eco-
nomic profits,” below the CBO estimate (see Table 3). Depreciation deductions were
larger use TRA resulted in a larger-than-expected amount of up-front deprecia-
tion deductions for new investment. The higher Federal Reserve System -earnings
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reflected higher-than-projected interest rates. When measured with these “wedges,”
adjusted economic profits were nearly $100 billion less than expected in 1989.

Table 3.——CBQ BASELINE PROJECTIONS FOR CORPORATE PROFITS COMPARED WITH ACTUAL PROFITS
{By calendar year, in beihons of doilars)

1986 1987 1988 1983

Economic Profits
Actual ... 282 299 329 301
January 1987 Baseline 300 320 340 365
= Dierence............... oo, . -18 - -11 —65

Adjusted Economic Profits

150 188 218 198
January 1987 BASEliRE...........c..cc.covverrrvvciins comvirenerirenes 168 235 251 296
Difference e =18 —48 -3 —-98

SOURCE Congressional Budget Office

An important cause of lower-than-projected profits during the 1987-1989 period
was further increased reliance by corporations on debt financing instead of equity
financing. Interest payments on this debt are deductible from gross corporate
income and, therefore, reduce measured economic profits. In addition, the deduc-
tions of corporations for interest paid were further boosted during the 1987-1989
period by higher-than-projected interest rates.

While corporate profits were overestimated in the January 1987 CBO forecast,
wages and salaries were underestimated. Such misallocations are common because
macroeconomic forecasters tend to be more dccurate in forecasting total income
than in forecasting the allocation of income among factors of production. This fore-
casting error had the opposite effect on receipts, raising individual income tax re-
ceipts above projected levels and offsetting some of the shortfall in corporate re-
ceipts.

Other Factors

. While the corporate receipts shortfall was substantially attributable to lower prof-
its, preliminary CBO calculations indicate that $33 billion of the cumulative short-
fall, or $11 billion per year on average, was attributable to other factors (see Table
2). CBO has made a distinction in this respect between all other factors affectin,
corporate tax liability and economic conditions—in particular, corporate profitabil-
ity—to highlight factors that are of potential interest to the Committee. However, it
should be emphasized that corporate profitability and the other factors interact and,
therefore, it 18 not possible to fully (ﬁsentangle the effects of different factors. For
example, the increased reliance on corporate debt, which reflects the tax advantage
of debt financing, directly reduces corporate profits. Furthermore, we lack the data
necesgsary even to approximate the effect on receipts of some factors.

Other factors that reduce corporate liability and that were present during the
1987-1989 period include the unexpectedly high use by corporations of employee
stock ownership plans (ESOPs), which reduce the tax liability of the corporation and
of lenders to the ESOP. This drain has been curtailed by the Omnibus Budget Rec-
onciliation Act of 1989. Among other factors are thie lower-than-projected boosts in
revenue from the Tax Reform Act of 1986 and other 1980s tax legislation.

In addition, during the 1987-1989 period, use of the S corporation and (i)artnership
forms of business organization increased. These forms of business avoid corporate-
level taxes by “passing through” income to individual shareholders or partners,
thereby avoiding taxation at the corporate level. Because S corporation profits are
included in NIPA corporate profits, increased use of the S corporation reduces cor-
porate tax liability without reducin¥ measured profits. The more widespread use of
the S corporation and partnership forms of organization is most likely an indirect
effect of TRA, which lowered the top individual marginal tax rate below the top cor-
porate rate for the first time.

Some of these factors increase personal income while reducing corporate profits.
Personal business and interest income and capital gains were among the compo-
nents of the individual income tax base that were higher than projected over the
1987-1989 period. This increase is consistent with tax-minimizing behavior by busi-
nesses, such as the increased use of S corporations and partnerships. Some of the
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tax liability lost to the corporate income tax through such behavior is eventually
realized under the individual income tax. The size of the offset to the reduction in
corporate income tax receipts in the form of increased individual income tax re-
ceipts is unclear. One recent estimate suggests the scale. Professor Lawrence R.
Klein and his associates at the University of Pennsylvania estimated that, over the
1950-1988 period, “On balance, a dollar of taxes avoided in the corporate sector
eventually ends up as 25 cents collected in the personal sector.”

CORPORATE RECEIPTS AND THE TAX REFORM ACT OF 1986

The Tax Reform Act increased 1987-1989 corporate receipts substantially—by an
estimated $54 billion, or 24 percent (see CBO's estimate in Table 4). It temporarily
reversed the long-term decline in GNP's share of corporate receipts, boosting 1987-
1989 receipts to about 2.0 percent of GNP from an average of 1.5 percent of GNP
during the 1982-1986 Heri . Without TRA, the share of receipts of GNP would have
remained essentially flat before settling further to 1.4 percent in 1990. This would
have been the lowest revenue shure of GNP since 1940, with the exception only of
1983, the year in which the 1981-1982 recession was re.flected in corporate receipts.

Table 4.—COMPARISON OF CBO ESTIMATES OF CORPORATE PROVISIONS IN THE TAX REFORM ACT,
BY MAJOR TYPE

[By fiscal year, in billions of dollars)

1987 1988 1989 1990 1991

All Corporate Provisions

January 1990 . . . e 18 18 18 26 29
Janvary 1987 .. .. ... .. R 27 25 21 23 25
By Major Type of Provision
Rate Reduction-
Janaary 1990 .. .. L . 5 -1 -0 21 -2
January 1987 ... . .. . L 6 20 28 - 30 =33
Capital Cost Recovery:
January 1990 ... .. ... . . 9 12 18 25 32
Janvary 1987 . o L 16 19 24 30 38
Alf Other:
January 1990 ... . 15 23 22 22 19
Januvary 1987 ... e 16 26 25 23 20

SOURCE Congressional Budget Office The January 1987 estimates approximated the October 1386 estimates of the Jont Commitlee on Taxation

The CBO estimate of $54 billion in revenue gains for TRA over the 1987-1989
period is $19 billion below the estimate incorporated in the CBO baseline of January
1987. Macroeconomic data make important contributions to the revisions in the
TRA estimate. For example, more recent NIPA data suggest that the depreciation
deductions claimed under TRA rules are larger than originally estimated. In addi-
tion, more recent data on investment activity suggest that the estimates of pre-TRA

-investment tax credits and, therefore, the TRA revenue gain from repealing the
credits, were too high. Revisions based on these data reduce the estimated pickup in
revenue from the TRA capital cost recovery provisions. Most of the “‘other” TRA
provisions CBO reestimated since 1987 are accounting provisions. Specifically, CBO
research has led to downward revisions in the revenue pickup from the uniform
capitalization rules, the completed contract accounting rules, and the bad debt rules
for financial institutions.

Overall, CBO'’s revision of the estimated revenue gain from TRA is the result of
offsetting revisions in estimates of different provisions: the base-broadening provi-
sions are now credited with smaller revenue gains than originally estimated, while
the tax rate reduction is charged with smaller revenue losses than originally esti-
mated. Because CBO's estimate of the tax base is lower now than it was in 1987, the
loss for the rate reduction is less. Overall, CBO revisions reduce the estimated TRA
revenue gain over the 1987-1989 period, and raise it slightly in 1990 and beyond.

