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FOREIGN PORTFOLIO INVESTMENTS IN THE
) UNITED STATES

MONDAY, MARCH 1, 1076

U.S. SENATB,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INPELRNATIONAL
FinaNceE ANpD RESoURCES
or THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCE,
: Washington, D.C.

The subcommittes met, pursuant to notice, at 9:34 a.m., in room
2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon, Harry F. Byrd, Jr., of
Virginia (chairman of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Senator Byrd, Jr., of Virginia.

Senator BYrp. The committee will come to order.

-~Today the Subcommittee on International Finance and Resources
conducts a 1-day hearing to examine the Treasury Department

proposal to elimmate the 30-percent withholding tax on dividends

and interest paid to foreign persons on their U.S. investments.
At present this 30 percent is a mandatory rate unless it is modified
by treaties entered into by the United States and other countries.
Also, there is an exemgtion for forei%n countries on their interest.
in bank deposits in the United States but this exemption is due to
ex%re December 31, 1976.

e are fortunate-today to have six well-qualified witnesses to
present their views. There will be Congressman Joseph L. Fisher from
the 10th Congressional District of Virginisa; the Honorable Charles M.
Walker, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for Tax Policy; Mr.
Robert Roosa, former Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary
Affairs; Prof. Pegiy Musgrave of Northeastern University of Boston,
Mass.; Prof. Hugh Ault of Boston College School of Law, and Mr.
Tora Frost, Jr., chairman of the board, Frost National Bank of
San Antonio, Tex.
¢ l[IThe (]30mmittee on Finance press release announcing these hearings

ollows:

SenaTor Harry F. Byrp, JR., ANNOUNCES SuBCOMMITTEER HRARINGS ON
PorTFoLI0 INVESTMENTS BY FOREIGNERS IN THE UNITED STATES

Senator Harry F. Byrd, Jr., (Ind.-Va.), Chairman of the Finance Committee’s
Subcommittee on International Finance and Resources, today announced that
the panel will conduct hearin%x: on March 1 to examine the Treasury Depart~
ment’s. proposal to eliminate the present 30% withholding tax on dividend and
interest income recelved by foreign persons on their portfolio investments in the
United States.

. The hearinﬁs will be held beginning at 9:30 A.M. on Monday, March 1, in
Room 2221, Dirksen Senate Office Building.

1)
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It is the Subcommittee’s intention to explore the role of fore‘ign investments in
tb;l/}e I{Inilmd States. The following witnesses have been scheduled to appear on

arch 1:

Honorable Joseph-L. Fisher, Congressman from the 10th District of Virginia.

Honorable Charles M. Walixer, Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for Tax

olicy.
AﬂM'r' Robert Roosa, former Under Secretary of the Treasury for Monetary
airs. _
hProtftt:,:sssor Peggy Musgrave of Northeastern University of Boston, Massa-
chusetts. B

Mr. Tom Frost, Jr., President of Frost National Bank of San Antonio, Texas.

Professor Hugh Ault of Boston College, School of Law, Boston, Massachusetts.

Senator Byrd said that the Subcommittee would be pleased to receive written
testimony from persons or organizations who wish to submit statements for the
record. Statements submitted for inclusion in the record should be typewritten,
not more than twenty-five double-spaced pages in length, and mailed with five
copies by Friday, March 19, 1976, to Michael Stern, éta_ﬂ’ Director, Senate
g(i)gt;gce Committee, 2227 Dirksen Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C,,

Senator Byrp. We will ask Secretary Walker to be our leadoff
witness and to present the Treasury’s proposal.

Under the Treasury’s view, elimination of the 30-percent with-
holding tax on interest and dividends paid to foreigners would attract
foreign investments. Critics of this proposal say that elimination may
be followed by similar elimination in other countries, so there will be
no net attraction by the United States. Who is right?

Secretary Walker, you may proceed as you wish.

STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES M. WALKER, ASSISTANT SECRE-
TARY OF THE TREASURY FOR TAX POLICY, ACCOMPANIED BY
ROBERT PATRICK, INTERNATIONAL TAX COUNSEL, AND JOHN
RAEDEL, ATTORNEY-ADVISER, OFFICE OF INTERNATIONAL TAX
COUNSEL '

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I want to thank you for this opportunity to present to this sub-
committes our views on the elimnation of withholding taxes on
dividends and interest paid to foreign investors.

At the outset, let me state that the Treasury Department and the
administration believe that the existing withholding taxes on dividends
and interest payments by U.S. persons to nonresident aliens and
foreign corporations should be eliminated. We strongly support
elimination of these taxes because of the defects inherent in the present
tax withholding system and the benefits to be derived through its
elimination.

Under present law, and subject to numerous exceptions, a 30-
percent withholding tax is imposed on the gross amount of dividends
and interest paid to foreign investors.

In our view, this gwresent tax withholding system:

1. Handicaps U.S. companies seeking to raise funds in the inter-
national capital market.

2. Favors short-term debt investment at the expense of longer
term investment; and

3. Has resulted in an unwarranted degree of complexity in our
tax Jaw which is now replete with exceptions for the tax-wise foreign
investor and traps for the unwary.
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The present tax wit_hholdingb- system handicaps U.S. companies
seeking foreign capital in & number of ways.

» First, the present system narrows and inhibits the market in which
potential foreign investors operate. It places a- great premium on
complexity and discourages from investing at all those who are
unable or unwilling to deal with these complexities, such as avoiding -
double taxation or finding the optimum route for tax treaty reductions.
Certainly the development of our own national capital market would
have been severely retarded if each State had imposed withholding
taxes at varying rates on dividends and interest paid by local corpora-
tions to investors residing in other States. '

Second, the present system inhibits an effective international
secondary market in U.S. securities and securities which are not freely
marketable throughout the world are not competitively attractive
investments. Foreigners investing in U.S. securities today are generally
those able to blunt the impact of U.S. withholding taxes through use
of our network of bilateral income tax treaties which eliminate or
substantially reduce these withholding taxes. However, these treaty
exemptions and reductions are unsatisfactory in making U.S. securities
attractive in international markets because they depend on the
identity of the holder of the security. That is, they exempt only
residents of treaty countries. This fact greatly restricts the negotia-
bility of securities in international capital markets and greatly narrows
the opportunities open to U.S. issuers abroad.

Third, U.S. borrowers seeking long-term funds are at a competitive
disadvantage with borrowers of other major countries which do not
impose wit%xholding taxes on investments by nonresidents. Indeed,
other countries recently have been taking legislative action to elimi-
nate their withholding on interest obligations in order to give their
borrowers greater access to international capital markets. For example,
Australia in 1973, Japan in 1975, and Canada in 1975 enacted laws to
exempt interest on long-term international bonds. They have joined
other countries that already provide for exemption on international
issues.

Finally, U.S. withholding taxes increase the capital costs of Ameri-
can companies. Foreign borrowing is either deterred or it is the
American company, not the foreign investors, who bear the burden of
U.S. withholding tax. For example, an American borrower who would
otherwise borrow at 9 percent msy be required to pay a nonresident as
much as 13 percent to secure the same loan.

In addition, the present tax withholding system favors short-term
debt investment rather than desirable %ong-term debt or equity
investment. This bias arises as a result of the present exemplions
from withholding for interest on bank deposits and other short-term
obligations.

Finally, the present tax withholding system has resulted in a
patchwork of statutory and treaty provisions, which, in sum, are not
simple, are not neutral with respect to investment decisions, and do no
raise significant revenue. Indeed, there have been so many ways
around the U.S. withholding tax that the 30-percent tax on gross
income either acts as a deterrent to investment or is noted more for
its avoidance than its collection. These conclusions are perhaps best
illustrated through a description of the exceptions available under the
present tax Withﬁolding system.
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- Domeéstic leglslation hag: si‘tll(%lnéd*johtf certuin ‘categories of indome
recigxent,s to be free of withiholdifig' taxes: - : o

 Hitérest ox U:S. Banik depoxits held: by: foreigners: hay: traditionally
Been freé from U.8. withholding tax and the C os8 hiag extended
guch exemption o séveral occasioiis; The Tax Reform: Act; passed:
By the' House dnd now beford the Finance Committes, makes this
exemptiott permanent. The present exemption undoubtedly eontributes
to' the present flow of foreign' funds into bank: deposits rather than
longer term: securities. | ‘ S

" THe Internal Revenus Code exempts from' withholding tsx, in-
vestments in stocks and debt obligations- by foreign governments. -
There are major administrative problems in determiining the SOOYB
of this exemption and its' application to specific cdses, particularly
where the investment is made through an entity separate in form
from- the foreign governmernt. A broad exemption would avoid the
difficult administrative problem of making such determinations on a
case-by-case basis through private ruling:s.

In some cases, withholding has been eliminated because it is not:
practical, as an administrative matter, to collect a tax. For example,
there - are’ very difficult problems in applying withholding where
securities are issued at discount, and the economic benefit is realized
subsequently through sale to third parties. Accordingly, short~term:
discount was removed from withholding in 1971. Similarly, capital
gains taxes on U.S. investment assets held by foreigners were
eliminated through amendments to the code in 1966.

Other exemptions have been established on conceptual grounds.
Thus, U.S. companies having more than 80 percent of their gross
income from foreign sources are not subject to withholding tax on
dividends and interest 1ps,id to foreign investors. This rule, coupled
with favorable Internal Revenue Service ruling practices, was the
basis of a major financing device during the period when direct:
investment regulations required that U.S. companies who wanted
to borrow for foreign investment had to do that borrowing abroad.

Statutory amendments tied to the interest equalization tax

ermitted the direct issuance by U.S. companies of debt obligations
ree from U.S. withholding and estate taxes. These possibilities for
raising capital abroad are foreclosed today following expiration of the
investment control programs and changes in ruling policy. This leaves
U.S. companies largely unable to issue new securities in the inter-
national securities markets that trade free of withholding and estate
taxes.

Major exceptions to the tax lie in our series of bilateral tax treaties.
For many years, U.S. policy has been to seek treaties which eliminate
withholding on interest payments. We have treaties with 12 countries
which eliminate withholding and treaties with others which reduce
the withholding rate. Similarly, we have a number of treaties which
reduce dividend rates to 15 percent in the case of portfolio investment
and 5 percent in the case of direct investment by a corporate investor.
These rates follow the treaty model of the Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Development, OECD, which has been widely
adopted by member countries to reduce withholding taxes. These
bilateral conventions in effect create a series of individual income tax
codes under which income flows incur less tax when passed through a
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circnitous route of interlocking ‘tax treaties, Inordinate time and
effort is spent by tax planners in routing transactions and investments
to obtain the most favorable arrangements. In some cases, this leads
to the use-of nominees and concealed ownership, .

The treaty network already serves to reduce or eliminate with-
holding in the case of the bulk of investments which are actually in
g}ape today. In 1973 more than 90 percent of nonbank interest and

ividend income flowed to residents of treaty countries.

. The important lesson of treaty experience, however, is that elimipa-
tion of withholding taxes on dividends and interest paid to foreign
‘investors is not only a practical result but has long been recognized
as sound tax policy.

The question of dividend .and interest income was considered more
than 50 years ago by a commission of tax experts established b{ the
League of Nations. They concluded, back in 1923, that the right to
tax i1nvestment income Yro erly belongs to the State of the taxpayer’s
residence. This principle has been reaffirmed in the commentaries
to the OECD Model Convention, while reco%ﬁnizing that some States
may wish to maintain some minimal withholding tax solely on
revenue grounds. -

With respect to those investments in the United States that have
not been deterred by withholding taxes, the net effect of the various
statutory and treaty exemptions has been to substantially lower the
average rate of withholding tax. For 1973, the total withholding
taxes collected on dividends and interest other than bank interest,
were less than 10 percent of the gross payments despite a basic
statutory rate of 30 percent. Further, the amount of tax actually
collected is very small. In 1973, only $210 million of withholding tax
was collected of which less than $20 million is clearly identifiable as
withholding on interest.

Thus, the revenue aspects of withholding are not major. In sum,
we are persuaded that our present tax withholding system is counter-
productive in hampering our economy, denying access to foreign
capital markets, favoring short-term foreign debt investment, and
needlessly eompiic.ating our tax law in order to raise so little revenue.
Rather, we recommend the elimination of withholding taxes on
dividends and interest paid to foreign investors.

In our view, elimination of withholding tax on investment income
is desirable because:

1. Removal of the tax will make investing more_attractive and
less difficult for investors. It will make it easier for U.S. companies
to seek funds in international capital markets and will enhance
market efficiency for investment in the United States. At a time
when projections show a need for increased capital sources, we should
be concerned over the efficiency of our tax system when applied to
foreigners otherwise willing to place their funds in the United States.
By climination of the withholding we reduce the tax burden on capital
formation.

2. It should improve the relative attractiveness of long-term
securities and reduce the present bias, favoring short-term obligations
and bank deposits.

3. It may help retore the U.S. financial community to the center
of international capital markets.

67-994—76-——2
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4. It is consistent with principles of tax equity and other rules
relative to source of income.

5. It will eliminate what has become a complex patchwork of legisla-
tive and treaty provisions and simplify one area of tax law.

The basic point is that the many benefits of eliminating withholding
outweigh the revenue loss and thus, on balance, we believe it is the
best approach to take. .

We urge elimination of withholding not only with respect to interest
income, where a 30-percent tax on gross payments of interest is a
clear impediment, but also for dividend payments. There is no reason
to perpetuate favorable tax treatment for debt investment over equity
investment. Many foreign investors are interested not only in capital
appreciation, which we do not tax in the case of a foreign investor,
but in yield. The 30-percent tax on portfolio dividends is clearly a de-
terrent to those relying on the investment yield. This deprives many
of our businesses of access to a form of capital they urgently require.

Before concluding, however, let me treat briefly with some of the
reasons offered for retaining the present withholding system.

It has been suggested that elimination of tax withholding is costly
and would merely give foreign investors a free ride at the expense
of the U.S. Treasury.

As noted earlier, because of the large number of exemptions and
rate reductions under the present system, these taxes deter additional
investment and raise very little of our total revenue. Indeed, for 1976
it is estimated that withholding tax collections will account for less
than one-tenth of 1 percent of total revenue. Moreover, it should be
noted that to the extent the elimination of withholding results in
increased foreign investment in the United States, additional U.S.
tax revenue will be generated from the increased economic activity
created by such investment. Finally, to the extent foreign investors
qualify for exemption under the present system or the present with-
holding taxes are borne by the U.S. borrower through an increased
interest cost, foreign investors already get this so-called free 1iide.

There is some concern over the effect of our unilateral removal of
withholding taxes on our bargaining poesition in tax treaty negotiations.
The development of a system of bilateral treaties for avoidance of
double taxation led in the past to the adoption of reciprocal reduc-
tions in withholding tax rates. However, the new realities are rela-
tively clear. The developing countries with limited amounts of invest-
ment in the United States generally do not seek to have the United
States reduce its withholding tax and the United States has generally
not sought in its discussions with developing countries to persuade
them to forego revenues by reducing their withholding tax rates.

Moreover, we now have tax conventions with the majority of
developed countries, virtually all of which already provide for reduced
withholding rates. Finally, in the cases where we renegotiate these
treaties, developed countries generally do not have the reduction of
our withholding taxes as a major treaty objective. Thus, today
U.S. withholding rates are of limited significance in treaty bargaining.

Some European country treasury officials have expressed concern
in recent years over tax avoidance by their residents investing in the
Eurobond market in which the securities are issued in a manner
which makes them free of withholding at the source. They have
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suggested the desirability of imposing uniform withholding taxes on
gecurities issues, with some form of verification and refund system.
On the other iland, some European capital importing countries,
which do not have withholding tax on interest t,o&)ay, have opposed
this suggestion and have pointed out that the imposition of a with-
holding tax at the source at a 20- or 30- percent rate may make tax
avoidance somewhat more expensive, but will not deter avoidance
for persons in higher marginal income brackets.

e are mindful of the problems raised by tax avoidance, but do
not believe that it is necessary to structure our internal tax system to
make up for the inadequacies of individual countries with respect to
the taxation of their own citizens. Thus, we believe it desirable to
avoid cumbersome withholding and refund systems, but we do
support the concept of expanding information reporting and the
exchange of information to permit countries to have access to data
they may require for tax enforcement. The Treasury Department
has suggested that legislation eliminating withholding should also
permit the imposition of a withholding tax in the case of a country
that refused to cooperate in identifying recipients of dividend and-
interest payments where there is believed to be a substantial problem
of tax evasion. This discriminatory stick should be more effective
than our existing rules in dealing with foreign tax havens.

