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Abstract

KRCHNIVÁ KATEŘINA, NERUDOVÁ DANUŠE. 2015. The Infl uence of Allocation Formula 
on Generation of Profi t in Diff erent Economy Sectors.  Acta Universitatis Agriculturae et Silviculturae 
Mendelianae Brunensis, 63(6): 1961–1967.

The mechanism for the distribution of the Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base will be based 
on three macroeconomics factors which are considered to be the main indicators of generated profi t/
loss. The paper analyzes the explanatory power of proposed allocation formula for the distribution 
of the Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base with respect to the sector of economic activity 
from the perspective of the Czech independent enterprises. The research is based on the comparison 
of the coeffi  cients of determination indicating the proportion of explained variability of proposed 
multiple regression models. The paper concludes that the proportion of explained profi tability 
by the allocation formula factors as are defi ned by the Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base 
Dra�  Directive may diff er up to 34% with regard to the sector of economic activity classifi ed by NACE 
classifi cation. 

Keywords: allocation formula, tax harmonization, common consolidated corporate tax base, 
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INTRODUCTION
The Common Consolidated Corporate Tax 

Base (CCCTB) should constitute general and 
unambiguous rules for the determination of 
corporate tax base with the main goal to simplify tax 
systems of the EU Member States and to ensure their 
greater transparency. 

In the terms of the strategy Europe 2020 is the 
main objective of the CCCTB system to remove the 
needs for transfer pricing rules, to eliminate any 
possibilities for double taxation due to incurring of 
tax liabilities in the diff erent EU Member States and 
also the reduction of tax compliance costs (Spengel 
et al., 2012).

As the main contribution of the CCCTB system 
is considered the completion of the Single Internal 
Market, the improvement of the economic growth 
and the employment as well as the strengthening 
of the competiveness of the European enterprises 
in the line with the revised Lisboan strategy. The 
arguments against to the CCCTB system are mainly 

associated with the increase of business uncertainty 
and its costly implementation. According to Mintz 
(2007), the implementation of the CCCTB system 
may cause new types of distortions of the tax 
systems, therefore is the system sometimes called as 
a white elephant. 

The mechanism for the distribution of the 
Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base, i.e. 
formula apportionment (FA), will be based on the 
computation of the share of a respective member 
of a company group on the overall volume of three 
macroeconomics factors, i.e. volume of tangible 
fi xed assets, volume of labour compensation 
(indicated by payroll costs accompanied by number 
of employees) and volume of sales revenues. These 
factors are considered to have the largest impact on 
the generated profi t of a company and therefore 
are able to explain the highest proportion of its 
variability.

The paper analyses the power of allocation 
formula factors to explain the variability in 
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generation of profi t/loss of single enterprises from 
the perspective of the Czech Republic with focusing 
on the explanatory ability of allocation formula 
factors on generation of profi t/loss of companies 
operating in diff erent economic sectors classifi ed 
by NACE classifi cation of the European industrial 
activity. 

Theoretical Background
The CCCTB system considers a tool for the 

harmonization of tax bases within the EU Member 
States and does not assume the harmonization of tax 
rates. Although, based on the proposed amendment 
of the European Parliament on the CCCTB Dra�  
Directive from 12 April 2012 is impossible to 
achieve the equality in corporate taxation without 
introduction of minimum level of corporate tax 
rates. 

The CCCTB system will not distort the national 
accounting principles of the EU Member States, 
despite to the fact that the allover implementation 
of the International Financial Reporting Standards 
(IFRS) was initially considered as the possible 
starting point for the introduction of the CCCTB 
system.

The proposal for the CCCTB Directive, as the 
result of more than 7 years long extensive work of 
the European Commission Working Group (WG), 
was published on 16 March 2011. The CCCTB 
Dra�  Directive introduces the mechanism for 
the determination and computation of tax base, its 
consolidation and subsequent distribution among 
single members of a company group.

The CCCTB system is addressed to a group of 
companies operating on the territory of the EU. 
These groups of companies have to fulfi ll the 
criterion of ownership with the threshold of 
> 75% share on capital, criterion of control 
with the requirement of > 50% proportion on voting 
rights and last criterion of > 75% share on rights 
giving the entitlement to profi t. Based on the voting 
of the European Parliament from 19 April 2012 will 
be the CCCTB system a� er fi ve years long transition 
period compulsory for all group of companies 
fulfi lling the above mentioned criterions with the 
exception of small and medium size enterprises. 