THE OUTLOOK FOR CORPORATE RECEIPTS IN 1990 AND 1991

The CBO January 1990 baseline projection of corporate income taxes incorporates
the delayed effect on payments of the drop in corporate profits in 1989. Corporate
receipts are estimated to remain essentially flat in fiscal year 1990, totaling $102
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billion, compared with the $104 billion collected in 1989 (see Table 5). Only in 1991
are economic profits projected to return to their 1988 level. Corporate receipts are
projected to increase by 9 percent to $111 billion in 1991. CBO projects that corpo-
rate receipts will not quite hold their own relative to GNP over the period. They are
estimated to claim 1.9 percent of GNP in 1990 and 1991, down slightly from 2.0 per-
cent in 1988 and 1989. -

Table 5.—THE CBO JANUARY 1990 CORPORATE BASELINE

(In bitbons of dolars)

Actuat . Projection
1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991
Corporate Tax Receipts (Fiscal Year) ...........cowmnvcinsnc] 63 84 95 104 102 m
Percentage Change .. 30 329 12.6 9.6 - 9.2
Economic Profits (Calendar year) .........orvvccmmmsenscccins 282 299 329 301 308 335
Percentage Change -0.1 59 10.0 —86 2.5 8.7
Adjusted Economic Profits (Calendar year) .............cc..... 150 188 219 198 226 262
Percentage Change -39 25.3 16.3 —94 14.1 16.2

SOURCE- Congressional Budget Office.
Note Adjusted economic profits most closely represent the corporate tax base.

The CBO baseline estimate is $10 billion below the Administration’s estimate for
1990 and $18 billion below it for 1991. The lower CBO estimate is primarily attribut-
able to the fact that CBO forecasts lower corporate profits than does the Adminis-
tration (see Table 6).

Table 6.—JANUARY 1990 CORPORATE INCOME TAX PROJECTIONS: CBO AND ADMINISTRATION

[By tiscat year, in billions of doflars)

1990 1991

Administration Current Services Estimate 112 129
Source of Difference -

Economic forecast difference . -1 -13

All other factors -3 -4

Total Difference ...............ccco.... -10 -18

CBO Baseline Estimate 102 30

SOURCES Congressional Budget Office; Budge! of the United States Gavernment, Fiscal Year 1991.

Even the $102 billion estimate for 1990 may prove to be too high. Daily and
monthly data on tax collections, currently available through April 1990, show re-
ceipts running several billion dollars behind the baseline estimate of $102 billion.
While the tally of current fiscal year collections remains subject to significant
swings through the final month of the year, we believe that this shortfall will per-
sist unless profits recover sooner and more vigorously than the CBO economic fore-
cast assumes.

"PREPARED STATEMENT OF HARVEY S. ROSEN

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am pleased to have this opportu-
nity to present the views of the Administration on recent trends in corporate tax
receipts.

INTRODUCTION

Since its inception in 1913, the corporate income tax has generated a sizable share
of total U.S. tax receipts. As the Committee has requested, my remarks today focus
principally on the trend in corporate tax receipts, the importance of the corporate
tax in other countries, and the effect of the Tax Reform Act of 1986 on corporate
tax receipts,
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HISTORY OF CORPORATE INCOME TAX RECEIPTS

In 1989, the corporate income tax produced $104 billion in revenue for the U.S.
Government. The $104 billion was the most revenue ever produced by corporate
taxes and represented the sixth consecutive annual increase in corporate tax re-
ceipts. In general, corporate tax receipts have increased over the past 40 years. In
the 1950's, corporate tax receipts averaged $19 billion per year; in the 1960’s, $26
billion per year; in the 1970’s, $38 billion per year; and from 1980 to 1986, $56 bil-
lion per year. Since 1986, corporate tax receipts have averaged $94 billion per year.

The long-run increase in corporate taxes occurred even though pre-tax corporate
profits as a percentage of gross national product (“GNP”) fell sharply. In the mid-
1950’s, when corporate taxes were at their peak as a percentage of total Federal tax
receipts, pre-tax corporate profits were about 11 percent of GNP; by 1986, this per-
centage had fallen to 5.1 percent. -

Although the level of Federal _corporate receipts rose from the mid-1950’s to 1986,
they fell as a percentage of total receipts. But, since 1986, the declining trend in the
relative importance of the corporate tax has been reversed. From 1987 to 1989, cor-
porate taxes accounted for an increasing share of total tax receipts. In 1989, corpo-
rate tax receipts accounted for 10.5 percent of total tax receipts, which is the high-
est percentage since 1980. We expect this trend to continue into the future. By 1995,
we expect corporate tax receipts to account for 11.4 percent of total tax receipts.

It is important to note that the level of corporate tax receipts depends heavilgegn
the strength of the U.S. economy. When the U.S. economy is growing, as it has been
for the past 7 years, corporate profits are strong, and corporate tax receipts in-
crease. But when the economy is in recession, corporate profits tend to fall, and cor-
porate taxes decrease. During the 1982-1983 recession, for example, corporate taxes
as a percentage of total receipts fell from 10.2 percent in 1981 to 6.2 percent in 1983.
A significant portion of this decline was attributable to the fall in pre-tax corporate
profits, from $202 billion in 1981 to an average of $178 billion in 1982 and 1983.

CORPORATE TAXES IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES

Because of cultural and historical differences, foreign countries have a wide varie-
ty of tax systems. For example, some countries have separate individual and corpo-
rate tax systems, similar to the U.S. tax system. Others have integrated tax sys-
tems, which generally relieve part or all of the double tax on distributed corporate
earnings. These differences among tax systems make it difficult to directly compare
corporate tax burdens across countries. Nonetheless, we can make some genera ob-
servations.

In 1987, corporate income taxes accounted for an average of 8 percent of total tax
receipts for the 22 countries in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and De-
velopment (the “OECD”) for which we have data. The data pertain to corporate
taxes at both the central government and local levels. Comparisons of corporate tax
receipts for central governments only would be misleading because some countries
have much greater corporate taxation at the local level than others.

Although U.S. corporate taxes as a percentage of total tax receipts was 8 percent
in 1987, the same as the average for the 22 OECD countries, the U.S. percentage
will be higher in subsequent years if current trends continue. Countries that were
above the OECD average in 1987 include Japan at 23 percent, the United Kingdom
at 11 percent, and Italy at 11 percent. Countries that were below the average in-
clude Germany at 5 percent, France at 5 percent, and Switzerland at 6 percent.

In 1980, corporate income taxes also accounted for 8 percent of total tax receipts
in the 22 OECD countries. Thus, there does not appear to be any general trend
toward increased or decreased reliance on corporate taxes among OECD countries.

THE TAX REFORM ACT OF 1986

The Tax Reform Act of 1986 (the “1986 Act”) made significant changes to the cor-
porate tax system. These changes were ex(rected to increase corporate tax receipts
significantly. Our most recent estimates indicate that the 1986 Act will increase cor-
porate tax receipts by $140 billion over the 1987-1991 period.

Corporate Changes in the 1986 Act

The 1986 Act adopted base-broadening measures designed to increase the overall
level of corporate income taxes, even though the maximum marginal tax rate was
reduced from 46 percent to 34 percent. The corporate tax base broadening was ac-
complished primarily by repealing the investment tax credit, limiting depreciation
deductions, restricting the use of net operating losses, enacting the corporate alter-
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native minimum tax, and adopting important changes in accounting rules, for ex-
ample, by requiring uniform capitalization of certain expenditures.