In conclusion let me a%s\t’in emphasize that it is time we reform the-
tax withholding system.

in the United States will offset revenues lost. It is in our national
interest, on both economic and tax policy grounds, to eliminate
withholding on dividend and interest income. We should do so, and
do so promptly. -

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Mr. Secretary.

What do you estimate would be the revenue lost for 1976, 1977,
1978, 1979, and 19807

Mr. WaLKER. These figures are shown on annex B to the statement,
Mr. Chairman. We have broken these revenue estimates down accord-
ing to interest and dividends on portfolio investments and on direct
investments.

Assuming the withdrawal of the withholding on both portfolio and
direct investments on interest and dividends for 1976, it would be
$205 million total.

Senator Byrp. Is this fiscal 1976 or calendar 1976?

Mr. WALKER. It is calendar year, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Byrp. I have some figures showing that by 1978 the revenue
lost would be $340 million; in 1979, $365 million ; and in 1980, it would
be $390 million; all figures substantially lower than these.

Mr. WaLKER. Could those figures, Mr. Chairman, also include bank
interest?

Senator Byrp. Those figures would include the withholding tax on
dividends and bank interests, yes.

Mr. Walker. I think the ways and means bill as presented, would
make that exemption on bank interest permanent.

hSel‘}a.t,or Byrbp. So, the figures you are supplying, then, apply only to
what

e believe that the investments the present-
tax withholding system discourages and the complexity it creates-
are much more significant than the amounts of revenue it produces.-
Revenues gained from increased investment and economic activities
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Mr. WaLkeR. To.interest other than bank iinterest plus dividends.

Senatpr Byrp. Why can’t-yau solve.this,problem by treaties?

That is the way .you say somewhere in your statement: ‘In 1973
more than 80 percent .of ponbspk interest and dividends income
‘flowed to residents of treaty countries.”

Mr. WaLker. Mr. Chairman, while treaties do deal.with the subject
of withholding on a mutuglly arrapged basis, .the current schedule
for treaty negotiation doesn’t have a large number of treaties scheduled
for renegotiation. Moreover, as I pointed out in.my testimony, the
-effectiveness of arrangements in treaties does require an identification
-of the holder gs a resident of the treaty country. This does im(f)act'and
:severely 1_m{;a-,1r the free negotiability of the secnrities involved because
‘they can’t be traded back and forth except within the market, shall
‘we say, of other members of the same treaty country.

_Senator Byrp. What was the rationale behind putting this pro-
vision into the law in the first place?

Mr. WaLkER. The withholding tax? -

Senator BYrp. Yes.

Mr. WaLKER. I think it was just a revenue measure. It has been in
place for a long, long time and the treaty negotiations have acknowl-
edged the fact that 1t isn’t the soundest thing to have.

Thus we have negotiated in some cases, a removal and in some cases
a reduction of the withholding tax.

Meanwhile, the multinational character of the investment in com-
mercial activities has created an increasing need for the worldwide
free flow of capital.

Senator Byrp. What countries would be the most affected bene-
ficially by changing this law?

Mr. VV).:LKER. I think the Unifed States would be the most. I didn’t
mean to be facetioys, Mr. Chairman. I really don’t know that I would
focus on any particular country being the beneficiary of the provision.
I think it is within our own self-interest that we do it.

Also, any security holder in a treaty country would gain the future
advantage of being able to have a wider market for secondary mar-
keting of his holdings.

Senator Byrp. You say that 90 percent of nonbank interest and
dividend income flowed to residents of treaty countries.

If this provision is eliminated, the residents of which countries
would be the most concerned beneficially with this?

Mr. WALKER. I presume the countries with which we have the
highest withholding rates. Even so, as I mentioned 2 moment ago, all
of the people in these treaty countries would gain the further advantage
of a wider market for their securities.

They would be able to market them with others who were not fellow
members of their country.

1 don’t know that I can focus precisely on a particular country, Mr.
Chairman, if that was the thrust of your question.

Senator BYrp. Yes, that is the thrust of my question.

Mr. WALKER. Let me take a moment and see if I can get a sharper
focus on it.

I just don’t have a sharper answer for you, Mr. Chairman. I will
strive to obtain one.

: Senator Byrp. If you can make a sharper answer, fine. If you can’t,
et it go.
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You say we strongly su;‘)&'«i)rt elimination because of defects inherent.
Whut defects are you speak: n% of? . .

Mr. WALKER. One prircipal defect is that U.S. companies seeking:
foreign financing arid foreigh investors seeking to invest in the United'
States are forced to use a complex and discriminatory set of treaties
and statutory rules to achieve a.reduced withholding tax when that
result could be more directly achieved by just not having withholding:
there in the first place. )

Senator Byrp. Doesn’t this give you & tool that is helpful to the
Treasury Department? :

Mr. WALKER, I am sorry. -

Senator Byrp. Doesn’t the present provision give you a tool that
wouild be helpful to the Treasury Department?

Mpr. WALKER. There are tools there, Mr. Chairman, but they are
tools that are burdensome to utilize. For example, there must be
verification where there are payments to what would appear to be
members of treaty countries with a low withholding rate. The fact
that the payment is made genuinely to a resident of that country
must be verified.

This presents problems of enforcement and administration.

[Annex A and B to Mr. Walker’s statement follows:]

ANNEX A.—INTERNATIONAL PRrRAcTICE ON WITHHOLDING TAX:S ON INTEREST

The following is a recent survey of foreign countries exempting withholding on
ti‘nte}'est, on obligations (other than bank accounts) paid by domestic issuers to
oreigners:

Austria —Interest paid to nonresident lenders is exempt.

Australia—Interest pni\;ments by a resident to a nonresident are exempt from
payment of the 109, withholding tax if the interest liability is incurred in carrying
on a business in a country outside Australia through a permanent establishment
in that other country. Furthermore, the income tax law aimended in 1971 to exempt
any interest payments: (i) made in a foreign currency on public issues or widely
offered private placements of bearer bonds, if the bonds were issued in a foreign
currency outside Australia by Australian companies for use in their Australian
businesses; or (ii) made on bearer bonds in a foreign currency, if the bonds were
issued in a foreign currency outside Australia by Australian companies for use in
a business which is wholly or substantially Australian owned and controlled.

Belgium.—With respect to loan agreements entered into between March 1,
1968 and December 31, 1971, Belgium granted an exemption from withholding
for interest paid by Belgian industrial, commercial or agricultural enterprises to
nonresidents who had no permanent establishment in Belgium in cases in which
the loans served the purpose of financing operations of general economic interess
and contributed directly to the establishment, expansion, conversion or moderniza-
tion of the borrower. (Artc. 89, §2, 6°, C of Royal Decree of March 4, 1965,
Royal Decree of January 5, 1971, 1971 Moniteur Belge 763 (January 21, 1971)).
This exemption was applicable to private and public borrowings and no require-
ments as to maturities were imposed. The only exemptions from withholding
presently available in Belgiuin cover interest paid to nonresidents on (1) loans
to and deposits in banks established in Belgium made by forcign banks, and (2)
registered obligations of, and deposits in, Belgium banks and certain other financial
institutions.

Canada.—The Canadian Income Tax Act was amended in 1975 to exempt from
Canadian tax interest which Canadian companies pay to unrclated nonresidents
on obligations issued after June 23, 1975 if, under the terms of such obligations
the company may not be obliged to pay more than 25 percent of the pr'mcipai
amount thereof within five vears of the date of issue.

Denmark.—Interest paid to nonresident lenders is exempt.

France.—Under Article 131 ter 1 of the Code Generale des Impots, the Minister
of Economy and Finance is authorized to exempt from French withholding tax
payments of principal and intcrest made outside FFrance on special issues of honds
floated abroad by French companies or enterprises. Under this provision, the
Minister has authorized exemptions for private placements with a small number
of lenders as well as for public issues. No limitations on the maximum period to
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maturity have been imposed. By Deéree of January 7, 1966, codified as Article
41 Duodecies C of Annexe III of the Code Generale des Impots of France, exemp+
tion from withholding is also given to interest on deposits of foreign currency
with French banks and to income on certain short-term transactions between
French banks on the one hand and foreign banks, international organizations
and foreign financial institutions on the other. Moreover, in the 1975 Finance
Law, passed on December 30, 1975, France has further expended its tax exemption

_ for interest payments to nonresidents.

Finland —Under the ‘**Act on Taxation of Income and Property”, Article 7,
Section 2, Finland exempts from income tax all bond interest paid to foreign lénd-
ers. This provision was first enacted in 1966 as an interim measure to be effective
for one year. This law has been renewed from year-to-year, most recently on De-
cember 29, 1972, for the year 1973. In 1973, the provision was amended-ae-as to
exempt from Finnish income tax all interest paid to foreign lenders on foreign
loans, including foreign private placements.

Italy —Italian law provides an exemption from withholding for interest paid
to nonresidents on certain loans contracted and bonds issued outside Italy. This
exemption, which has been available since April 28, 1970, was to expire on Jan-
uary 7, 1974 unless extended.

apan.~—Under special legislation in Japan, interest payable on foreign currency
debt securities issued by aé)anese companies during the period from April 1,
1968 to March 31, 1972 and having maturities of not less thian five years are
exempt from withholding if paid to nonresidents of foreign corporations not
having permanent establishments in Japan to which the interest is attributable.
It is understood that similar relief was extended in 1974.

Netherlands —Interest paid by a Duteh financing company is ordinarily exempt
from withholding.

Norway.—Interest paid to nonresident lenders is exempt.

Sweden.—Interest poid to nonresident lenders is exempt.

United Kingdom.—If a borrowing by a resident borrower from a foreign lender
is governed by foreign law, the interest is exempt from withholding at the source.
In order for the interest to be deductible by the borrower, the borrowing must
comply with additional restrictions on the place where, and the currency in which
interest is vaid and on the purpose of the borrowing. (Income and Corporation
Taxes Act 1970, §§ 248(4) (b), 249(1)).

ANNEX B.—PROJECTED REVENUE EFFECTS OF THE ELIMINATION OF WITHHOLDING TAXES ON DIVIOENDS AND
INTEREST PAID TO FOREIGN INVESTORS

[in millions of dollars]

1976 1577 1918 1979 1580
Elimination of tax on:

1. Interest from portfolio investment. ... ............. 15 20 25 30 35
2. Dividends from portfofio investment 150 160 170 180 190
3. Interest from directinvestment. . _....... . 2 2 2 3 3
4, Dividends from directinvestment.. ... ... .cceceann... 38 42 46 50 54

Totals: )
Portfolio interest and dividends. ..o eeeerareenncaannn 165 180 195 210 225
Directinterest and dividends. ...ooenoeneoonaennnaaanns 40 44 48 53 57
Allinterest and dividends............ rwsaerevavanses 205 224 243 263 282

Senator BYrp. Suppose we hear now from Mr. Robert Roosa,
former Under Secretary of the Treasury.

Mr, Walker, if vou care to, you can stay a while.

Mr. WaLkger. Thank you.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT ROOSA, FORMER UNDER SECRETARY OF
THE TREASURY FOR MONETARY AFFAIRS

Senator Byrp. Good morning, Mr. Secretary. You may proceed
as you wish. -

Mr. Roosa. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, very much.

Senator Byrp. We are glad to have you here.
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Mr. Roosa. I certainly am glad to have a chance to again appear
before the subcommittee «{ the Senate Committee on Finance.

As you have indicated, mny name is Robert Roosa and I am here as
chairman of the New York Stock Exchange Advisory Committee
on International Capital Markets and also as a partner in Brown
]%roi.,ol_*larriman & Co., a private banking firm located in New

ork City. T

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to submit a
somewhat fuller statement for the record and merely summarize it
quickly and get on to the discussion.

Senator Byrp. 1 think that is a very good way to handle it.

Your complete statement will be published in full in the record.

Mr. Roosa. I generally agree with the position advanced by
Secretary Walker, and that probably gives me even a more simple
basis for summarizing the position presented at greater length in my
statement.

I think it is important to emphasize the starting proposition, Mr.

Chairman, that the pendulum has turned with respect to the flow of
forci%n investment into and out of the United States, and it is
significant for this economy.
At least in my own view we have reached a stage where, partly
because of the environment created in the aftermath of the dramatic
oil price change and the shifting in balance-of-payments positions
that that has produced, the United States no longer can be primarily or
solely a capital exporter.

There is a clearer basis for us to share in whatever part of tho
investable proceeds of the OPEC countries can come here, as alloca-
tions are made among the developed countries,

We all know that much, they have to go to the less developed
countries where there are other crying neceds, but a substantial part
will in any event go to the developed countries.

This country, in my view, is going to have on balance an overall
- shortage in the availability of capital, particularly long-term capital,
for many years to come.

We ought to be making a stronger claim to get that capital.

1 think, therefore, that one of the most powerful ways to help
attract foreign investment is to eliminate the withholding tax on
interest and dividend income on portfolio investment.

I would even emphasize, perhaps more than the Secretary did, the
longer run net gain to the economy from repealing the tax in terms of
increased jobs, %ﬁgher incomes and a larger tax base here.

I think that the combined effect of these over the long run is to
much more than offxet any short-run loss to the Treasury m revenue.

In accord with that,-1 would think that, as I will indicate in a
second, it will mmch more than offset the indicated revenue loss which
I suspect, for the sake of avoiding too much quibbling of detail, may
even be overstated in the figures that the Secretary has presented.

1 want to mention one other issue to which you have referred, Mr.
Chairman, and in passing the Secretary did also. That is, that we do
have coming up at the end of the year under the present law the
lapsing of the exemption even with respect to nonoflicial foreign bank
deposits in this country.
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While I would agree with the Secretary that we want to emphasize
longer term investmient, we don't want to discoura.%? to the point of
forcing or encouraging withdrawal of the deposits that have already
been built up here.

I think the very same nd on which I am trying to urge the
extension of the withholding exemption to bond intorest and stock
dividends does support retention cf the exemption of nonofficial
foreign bank deposits along the lines that are proposed and still are
included in the present House. bill.

I am not sure that it is clear why this is important now, but so many
tifme deposits, written for foreigners in particular, have a maturity
of 1 year.

Wﬁh the present status of law, forsign banks, anxious to attract
back from us deposit balances that are held here, are already fishing
in these troubled waters, indicating to those who have balances on
deposit here, in 1-year time deposits, as they mature that it isn’t safe
to provide for renewal of them or at least you are opening yourself to
the potential liability under present existing U.S. law that they will
be subject to withholding at least by the end of this calendar year.

It does seem, therefore, that even in this area, it is important to take
speedy acfion or we are going to see a gradual erosion of the billions
and billions of deposit money that is here, in part deposit money that
has taken that form rather than long-term investment, becausse it is
exempt from the withholding tax. .

I would rather see the shift into long-terin investment here than to
see it driven out of the country altogether. I don’t think that is too
difficult a preference to express. -

I think also that something ought to be said about recent invest-
ments.

The Secretary mentioned that 90 percent of the potential tax base
here flows to countries which are tax treaty countries. At a certain
point when those data were put together that was true.

1 am quite prepared to walk into the hornets’ nest of indicating
that that is not true now because a very substantial part of what could
be invested here and could be earning interest here would come from
the OPEC countries. :

I think it should come, but it is being deterred.

You may have noticed a Treasury release a few days ago to the
effect that, while there was a reduction in OPEC investment here in
1975 compared to 1974, there was an increase in equity investment.
That does seem puzzling, if I am here asking to remove the withholding
tax as a way of encouraging that equity investment.

Senator Byrp. Could 1 interrupt at this point?

Mr. Roosa. Yes, ~ .

Senator Byrp. Isit not correct that under section 892 of the Internal
Revenue Code those countries already are exempt?

Mr. Roosa. No, sir. That is what I want to explain. As a govern-
ment investment for a governmentally related purpose, they are
exempt, but any corporation that is a governmental entity must seek
and receive a specific exemption from the Internal Revenue Service
in order to gain that exemPtion.

Senator Byrp. Why can’t they do that by treaty just as easilﬁ;?

Mr. Roosa. As far as the treaty provision i1s concerned, as you know,
most of the treaty negotiation—and by the way, 1 am pertectly pre-
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pared to say that we ought to have both tax treaties and treaties of
commerce and navigation with all of the countries in the Middle East,
and I recommended that to SecretaxI'y Kissinger 3 or 4 years ago.

I am not disagreeing with you, but I am here proposing ti;at in tﬁ.is
area the straightforward, simple, across-the-board way, much less
cumbersome and complex, is to eliminate the withholding tax because,
in general, what has been done under the tax treaty has been a reduc-
tion but not elimination.

Of course, elimination in 12 countries for interest on bonds has
occurred, but there has rarely been a case of eliminating the with-
holdinﬁ on dividends.

In the case of Israel, for example, the present provision is only that
we reduce the withholding on dividends from 30 to 25 percent and on
interest from 30 to 17.5 percent.

There we do have a tax treaty, but we have neither tax treaties nor
treaties of commerce and friendship with any of the other Middle
Eastern countries. I think it is important that we have them.

It does lead, even then, to a discriminatory patchwork which
certainly at least has the effect the Secretary has indicated of making
it very difficult to have broad secondary markets for any outstanding
securities because whenever a security passes, there is a change in the
tax status, depending on what the peculiar provision of the tax law is
in the residence of the person buying the security from the seller.

It makes it even more difficult in the case of the marketmaker who
stands in the middle as a dealer or a broker.

I would revert again, Mr. Chairman, to a little explanation, at least
mg own explanation of why we did have this peculiar increase in
OPEC investment in equities in 1975, an increase of $1 billion, some-
thing that I am here urging we should have.

To a large extent, that came about under the provision of Internal
Revenue Service rulings which had been awaited for some time, which
came through in 1975, which are themselves limited in scope.

It did, as a first impact, provide for an inflow through that means of
a substantial amount of money that did belong to government entities
in Middle Eastern countries.

Because the Internal Revenue Service must continue under the
law to observe and to verify that there is a governmentally related
purpose, that is why, of course, they have chosen portfolio investment,
to try to play down any impiicatxon that they are reaching beyond
that in order to have an equity controlling interest in any manu-
facturing operating distributing company.

It is my understanding from the conversation and negotiations 1
have had with most of those Middle Eastern countries that they are
anxious to avoid—there are exceptions—circumstances in which their
governments would have anything that would look like a controlling
interest, even more than a 5-percent-equity interest, in firms here
because they want earning assets that will preserve the value of the
capital they have now achieved and obtained, rather than the invidious
problems of exercising control.

Therefore, within that kind of framework and understanding, the
IRS has issued rulings. I must say the rulings are traditionallIy am-
biguous. I am not purporting to be a lawyer and say that 1 fully
understand them, but I do know that government entities in all of

67-994—7¢——38
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those OPEC countries, who are going to have resources to invest
net in this calendar year, are uncertain as to what their status is
going to be under the provisions of that set of rulings beyond this

calendar year.

There 13 a question of where they will invest and how and whether
it will still be considered consistent with the governmental purpose
or whether it will take it on a broader implication.

For that reason, I think we have to look through this provision.

You may remember that when I was up here as Under Secretary I
did propose, which, of course, was an administration proposal, what
eventually did become law, a flat and permanent exemption for the
interest received by foreign central banks.

That stands as statute.

Therefore, wherever the Internal Revenue Service will issue a
ruling indicating that the central bank is operating in its capacity
as a central bank and not as a mutual fund, that central bank invest-
ment will continue to be exempt, but even there doubt will remain.

There may be other wayvs of handling it, but the clearcut way
which gets many other benefits as well is to cut across the board and
eliminate the withholding tax altogether.

Senator Byrp. Aren’t you saying, then, that the Treasury has wide
latitude in this regard?

Mr. Roosa. The Internal Revenue Service does, ves, but only to
the extent that they arc prepared to stretch the boundaries of inter-
pretation under the general provision, which Congress has established,
that the investment itse!f must be clearly related to a governmental
purpose.

Senator Byrp. Aren’t you also saying, in giving an answer to my
revious question to Secretary Walker, as to which countries would
e the chief beneficiary, as I understand from you, it would be the

Middle East countries.

Mr. Roosa. Yes, I am. Of course, there will be considerable advan-
tage all the. way around because I am sure there isn’t a single country
where, with respect to dividends even under the tax treaties, anyone
gets down to less than 15-percent withholding.

If there were to be a change—and ecach watches the other, of
course—if we wanted to get down to zero through the tax treaties,
we would have to initiate negotiations for the revision of some 25
existing tax treaties, all of which provide differently, between 15
and even 30 percent of withholding on dividends.

There will be benefits under what I am proposing to all of these
countries and a little bit more to those which have the highest with-
holding rates.

Yet the entire list will have considerable benefit.

I have already mentioned the position of Israel, which has very
little benefit under the tax treaty. Australia, Austria, Belgium, and
Canada are down to 15 percent, and so on. Therefore, the benefit
of cutting the withholding on dividends will extend to all.

Then, I would reinforce what the Secretary xaid, that by making
the treatment uniform you greatly increase the capacity to develop
secondary markets in these securities.

My views are those of a person who has spent his life in the invest-
ment market and mainly in trading secondary securities; I have never
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been engaged in underwriting. Our firm is not permitted.to do under-
writing now. All I do is trade in the secondary markets. , .. .

I can certainly assure you that when tax treatment is uniform, the
breadth of those markets becomes immeasurably improved, just as
when other kinds of provisions are made uniform. ;- . -

We deliberately imposed a hazard at the time that I was up here
roposing the interest equalization tax, which had to be introduced
or a brief period for a clear purpose.

The tables have now turned enough so that what we are trying
to do at this stage, instead of causing or at least putting restraints
on funds that would flow out of the United States by in cffect raising
of the interest costs to others, we are this time trying to take away an
impediment which applies in discriminatory ways across the board
to investors, depending on whether they buy stocks or bonds and
(legending on where they live. S

Senator Byrb. What has been the extent of equity investment by
the Middle East countries in the last couple of years? . -

Mr. Roosa. What is the extent?

Scnator Byrp. Yes.
Mr. Roosa. The Treasury estimate—and they would come closer

to knowing then anyone else—is I believe $350 million from all OPEC
countries. That is not just Middle East. 1 didn’t see a breakdown,
but this could include the whole southern tier of the Mediterranean
and also, if there were any funds to invest in Nigeria, and Indonesia
and Venezuela—certainly Venezuela did have some—and Ecuador.

There were about $350 or $360 million in 1974 and about $1.4
billion in 1975. Even in 1975 that represented only 3 percent of the
investable funds that the OPEC countries had. This is not their total
{;}lrlx.ds. Their total receipts were in the rough magnitude of $110

illion. . S

‘Thoy spent a lot of it on the other things but they had available
then for mvestment, as is estimated by the Treasury, in’ culendar
1975 about $42 billion. Of that, in the equity side of. the market,
OPEC countries invested about 3-percent out of the $42 billion in the
United States. r o

Senator Byrp. Where is all the rest going, then? .

Where is the 97 percent going? T

Mr. Roosa. Part of it, of course, is difficult to track, but roughly—
again, I am recalling 'I'reasury figures—there was a substantial, a
somewhat larger part that went into the Common Market countries.

If we round this in billions, and I perhaps should corréect this for
the record because I am calling on & memory now that. sometimes
fails, it was compared to $1.4 billion coming here, the "Common
Market, 1 beliove, got around $3 billion, and then the OPEC countries
sent about $6 billion, into other Arab countries in particular.

So, it was Arabs to Arabs for the most part there. '

Then, there was another roughly $4 billion that went to international
organizations, IMF, IBRD, et cetera, that still doesn’t get us up to
not even quite half of the total. ‘

Then there was a substantial amount which they invested in the
Eurodollar market and therefore was undifferentiated as to which
countries received it.

If I remember rightly, that estimate runs higher, something in the
order of $7 billion. Apart from the Treasury estimate, other people
have estimated that as high as $11 billion.
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. Then when you get all done, there was also a certain amount of
investment among those countries themselves where they were
.makmtﬁ new investment in long-term projects that don’t count as
immediate spending. .

. There are still about $7 or $8 billion unaccounted for, that Treasury
just can’t track in the present state of its information. This is, of
course, something where, along the lines of the Secretary’s comment,
there is clearly a need for more surveillance and information.

It is to be hoped that this is one outcome that will emerge after the
country has ratified the agreements that were made on the monetary
side in Jamaica, where in the second week of January this year
they finally did reach agreement on a number of issues involved in
international payments procedures, and so on. '

Senator Byrp. Would Secretary Walker take the witness table
and comment on the extent of Middle East investment?

It seems to me that Treasury may well be substantially under-
estimating the amount invested in equities in this country by Middle
East countries. )

Mr. WaLkER. Mr. Chairman, I was just reviewing, as this dialo
was taking place, a statement which Assistant Secretary Geral
Parsky made before the Subcommittee on Foreign Commerce and
Tourism of the Senate Committee on Commerce just a few days ago,

Februm'{ 23. -

Just thumbing through it, I see he refers in one portion of that
testimony to the OPEC investments. I don’t know that I have figures
which dovetail precisely with those that you were reading, Mr.
Roosa, but I would be glad to supply this for the record if you would
care to have it, Mr. Chairman. )

It does contain a table showing the investment pattern of the OPEC
surpluses during 1974 and part of 1975. However, Mr. Chairman, I
couldn’t give a fast respouse to what has been said, but the data is
available and we would be glad to develop it in more detail for the
record, if you would care to have it, because it certainly is relevant to

the current inquiry.

Senator Byrp. 1 think it is. ) T

1f gou can supply additional information, that will be helpful.

[The following material was subsequently supplied by the Depart-~
ment of the Treasury:)
TrE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY,

Washington, D.C., March 6, 1976.
gon. lllignn:‘e FO Bm%, .‘3‘:1.,
ussell Sen pice uilding
Washington, D.C. ’

DEear SENATOR BYrDp: Enclosed, as you requested during my testimony before
your Subcommittee on International Finance and Resources, is a cgfy of the most
recent Treasury estimates of OPEC country investment in the United States for
1974 and 1975. With reference to these estimates, it should be noted that less
than 20 percent of the OPEC suﬂzlus for 1974 and 1075 was invested in the United
States, mostly in short-term ob gations, and that the amount invested as a per-
centage of the total decreased in 1975. .

Again, let me thank you for the opportunity to present the Treasury and Ad-
ministration views on the elimination of tax withholding, and if I can be of further
assistance please do not hesitate to call upon me.

Sincerely yours
y ¥ { CHARLES M. WALKER,

Assistant Secretary.
Enclosure. -
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CURRENT TREASURY STAFF ESTIMATES OF OPEC SURPLUSES AND INVESTMENT PATTERN
(Dotlar amounts In billions)

1974 Preliminary 1975
Percent Percant
Amount of totsl Amount of total
in the United States:
Short-term portfolio investment.....ccccenencnacace $9.3 ceeeeeenaas $0.1 e
Long-term portfolio investment. . .c.ccnccannnnnaas | 1S 5.4 Lenanes .
Other. . cceecicceacaccnancnceccacaacucsncanoncas I I ;- TR
Total In V.S cicnceccrcacccccaccnacecancen 11.25 19 6.25 15
In Euro-banking market (including United Kingdom
banks, other guopun ba(|l\ks, andgoﬂshoro bankg).... 22.5 31.5 7.0 172.0
Other to United Kingdom...ecevarceecncencannnaccnans 1.5 12.5 .25 .5
Other to developed countries. . .....ccoeceennccaceacnn 5.5 9.0 7.0 12.0
IFi ﬂnancin% and IMF ol facility..... 3.5 6.0 4.0 9.5
Other to LOC’s (including grants)..cccoecennccnnneenn. 4,0 6.5 6.5 15.0
Al ORI eacecencecrcncasacecrcccncasacasmsacns 5.75 9.5 11.0 26.9
{7 | PP Seerancennsa 60.0 100.0 42.0 100.0

Senator BYrp. In your statement, Mr. Walker, you say:

We are mindful of the problems raised by tax avoidance but we do not believe it
is necessary to structure our internal tax system to make up for the inadequacies
of individual countries.

In the next paragraph you say:

The Treasury Department has suggested that legislation eliminating withhold-
ing should also permit the imposition of a withholding tax in the case of a country
that refused to cooperate in identifying recipients of dividend and interest pay-
ments where there is believed to be a substantial problem of tax evasion.

Aren’t those two paragraphs contradicting each other?

Mr. WaLkEeR. I don’t think they are, Mr. Chairman. The first
portion relates to the taxation by foreign countries of their citizens
and residents. These countries seek to have us impose a withholding
tax, perhaps with a refund system, which will permit them to trace the
income of their citizens and residents. We do not see the need for the
United States to compensate for another country’s inadequacy in
enforcing its own tax system. ,

The latter portion that you referred to, Mr. Chairman, has to do
with our undertaking, despite a removal of the withholding provisions,
to nevertheless impose & withholding tax if we were to find that there
was abusive use made of tax havens, for example, by U.S. citizens and
residents.

Senator Byrp. You are not speaking of tax havens in this country
but tax havens in foreign countries?

Mr. WALKER. Yes, tax havens in foreign countries.

1 don’t think they are inconsistent positions, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Roosa. For the record, Mr. Chairman, that is the only provision
of the Secretary’s statement with which I would not agree.

Senator Byrp. It seems to me that it is contradictory. You say up
here, “We do not believe it is necessary to structure our internal tax
system to make up for the inadequacies of individual countries”.

Mr. WALKER. at we seek to avoid is becoming a part of an
a{raﬁlgement in which there would be a withholding tax and a refund
ot the tax.
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Sendtor Byrd. Let me ask the two of you just one additional
question, and then I will call on Professor Musgrave.

Is it likely that the elimination of withholding tax would only
attract foreign residents to invest in existing ownership, that is, invest
in currently operated companies rather than in new business.

If so, how would that tend to create additional job opportunities?

Mr. Roosa. I don’t want to seem proselytizing, but I have a personal
proposal which I have advanced as of about 1% years ago, which
would aim to center the OPEC investment entirely in new projects
where again their controlling interest would be kept minor.

These take a while to evolve, but I do feel that this is on the way.

It will require additional effort and arrangements, but I think it
can be done.

It is also true that much of what flows in, initially at any rate,
would be just broadly speaking into the marketable securities that
exist. '

What these funds do, both in the secondary market and the original
issue market, is provide a part of the finance for the heavy volume of
additional corporate borrowing, which is coming along.

Also, by providing a substantial continual purchasing source in
the capital markets, it will create an environment in which U.S.
corporations can issue additional amounts.

So, whether the funds flow always directly into a new issue, the
indirect effect is to support a market in which many new issues are
occurring and to make it possible for more of those to occur.

We have had a little stump, as you know, this year in the rate at
which new corporate borrowing has occurred.

But, because it is a fair-weather market and the stock market has
risen, we are now getting a cluster of new issues of corporate stock.
I hope there will be many more.

It is in that kind of an environment where OPEC investment, even
if it is to a considerable extent going into old issues, flows through
the market and eventually supports and provides the funds which
go into the new equity investment.

I feel that in this case, Mr. Chairman, the money is really fundable
and the net addition means supporting added investment whether
you can trace it initially or not.