The 1986 Act algo made three changes that affect the taxation of corporations and
their shareholders and the desirability of operating in the corporate form: (1) the
relative relationship of the top individual and corporate tax rates was reversed,
with corporations now subject to a higher marginal tax rate than most individuals;
(2) the preference for both corporate and individual capital gains was eliminated;
and 3) the so-called General Utilities doctrine was repealed.

Eftfect on Corporate Tax Receipts

The 1986 Act was expected to be revenue neutral. As we testified in February, for
all practical purposes, the 1986 Act has been revenue neutral. Qur most recent esti-
mate indicates that the numerous positive and negative provisions of the 1986 Act
sum to a total change in receipts of less than 1 percent over the 1987-1991 period.

The 1986 Act was also expected to increase corporate tax receipts and lower indi-
vidual receipts as a percentage of total income tax receipts. This has also occurred.
The percentage of income tax receipts accounted for by corporate taxes increased
from 15 percent in 1986 to 19 percent-in 1989; corresgondingly, the percentage ac-
counted for by individual taxes fell from 85 percent to 81 percent.

ECONOMIC FORECASTS IN THE 1988 BUDGET

The Reagan Administration’s first budget produced after enactment of the 1986
Act was the 1988 budget. In that budget, corporate tax receipts for 1987-1989 were
forecast to average $117 billion per year; actual receipts averaged only $94 billion
per year.

The Reagan Administration was not alone in overestimating corporate tax re-
ceipts after the 1986 Act. In its first budget after the 1986 Act, the Congressional
Budget Office also overestimated corporate tax receipts by an average of $21 billion
per yecar for the 1987-1989 period. Table 1 shows actual corporate tax receipts for
the 1987-1989 period, and compares them with the Administration and CBO fore-
casts made for the 1988 budget.

The question then arises: why were corporate tax receipts between $20 billion and
$25 billion lower than forecast after the 1986 Act was enacted? Our analysis of the
elfect of the 1986 Act on corporate tax receipts today is both preliminary and incom-
plete. It is always difficult to distinguish quantitatively between the effects of
changes in the tax law and other economic factors, but in this case we face special
difficulties. Many of the important and fundamental provisions of the 1986 Act were
phased-in over time and did not become fully effective until 1988. Large corpora-
tions, following their conventional practice, typically did not file their 1988 tax re-
turns until mid-September 1989. The most recent detailed data on corporate tax
payments are for 1987. Hence, detailed data even for the first year in which the
1986 Act became fully effective cannot yet be analyzed.

Until more detailed data become available, our judgments and observations must
remain tentative. We do have aggregate data through 1989 for tax receipts and cor-
porate profits, although the most recent profits data may be revised.

The Main Explanation—Lower Corporate Profits

We believe that the primary reason why corporate tax receipts were lower than
expected in the FY 1988 budget is that pre-tax corporate profits came in below ex-
pectations. It is worth noting that although the Administration 1988 budget overes-
timated book value profits, it was conservative in its forecast of economic growth in
1987-89. Specifically, real GNP was estimated to grow at 3 percent per year during
the period, significantly below the actual 3.7 percent. In the 1988 budget, pre-tax
corporate profits were projected to average $342 billion per frear over the 1987-1989
period; actual pre-tax corporate.profits averaged $287 billion” per year over this
period. The overestimate of $55 billion in average annual corporate profits resulted
in an average annial overestimate of between $15 billion and $20 billion in corpo-
rate tax receipts.

Wuges and Salaries.—An important reason for the overestimate of corporate prof-
its appears to be that actual wafes and salaries were higher than expected. Because
wages and salaries are deductible expenses for corporations, higher wages and sala-
ries reduce corporate profits.

The 1988 budget projected that wages and salaries would average $2,376 billion
per year over the 1987-1989 period. Actual wages and salaries for this period aver-
aged 358 billion more per year than forecast. Although the economy was stronger
than expected during 1987-1989, wages and salaries as a percentage of GNP were
also higher than expected during this period.
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Higher wages and salaries would also have the effect of raising the taxable
income of individuals. The higher-than-expected level of wages and salaries is re-
flected in higher-than-expected individual income tax receipts. In the 1988 budget,
individual income tax receipts for the 1987-1989 period were forecast to average
$391 billion per year. Actual income tax receipts for this period averaged $413 bil-
lion per year. Similarly, in the 1988 budget, individual income tax receipts for the
1990-1992 period were forecast to average $488 billion per year. In the 1991 budget,
individual taxes for the period were forecast to average $526 billion per year.

Interest Rates.—Higher-than-expected interest rates also appear to have been a
factor in the overestimate of corporate profits. Nonfinancial corporations are large
net borrowers, so that higher interest rates result in higher interest payments and,
thus, lower profits. Financial corporations are large net lenders, but because they
generally lend long-term and borrow short-term, their profits also suffer with higher
interest rates. Actual interest rates for 1987-1989 were generally between 1.5 and 2
percentage points higher than interest rates forecast in the 1988 budget. Similarly,
interest rate forecasts in the 1991 budget for the 195U-1992 period are between 1.5
and 2 percentage points higher than interest rate forecasts in the 1988 budget for
the same period.

Other Explanations

Although lower-than-expected corporate profits explain much of the underesti-
mate in corporate tax receipts from the 1988 budget, corporate profits do not ex-
plain all of it. Our analysis shows that even if actual corporate profits had reached
the levels forecast in the 1988 budget, corporate tax receipts would still not reach
the levels forecast in the 1988 bu(fget. Several other factors may account for the
overestimate in corporate tax receipts. - :

S Corporations.—The changes in the top marginal tax rates in the 1986 Act
caused some taxpayers to prefer the S corporation form over the corporate form. An
S corporation is treated as a corporation for most legal considerations, but it is
treated as a “passthrough” entity for tax purposes. That is, net income (or loss)
from an S corporation flows through and is taxed directly to shareholders with no
corporate-level tax. In order to elect this passthrough treatment, a corporation must
satisfy certain requirements. For example, the number of shareholders cannot
exceed 35, and shareholders must be individuals (other than nonresident aliens) and
certﬁin estates and trusts. In addition, an S corporation can have only one class of
stock.

The preliminary evidence on S corporations clearly indicates a surge in S corpora-
tion activity. Filings of the form required to elect S corporation status increased 67
percent between 1986 and 1987, from 346,000 to 578,000. Since then, the number of
filings has receded somewhat, but the 435,000 filings in 1989 remain well above
levels before the 1986 Act.

More importantly for tax receipts, income earned by S corporations also appears
to be rising considerably since 1986. Net income from S corporations reported on
individual returns for 1987 more than doubled, rising by about $12 billion. Advance
information on 1988 returns suggests that substantial growth in net income has con-
tinued. Although no explicit prediction was made about the use of S corporations,
the increased use of S corporations may be well beyond what was implicitly predict-
ed at the time the forecast was made. .