Senator Byrp. You point out, Mr. Roosa, that every Common
Market country except Germany has more accommodative tax treat-
ment for foreign investors.

Mr. Roosa. Yes.

Senator Byrp. Doesn’t the United States still have a more attractive
investment market?

For example, doesn’t the rate of inflation in the United Kingdom,
despite no withholding tax on dividends and interest, make it a less
desirable place for foreign investment?

Mr. Roosa. Absolutely. Therefore, it takes a pretty big deterrent
to divert investinent from here to somewhere else.

For many investors the withholding tax is that margin of difference.

Senator Byrp. Let me ask e;ou to disgress a moment from the
precise question that is before the committee today. How do you see
interest rates in the United States 6 to 12 months from now?

Mr. Roosa. I think it will partly hinge on this, not that this can
be a major, wholly determining element. It is going to be more im-
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3oytant what the Federal Reserve is doing and what thé economy is
oing. ,

ithout describing all those assumptions, the net of it in my view
is that both long- and short-term interest rates will be modestly higher
6 to 12 months from now. I think it is likely to just take the end of
the year as a benchmark, that our rates on the whole cluster in the
short term market, which has lately centered around the Federal
fund rate of 4% to 5 percent, and with commercial paper and bankers’
acceptances and bankers’ CD’s all down vert})r close to 5 percent, a
very tightly clustered short market, it will begin to fan out and I
think probably we will see Fed fund rates by the end of the year, some-
thing over 5} percent but a fanning uE\vard where many of the other
parts of that market will be in the neighborhood of 6 percent.

This is putting my neck way out, but I am just trying to give an
order of magnitude change.

I would think that tﬁong with that, in much of the long-term
market, again depending on quality and maturity, there will be rates
that will be a quarter to a half of 1 percent above today’s level.

By total’s level, I mean last Thursday’s level, because you get some
bouncing around so that it is hard to use a benchmark. That means,
just to be precise as to rate, that a Double A utility, if we know what
that is, which is a pretty broad range of companies, is going to be
something above 9 percent and probably in the order of 9} at the
end of the year.

Senator Byrp. What you say sort, of coincides with my own view,
that we will have a relative stability in 1976.

Mr. Roosa. Yes.

Senator Byrp. I am inclined to think that we are going to face
some different problems come the middle or the latter part of 1977 and
1978. -

Mr. Roosa. I think so, too.

Senator Byrp. On the inflationary side.

Mr. Roosa. Yes, I carefully didn’t extend any comments into this
problem.

Senator Byrp. I notice you cut it off on December 31, 1976.

Mr. Roosa. Yes.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Roosa follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT oF RoserT V. Ro0sa, CHAIRMAN OF THE ADVISORY
ComMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL CAriTAL MARKETS oF THE NEW YORK STOCK
ExcHANGE, INc.

My name is Robert V. Roosa and T am Chairman of the New York Stock Lix-
change’s Advisory Committee on International Capital Markets as well as a
Rz\rtner in Brown Brothers Harriman & Co., a private banking firm located in

ew York City.

I appreciate the opportunity to appear before the Senate Subcommittee on
International Finance and Resources to present the Advisory Committee’s views
on the desirability of climinating the withholding tax on dividends and interest
paid to foreign investors on their portfolio investment.

UNITED STATES NEEDS ADDITIONAL FOREIGN CAPITAL INFLOWS

We believe it is in the national interest to take all practicable steps toward
encouraging the freer flow of capital among nations. But in addition to that
broad objective, the United States now has a strong direct interest in reducing
any obstacles to portfolio investment in this country on the part of foreigners.



£5%

by

20

If the economy is going to be physically equipped to produce anywhere near the
potential of its manpower, then enormous amounts of capital will have to be
secured in the years ahead. We need foreign investment as well as our own savings
to create the jobs that can push unemployment below the 7% or 8% levels that
so many now take for granted—and to keep the fires of inflation from being
fueled anew.

. Indeed, the pendulum has swung. Having relied heavily in the past on our
investment in other countries to create those markets for U.S. exports that
produce jobs and incomes for Americans, we now also need increased investment
from other countries to help build the pfants and equipment so necessary to keep
this country cproduct,ive, competitive, and fully employed.

One step Congress can take to support this change in our need for capital from
abroad would be to eliminate the withholding tax on interest and dividend income
on foreign portfolio investment in the U.S. In our view, the present tax dis-
courages foreign investment at a time when it should be encouraged. The tax
produces comparatively little revenue for the Treasury, both on an absolute
and relative basis, especially when the costs of collection are taken into account.
Indeed, the net gain to the economy from repealing this tax—in terms of increased
jlgP opportunities and higher incomes—would more than offset any loss to the

easury.

One other tax issue in this area is, at least in immediacy of timing, even more
urgent. That concerns interest on non-official foreign bank deposits held in this
country which are “not effectively connected with the conduct of a trade or busi-
ness within the United States.” Such deposits have for years been wholly exempt
from U.S. income tax, under the very same principle that underlies the case I
am now making for extending the exemption from withholding to bond interest
and stock dividends. Such deposits now aggregate many billions of dollars;
indeed, an estimate by the American Bankers ociation put them at $6.5 billion
in 1973. But their tax exemption is scheduled to expire at the end of this year.

The threat of expiration means that deposits of ten months’ or more maturity
cannot now be made with assurance of their nontax status; nor can maturing
deposits be confidently renewed for terms beyond the end of 1976. It is conse-
quently of extreme importance that this reversal of an existing tax treatment be
avoided. While I am here primarily to urge action that would make additional
investment in the U.S. more attractive, I would be remiss if I were not to stress
the need for action that would help to fceep deposit funds here that have already
flowed in under the benefit of tax exemption.

THE WITHHOLDING TAX DISCOURAGES FOREIGN INVESTMENT

The present withholding tax acts as an impediment to foreign portfolio invest-
ment. Under present law, a 309, tax is imposed, at the source, on the gross amount
of dividends and interest paid to foreign investors. Though tax treaties modify
this rate somewhat (see Table attached), the basic U.S. rate is still higher than in
many other industrialized nations. Most importantly, the U.S. does not have tax
treaties with the world’s maf'or source of potential investment capital—the oil-
producing states of the Middle East. This factor alone has played a major part in
diverting funds away from the U.S. capital markets. Simply put, investors in these
countries can do better elsewhere, as the 309, withholding tax sharply reduces
the net return on their portfolio investments. And for the most part, they would
prefer portfolio investment in order to avoid any implication that they wish or
intend to acquire controlling interests in American enterprises when they look for
earning assets here. .

The U.S. withholding tax has clearly been a factor underlying the relative lack
of participation in the U.S. capital markets by the OPEC countries. In this
connection, a recent Treasury Department study indicated that the U.S. share of
such investments fell from 19%, in 1974 to 1569, last year. While OPEC investments
in U.8. equities did rise in 1975—to roughly $1.4 billion vs. only $362 million in
1974—this sum still amounted to only 3.3% of the estimated $42 billion pool of
OPEC investable funds. And that increase largely occurred, as I mention again
Iater, in response to administrative relief from withholdin% granted by an IRS
ruling to a particular type of governmental institution. Even so, the United
States has received a relatively sinall commitment to the world’s largest and most
liquid securities market.

o the extent that the present withholding tax reduces the yield on U.S.
corporate securitics held by foreigners, then it is little wonder that such investors
limit their participation in the U.S. securities markets.
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ACTIONS TAKEN BY OTHER COUNTRIES

Other countries have moved aggressively to attract foreign capital by reducing
their withholding tax rates. With the exception of Germany, none of the Common
Market countries has a withholding tax on interest; and among themselves,
withholding on dividends is being eliminated. Japan, if legislation ‘ehactedion
March 30, 1974, exempted from income taxation interest on foreign currency debt
securities issued by Japanese corporations to nonresident investors. The Canadian

overnment hasg called for an exemption from the normal withholding tax on
nterest paid to novresidents on Canadian lpublio ‘and private debt securities.
In its Budget Report, it was indicated that “The proposed relief from withholding
tax is intended to increase the flexibility of Canadian business to plan long-term
debt financing and facilititate access to funds in international capital markets.”
Many observers believe that enactment of this legislation has played a role in the
recent rise of the Canadian dollar; .

The German experience with withholding taxes provides confirmation, though
in reverse, of the impact that withholding taxes can have on fore(iﬁn investment
flows. In i969, when the deutsche mark was strengthening markedly and invest-
ment funds were flowing in, the German government levied a withholding tax on
foreign-owned German bonds in order to reduce foreign inflows of capital. And
the withholding tax did help to discourage foreign demand for German debt
securities. It appeas a reasonable deduection that the absence or elimination of
such taxes will encouragoe foreign flows here at home,

NYSBE STUDY ON U.8, CAPITAL NEEDS

Because of its concern over the long-term capital requirements and savings
prospects of the U.S,, the Exchange staff prepared a research report which is at-
tached for the record.* In this report, Exchange economists estimated that the
present saving potential in the U.S. economy through 1985—from all domestic
sources—is something over $4 trillion. Over this same period, private sector
capital demands are likely to reach a cumulative total of $4.5 trillion. In other
words, the domestic savings capacity of the economy may well be insufficient to
finance the capital required to provide adequate housing, modernize plant and
machinery, develop domestic energy sources, and improve the enivironment.

The Txchange is not alone in focusing on the enormous financing needs facing
this nation. Studies undertaken by the Treasury Department, the Brookings Institu-
tion, the National Planning Association, and the research departments of Data
Resources, Inc., Chase Manhattan Bank, the General Electric Company and the
Metrogolitan Life Insurance Company confirm that this nation will be hard
pressed to meet its future investment needs.

In our view, the withholding tax on foreign receigts from J)ortfolio investments
has become the wrong tax at the wrong time. In this period of long-term capital
gcarcity here, the U.S. should do all in its power to attract capital from abroad.
The alternative, in effect, is to risk a vicious circle of reduced consumption (for
the purpose of creating more capital) which in turn would reduce the incentive
for domestic capital formation. The price of less capital formation is higher
unemployment. ‘

REMOVYAL OF THE WITHHOLDING TAX WILL HAVE A MINOR REVENUR IMPAOT

Total income from withholdin%)taxes in 1971, the most recent year for which a
full set of data is currently available, amounted to }iust over $211 million, or about
0.19% of total federal tax collections in that year. However, to collect this sum, an
enormous amount of paperwork had to be generated. According to the Internal
Revenue Service, over 636,000 detailed documents were filed with withholdin
agents in 1971 in order to administer the tax—on average, one lengthy form an
internal audit for every $330 of tax receipts.

It should be noted that the ultimate tax loss would, in fact, be considerably
less than $211 million, as a portion of this total represents inter-corporate divi-
dends paid by subsidiaries to their foreign parent companies. If the tax on this
inter-corporate dividend income were retained, the maximum Treasury loss would
be considerably less. Unfortunately, no precise estimates of the magnitude of
inter-corporate dividend flows are availabletous, -

The paperwork involved in collecting this tax also acts as a deterrent to invest-
ment in the U.S. For the foreign investor, not only must & form be filed in the
U.S., but notification of taxes paid must also be made to his own government’s

*The report was made a part of the official files of the committee.
87-994—76——4
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tax service so that tax payments madeé'to thie U.S. can be credited against domestic
taxes, and that often consumes more time and leads to troublesome if not costly
delays in final settlement of taxes due and release of funds tied up in overpayments.

OVERALL GAIN TO THE ECONOMY FROM REPEAL OF THE WITHHOLDING TAX WILL
BE SIGNIFICANT

On the basis of the evidence available, it appears that the overall effect of

' eliminating the withholding tax would be distinctly favorable for the U.8. econ-

omy. As greater income and profits are generated in the U.S. economy from ex-
Eanded investment in this country, income tax receipts will increase on a direct

asis. If a 159, pretax rate of return on invested capital is assumed—the median
rate of return on invested capital is assumed—the median rate of return in the
manufacturing sector—then every $1 billion of additional investment capital
generated from abroad could eventually producé every year about $150 million
in additional profits, resulting in approximately $75 million in additional tax
revenues to the U.S. Treasury. A conservative estimate suggests that the annual
gains from aggregate new foreign investment of betwéen $2-$2.5 billion would
more than offset any loss in annual tax revenues. : -

Many indirect henefits would also accrue as a result of the elimination of the
tax. The added investment from abroad would have a beneficial impact on the
U.S. bhalance of payments, probably exceeding for many years to come any
additional outflows in dividend and interest payments to foreigners. Also of
importance would be the improvement of the United States’ position as the premier
international financial market, as U.S. securities would hecome competitive with
Eurodollar and Eurobond instruments which are not, of course, subject to with-
holding tax. Removal of the tax would result in a significant stimulation to
investment banking and brokerage firms and commercial banks in New York
and, to a lesser extent, elsewhere in the U.S. Because of théir experience in pro-
viding issuing, clearing, market making, trustee, and other services, such firms
are uniquely placed to take advantage of an increase in international activity in
the U.S. financial markets. The resulting expansion in earnings and employment
would also benefit the U.S. economy as well as the balance of payments.

ARGUMENTS FOR RETENTION OF THE WITHHOLDING TAX HAVE LITTLE MERIT

Though the House Ways and Means Committee axigroved repeal of the with-
holding tax in early October of last year, the full House subsequently voted
against its elimination. In the floor debate prior to the vote in the House, a number
of arguments were raised by opponents of repeal. Because the issues raised in the
House debate may also come before this Committee, I believe it would be useful
‘to ie)lza:pine the validity of various assertions made by opponents of the repeal
egislation.

t was argued that repeal of the withholding tax would discriminate against
American investors because they would continue to be subject to U.S. income
taxes while foreigners would pay no tax on their U.S. investments. This was further
embroidered to suggest that repeal of withholding would turn the United States
into a “tax haven.” However, this argument ignores the long accepted principle
of international taxation—that individuals should be subject to tax in their own
country of residence or nationality. It must be remembered, with respect to
dividends, that they are paid out of corporate earnings that have already been
fully taxed here. The form and extent of the double taxation that occurs when
these dividends are paid out to stockholders is appropriately determined by the
income tax procedures of the country in which that stockholder is resident. But
the underlying income does not escape corporate tax here. And there is no valid
analogy with the ‘“tax haven’ in which income is accumulated in a sort of “collec-
tion depot”’ to escape tax altogether.

To be sure, tax treaties already in effect reduce or eliminate U.S. taxes for
foreign residents in some countries. Tax treaties with Switzerland, for example,
have reduced- the levy on dividends to 15% and on interest payments to 3%
but even then investors are left with the cumbersomeness of detailed reports and
submitting claims for credits, which often take years to sort out. For the United
Kin%;iom, and some 11 other countries, treatics have completely eliminated all
withholding tax on interest payments. And, of course, the United States does not
tax capital gains (nor credit capital losses) aceruing to foreigners on stock or bonds.
But all of this represents a patchwork of discriminatory treatment. Elimination
of the withholding tax would end the discrimination among foreign investors on
the basis of their domicile and the form of their investment.
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In the House debate, it was further argued that repeal wquld hurt the American
taxpayer because of the expeoted loss in revenue that would occur if the with-
holding tax were eliminated. However; as I have previously noted, the net revenue
impsact of repeal would very soon, perhaps within a year or two, be more than
made up by:-increased revenues resulting from higher domestic incomes and
profits generated by added foreign investment. Thereafter, we would continually
enjlgg' & net gain. .

e issue of “windfall gaius’ was also raised in the House debate. It was charged
that repeal would provide foreign nationals with substantial tax savings and foreign
governments with significant increases in tax revenues as they collected what
was previously withheld here. However, to the extent that any windfall gains
would remain with the taxpayer, they would not flow to his government, and
vice versa. The critics cannot have both points—one excludes the other. To the
extent that a foreign government does have an increase in its own revenues, and
some may, that must 1 submit simply be accepted as one by-product of gettin
a better system overall. And the net gain in the United States from greater capita
availability here would far exceed any ‘‘loss” here through the “windfall’’ route.