S corporation profits are accounted for and forecast as part of corporate profits.
Thus, other things being the same, higher-than-expected use of S corporations would
not affect the measurement of corporate profits. S corporation profits, however, are
not taxed at the corporate level, but rather, are taxed at the individual level. Thus,
for a given corporate profits forecast, if S corporation profits are higher than fore-
cast, corporate tax receipts will be lower than forecast. In addition, individual re-
ceipts will be greater than forecast. As we have already discussed, individual re-
ceipts have been greater than forecast.

Federal Reserve Earnings.—Higher-than-expected interest rates contributed to a
shift in corporate profits from the taxed sector to the nontaxed sector. The earnings
of the Federal Reserve System (the “Fed”) are reported as part of corporate profits.
Fed earnings come primarily from the interest earned on the Treasury securities
held by the Fed. Fed earnings have been higher than forecast, in part because inter-
est rates have been higher than forecast in the 1988 budget. Thus, for a given fore-
cast of corporate profits, higher interest rates would cause Fed earnings to account
for a greater share of corporate profits than had been forecast. But because Fed
earnings are not taxed, corporate tax receipts would fall short of their forecast
levels. (After payinﬁ its operating expenses, the Fed turns all excess earnings over
to the Treasury.) Thus, even if corporate profits had been at levels forecast by the
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1988 budget, corporate tax receipts would have been several billion less than the
forecast level because of higher than expected Fed earnings.

Possible Explanations ’

We believe the above reasons are the most compelling, but we cannot rule out two
other possible explanations. There is currently no evidence that these factors con-
tributed substantially to the underforecast of corporate tax receipts.

Increased Leveraged Buyouts.—Although leveraged buyout (“LBO") activity in-
creased significantly during the 1980’s, the effect of LBOs on corporate profits is un-
clear. Because all LBOs are to some extent financed by debt, increased LBO activity
is generally expected to result in higher corporate interest payments, which in turn,
lower corporate profits. But the evidence suggests that LBOs had little impact on
total corporate interest payments. In addition, to the extent that the acquired firms
are managed more efficiently, LBOs may increase corporate profits and corporate
receipts.

I should also add that increased LBO activity may increase individual income tax
receipts. For example, a portion of capital gains generated by LBOs goes into the
individual income tax base, as does interest received by taxable investors.

Shift from C Corporations to Partnerships.—As discussed earlier, the 1986 Act
made the top corporate tax rate higher than the top individual tax rate. It was ex-
pected that this change in relative top tax rates would lead to greater use of the
Partnership form, which provides income that is taxed at the individual level, and
esser use of the corporate form. Preliminary evidence is mixed, perhaps because
the 1986 Act’s limitations on passive activity losses and 1987 legislation on publicly
traded partnerships tended to discourage partnership activity. If the use of partner-
ships has increased, personal income would increase and corporate profits decline.

CONCLUSION

| In summary, I would characterize recent trends in corporate tax receipts as fol-
ows:

—Corporate tax receipts forecasts made by both the Treasury and the Congres-
sional Budget Office following the enactment of the 1986 Act exceeded actual
corporate tax receipts by between $20 billion and $25 billion per year for the
1987-1989 period. .

—The Tax Reform Act of 1986 reversed a long-term decline in the relative impor-
tance of corporate taxes in producing revenues for the U.S. Government. The
share of total taxes paid by corporations has been steadily rising since 1986.
This trend is expectecr to continue throughout most of the budget period.

—The 1986 Act has been revenue neutral because individual tax receipts are
higher than expected.

—Lower than expected corporate profits explain much of the underestimate in
corporate tax receipts.

In short, the 1986 Act was revenue neutral and significantly increased corporate
tax receipts both in absolute terms and as a proportion of all income tax receipts.

This concludes my prepared remarks. I would be happy to answer any questions
of the Committee. Thank you. .

Table 1.—CORPORATE RECEIPTS FORECASTS

[in bilions of doflars)
fiscal Years
1987 1988 1989
THE REAGAN ADMINISTRATION'S 1988 BUDGET VS. ACTUALS ‘
1988 Budget 105 117 129
Actual 84 95 104
Overestimate in FY 1988 Budget 2 2 25
THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE'S FY 1988 BUDGET VS. ACTUALS

1988 Budget ; 101 119 126
Actual 84 95 104
Overestimate in FY 1988 Forecast 17 24 22

Source: Department of The Treasury, Office of Tax Analysis.
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN G. WILKINS

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee: I am pleased to be here today to
discuss the role of the corporate income tax in the United States and to place it in
perspective with taxes of some of our principal competitor nations which, along with
the United States, are members of the Paris-based Organization for Economic Coop-
eration and Development (OECD). I thank the Committee for inviting me-to share
my views on this subject.

Until February of this year, I was Senior Advisor to the Treasury Assistant Secre-
tary for Tax Policy and I had held various tax policy positions in the Department of
the Treasury without interruption since 1966. One of my last major assignments in
government was serving as acting Assistant Secretary for Tat: Policy during-the
early months of the Bush Administration. In that capacity, I testified on behalf of
the Treasury Department before this Committee and before the House Ways and
Means Committee on a number of occasions, presenting the Administration’s views
on topics such as the corporate alternative minimum tax, leveraged buyouts, airline
mergers and acquisitions, regulated utility company tax normalization, and the cat-
astrophic health care tax. :

I am now a partner of the international accounting firm of Coopers & Lybrand,
where I am in charge of tax policy economic analysis. I am appearing today on my
own behalf. 1 am not speaking for Coopers & Lybrand, and I am not presenting tes-
timony on behalf of any Coopers & Lybrand client.

The OECD publishes annually detailed statistics on tax revenues of its member

countries. Since 1973, I have been associated with the OECD working group that
prepares these statistics. Prior to my leaving government service I was vice chair-
man of the OECD’s Committee on -Fiscal Affairs, which is responsible for all tax
“policy, tax statistics, and tax administration matters taken up by the OECD. My
statement is based on OECD tax revenue statistics, which enable us to compare the
United States’ reliance on the corporate income tax and various other revenue
sources with that of most of the other major developed economies.! These data also
reflect the impact on revenues from changes that have occurred over time as gov-
ernments reform their tax structures, introduce new revenue sources, and get rid of
inefficient and inequitable ones.

For reasons I will explain, comparisons of relative corporate income tax burdens
among countries can be misleading if made simply on the basis of the relationship
of corporate tax revenue to total revenue. Like the United States, most developed
countries have experienced declines in the share of corporate tax revenues over
time. However, when individual income taxes and corporate income taxes are com-
bined and compared to gross domestic product (GDP), all OECD countries report in-
creased income taxes over the period examined, 1965-1987. In my statement I pro-
vide reasons why this latter measure is the best available for making international
comparisons.

COMPARABILITY OF INTERNATIONAL TAX DATA

The data I am presenting today do not conform precisely to the revenue figures
found in the United States Budget. One reason for this is that the OECD does not
classify all budget revenues as tax revenues. Although these differences in classifi-
cation are fairly insignificant for the United States, major adjustments are made to
national budget totals by some countries in order to conform to the OECD revenue
statistics definitions. A second, more important, reason why these data differ from
budget data is that, unless otherwise stated, my statistics include state and local
taxes along with Federal Government taxes.

Because the extent to which countries rely upon state and local taxes varies
widely, meaningful international tax comparisons cannot be made without expand-
ing the view beyond central governments. For example, as shown on Chart 1, among
the six Federal countries that are members of the OECD (Australia, Austria,
Canada, Germany, Switzerland, and the United States), central government taxes
accounted, on average, for 58 percent of all non-social-security tax revenues in 1987,
the latest year for which detailed statistics are available.? State taxes averaged 28
percent of the revenue pie, and local taxes accounted for the remaining 14 percent.

! The source of all data referred to in this statement is Revenue Statistics of OECD Member
Countries, 1965-1988, Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, Paris, 1989.

? The OECD revenue statistics do not generally permit social security taxes to be allocated
according to levels of government in all countries; however, intercountry comparisons made
later in my statement focus on the overall level of taxation in each country and do include
social security taxes.
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This picture is in sharp contrast with the 17 unitary countries reporting tax data
to the OECD. These countries are identified in the detailed information appearing
in Table 1. For this group, central government taxes averaged 84 percent of the
(non-social-security tax) total, and local taxes accounted for the remaining 16 per-
cent. (In unitary countries there are, or course, no state taxes.) Even among the uni-
tary countries, there are considerable differences concerning the relative size of
local taxes. In the Nordic countries (Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden) and
in Japan, local taxes accounted for about 30 percent or more of total (non-social-
security tax) revenues, while in the remaining 12 unitary countries local taxes aver-
aged less than 9 percent of all government revenue.

In the United States, 57 percent of all tax revenue is raised by the Federal gov-
ernment, 26 percent by state governments, and 17 percent by local governments.
Sources of tax revenues differ greatly according to where the tax is levied. As shown
on Chart 2, the principal source of tax revenue for the Federal Government is the
income tax, both individual and corporate, accounting for nearly 90 percent of non-
social-security revenues in 1987. For state governments, the main source of tax reve-
nues is the sales tax (57 percent) followed by the income tax (39 cFercent). Local gov-
ernments rely chiefly upon property taxes (74 percent) followed by sales taxes (20
percent).

The conclusion to be drawn from this discussion is that, because of the significant
differences in the ways that countries levy taxes at different levels of government,
information on tax revenues must be combined for all levels of government in order
to maintain international comparability.

OVERALL RATES OF TAX

Although comparisons of tax revenues, adjusted for exchange rates, can be made
directly between counties, more meaningful comparisons of overall tax burdens re-
quire relating tax revenues to their claim on resources. One way to provide a
common denominator is to relate taxes to gross national product (GNP). The OECD
uses a similar device of relating tax revenues to gross domestic product (GDP). GNP
is the value of all goods and services produced by a country even if some producing
resources are located abroad. GDP is the value of all goods and services produced
within a country, even if foreign-owned resources are employed.

In 1987, the latest year for which comparable international data are available,
total tax revenues—including social security taxes—in the United States were equal
to 30 percent of GDP, the lowest for all OECD member countries except Turkey. As
shown in Table 2, these overall tax rates on GDP in 1987 ranged from a low of 24
percent for Turkey up to 57 percent for Sweden. The average for the 23 OECD coun-
tries reporting data was 39 percent.

The increasing trend over time in tax revenues as a percentage of GDP is remark-
able. The average of tax revenues as a percentage of GDP for all OECD countries in
1965 was 27 percent. By 1987, this average had risen 12 percentage points—repre-
senting an increase in the overall effective tax rate of more than 45 percent—over
the span of 22 years.

That effective tax rates would increase this much—even in the absence of legislat-
ed tax increases—over a period during which prices rose 250 percent or more is not
a surprising resuit. The application o% generally progressive income tax rates to in-
comes that are driven up El)>y inflation generates more tax revenue than the propor-
tional increase in nominal incomes—the phenomenon known in this country as
“bracket creep.” What is surprising is that most governments failed to apply index-
ing or ad hoc tax reductions sufficient to offset tﬁese increasing effective tax rates.

In the United States, where indexing now replaces ad hoc tax reductions that for-
merly mitigated thé effects of bracket creep, the overall rate of tax on GDP has re-
mained extremely flat, having risen only 4 percentage points since 1965. In contrast
to this picture, there are six countries for which the effective tax rate has increased
15 percentage points or more since 1965 and another nine for which the tax rate has
increased more than 10 percenta(fe points but less than 15 percentage points. Seven
other countries have experienced effective tax rate increases of 10 percent or less.
il\grads, indnl% 8t‘:'glzountry did the effective tax rate remain constant or decline between

an .

INTERNATIONAL TRENDS IN INCOME TAX REVENUES

Corporate income taxes in the United States have declined as a percent of total
tax revenue each decade since the end of World War I1. As other testimony received
by this Committee explains, this is due in part to a decline in corporate profits as a
share of GNP and in part to an increase in other forms of government revenue—
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most notably social. security taxes, which have increased as a share of the total rev-
enue pie for each post-war decade. Individual income taxes have maintained a re-
markably stable share of’ total government revenues over this time period.

In 1965, U.S. corporate income taxes at all levels of government (Federal, state,
and local) accounted for nearly 16 percent of all government tax revenue. By 1975,
this fraction had dropped to about 11 percent. And, by 1985 it had declined further
to just over 7 percent. In 1987 there was a slight rebound to 8 percent in the corpo-
rate income tax share of total revenues.

For other countries in 1987, the ratio of corporate taxes to total government reve-
nues ranged from a low of 3 percent for Ireland to a high of 23 percent for Japan
(gsee Table 3). The United States ranked 15th among the 22 countries shown.?

Using 1965 as the base year from which to measure changes, the United States
experienced nearly an 8 percentage point decline in the share that corporate taxes
were of all revenues (from 15.8 percent in 1965 to 8.1 percent in 1987). This amount-
ed to nearly a 5-percent drop in the share. The United States was not alone, howev-
er. All together, 14 OECD countries saw their corporate income taxes decline as a
share of total tax revenues while only eight countries experienced an increase. As
shown on Chart 3, changes ranged from a reduction of about 12 percentage points
for New Zealand up to an increase of 6 percentage points for Luxembourg. As I will
explain, however, this measure of relative corporate tax burden is seriousl
flawed—especially with respect to international comparisons—and consequently pol-
icymakers should not rely upon it.

There are two difﬁcu{ties in making the comparisons just described. First, as
noted above, a change in another source of revenue—such as a sharp rise in social
security taxes or the introduction of a value added tax—can mask a stable corporate
income tax, making it appear to have changed when in fact it has not. Second, be-
cause the OECD generally “scores” relief from the double taxation of corporate
equity as an individual tax reduction rather than as a corporate tax reduction, re-
ductions in corporate tax burdens attributable to integration proposals enacted
throughout the world during the last two decades do not appear in these data as
reduced corporate income taxes.

There are now only five OECD countries that provide no relief from the double
taxation of dividends: Belgium, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Switzerland, and the
United States. Seven countries provide full relief: Australia, Germany, Italy, and
New Zealand provide relief at the shareholder level; Greece, Norway, and Turkey
pr?v}de relief at the company level. Eleven countries provide partial integration
relief.