To be sure, as was argued in the House, the fact that much foreign investment
is channeled through government agencies may to some extent limit the impact
of repeal—especially as regards the OPEC states—but not appreciably and not

. for long. Foreign governments are only exempt for investments clearly “related

to a governmental purpose.” There is no blanket exemption and none that is
automatic for a government corporation. Every foreign governmental entity
claiming exemption from the withholding tax must prepare its case and apply
for an exception from the Internal Revenue Service. Indeed, it was the final
clearance of such applications that largely accounts for the 1975 upsurge of about
$1 billion in equity investments here by certain OPEC countries.

What better evidence is needed that full elimination of the withholding tax
would indeed assure a sustained surge of added investment in the United States?
To the extent that our tax laws reduce the attractiveness of the U.S. capital
markets, moreover, foreign investment will simply be attracted elsewhere. With
the partial exception of Germany, every country in the Common Market now
has more accommodative tax treatment for foreign investors than is offered here.
It is therefore clearly to our advantage to move toward a more receptive posture
a8 concerns the treatment of portfolio investment from overseas. N

Two other arguments raised during the House debate also require comment.
It was argued that repeal would reduce the bargaining power of the U.S. in
future double taxation treaty discussions, and that added foreign investment
inflows would place future burdens on the economy in terms of interest and divi-
dend payments that would be due to furzigners. to the first, anyone familiar
with tax treaties—as I once was but can no longer really claim—could point to
one-hundred-and-one details that provide all the leverage, or self-interset, that
either side needs in working toward agreed arrangements of mutual advantage.
The withholding tax lever as to dividends or interest is almost a trivial part of
this larger set of detailed procedures and tax implications—ranging from customs
practices to taxes on extractive industries and much more.

Regarding the future costs of foreign investment inflows, it is certainly true
that for every dollar of inflow attracted in one year, we have to pay to the foreigner
a continuous stream of interest or dividends over a longer period of years. How-
ever, such investment will increase the Froductive capacity of the economy. The
resultant flow of additional income will more than compensate for any future
payments to foreigners. In short, inducement of additional foreign investment is
a sound national economic policy decision both for today and for the future.

CONCLUSION

The New York Stock Exchange joins with the Administration, the Treasury
Department and other concerned groups in urging the repeal of the withholding
tax on foreign portfolio investment. Elimination of the tax would promote foreign
investment-—adding to the nation’s capital resources and buttressing the country’s
balance of payments. Furthermore, repeal would ease the way for U.S.-based
multinational corporations to raise capital abroad for use here or elsewhere—
reducing their demand on domestic sources of funds. Enlarged tax receipts from
the additional profits and income generated by expanded foreign investment will
more than offset any initial decline in tax proceeds from withholding—especially
when the burdensome costs of collection are considered. Finally, the elimination
of the tax should strengthen the U.S. capital markets and increase their importance
in the international financial community.
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U.S. WITHHOLDING TAX RATES ON INTEREST AND DIVIDENDS INCOME -

{in perceat]
Dividenth
Recipient (Porttotio) Interest
Nontroaty Rations. . ...ueieeiieccccrenciccanscctronsonsecasncnsacarsascennesene 30 30
Treaty nations:

SRR, . cereenrennacrancarerancccsacassessiasscasosarsasenssansasanasasas 15 k]
S8 e eenenenanae. ] 0
Belgium. .aoveeonenan.. 15 15
Nad8. coeemarnanennns 15 15
s B
Fﬁa’id ................ 15 0
france......ooeceean 18 10
Gormany...ccceuau.e 15 0
Groecs. ... .cccconecncncocsnncncncncrancens 30 0
ITelONg. . o oceicriciiaciccancanccacanonn 15 0
180l o iieiiicccenctecacncncnanaoan 25 1.5
NRalY. ccieciaceciicricnactecasactacncconn 15 30
JOPAN. o iiciciccnrencccicarcacncane 15 10
Luxembourg ! 15 0
Netherfands._ .. _ 15 0
Netherlands Antilies? 15 0
New Zealan 15 30
NOTWEY. caeemraieeneancnnncascennnenns 15 0
Pakistan...... 30 30
South Africa 30 30
SWOABN. ... ceiiicicinieeccaeccccnacanee 15 0
Switzerland 15 5
Trinidad and TODAGO. .o vunee e iiiiiiaveercaeenecanrasencnncaven 30 30
United Kingdom. ..o cuuennnreeanrnacreccsioseacossosaccacecncenannoconanasss Ig 0
United Kingdom overseas territories 1 k1]

1 These rates are not applicable to Luxembourg holding companies, ‘
1 These rates are not applicable to holding companies unless certain elections are made.

Senator Byrp. I thank both of you gentleman.
I will ask Professor Musgrave of Northeastern University if she
will make her presentation. :

STATEMENT OF PEGGY MUSGRAVE, PROFESSOR, NORTHEASTEN
UNIVERSITY, BOSTON, IMASS.

Ms. Musarave. Thank you. '

Senator BYrp. You perhaps would want to give a summary and
then your formal statement could be submitted for the record.

Ms. MUsGRAVE. Yes.

Senator BYRrp. You may proceed in any way you wish.

Ms. MusGRAVE. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for this
opportunity to state and to explain my position in opposition to the
exemption of the withholding tax on foreign port,foﬁo investments.

I would like to give a brief summary of my reasons for opposing
this proposal.

First, it is a widely accepted principle in international taxation
that the country of source o? income should be allowed a reasonable
tsla)x shgre in the income arising in its borders and accruing to investors
abroad.

In fairness to its own domestic taxpayers, who must ultimately
bear the revenue cost of this proposal, the United States should not
surrender this claim.

This is particularly the case for interest income on which the
withholding tax is the only tax collected.

Second, the withholding tax has customarily been modified in tax
treaties which the United States has negotiated with other countries
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and tiit has proved to be a key factor in the U.S. treaty negotiating
position. x

Without the tax, the position of the United States in bargaining
for reciprocal tax concessions in future tax treaties is likely to be
severely undermined. L

Third, the principal beneficiaries of the withholding exemption
would be private portfolio investors from those countries with which
the United States has no tax treaty, largely the oil producing countries
and the less developed countries of Latin America and elsewhere.

The exemption in effect would put the United States in a position
of being a tax haven to these investors and of encouraging capital
flight from the less developed countries.

t is noteworthy in this connection that when the United States
was recently in the process of negotiating a tax treaty with one such
developing country, the latter requested the United States not to
reduce or eliminate its withholding tax for fear of encouraging capital
outflow from its own borders.

_Furthermore, I believe that elimination of the exemption would
discourage extension of U.S. tax treaties with these countries.

Fourth, those portfolio investors resident in countries with well
developed income taxes are usually able to credit the U.S. withholding
tax against income tax in their own countries, thus completely or
vexI'y largely offsetting any extra burden occasioned by the tax.

n such cases, removal of the withholding tax simply results in a
transfer of revenue from the United States to foreign treasury with-
out much effect on the investors’ own tax burden.

It is only for investors from countries with weak or nonexistent
income taxes that removal of the withholding tax would represent a
substantial reduction in their overall tax burden.

But I do not believe, Mr. Chairman, that the U.S. taxpayer would
take very kindly to assuming the revenue cost of the withholding tax
exemption for those foreign investors from countries which either do
not tax them at all or, if they do so, do not provide the customary
foreign tax credit. .

Fifth, arguments made on behalf of the exemption largely run in
terms of the need to make portfolio investment in the United States
more attractive to foreigners and particularly that financed by
petro-dollars. . A

The economic case for increasing the inflow of such funds, much of
which is apt to be of a volatile nature, is not a convincing one, espe-
cially in view of the sizable revenue cost.

Retaliation by other capital importinﬁlcountries via competing tax
coné:essions must be allowed for, in which case the gains must be
modest.

It is to be noted that although a number of smaller countries now
offer a unilateral exemption on some interest payments paid abroad,
others such as Germany, Canada, and the United Kingdom do not,
but are likely to tip in this direction if the United States should
follow the example of other smaller countries.

Sixth, the United States removed the interest equalization tax and
other restraints on its own capital outflow on the grounds that in a
regime of flexible exchange rates such constraints were no longer
needed for balance of payments reasons.
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--Consistency, it seems to me, requires that similar reasoning be
applied to foreign Eortfolio inflow to the United States, thus leading
to the conclusion that tax concessions are no longer required under a
flexible exchange rate system. :

Furthermore, and perhaps more important, it would seem to me to
be a misuse of the tax system, to give tax concessions to capital inflow
at %le same time as tax preferences are available to U.S. investment
outflow.

Finally, and in my view most importantly, the exemption is likely
to add further fuel to what is developing as a growing worldwide tax
competition for international capital.

In the process, the equity and integrity of income taxes in many
countries of the world is being undermined and the tax collected on
investment income, particularly the corporation tax, is undergoing
ra;')Iid attrition, :

he United States played a large part in this tax competition when
it introduced DISC, a tax concession which was followed by retaliatory
tax incentives to domestic investment in a number of other countries.

The withholding exemption would, I believe, be followed by similar
tax reductions in other countries.

The United States should exert leadership in this area to head off
what may prove to be a continuous and self-defeating cycle of tax
concessions to international capital.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Professor Musgrave.

In both points five and seven of your presentation, you mentioned
competing tax concessions.

Ms. MusGRAVE. Yes.

Senator Byrp. What went through my mind in listening to that is
whether it would be similar to a situation that I will mention in a
moment.

About 15 years ago I was chairman of the Virginia Advisory
Commission on Industrial Development. So long as I was chairman,
which was 5 years, I insisted that we not give tax concessions and tax
advantages to companies coming into Virginia.

We would treat them fairly but they would not get any special tax
treatment in order to encourage them to come into the State.

I felt for one reason it was unfair to the companies already in the
State, but for another reason: When one -State starts making con-
cessions, then another State ups the ante.

I think you have that all over the United States now. I haven’t
kept up with it in detail recently, but I think that is about what has
happened.

So, you really don’t gain anything by it.

I gather what you are saying in your statement is that on an inter-
national scale, you get about the same situation. Is that it?

Ms. MusGrave. Yes. Although, I would say that the dimensions
are apt to be much greater on the international scene.

I think what you say is quite correct, Mr. Chairman. I think it is a
very good analogy, but I do think that in the international context
the problem assumes even greater proportions.

Senator Byrp. Would either Mr. Walker or Mr. Roosa care to
comment on that?



- A

: Mr. WaLkeRr. I don’t know that the analogy really lies in that
direction, Mr. Chairman. _ ‘ L

"I don’t see that this is & competition of a tax incentive or a tax
haven, as the example you put in your statement. . . .~ -

Rather, it strikes me as a removal of impediments to the free flow
of capital which, if allowed to flow and seek its own level, would find
its investment media in whatever the desirable yield potential would
be for the investment. : .

Thus, for example, the investment of money in equities for industries
in this country would have the following effects, it seems to me.

It would provide the additional capital needed to improve the
degree of productivity of that enterprise in this country that not only
produces the jobs and so forth associated with it, but it also produces
1Sncome from that enterprise which indeed is taxed in the United

tates.

There is no preference in that sense of the word at all. The investor

- from abroad is thus spared the withholding tax, but is nevertheless

in his own country subject to whatever that country’s tax burden is
on the yield from that investment.

By removing this impediment, it would have the effect of really
treating all foreign investors from whatever country they come equally
insofar as investment in our country is concerned. _

It is not a piecemeal treatment of these foreign investors.

Senator Byrp. I had not seen my colleague, Congressman Fisher,
til just this moment. I have just two additional questions in regard
to Professor Musgrave’s presentation and then I would want to call
on the Congressman from Virginia.

In Professor Musgrove’s presentation, number one, she says it is a
widely accepted principle in international taxation that the country
of source of income should be allowed a reasonable share of income
arising in its borders but accruing to foreign investors.

Would Mr. Walker or Mr. Roosa comment on that statement?

Mr. Roosa. It is not a principle that I have heard. I am not a
professor of international or domestic finance, but I certainly have
understood the opposite principle, in that this is a distinction between,
for example, a tax haven and the situation we are talking about.

I would agree with the Secretary, for example, that this is not
analogous to your condition in Virginia at all, because the basic
corporate tax 1s still paid here so far as the dividends are concerned.

he point on interest has a different implication. With respect to
the corporate position, the corporation pays full corporate tax here
and then the domicile of the resident who receives the dividend, it
seems to ie, properl?f determines where he pays that which some
people regard as double taxation in any event.

As you know, in many countries still you are taxed on one or the
other, but not both, or at least you ?et a passthrough credit; therefore,
I am just not aware of this principle.

It may be in some textbooks, but 1 have thought instead that the
principle. was the other way around, that it was the domicile of the
taxpayer which determined the situs of the tax liability and that
therefore corporations properly should pay taxes where they func-
tioned—and do here—and that recipients, individuals of dividend
income, are then subject to tax in their own country.
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Senator Byrp. What is the Treasury Department's position on
that tax principle?
Mr. WaLKER. I think Mr. Roosa has expressed it the way I under-
stand it, too, Mr. Chairman. -
May I add one further thing on the subject of the tax credits?
Certainly, the utilization of a tax credit is designed to remove the
double tax impact and to produce an a.%g?regate tax liability that is
no greater than our own domestic tax liability.
e fact is, I believe, that far fewer countries have a tax credit
mechanism than do not have such a mechanism. Indeed, it is my
understanding that of the 256 OECD countries, only six of them have a

- credit mechanism.

_So, that the relief that is granted in that fashion isn’t available.
Otherwise, we have to obtain it by treaty.

Senator Byrp. I think Mr. Roosa has substantiated item three of
Professor Musgrave’s presentation, “The principal beneficiaries of the
withholding exemption would be private portfolio investors from those
countries with which the U.S. has no tax treaty, such as the oil
producing countries.”

Then, she said, “In the less developed countries, in Latin America
and elsewhere.” '

Mr. Roosa. I would modify it. If we eliminate the withholding tax,
the beneficiaries are everywhere.

Senator Byrp. The principal ones should be in the Middle East,
you indicated earlier.

-—Mg#. Roosa. I said the principal additional beneficiaries, apart from
those with whom we have the tax treaties and who would then, of
course, get the benefit of no tax.

Senator BYyrp. Mr. Walker, according to a recent Treasury estimate,
every $1 million foreign investment would produce $100,000 corporate
tax revenue in this country.

What is the basis for that estimate?

Mr. WaLker. Mr. Chairman, was that $1 million or $1 billion? . -

Senator, I lose track of where the decimal point goes.

May I explain the rationale and how the number was arrived at?

Senator Byrp. Yes. .

Mr. WaLkeR. I think every dollar that is invested from abroad is
intended to produce yield. That yield in turn is subject to tax in this
country. -

The numbers that I have been familiar with are that if you assume
a 15-percent yield on the investment, and roughly a §0-percent tax on
the amount of that yield, you have an offsetting revenue gain as a
result-of that-investment.

Senator Byrp. Thank you.

If all three of you could stay were you are, if you will, and I will ask
Congressman Fisher to come to the witness table.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH L. FISHER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA

Senator Byrp. The committee is very glad today to have my col-
league from Virginia, Congressman Joseph L. Fisher, from the 10th
Congressional District of Virginia.
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. Congressman Fisher is a noted economist. He has expertise in this
field. He is a member of the House Ways and Means Committee. -
It was his amendment which was adopted by the House of Repre-
sentatives by a vote of 301 affirmative votes—I don’t have the negative
votes before me—which knocked out the Treasury Department
%roposal to eliminate the 30 percent withholding tax. Welcome
ongressman Fisher.

r. Fisaer. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I would like

to present a short statement on this subject.

Mr. Chairman, the House Tax Reform Bill, H.R. 10812, as reported
to the Senate, retains the 30 percent withholding tax on U.S. port-
folio income of foreign investors. I urge this committee also to retain
this provision in its bill.