The first shortcoming can be skirted by looking at changes in overall corporate
effective tax rates instead of changes in the corporate tax share of taxes paid. Al-
though corporate profits are not consistently measured from country to country,
gross domestic product is consistently defined and is a scale factor that provides a
rough proxy for corporate profits. As shown on Chart 4, over the 1965-1987 period
examined, the United States experienced a 1.65 percentage point decline in the
share of corporate taxes to GDP—falling from 4.09 percent in 1965 to 2.44 percent in
1987. Seven other countries, including New Zealand, Canada, Ireland, Finland, Ger-
many, Australia, and Austria, also experienced declines in the percent of GDP rep-
resented by corporate income taxes. Fourteen countries experienced increases in ef-
fective corporate taxes during this 1965-1987 period. The average for all OECD
countries was an increase of 0.59 percent. These figures appear in Table 4.4

Eighteen OECD countries provide partial or full relief from the double taxation of
corporate income. This relief is generally accomplished by so-called imputation
plans, whereby shareholders pay tax on the sum of dividends they actually receive
plus a *‘gross up” amount that represents the corporate-level tax paid on those divi-
dends. The shareholder is then allowed a credit against individual income tax for
that corporate-level tax. The gross up and credit may be for the entire amount of
corporate-level tax on dividends or for’ some fraction. For these 18 countries, the
reduced tax burden resulting from corporate tax integration is reflected by lower
individual income taxes, even though the relief is often considered to be a reduction
in corporate rather than in individual income taxes. Since virtually all corporate
integration Gplans Lave been enacted since 1965, increases in corporate tax burdens
between 1965 and 1987 may be considerably overstated by corporate tax shares of
GDP and decreases in corporate tax burdens may be considerably understated. On

3 For the years examined, income taxes for Portugal cannot be allocated between corporations
and individuals. . -
4 Portugal is excluded because corporate tax figures are unavailable.
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the other hand, because only individuals pay tax in the last analysis, a more accu-
rate picture may be painted by combining corporate and individual income taxes.

Total income taxes (corporate plus individual) did not decline as a share of GDP
for any OECD country_between 1965 and 1987 (Chart 5). On average, total income
taxes for OECD member countries increased as a share of GDP from 9.51 percent in
1965 to 14.71 percent in 1987. This is a 5.2 percentage point rise but represents an
increase in the effective tax rate of more than half. These averages, as well as data
for each OECD country reporting revenue statistics, appear in Table 5. For the
United States the increase was a modest 1.32 percentage points. The Netherlands,
at 1.26 percentage points, had the smallest 22-year increase in total income taxes as
a percent of GDP. Eleven other countries also experienced increases less than 5 per-
centage points, while 10 had increases of more than 5 percentage points, the highest
being Denmark at 15.62 percentage points.

!
EFFECTIVE TAX RATES ON INVESTMENT

So far, this analysis focuses only on the level of tax revenues and average rates of
tax that generate them. Future tax revenues will be generated by new investments
and, in the context of the global economy, imvestments will be located where returns
are most attractive. Taxes on new investment vary considerably among the OECD
countries. The OECD is currently undertaking a study of effective marginal tax
rates on new investment in each member country.®

According to preliminary calculations, when only corporate equit'v investments
are considered and personal tax rates are ignored, the United States’ marginal tax
rate ranks 12th from lowest (most favorable) among the 23 OECD countries partici-
pating. When debt financing is considered, the United States’ marginal tax rate
ranking imrroves to 9th lowest. This change in ranking occurs because countries
with partial integration provide tax treatments for debt and equity that are more
nearly the same. When top personal tax rates are also taken into consideration, the
United States’ rank further improves to 7th lowest. This change reflects the fact
that the top income tax rates in the United States are generally lower than those in
the other OECD countries.

It is interesting to note that the corporate tax bias in favor of debt financing over
equity investments is clearly reflected not only in the effective marginal tax rates
on new corporate investment for the United States but also for those found in virtu-
ally every other country. Partial integration mitigates this bias but does not elimi-
nate it entirely. -

CONCLUSION

The OECD data show that the share of total tax revenues attributable ‘to the cor-
porate income tax has declinéd between 1965 and 1987 for the United States as well
as for 13 other OECD countries. It has risen for only eight countries. However, the
superficial measure of corporate taxes as a share of total tax revenues is flawed and
cannot be relied upon for making sound policy decisions from international compari-
sons. .
These data on the apparent relative decline in the corporate income tax may be
misleading as a guide for policy making for the following reasons:

» First, all countries have experienced huge increases in total revenues over this
period. These large increases in total revenues—whether from sharply rising social
security taxes in one country or from newly enacted value added taxes in another
country—raise the denominator and make corporate taxes appear to shrink even
when they represent a stable or increasing source of revenue.

* Second, corporate income tax integration plans enacted in all but five of the 23
OECD reporting countries during the time period covered in this analysis have been
generally reported in the OECD revenue statistics as reductions in individual taxes
rather than reductions in corporate taxes. However, since most people regard corpo-
rate tax integration as a means to reduce the corporate double tax (and thereby
lower the cost of corporate equity capital), a(fparent reductions in the share of cor-
porate taxes in most other countries are understated relative to the United States,
where no integration exists.

. A better way to overcome these deficiencies in order to make meaningful interna-
tional comparisons is to relate the combined revenues from the corporate and the

8 This study employs an extension of a h:ethodolglgy pioneered by Professor Don Fullerton,
former Treasury Deputy Assistant Secretary for Tax Analysis; United Kingdom Professor
Mervyn King; and their collaborators. _
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individual income taxes to a broad measure of economic performance such as GDP.
On this basis—which is consistent with the fundamental notion that only people are
the ultimate taxpayers—over the period 1965 to 1987, taxes have increased for tax-
payers in all OECD countries, including the United States and its major trading
partners. .
Finally, if there is concern about future corporate tax revenues, international

competition for investment dollars suggests that it may be better to focus on ways to
keep the effective marginal tax rate on new investment low in the United States
rather than to focus on the overall corporate tax share. This is particularly crucial
for equity-financed investments since the United States is one of the few remaining
OECD countries with no mechanism for reducing the double tax on returns from
coglporabe equittjy.

- hat concludes my formal statement, Mr. Chairman. 1 will be happy to answer
questions you and members of the Committee may wish to ask.

Table 1.—PERCENTAGE SHARE OF TAX COLLECTED AT DIFFERENT LEVELS OF GOVERNMENT, 1987
{Excluding Social Security Taxes) )

Level of Government
Country
Central State Local Total
Federal Countries: -
Australia 80.8% 15.8% 3.4% 100.0%
Austria 67.1 182 147 100.0
Canada...........oooovverrervccirons 49.5 400 10.5 100.0
Germany 504 36.6 13.0 100.0
Switzerland e 42.7 332 24.1 100.0
United States e 56.7 ) 169 100.0
Unwtd. Average 51.9 S 138 100.0
Unitary Countries:
BRIGIUM...oooo oo e et seessseisisnioe 925 0.0 15 100.0
Denmark 69.9 0.0 30.1 100.0
Finland 69.4 0.0 30.6 100.0
France 839 .00 161 100.0
GIBECR......cvovvvvrrreerrecesnmsssnssnssssnssse s . 98.7 0.0 13 100.0
Ireland 97.2 0.0 28 100.0
Italy. 983 0.0 17 100.0
Japan 63.7 0.0 36.3 100.0
Luxembourg 84.0 0.0 16.0 100.0
Netherlands 96.0 0.0 40 100.0
New Zealand 94.2 0.0 5.8 100.0
Norway 724 0.0 21.6 100.0
Portugal 92.2 0.0 18 100.0
© Spain 83.1 0.0 16.9 100.0
Sweden 64.5 0.0 35.5 100.0
Turkey §8.4 0.0 116 100.0
United Kingdom 86.6 0.0 134 100.0
Unwtd. Average 84.4 0.0 156 100.0
May 3, 1990.
Table 2.—TOTAL TAX REVENUE AS A PERCENT OF GDP
{Ranked by 1987 Percentages]
Percentage
Point
Country 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1986 987 Change
- 1965 to
1987

14.96 17.66 20.74 21.68 19.67 22.19 24.12 9.16
25.85 29.23 29.04 29.51 29.19 28.89 30.02 407
18.32 19.70 20.95 2545 21.99 2881 30.16 11.84
23.25 0.2 21.65 28.96 30.40 3097 31.26 8.01
1841 23.06 U0 28.69 31.63 33.38 31.38 12.96
2071 23.81 29.61 30.78 32.00 32.54 31.98 §¥2)

Australia ..
Portugal...

OV o a3 PO e
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Table 2.—TOTAL TAX REVENUE AS A PERCENT OF GDP—Continued

(Ranked by 1987 Percentages)

e
n
Country 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1986 987 Change

14.46 16.90 19.59 24.07 29.10 30.98 33.02 18.56
2543 31.35 3231 31.60 32.93 33.19 34.52 9.09
2953 -| 3144 35.08 3295 36.80 38.06 35.89 6.36
25.50 26.12 26.21 30.18 3443 36.11 J 36.24 10.74
. 2058 24.30 24.64 29.38 3521 3679 T 3138 16.81
12 | United Klngdom ....... 3043 36.96 35.66 35.31 37.84 38.49 3182 1.10
13 | Germany ........c...... 31.60 32.93 35.73 38.00 31.95 37.64 31.64 6.04
14 | New Zedland..........| 24.72 21.36 31.29 33.09 33.93 -34.93 38.87 13.86
15 | Ireland ... .| 26.00 312t 31.56 34.05 38.38 39.54 39.86 13.86
16 | Austria... 34.67 3571 38.64 4117 43.06 42.86 42.34 1.67
.| 3040 30.20 39.18 40.92 43.56 42.79 43.84 13.44
18 | France......... .| 3449 35.07 36.90 4171 44.46 44.13 4478 10.29

19 | Belgium 30.76 35.22 41.06 43.50 46.54 45.75 46.13 15.31
20 | Netherlan 33.24 31.59 43.66 45.82 44.90 45.93 48.00 14.76
21 | Norway. 3331 39.26 44.87 47.09 41.51 49.89 48.32 15.01
22 | Denmark 29.90 40.38 4135 4547 49.03 51.00 51.99 22.08

3539 40.23 43.88 49.36 50.57 53.12 56.72 21.33

Unwelghted 26.60 30.00 32.80 35.16 nxa 38.23 8.7 12.16
Average.

Note. Total tax revenue includes al tax revenue received by central, state and focal governments.

Table 3.—CORPORATION INCOME TAXES PERCENT OF TOTAL TAX REVENUES

{Ranked by 1987 Percentages)

Per;;mtage
n
Country 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1986 987 Change

1965 to
1987
1| Ireland 9.06 881 483 4.54 3 3.52 324 ~5.82
2| Austria 538 439 435 350 3.44 3.46 38 | 210
3| Finland 8.4 5.52 4.26 4.46 4.01 374 3.90 —4.44
4 6.14 441 435 245 348 474 413 -201
5 1.92 1.70 348 3.76 2.12 3.95 441 249
6 4.54 2.64 312 3.23 485 6.20 4.48 -0.05
) 7.83 5.67 4.46 5.46 6.12 591 501 | —282
8 5.21 6.29 5.19 5.13 4.45 5.04 518 | —0.09
9 7.08 1.55 1.13 519 595 6.21 624 | —083
10 6.18 6.85 1.23 5.68 6.45 6.56 6.57 0.39
1 . 380 3.28 2.85 13.27 17.04 13.32 6.66 2.86
12] Spain........ 4919 8.17 6.91 5.08 522 5.5§ 672 | 241
13 W 807 6.69 1.1 6.59 6.95 1.8 769 | —038
14| Canada.......... 1614 11.26 13.6} 11.62 8.25 8.03 802 | ~1.12
15 .| 1581 1.1 10.79 10.16 .1 6.97 812 | 769
16 | New Zealand. 20.66 17.85 11.78 1.76 8.34 6.59 887 |[-1179

_ 171 Australia... 16.28 16.97 1240 12.20 9.34 9.09 1028 | ~6.00
18] ltaly......... . 689 6.55 6.31 119 9.25 10.59 10.55 3.66
19| United Kingdom.. S LS 9.05 6.68 838 1267 10.29 10:64 349

20 Turkey.......... . 480 6.42 513 4.14 9.47 1201 10.72 592
| 1104 19.26 15.69 16.50 18.20 16.67 17.12 6.08
2220 26.29 20.65 21.81 2101 20.67 22.94 0.74

Unweighted Average.| 9.2 9.02 1.10 1.10 8.07 8.02 7194 | ~1.21

Note: Includes taxes levied by all levels of governmenl.




Table 4.—CORPORATION INCOME TAXES AS A PERCENT OF GDP

(i

[Ranked by Percentage Point change]
Percentage
Point
Country 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1986 987 Change
- 1965 to
1987
1{ New Zealand....... 5.11 488 369 2.57 2.83 2.30 3.42 —1.69
2| United States. 4.09 in 313 3.00 201 2.01 244 —1.65
3| Canada..... 3.85 3.53 4.40 3.67 212 2.66 217 ~1.08
4| Irefand.. 2.36 215 1.52 155 1.23 1.39 1.29 - 1.06
5| Finland . 2.46 1.4 “1.49 147 14 142 140 - 1.06
6| Germany.... 247 1.87 1.59 2.07 2.32 2.25 1.88 -0.59
7| Australia.... 319 411 343 3.53 2.84 282 32 —0.57
8| Austria ...... 1.86 1.57 1.68 1.44 148 148 1.39 —0.48
"9 -1 n 191 1.21 1.76 2.55 2.34 0.17
1.82 221 1.92 2.14 198 2.23 2.32 0.50
147 1.80 2.29 178 1.90 2.04 2.00 0.53
1.33 138 1.35 122 1.52 1.72 2.22 0.89
1.36 107 129 147 2.38 316 2.33 097
2.68 251 337 3.02 312 335 3.69 101
1.90 241 297 247 3.00 3.00 3.03 113
0.40 0.4} 0.86 1 0.96 1.45 1.65 1.25
21 335 2.38 2.96 479 3.96 3.99 1.82
0.72 113 1.06 0.90 1.86 2.4 2.59 1.87
1.27 1.29 1.28 6.25 8.10 6.65 3.22 195
1.76 1n 1.65 235 318 3.82 382 2.07
4.07 518 4.33 5.55 5.88 5.97 6.92 2.85
3.36 5.82 6.15 6.75 1.93 .13 1.50 415
2.38 2.55" 2.44 2.66 297 3.00 2.97 0.59