Repeal of the tax:

1. Would discriminate against American investors.

2. Would lose substantial revenue.

3. Would produce windfalls for foreigners; and

4. Would not promote capital formation in this country.

The withholding tax on foreifgners’ portfolio investments in the
United States has been in effect for over 50 years. There is no reason
to repeal it now. '

The tax is imposed on dividends and non-bank-account interest,
items on which Americans pay Federal income tax. To repeal the tax
on foreigners would excuse them from paying taxes Americans must
pay. This would not be fair. Why shouldn’t foreign oil producers and
other foreigners %)ay U.S. tax on their U.S. investment income when
Americans must

And why shouldn’t foreigners pay U.S. tax on their U.S. invest-
ment income when Americans who invest abroad pay foreign tax on
their foreign income? Most foreign countries tax Americans on their
income from foreign securities.

Repeal of the tax would not only discriminate against the American
ibqﬁest,or, but also hurt the American taxpayer who would foot the

ill.

Repeal would lose $165 million of revenue in 1976 and almost $400
million a year by 1981. From 1976 through 1981, the total revenue
loss from repeal would be $1.9 billion. This loss would mean higher
taxes for all Americans, including those with no investment income of
their own. o

If Americans would lose from repeal of the tax, who would gain?

Foreign investors and foreign governments. Like the United States,
most foreign countries allow their citizens to offset taxes paid to other
countries against taxes owed at home.

If a foreign investor pays little or no tax to his own country, repeal
?fllthe U.S. tax would allow him to pay no tax at all—a personal wind-

all.

Typically, however, the foreign investor receives credit for his U.S.
tax; in this case, repeal of the U.S. tax would mean that he would still
pay the tax—but to his home country instead of the United States. A
national windfall. :

In other words, by repealing our tax on income from U.S. securities,
we would be foregoing revenues so that other countries could collect
them. In effect, we would be ‘‘revenue sharing’’ with foreign countries.
I believe in foreign aid, but I think this is too much.
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Since repeal of the U.S, tax would not reduce overall taxes for most -
foreign investors, repeal probably would have little effect in attracting
ca%ital to this country. . ‘

ven if it did attract. capital, foreign countries might be forced to
lower their own taxes in self-defense, and then no one would win.

‘Moreover, making the United States into a tax haven country could
tend to attract unstable money, for the same reasons as you, Mr.
Chairman, were pointing out in terms of different States competitive
granting tax advantages.

Long-term investors are interested primarily in asset appreciation,
and the United States imposes no withholcfing tax on foreigners’
ca;ijtal gains.

he withholding tax on portfolio income has been in effect almost
as long as the Federal income tax itself and, over the long run, the
value of U.S. portfolio investment by foreigners has steadily grown.

For these reasons I urge the House, this subcommittee, and the
Senate that the withholding tax on U.S. portfolio income of foreign
investors be retained.

A vote to retain the tax will be a vote to preserve the tax base and
a vote against giving windfalls to foreigners at Americans’ expense.

Senator Byrp. Thank you very much, Congressman Fisher.

What was the House vote on your amendment?

Mr. Fisugr. I don’t have that in my hand, but it was a substantial
margin.

Senator Byrp. How about the committee vote?

Did you have a vote in committee on that?

Mr. Fisugr. It was a close vote. The committee, of course, voted
to remove the withholding tax. Do you remember, Mr. Walker?

Mr. WaLKER. It was about two to one, 25 to 12,

Mr. Roosa. It was 25 to 12 in the committee.

Senator Byrp. Congressman, you say that repeal of the tax would
discriminate against American nvestors. Would you amplify that?

Mr. FisHER. American investors have to pay income tax on divi-
dends and interest. For most of us, the tax is prepaid in some way.

With the repeal of this tax on foreign portfoEo investment in this
country, they, the foreigners, would not have to pay this kind of tax.

This seems to me a straightforward and simple view of the matter.

Senator Byrp. Do you feel that repeal of the tax would not promote
capital for our Nation? .

Mr. Fisngr. Not substantially, in my opinion, for the reasons that
I set out in my short statement.

In the first place, we have long since adjusted to this feature in the
Tax Code. It has been with us for a long, long time. Ioreign investors
have also adjusted to it.

If we repeal it, for many foreign investors they simply won’t be able
to take a deduction on their own income taxes in their countries and
they will have to pay the tax to their home governments instead of
to us. -

They would not be motivated, if they are in this situation, to place
their investments in this country.

Senator Byrp. Could I ask Mr. Roosa if he would comment on
Congressman Fisher’s statement and why shouldn’t foreigners pay
U.S. tax on their investment income when Americans who invest
abroad pay tax on their foreign income?
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.~ Mr. Roosa. In part, I am not sure that that is universally the case.
But, whatever it is, I think we r>ally have to fit this in & historical
context, which even goes back to the period before we started income
tax. S - '

Of course, at this time in the last century this country was a bi
capital importer and that is why we got the capital base from which
our expansion soared till World War I and beyond.

By that time we have become so strong that we were a major capital
exporter.

The pendulum has again swung. Regardless of what else we may
like to do and because, too, in effect the forced saving imposed on the
world by the OPEC action, which we are in no position to reverse,
is concentrating substantial amounts of savings and investable capital
in other hands at a time when the United States need for capital
from outside is again great.

We don’t have to have a reproduction of the way in which we have
built the railroads on the basis of foreign capital and then repudicated
the debts, but we are going to have to have substantial desirable
capital flows, or the alternative, as I said in my prepared statement.

f we are going to do it and if we are going to create the capital
base for the job expansion in a capital-intensive world, we are going
to have to, for a time, have our version of what the Russians did.

That is, we are %oing to have to contrict consumption to create
capital to provide the base for a fresh new surge in investment and
expansion in this country.

This is only one small part of an adaptation to a fundamental
change, in my view, in the pattern of this economy’s relation to the
world economy.

I think this is one way of reflecting the tax implication of it.

I don’t think that what we propose doing 1s creating a haven.
What we are doing, of course, is taxing the corporate income as it
occurs here.

But we are assuring that in a world where other developed countries
face some degree of the same problem we do and where virtually all
of them have made tax adjustments or concessions which are com-
parable to the ones proposed here, we are putting outselves at least
1n a position of rough equality.

Senator BYrn. How do you respond to the view that repeal of the
tax would discriminate against the American taxpayers? -

Mr. Roosa. There is a degree in which I don’t think you can deny
that there is discrimination with respect to interest.

With respect to dividends, it seems to me the basic points is that the
tax is paid by the corporation before there is an after-tax income from
which dividends can be disbursed.

There I know you can dance on the point of many pins of tax theory,
blut I sce no problem at all with respect to the discrimination question
there.

With respect to interest, Professor Musgrave is quite right, since
interest is a deduction before tax, when interest is paid to foreigners
who then would be exempt from tax, the situation is different.

I don’t have any complete and neat answer to that, other than the
fact that for many reasons interest of various kinds, including just
the problem of computing discount that the Secretary mentioned
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earlier, interest has been regarded as taxable at the domicile of the
recipient. :

. "Moreover, we have built into the tax laws for years—we may lose
;t t:hist December—the virtually permanent exemption for deposit
nterest. A

There my principal concern in an imlperfect world is thet with
deposit interest exempt and interest on long-term bonds subject to
withholding, we are continually creating a situation which I regard as
unsound financially. _

That is the encouragement from their point of view of puttin
everything short. Therefore, I view this as equalizing the impact o
the withholding burden among forms of interest so that at least we
get more of the long-term investment and hopefully less of the vola-
tility that both Congressman Fisher and Professor Musgrave have
vet‘% rightly indicated is another problem.

e are never going to get anything that is ideal in all respects,
but in the balance of alternatives, it seems to me the American tax-
payer is most interested in how we can enlarge and expand this
economy to provide both the jobs and the source of domestic income -
to keep both the Government and the people growing.

I think as against that, even the indicated tax loss of $400 million
that the Congressman has mentioned has to be diagnosed a little.

Part of that tax is collected from intercorporate transfers. I don’t
know how much that is. The Treas‘g‘lﬁ' may know.

I suspect it is fairly large. That will not be affected by this change.

So, that if you make a deduction for the intercorporate transfers
on the present figure, which is for withholding on dividends closer to
160 or 170—I don’t know about the 400 figure—as far as that is
concerned, it is possible that the intercorporate transfers accounts
for one-third, possibly more.

Consequently, what we are talking about does become, in contrast
with the potential gain in capital flows into this country, a deterrent.

The reason that Germany 1s now taxing withholding is because they
want to keep c;i)ital out. It was making the deutschmark too stronf.
They are the only Common Market country that does it, and they do
it for that reason, and they will take it off as soon as they foel they have
a deutschemark they can live with that isn’t breaking currency rela-
tions in Europe.

Another point that Professor Musgrave made, which is a valid one
and needs more analysis before this is all finished, was that in a world
of fluctuating exchange rates much of the previous case, the case that
could have ‘been made even 3 years ago, changes its nature.

Therefore, if there is a case, much of the basis for it has to rest on
the grounds of encouragiug capital investment in the United States
that I have been adducing, and with a qualification that capital
movements very often are going to be more signifiant factors in in-
ﬂt::lncing exchange rate changes than are the movements of goods and
trade.

Senator Byrp. This withholding tax on foreigners’ portfolio invest-
ments hag been in the Tax Code for over 60 years. oo

It seems to me the -burden of proof is on the Treasury to indicate
why this should be taken out. Is this the first time that Treasury has
recommended repeal?

-
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Mr. Warker, It is my'understandln%dthah»ie is, Senator. I think -
there has been a cumulative effect, as Mr. Roosa has pointed out,
irv the way we have come to wlisre we are. ‘

‘There is an increasing need for an importation of capital or to have
it more readily available to our ex{»andmg neads.

. I think the origin of the withholding started when the reverse was -
rue.

Senator Byrp. It has been in the Code for 50 years. That is a long
time.

Mr. Warker. As a matter of fact, also, due to the treaty network
we have had and the exemptions and the exclusions that have been
etigrafted upon the system, the 30-percent withholding really is realis-
tically more in the nature of a IO-Ylercenb withholding tax now anyway.

Senstor Byrp. But Treasury has not previously advocated elimi-

nating the withholding tax.

Mr. Roosa. Mr. Chairman, the Treasury in steps has. Part of the
case that I made before this committee and the House committee in
1962 for the removal of taxation on the interest of obligations owned
by foreign central banks was related then to the emerging need to
assure that we could hold in this country, under the exchange rate
system we then had, the balances in dollars that foreign central
banks were holding.

It was a part of the same pattern that has now reached the staﬁe
where what we want to do, in order to support the growth of the
economy, is to provide a comparable stimulus across the board in
terms of the flow of funds into corporate investment.

Senator Byrp. I think at that time Treasury recommended a

_withholding tax on dividends of U.S. citizens and also of interest.

Mr. Roosa. That is a long story, too. What we had then, Mr. Chair-
man, in this effort which will always continue to try to find the best
overall principles of equity in a rather tangled skein, what we were
trying to combine that with, if you remember, was an ill fated but

igorous effort to control such other loopholes as the expense allowance
practice in the handling of income of persons. -

It was a part of a fabric of change which, I can’t even at this
minute remember all the pieces——

Senator Byrp. That recommendation, as I recall, (i)ut many re-
straints on business all over the country and damned near ruined
the restaurant business.

Mr. Roosa. It just about did. So, we sort of decided that in that
case, whatever equity really implied—and it certainly implied what
we were urging-—there were so many established relationships and so
many jobs involved that we made an administrative compromise in

ractice. -
P I think that is what is partly involved here.

Senator Byrp. I thank all of you very much.

Does anyone have anyt,hin? to add to the comments?

Ms. MusgravVE. I would like to make two short comments in
response.

ne is to Mr. Walker’s statement that it is necessary for us to
eliminate the withholding tax in order to secure a free, unimpeded
movement of capital around the world.

Ilook at it rather differently. It is the responsibility of the country
of residence to insure that all its citizens wherever they invest are
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subject to the same rate of taxation to secure a free flow of capital
around the world. .

I think that if we follow his argument it would end up in the
United States eliminating all taxes (including the corporation tax)
on foreign investors from those countries where they were not subject
to taxation. -

It leads to a rather, I think, absurd conclusion that the taxation
in the country of source should always be equal to the taxation in the
investor’s country of residence.

Mr. WaLker. I am afraid I don’t follow the logic. But, that is
why we have different points of view. -

Ms. MuserAVE. The other point is that this emphasis on giving
tax concessions to capital from abroad in order to increase the inflow
of capital, the argument that the United States will have to rely
more and more on the inflow of foreign capital, seems to me a rather
curious argument to make at a time when we are exporting about 20
percent of our annual corporate investment abroad.

Itwould appear that this suggests we might look for other and better
ways to increase capital formation in this country than to surrender
our right to tax foreign investors.

Senator Byrp. Thank you, Professor.

Dr. Fisher, do you have anything you would like to add?

Mr. Frsuer. The Treasury rests its case primarily on increasing
the amount of foreign capital that comes to this country for invest-
ment purposes. ,

I think the equities argue in the other direction. I haven’t followed
the figures month by month, but I am not persuaded that over
recent years there hasn’t been a reasonably good flow of investment
into this country, as well as from this country into others.

I am just wondering if the recent trends, what has actually hap-
pened, would argue that somchow o1 other we needed to give a further
considerable new tax advantage to foreigners who might invest in
this country.

Mr. WALKER. I believe this has been touched on, if I may com-
ment, Mr. Chairman.

Senator Byrp. Yes.

Mr. WaLkEeR. There has been obviously a flow of investment into
the United States—Mr. Roosa has mentioned some of this previously
—that has been stimulated or made possible through the Internal
Revenue Service rulings. We have also pointed out the limitations of
the flow that has come in that fashion.

The whole point of the pro‘)osal is to_remove the impediments to a
flow of ca ita{ across national borders.

While there has been obviously an outflow of some U.S. capital to
forei%n sources as the professor pointed out, we should for that reason
say that we should seek to attract foreign capital here in lieu of what
has gone out.

I think the free flow in the marketplace is the real test. To remove
the stricture upon it by the imposition of withholding tax I think is
the principal ogject,ive. -

Senator Byrp. I thank all of you very much.

We have two additional witnesses, Prof. Hugh J. Ault of Boston
College Law School and Tom Frost, the president of Frost National
Bank in San Antonio, Tex. -

Professor Ault, would you come forward?
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STATEMENT OF HUGH J. AULT, PROFESSOR, BOSTON COLLEGE LAW
SCHOOL, NEWTON, MASS.

Senator Byrp. Perhaps you would want to summarize your state-
ment and the entire statement will be published in the record.

Mr. Aurr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to appear before
the committee today. Several years ago I received generous support
for my research activities under the Fulbright exchange program set
up by you and your colleagues and I am delighted to make some
contribution in return.

I have presented a statement but I would like to make a few addi-
tional points, if I may.

Senator BYrp. Your entire statement, without objection, will be
placed in the record, and you may proceed to summarize.

Mr. Aurr.- 1 believe that the material that has been presented so
far sets forth the basic arguments here. I would like to try to put those
arguments in focus. ,

As Mr. Roosa indicated, the primary function of the proposed
change in the U.S. rule is to attract capital on the theory that we have
a capital shortage and need additional foreign investment.

That is a premise with which one could quarrel, but assuming that
is true, what will this measure do to attract investment?

Let us focus on the people that it would affect. In the first place,
as Congressman Fisher pointed out, for someone investing in the
United States from a country which has a foreign tax credit mechanism
the reduction in the U.S. tax will have no impact at all with respect
to his after-tax rate of return on his investment.

He will simply pay more dollars to his Government and less dollars
to our Government. There will be no change in the attractiveness of
the U.S. investment to him in any way.

The United States will simply be giving foreign aid, in effect, to
the other country which will collect more tax from its citizens than
it could otherwise.