Note: Includes taxes levied by all levels of government. May 3, 1990

Table 5.—TOTAL INCOME TAX (INDIVIDUAL & CORPORATION) AS A PERCENT OF GOP

[Ranked by Percentage Point change]

Pef‘g;mage
Country 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1986 981 Change
1965 to
1987
1| Netherlands................c.. 11.89 12.57 15.18 15.05 11.83 12.61 13.15 1.26
2| United States ... . 14.00 12.67 13.88 12.49 12.25 13.30 1.32 -
3 15.09 15.42 19.43 18.69 18.09 15.99 1.53
4 5.46 431 5.66 814 6.74 6.09 1.57
5 10.65 12.39 13.33 13.20 13.00 12.80 212
6 8.99 10.10 11.01 1137 11.49 11.01 217
7 6.43 6.50 1.5% 1.70 1.89 8.05 2.51
8 1494 15.88 13.34 14.64 14.74 13.96 2.1
21.80 22.15 2147 21.26 22.95 2343 4.01
591 8.78 11.23 1.28 8381 8.59 417
299 338 5.69 6.14 6.45 6.37 4.36
14.95 18.51 16.20 18.17 19.74 17.76 472
9.71 12.98 12.74 13.07 13.46 12.88 4.96
13.15 15.49 16.26 16.66 17.36 17.41 5.62
9.41 9.33 11.74 12.81 13.19 1417 6.13
341 432 6.25 163 167 9.76 6.21
1397 15.30 14.72 14.53 15.21 16.34 6.34
13.08 17.04 1.13 19.36 18.47 18.58 1.66
16.72 20.82 23.09 23.32 23.11 22.93 191
8.46 9.47 12.43 13.24 14.30 15.10 841
4.55 5.63 9.40 12.68 13.07 13.09 8.55
11.06 16.13 17.82 18.91 18.40 18.14 9.64
20.68 2441 25.01 21.85 2874 2936 15.62
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Table 5.—TOTAL INCOME TAX (INDIVIDUAL & CORPORATION) AS A PERCENT OF GOP—Continued

~ {Ranked by Percentage Point change)
| ' oy
Country 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1986 987 g\ggg'e
o
1981

_ Unweighted Average [  9.51 11.22 12.88 13.96 14.42 14.68 147 6.20

Nole: Includes taxes levied by all levels of government.
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Change in Corporation Income Tax Revenue
as a Share of Total Tax Revenue, 1965-87*
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COMMUNICATIONS

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN INSURANCE ASSOCIATION

The American Insurance Association (AIA) is a national trade association rePre-
senting 220 property-and casualtg (P/C) insurance companies which write multiline
coverage throughout the United States. Combined premiums of members of the AIA
represent more than 28 percent of direct P/C insurance premiums written in the
United States.

AIA appreciates having this opportunity to comment upon the reported corporate
income tax shortfall under the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (the Act).

Under the Act, P/C companies are subject to a number of fundamental tax law
changes that are specific to the P/C industry, including the discounting of loss re-
serves, the offset of unearned premium reserves, and the proration of tax-exempt
interest and the dividends received deduction. Also applicable to P/C insurers, like
other corporate taxpayers, is the reduction in the corporate tax rate (i.e, to 40 per-
cent in 1987, and 34 percent thereafter), reduction of the deduction for dividends
received, and the alternative minimum tax (AMT). Together, these provisions have
imposed an enormous Federal tax burden on the P/C insurance industry.

IA, joined by other P/C insurance trade associations, has commissioned Price
Waterhouse to survey the effects of the Act upon P/C insurers in 1987 and 1988, the
first two taxable years under the Act. The 1987 and 1988 surveys are based upon
actual tax return and annual statement data provided to Price Waterhouse by P/C
insurers that comprised companies writing some 80 percent and 70 percent, respec-
tively, of the industry’s net written premiums (extrapolated by. Price Waterhouse to
full industry figures). A copy of each survey is attached to this statement.

The industry tax survey for 1987, released on April 20, 1989, reflects that the P/C
insurance industry’s Federal income tax liability in 1987 was almost $3.5 billion.
More than half of this tax liability, well in excess of the original congressional reve-
nue estimates for 1987, was attributable to the foregoing provisions of the Act that
were specifically targeted at the P/C insurance industrg.

The survey for 1988 was released on March 27, 1990. It reflects that the P/C in-
surance industry’s Federal income tax liability increased 15 percent over 1987, to
almost $4 billion; this in a taxable year when the top marginal corporate rate
dropped by 15 percent. The tax liability attributable to the P/C-targeted provisions
in the Act increased 32 percent over 1987, also well in excess of congressional reve-
nue estimates. Indeed, in the first two years under the Act combined, the P/C insur-
ance industry paid almost one-third more than the Congress estimated that it would
pay at the time the Act was adopted.

'ax liability, however, does not completely reflect the effect of the foregoing three
provisions on the P/C insurance industry because net ogerating losses (NOLs) car-
ried into 1987 gnd 1988 were available to offset P/C taxable income. The P/C indus-
try’s taxable income before reduction by NOLs, which provides a more appropriate
indication of the long-term effects of the Act, increased as a result of the three P/C-
ggﬁgific provisions of the Act by over $9.5 billion in 1987 and over $10 billion in

The Price Waterhouse tax surveys demonstrate that the Act already has placed a
substantial new tax burden on the profitability of the industry. There is every
reason to believe that this will continue to be the case.

Entering the 1990’s, the P/C insurance industry faces certain latent effects of the
Act that should further deepen its impact. Beginning in 1990, the AMT is signifi-
cantly broadened, with the 75 percent adjustment for “adjusted current earnings,”
reglacmg the 50 percent adjustment for “book income.” To an increasing extent, the
otherwise tax-exempt portion of P/C investment portfolios will become fully subject
to proration under the Act as the stock of “grandfathered” bonds diminishes.
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Furthermore, the Treasury Department, which was-authorized in the Act to pro-
vide in regulations for the “proper treatment” of salvage (and reinsurance) attribut-
able to unpaid losses, now is seeking legislation to require the reduction of the de-
duction for losses incurred by estimated salvage (including subrogation) recoverable,
at an estimated cost to the P/C industry, over six years, of $1 billion.

In announcing this hearing, the Chairman stated that:

One of the key goals—and a major selling point—of the 1986 Act was to
shift $120 billion in taxes from individuals to corporations in the first five
years. Current figures make it plain that little, if any, of this expected in-
crease in corporate income tax receipts is materializing. In fact, corporate
income tax receipts are falling short by some $20 to $30 billion per year.

The Price Waterhouse surveys make it clear that the increase in corporate income
tax receipts expected from the P/C insurance industry is materializing. Moreover,
this is an industry that is paying far in excess of its-expected share of such receipts.
The effects of the Act upon individual P/C insurers will vary. Some P/C compa-
nies will be forced to increase prices, increasing the costs of insurance to policyhold-
ers and/or losing market share to foreign competition or self-insurance. Some will
try to maintain prices, suffering a slowed growth of statutory surplus and reduced
i rates of return on that surplus. At a time when virtually all P/C insurers still are
' in the process of adjusting to the fundamental changes in the Act, we urge you to
¢ recognize this industry’s contribution and resist any efforts to further aggravate its
{ already severe Federal tax burden under the Tax Reform Act of 1986.
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