What about countries that don’t have a foreign tax credit
mechanism? :

As to those countries, a number of them reliecve international
double taxation by exempting foreign source income but generally
only on the condition that the foreign source income be taxed in the
country of source. So, if the United States removes its withholdin
taxes on that income, again, the foreign country gains, the Unitec
States loses, and no investor has been encouraged to invest.

Who then will be encouraged to invest? One, peopte who don’t
pay taxes in their own countr{%ecause they don’t declare their income;
and for whom the U.S. withholding tax is the only tax, or, second as
Mr. Roosa indicated, investors from countries Jike Israel and other
devplo]ping countries whom the United States should not be draining
capital. -

I'o put it another way, we shouldn’t be attempting to attract to our
investment market international tax avoiders and investors from less
developed countries that need their own capital,

- That is basically what this scheme is proposing.

The fourth category of potential investors is the OPEC countries.
As was pointed out, these countries themselves are not subject to tax
on income. Central banks of issue are not subject to tax on their



s

A

36.

income. There are some marginal definitional problems about the-
§over.nmental functions of the foreign investor or the commercial
unctions of the central bank of issue, but the point is that they are
fundamentally exempt from tax. The impact of the 1975 revenue
ruling, which Mr. Roosa pointed out, cleared up some periphoral
problems in that exemption. It seems to me really is letting the tail
wag the dog to change a fundamental principle of U.S. income tax
policy simply so that the OPEC countries can be absolutely sure that
their income isn’t going to be subject to tax.

That is especially significant against the background in which most
foreign countries—in Europe, for example, France and Germany—
do tax income when derived from portfolio investments by foreign
governments.

So, the basic argument that this proposal will attract capital to the
United States seems to me at best questionable.

Then the question is, even assuming you have accepted those argu-
ments, what costs will this proposal bring with it?

There has been a lot of discussion with respect to the revenue loss
and exactly what its magnitude is. It is clear, however the figures
work out, that it will be substantial and that it will not flow primarily
to foreign investors but to foreign governments.

Second, we have discussed the decline in the U.S. bargaining power
by givin uR the ability to impose the withholding tax.

here I think the Treasury has put the role of the withholding rates
in a somewhat misleading light. They present it as if we were just
t,id%ring up some loose ends by eliminating withholding.

hat is not true. Source jurisdiction is the primary jurisdiction in
international. tax law. All countries tax on a source basis. Sometimes
the{ don’t tax their own citizens on foreign source income, but in the
evolution of a developing tax system, all countries use source as a
jurisdictional base.

The United States has modified its source jurisdiction taxation and
has reduced source jurisdiction taxation in treaty negotiations, but.
only in a negotiated setting, receiving a quid pro quo for U.S. investors.
in return for reducing its withholding taxes.

That is a second cost in addition to the revenue cost of this proposal.

Third, I think your instinct, Senator, that this would create the
kind of tax war of tax concessions in the international context such as -
you saw in Virginia in the domestic context, is absolutely right.

The question really is, should the United States be a leader in
contributing to an unstable international investment situation?

It seems to me by taking the first step in eliminating unilaterally our-
withholding rates that is clearly what we are doing.

Finally, again as Congressman Fisher pointed out, this provision,
if enacted, would create substantial inequality in the treatment of
U.8S. investors with United States source income and foreign investors
with the same income.

When Congress passed the Foreign Investors Tax Act in 1966, they
set a reasonable balance between the appropriate taxation of foreigners.
investing in this country and U.S. citizens investing here.

Of course, we don’t subject foreigners to a full range of our progres-
sive income tax, but it is perfectly consistent with international tax
principles and required by international tax equity that we impose a.
tax on foreigners who derive their income from the United States.
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In summary, it seems to me that the benefits of additional capital
investment which this proposal would bring are at best questionable.

The costs in terms of revenue loss, treaty bargaining, a tax haven
war, and inequity to the U.S. taxpayers are very substantial.
_ We need a much stronger justification for the benefits that_would
flow to the United States to undertake this radical change in U.S.
international tax policy.

Thank you.

Senator Byrp. Thank you very much, Professor Ault.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Ault follows:] -

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HuGH J. AuLt, PROFESSOR oF Law, BosTroN COLLEGE
Law ScHooL

No Capital Shortage.—The economic evidence with respect to the alleged
“eapital shortage” which United States business is said to be experiencing is at
best inconclusive. The uncertainty of the economic data is certainly not sufficient
to justify such a major change in United Btates tax policy.

Alternative Measures.—Even on the assumption that there does exist a meaning-
ful shortage of investment capital, alternative methods of increasing investment
capital are nvailable. The House Bil1 itself, by increasing the investment credit

" and through other measures has provided financial stimulus for capital investment.

In addition, the present tax preferences given U.S. businesses for their foreign
investinent could be eliminated or reduced if it is thought necessary to increase
further domestic investment.

Measures Would Not Increase Investment.—The assumption behind the proposal
to reduce the withholding tax is that by reducing the after tax rate of return for
foreign investors, investment in the United States would be increased. This
argument overlooks the fact that most foreign countries already provide their
citizens or residents relief from the U.S. tax either through a foreign tax credit or
by exempting the income from foreign tax if it is subject to tax in the United
States. Thus, to eliminate the withholding tax would only result in a revenue loss
(estimated at some $1.9 billion over the next five years) which would go diiectly
to foreign governments rather than to foreign investors.

Inconsistent with International Taz Principles.—The basic principles of inter-
national tax law clearly allow a country to impose a tax on income arising from
activities within its jurisdiction. There i3 no reason for the United States to
unilaterally cede this clearly recognized international right. If the United States
takes the lead in eliminating source jurisdiction taxation on portfolio investment
income, it could lead to a “tax holiday” competition between eapital importing
countries to the detriment of all.

Inconsistent with U.S. Treaty Policy.—The U.S. has negotiated over forty
conventions for the avoidance of international double taxation in which it has
reduced or eliminated its withholding tax on dividends or interest flowing to
investors resident in other treaty countries. But in all cases these reductions of
withholding rates have been accompanied by a similar reduction in rates imposed
by the treaty partner on its source income received by United States taxpayers.
Since these foreign taxes would normally have been subject to the foreign tax
credit, the United States in its treaty negotiations is in effect recouping the
revenue which it loses from giving up the withholding tax on its source income by
reducing the amount of otherwise creditable taxes which its citizens would have to
pay to foreign government. Why should the U.S. unilaterally give up this revenue
to these foreign governments with no guid pro quo?

Possibility of Abuse.—The freeing of dividends and interest from withholding
taxes would give rise to a number of possibilities for international tax abuse. One
can predict with certainty the formation of tax haven foreign corporations to
invest in United States seourities avoiding all U.S. and foreign taxes.

Equity With United States Citizens.—The Foreign Investor Tax Act, passed by
Congress in 1966, sets out the basic U.S. policy with respect to the treatment of
foreigners investing in the United States. Congress at that time was concerned
with obtaining a proper balance between the taxes paid by our citizens on their
United States income and those paid by foreigners on the same income arising

_here. The Act, consistent with international tax prlncit?les enerally, taxes
forcigners on their business income at the same rates as United States citizens
and taxes them on their investment income at the flat 30% rate. Thus the Act
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recognizes that, while the foreign investors should not be taxed at full progressive
rates on his U.8. source investment income, he should make some contribution to -
the U.S. revenue as %?rt of the price for taking advantage of the investment
opportunities in the U.S. To unilaterally eliminate this revenue and shift its
burden to United States taxpayers would be inconsistent with the basic require-
ments of tax equity between United States and foreign investors.

-~ Senator Byrp. The next witness will be Mr. Tom Frost, president
of the Frost National Bank of San Antonio, Tex.

STATEMENT OF TOM FROST, PRESIDENT, FROST NATIONAL BANK,
SAN ANTONIO, TEX. B

Senator Byrp. Welcome, Mr. Frost.

I note that you have an interest in the State of Virginia in that you
are a trustee of Washington and Lee University. So, I am doubly glad
to welcome you to the committee today.

b Mr. Frost. Thank you, sir; I appreciate the opportunity to be
ere. :

I have a full statement which I would be happy to submit to you to
be entered into the record. I will be guided by your suggestion.

I would be happly to summarize my views briefly.

Senator Byrp. 1 think that wouk{ be a very good approach. Your
entire statement will be published in the record.

You can summarize your views as you see fit.

Mr. Frosrt. Thank you.

I am Tom C. Frost, Jr. I am chairman of the board of the Frost
National Bank in San Antonio. I am here today to appear as a work-a-
day banker, removed from the major financial centers to focus on a
slightly separate issue that has been discussed for a good part of the
morning.

That is on the section 1041 of the House bill 10612, which has to do
with the exemption of interest on commercial bank deposits received
by nonresident aliens not doing business in the United States.

This provision also exempts these deposits from estate taxes. I
believe when something is proceeding satisfactorily for the benefit
of all, that we ought to urge that it keep on moving in this direction.

I refer to the legislative action of the House, which has continued to
recommend the benefit to this country of exempting these deposits
from taxes, but also to emphasize that these deposits have been exempt
from taxes since 1921 and the exemption was on a continuous basis
until 1966.

Congress has considered the extension of this exemption on several
occasions and has found it to be beneficial not just to the institutions
who receive them or the depositors of those funds but to the economy
of this country in the benefits that the consumers and the various
business entities receive through these deposits flowing into the
United States. - .

I speak with 26 years experience operating in this market and can
say that these deposits are a stable and dependable source of funds for
the extension of local credit.

I would like to point out that any lapse in this exemption would tend
to see the outflow of these deposits. It would also tend to favor larger
banks who have offshore operations,

Many of us did not have this option and if the tax-free status were
not given, as it is now under the law, the larger banks with foreign
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branches could entice those depositors to place those funds in branches
where this exemption is permitted.

At the current time these moneys would not be recycled into the
domestic economy, but would be lost to the United States.

Senator Byrp. If I could interrupt at this point, as I understand
it, then you feel that this provision of law, which has been in effect
since 1921, ts]'ou say, dealing with interest on bank deposits should be
continued the way it has since 1921?

Mr. Frosrt. Yes, particularly on a permanent basis and without
the temporary extensions.

What has occurred since 1966, Congress, I think, on three occasions
has seen it to the benefit of the economy to extend the exemption.

1n my experience and in taiking with other bankers who have dealt
with these depositors we found that these extensions have made the
depositors more aware of the exemption and they have begun to affect
the deposits in an undesirable way.

Before the exemption was pérmanént, the deposits flowed in and
stayed on a permanent basis and could be treated in such a way.

enator Byrp. When did it become nonpermanent?

Mr. FrosT. 1In 1966. .

The Jaw was changed with an expiration date placed on the exemp-
tion. I think at least twice since then, perhaps three times, there
have been extensions of that exemption.

We now note that depositors of these moneys are being very careful
in their renewal of any time deposits and in our experience are carefully
not_extending them past December 31, 1976, when this exemption
expires

e are urging that this committee agree to the actions of the House
in section 1041 of H R. 10612 to return this exemption to the per-
manent status that it had from 1921 to 1966.

To summarize, we think there are about three things to happen.
One, if the exemption lapses, there would be an outflow of funds.
Little tax would be gained to the United States

There would be a loss to the domestic economy and there would
be a restriction of available credit in many cities in Texas, in Arizona,
and other nonfinancial centers, I must emphasize

It would, of course, be harmful to the balance of payments and, as
I mentioned, would favor larger banks as opposed to the smaller
banks, which do not have overseas branches. _

If the law were just extended with an expiration date, these deposits
then become more and more sensitive to this expiration.

They are not as stable and in my opinion not as good a source for

lending purposes.

If they are extended Eermanently, as I would urge you to recom-
mend, it would be much better for the local economies and for the
domestic economy of the United States.

Last]{, there is some urgency since, as I mentioned, these deposits
are not being renewed past expiration date of the present law, Decem-
ber 31, 1976.

We urge that the provisions of the House bill be recommended
and approved by the Senate to continue, as I have said, a good stable
source of deposits which we have found have been beneficial to the
domestic economy:.
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Senator Byrp. As T understand it, you are not taking the position
on the elimination of the 30 percent withhelding tax on dividends or
on nonbank interest, you are ¢oncerned only with bank interest?

Mr, Frost. No, sir. I can’t pretend to have any expertise or any
experience in this. .

come to you as having 26-years e nce in of)erating with
bank deposits and can testify in favor of that. But, 1 cannot hald
myself out to you as any expert in the other field.

Senator Byrp. You are dealing only with the bank interest and you
think the Congress ought to make up its mind one way or the other
what it wants to do about that and make it permanent?

Mr. Frost. Let me not be in that position with the Congress. Let
me say in my experience the repeated extensions have made these
deposits less a stable source and less desirable to being used to benefit
our Jocal economy.

Senator Byrp. It reminds me of what the Congress and warious ad-
ministrations have done with regard to the investment tax credit. -

We put it on 1 year and take it off another year and put it back on
and take it off again. It seems to me we ought to make up our mind
what we want to do with it and then leave it alone, and then business
ought to proceed.

r. Frosr. It is encouraging that each time Congress has extended
this I feel perhaps after we have made those repeated decisions it is
time to return to the permanent exemption.

There is no one—I say no one—the majority of the thinking has not
contested this as being desirable. I point out that the House action
was consistent with this thinking and it is a bill that as it lies before
you now does not have an expiration date.

Senator Byrp. Thank you very much, Mr. Frost. S

When you go back to Washington and Lee, as you go by VMI,
give it a salute for me, will you?

Mr Frost. Thank you very muck, sir.

{The prepared statement of Mr. Frost follows:]

PrREPARED STATEMENT or Tom C. Frost, Jr.,, CHAIRMAN OF THE Boarp, FrosTt
NarmioNar Bank, San Anrtonio, Tex.

I am Tom C. Frost, Jr., Chairman of the Board of Frost National Bank of
San Antonio, Texas. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before this Subcom-
mittee in su(;)port of Provision 1041 of HR 10612 exempting from inome tax the
interest paid on deposits by commercial banks to non-resident aliens not doing
business in the United States. This Provision also exempts these deposits from
estate taxes,

This Legislation is important not only to the individual banks in the major
money centers and in locations bordering Canada, Mexico, and the Carribean
who receive the deposits, but also to the economies servied by these banks. As
evidence of the significance of this, The American Bankers Association in testi-
mony before the House Ways and Means Committee in support of this Legislation
on July 9, 1975, estimated these deposits at approximately six and one-half
billion dollars, I personally can testify to the significance of these deposits to the
economy of San Antonio and South Texas. During my 26 years of banking experi-
ence ip this market and through conversations with bankers in other areas such
as Florida, Arizona, and other money centers, I have observed that these deposits
have been a good stable base for the extension of credit to domestic customers,

This exemption from Taxes has been in effect since 1921 and was on a permanent
basis until 1966. For the last ten years Congress has recognized repeatedly the
benefit of these funds to our domestic economy and the need to maintain this
exemption to protect this source of deposits by several extensions of the law.



o

v
e

41

Brevious Congressional- action is éonsi‘s‘tent with the conclusion that these

.deposits would not remain deposited with domestic banks'in the United States

without this exemption since other countries whose banking systems and econ-
omies are attractive to the potential depositors do grant similar exemptions.
I refer to the United Kingdom, Canada, the Bahamas, Switzerland, Belguim
Germany, and the Netherlands as examples. Legislative action has suppo
the pogitfon that if the normal withholding taxes are extended to the interest
éarned on these deposits and estate taxes are levied on them upon death of the
depositor that a significant amount of these deposits would leave this country
and their benefit would be lost to us. In considering the extention of this law on
previous occasions, Congress has also concluded that the outflow of these funds
would cause a significant adverse affect on the balance of payments.

Ten years of repeated extensions have caused the depositors of these funds
to be aware of these expiration dates. These deposits are now more sensitive than
before to this exemption from taxes. Our bank has had direct experience with
depositors who are. carefully renewing their time deposits to mature within the
present expiration date, December 31, 1976. In conversations with other bankers,
gimilar experiences are occurring. It can be seen that a good and continuous
stable deposit source has been affected adversely. Many depositors are carefully
reconsidering the redeposit of these funds because of the expiration of this law.
These monies then must be treated in a different light by the bankers who receive
them. We in S8an Antonio and malt\xdy banks in Texag have had a stable and normal
source of funds from citizens in Mexico and have used these deposits to finance
needs in the local economy., Under the present circumstances with the exemption
from taxes on these deposits not on a continuous basis, we may have to look
upon them as less permanent and stable. Thus they might not be used for the
same long-term beneficial credit purposes if the exemption from taxes is not
made permanent.

It is my opinion and the opinion of many other bankers involved in dealing
with these funds that little additional revenue, or none at all, may be gained by
taxing this source. First, a significant amount of the deposits would leave and
would not be subject to any tax whatsoever. Secondly, the banks which handle
these deposits could not gain a profit on those deposits which were withdrawn
thereby reducing the taxes which might be paid by the recipient bank.

Next, any jeopardy of these funds penalizes the smaller banks without offshore
o%erations to a greater extent thean those larger banks in the major money centers
who could entice their depositors to transfer these funds to a fofeilgn branch in a
country which does grant the exemption on a continuous basis. Foreign branch
funds currently are not recycled to the domestic economy but are lost to the
United States. The result would be an inequity favoring the larger banks.

It is my understanding that this committee may be asked to consider a proposal
to exempt from taxes the income from certain other portfolio investments such
as stocks and bonds held by nonresident aliens. I would like to point out that
my remarks are directed to the making permanent an exemption which has existed
since 1921 on the passive and short-term vehicle of commercial bank deposits

only.

Iyshould like to submif to you for your records as additional information in
support of Provision 1041 of H.R. 10612 a letter dated November 28, 1975, from
Max Mandel, Chairman of the Executive Committee of the Laredo National
gank, i{;tzgedo, Texas, to Senator Russell B. Long, Chairman of the Finance

omm .

In conclusion, I ask that you agree that Provision 1041 of H.R. 10612 is bene-
ficial to the general domestic economy of the United States and that this Provision
be adopted by the Senate as passed by the House so that the exemption is on a
permanent basis without an expiration date. I would also respectfully suggest
that reasonablf _Frompt action is needed innse the present exemption expires
December 31, 1976. At this time banks are experiencing a reluctance on the part
of depositors to extend time deposits to mature after this date.

I will be happy to attemgt to answer ang questions or obtain any additional
{;fformation which you might desire. Thank you for the privilege of appearing

ore you.
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THE LAREDO NATIONAL BANK,
Laredo ,Tex., November £8, 1975,

Senator RusseLL B. Long,
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.C.

DEeAR SENATOR Long: Sometime during the next few weeks I presume that the
Senate Committee on Finance will begin hearings on the tax reform bill that is
now in the House. The bill reported from the Ways and Means Committee
(HR10612) includes a provision (Sec. 1041) to make %mnanent the present
exemption from income tax on foreign deposits held in U.S. banks. Under the
present 1aW the exemption would expire on December 31, 1976.

In my brief discussion with ﬁon of this matter on October 9, you indicated
your general agreement with the desirability of extending the exemption, but
I believe you were not certain whether the law should be made permanent or
merely be extended for another short term. In this letter I would like to summarize
some cogent reasons why the extension, if made permanent, would be more
beneficial not only to the state you represent, but to the entire nation.

Since the early days of the income tax, Congress has rcognized the desirability
of giving special treatment to foreign deposits. From 1921 to the enactment of the
Foreign Investors Tax Act of 1966—almost a half century—the exemption was

““pernianent, for Congress felt it was advantageous to our economy to encourage

deposits of foreign funds in U.S. banks. For the past nine years, since the ex-
emption was placed on a temporary basis, it has been evident that the banks
cannot utilize foreign deposits for lending purposes as beneficially as they could if
the exemption were restored to a permanent one. The uncertainty of the exemption
extension has caused most bankers to view the deposits as ‘‘hot money”’ and there-
fore money that cannot be used for socially desirable long term loans such as
home loans and term loans to small business; nor can the deposits he prudently
used to invest in municipal bonds, Federal Home Loan bonds;-and other inter-
mediate term bonds. An important part of our loans and those of the New Orleans

“banks are made in the export-import business, and to finance the export of U.S.

made goods. Some of these are term loans (3 to 5 years) and we could do a better
job in this field if we were not concerned about the loss of foreign time deposits
due to the lapse of the exemption, and subsequent mandatory liquidation of
assets to adjust to the deposit run-off.

In addition, I would like to cite the following reasons as briefly as possible
why the exemption should once again be made permanent: .

1. The exemption from income tax of deposits in foreign branches in U.S.
banks is covered by a different section-of the Code which continues to provide

-—for.a_permanent rather than a short term exemption. I am sure you will agree

it is unfair to give this special benefit to those banks large enough to establish
overseas branches. There are no Louisiana banks with foreign branches, and very
few Texas banks. As you know, those banks with foreign branches are headquar-
tered in New York, Chicago, San Francisco, and other money centers. In addi-
tion, deposits made in foreign branches are seldom brought into the U.S. economy
for loans and investments, because they are loaned overseas in the Eurodollar
market. Permitting the exemption on deposits in foreign branches of 17.S. banks
to remain permanent while the exemption on foreign deposits in domestic banks
is temporary is unfair to those banks who cannot or have not established overseas
branches, and gains little for our domestic economy.

2. Deposits of foreign governments and foreign central banks in U.S. banks
have been, are now, and probably will remain totally exempt from U.S. tax. There
have been some persons, including members of Congress, who advocate the dis-~
couragement of investment in the United States by petroleum exporting nations
and their citizens. Their arguments may have merit with regard to certain direct
investiments, but it is likely that the Treasury and Congress will permit and
encourage all foreign governments and central banks to purchase Treasury
securities and keposit dollars in ‘U.S. banks. :

The banks in Louisiana, Texas, Arizona, Florida, and numerous other states
do not have significant deposits of foreign governmente and central banks; they
are mainly from individuals who desire to take some of their savings out of their
own country in order to spread the risk b %lacing these funds in another ¢urrency
and in other banks. For many years, U.S. banks were favored with most of these
deposite in dollars. Now some of these funds go to Canada and Europe. It is to
our national best interest to continue our role as the banking center of the world
and majntain the dollar as the world’s most stable currency. ~

Texas and Louisiana banks have foreign deposits almost entirely from Mexico
and Central America; they are from individuals who have come to our cities as
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tourists, to enter our medical clinics and hospitals, to make purchases, to engage
in export and import trade, and to transact business of various nature. The funds
they deposit have been used by the banks for consumer and business loans in our
two states, and New Orleans bankers have agreed that these deposite, like those
in Laredo and other Texas cities, have done much to enhance the economy of
our two states. )

3. I recognize the desire of some members of Congress to keep legislation
which needs frequent review on a temporary basis so that it can be studied
from time to time. However, I am sure that when a provision of law has stood
the test of time and its permanency becomes desirable. it is advisable that such
provision be restored to a permanent status. It must be your desire to make
temporary legislation permanent when you feel that constant reexamination of
it in the future is not worth the time that you must devote to it, and the risks of
inability to extend the provision in time, when such extension is desirable.

— In this particular case, the danger exists that in some future year, when the
exemption is about to expire and most members of Congress once again desire
to extend it, the provision would be part of a larger bill that is controversial,
and because of a filibuster, or a Presidential veto, the exemption would be per-
mitted to lapse. Although the large money center banks could probably have
their deposits moved to their foreign branches and remain there until the exemp-
tion is restored, most Louisiana and Texas banks would not fare as well. Since
their deposits are from individuals who will transfer to banks in foreign countries
or to foreign branches of United States banks, it will be difficult if not impossible
for the smaller banks to persuade these former customers to return. During the
time that we have devoted to this matter, I have not met an individual or group
that opposes the permanent exemption. I have, however, during that same period
of time, received namerous inquiries from depositors worried about the possible
expiration of the exemption. I hope you will ngree, thcrefore, that we have a
provision that deserves the permanent status that most provisions of the Code
enjoy.

Some might argue that repeal of the exemption will result in substantial revenue
for the U.S. Treasury. From my own personal experience, I would reject this
argument because I believe foreign investors would seek other havens for their
money. Another false argument is that such a tax is equitable. Equity would not
be served if those dﬂ)ositors desiring the reputation and credit of U.S. banks
because of their confidence in U.S. institutions would merely place these deposits
in the overseas branches of large banks. As a matter of fact, it is probable that
tax revenues are increased rather than reduced, due to the carnings of banks
resulting from the foreign deposits.

If you will assist in passage of this measure, I believe you will have played a
role in allowing Louisiana and Texas banks to be competitive in their solicitation
of foreign deposits and for this reason will have greatly helped the- economy
of these two states.

With hest wishes,

Sincerely,

\

Max A, MaNDEL.

ExrLaNATION: ExTENSION oF ExumprioN FroM INcOME Tax oF FoRrREIGN
DEerosiTs IN UnITED STATES BANKS

1. PRESENT STATUTE LANGUAGE

Sections 861 (Income Tax) and 2104 (Istimate Tax) of the Internal Revenue
Code of 1954, as amended, provide special rules for treatment under the income
tax and the estate tax of U.S. bank deposits, and the interest thereon, of foreign
%ersons (which include non-resident alien individuals and foreign corporations).

nder Sec. 861 (see attached) which describes income from sources within the
United States, theinterest on U.S. bank deposits which is paid to foreign persons,
and which is not effectively connected with the conduct of a trade or business
carried on within the United States, is specifically excluded from treatment as
U.S. source income, and, therefore, is not subject to United States income tax
nor to withholding. The same rule applies to the account itself for purposes of
the estate tax, i.e., the non-resident alicn individual’s bank account in the U.S.
is not to be considered property within the U.S. and, therefore, not subject to
the estate tax if the interest thereon is not subject to the income tax under the
special exemption described above. These exemptions are ,however, scheduled to
expire on December 31, 1976.

P
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11. ORIGIN OF .PROVISION :

In 19686 Congresy provided, through the Foreign Investors Tax Act, tHat ex-
emption from tax on U.9. bank d’e?o ts of forelgn persons ought to be terminnted,
but not until Decemnber 31, 1972. The reason given was that this was clearly
U.8. source income, but that to remove the exemption immediately would cause
an adverse impact on our halance of payments. Congress therefore delayed the
effective date of removal of the exemption until December 31, 1972, in order to
Rave time to review the balance of payments situation and assess the fmpact of
the removal of the exemption.

In 1069 the Congress again decided that the effective date of removal of the
exemption ought to be extended through the end of 1975, since elimination of
the exeniption may have a substantial adverse effect on our balance of payments.
Congress acknowledged that unless the Iaw was extended, foreign persons may
withdraw their holdings from the United Statcs in anticipation of the elimi-
nation o{ the special treatment. Such outflow would further harm the balance of
payments.

n 1974 the Con recognized that this exemption “‘aided in attracting sub-
stantial amounts of funds to the U.S.,"” and extended the exemption for a one-
year period of time, from December .'fl, 1975, to December 31, 1976, (See P.L.
93-625 and Senate Re yort 93-1337.) This was done in order to prevent an outflow
of funds held as Certificates of Deposits with United States institutions.

€

117. NECESSITY FOR PERMANENT EXEMPTIONS

On three previous occasions Congress has decided that substantial balance of
payments arguments required that the elimination of the exemption on interest
on U.S. bank accounts of nonresident aliens be put off to a future date. The
current cutoff date is December 31, 1976, and foreign depositors seeking to place
or turnover time deposits in U.S. accounts are questioning whether the law will
be extended. Clearly, the probability exists that these funds will leave the United
States if the exemption is not extended or made permanent.

. 1V. CONCLUSION

H.R. 10612, the Tax Reform bill passed by the House of Representatives in
1975, would ﬁ‘ant a permanent extension of the existing exemption from tax
(Sec. 1041 of House bill). -

There is & strong case to be made for permanent exemption. The uncertainty
thiat now confronts the foreign time depositor as exem%tion expiration dates
expire would be eliminated, thereby reducing the probability that funds will be
withdrawn on the chance that extension will not be granted.

Therefore, Congress should é)ermanently extend the exemption from U.S. tax
of the interest on accounts held by non-resident aliens in domestic banks.

InTERNAL REVENUE CODE oF 1954, A8 AMENDED

Sgc 861. INCOME FroM SOURCES WITHIN THE UNITED STATES

(a) Gross Income From Sources Within United States.—The following items
of gross income shall be treated as income from sources within the United States:
(1) Interest.—Interest from the United States, any Territory, any political
subdivision of a Territory, or the District of Columbia, and interest on bonds,
notes, cl)r d(i:lt;her interest-bearing obligations of residents, corporate or otherwise,
not includin;

(A) igt_;;est oh amounts described in subsection (c) received by & none
resident alierr individual or a foreign corporation, if such interest is not
effectively connected with the conduct of a trade or business within the
United States, . . .

{Src. 861(c)]

(¢) Interest on its, Etc.~For purposes of subsection (a)(1)(A), the
amounts described in this subsection are—~
lg deposits with persons carrying on the banking business,
2) deposits or withdrawable accounts with savings institutions chartered
and supervised as savings and loan or similar associations under Federal
or State law, but-only to the extent that amounts Eald or credited on such
deposits or accounts are deductible under section 591 (determined without
regdard to section 265) in computing the taxable income of such institutions,
an
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- (8) amounts held by an insurance company under an agreement to pay
interest thereon.
Effective with respect to amounts paid or credited after December 31, 1976,
subsection (a) (1) (A) and this subsection shall cease to apply.

Senator BYrp. The committee will stand adjourned.
[By direction of the Chairman, the following communication was
made a part of the record.}] - .

STATEMENT BY THE AFL-CIO

The AF1~CIO wishes to go on record in opposition to proposals to eliminate or
reduce the 30 I})ercent withholding tax on dividends and interest paid to foreign
investors on U.S. source income. We also urge rejection of proposals to make
%ermanent the present withholding tax exemption applying to interest income on

.8. bank deposits of foreign investors scheduled to expire on Dec. 31, 1876.

Those advocating the repeal of these provisions justify their position as a means
te attract foreign capital, with a resultdint benefit to the U.S. economy and the
generation of jobs. In our view there is absolutely no reason to accept a blanket
assuma%tion that foreign investment in the U.S. creates jobs for Americans or is
generally -heneficial to the American economy. In fact, the type of investments
that would be encouraged through eliminating the 30‘? withholding tax would
in the main, be speculative “hot’’ money that can ancf does move quickly and
freely from country to country. Speculative capital that comes in to the U.S.
temporarily as a result of tax preferences is not the kind of capital that creates
jobs, increases groductivity or contributes to the health of the economy. To the
centrary, such flows merely add to instability and uncertainty.

In tiition, most industrialized foreign countries allow their citizens to offset,
through credits, taxes paid to other countries against those levied in their home
country. Thus, in these circumstances repealing the U.S. tax merely amounts to
a transfer of funds from the U.S, Treasury to the treasury of a foreign government.

Repealin%the ’Ipresent 30% withholding tax would add a new tax preference
costing the U.S. Treasury amf American taxpayers $200 million or more annually.
We see no reason why foreign investors who enjoy the security, protection and
profit from investing in the U.S. should be exempted from making some contribu-
tion to this nation’s taxes. American investors pay income taxes on their interest
and dividend income to the U.8. government when earned in the U.S. And, oxcept
where waived by bilateral treaties, they also pay taxes to foreign governments on
income earned overseas.

As Americans we have long criticized those so-called ‘tax-haven countries’’
which, in an effort to lure capital, grant special tax exemptions. The AFL-CIO
doea not feel that the U.S. should follow the example set by these countries. In
faot, last year as part of the Tax Reduction Act the Congress eliminated some of
the tax avoidance opportunities enjoyed by U.S. multinational companies that
operate in the tax-haven countries,

[Whereupon, at 11:37 a.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject
to the call of the Chair.]
O