The mechanism for the distribution of the 
CCCTB, i.e. formula apportionment, is stated 
by article 86 of the CCCTB Dra�  Directive. The 
formula apportionment should be based on three 
factors: volume of tangible fi xed assets, volume 
of sales revenues and labour compensation. As 
eligible tangible fi xed asset is considered assets with 
valuation of more than 1,000 EUR, which is capable 
of participating on the revenues generation of 
a respective company for the period longer of 1 year. 
The tangible fi xed assets will be attributed to its 
economic owner; the leased assets will be assign to 
both of lessor and lessee. The labour compensation 
factor is constituted as a combination of payroll costs 
and number of employees working for a respective 
company. These are equally weighted in this factor. 

The defi nition of an employee will be based on 
the national legislation of a Member State on which 
territory the respective employee performs her/his 
activity. Payroll costs will include all payments that 
are deductible as expense, including employee’s 
benefi ts and social contributions. The sales 
factor will include revenues from sales of goods 
and services decreased by warranty claims and 
rebates. The revenues will be attributed to the state 
of dispatch or transport of goods, i.e. based on 
destination principle. In case of services sales 
revenues will be attributed to the state on which 
territory the services are carried out. 

The introduction of the CCCTB system as 
the main objective of the European Commission 
in the tax harmonization process also initiated 
extensive scientifi c work of many researchers. 
In addition to the group of literature analyzing 
the impact of the introduction of the CCCTB system 
on the volume of tax revenues (Fuest et al., 2007; 
Devereux and Loretz, 2007; Cline, Neubig et al., 
2010; van der Horst, 2007 or Bettendorf, 2009), there 
is also group of papers researching the introduction 
of the CCCTB system from a diff erent perspective; 
Devereux and Loretz (2008) analyzed the impact of 
the CCCTB system on the market effi  ciency, Becker 
and Runkel (2012) examined the infl uence of 
the CCCTB system on the company decision about 
possible acquisition or merger with other existing 
company, while Schindler and Schjelderup (2007) 
considered the stability of cartel agreements in 
the situation of tax harmonization. 

At present, some researches are focusing on the 
evaluation of the mechanism for the distribution 
of the consolidated tax base and the examination 
of the ability of allocation formula factors to 
explain statistically signifi cant proportion of 
variability in generation of profi t/loss. Rogemann 
et al. (2012) empirically analyzed the design of the 
EU apportionment formula with regard to profi t 
generation. Based on the data from Amadeus 
database for single enterprises operating in 
manufacturing and service sector (based on fi rst 
two digits indication of NACE code Manufacturing 
sector was represented by NACE codes: 15–36 and 
Services sector was represented by NACE codes 50–
74 and 92) they concluded that the best performing 
formula is the three factors formula incorporating 
sales, tangible fi xed assets and labour costs. These 
three factors are able to signifi cantly explain 28% of 
the variation in profi t/loss of considered companies. 
Pethig and Wagener (2003) compared diff erent 
designs of formula apportionment with respect to 
their allocative features and strategic incentives. 
They concluded that in terms of equilibrium tax 
rates tax competition tends to be most relaxed 
under formula apportionment with sales as 
a single formula factor. Hines (2008) estimated 
the ability of formula factors (i.e. volume of sales, 
property, plant and equipment, payroll costs and 
number of employees) to predict the variation in 
corporate income on the data of large American 
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corporations. His results suggested that the equally 
weighted three-factor formula may be considered as 
the reasonable predictor of market capitalization. 

More recent study of Cobham and Loretz (2014) 
researched the impact of the distribution of 
corporate tax base based on a number of diff erent 
apportionment factors on the volume of tax 
revenues. They concluded that the distribution 
of the overall tax base according to the number of 
employees dramatically redistribute tax revenues 
to lower income countries, while using payroll 
costs will do the opposite. They also concluded 
that the identifi cation of the main winners and 
losers from the implementation of the CCCTB 
system mainly depends on exact defi nition of 
the apportionment factors.

MATERIAL AND METHODOLOGY
The paper researches the ability of the allocation 

formula factors to explain the variability in 
generation of profi t/loss of a enterprise from 
the perspective of the Czech Republic with 
the objective to verify whether the allocation 
formula with three-equally weighted factors as 
is designed by the CCCTB Dra�  Directive is able 
to explain statistically signifi cant proportion of 
variability in generated profi t/loss of a respective 
company. The following equation (1) indicates 
the structure of the allocation formula for 
the distribution of the CCCTB as is stated in Art 86 
of the CCCTB Dra�  Directive:

ShareX 

X X X X

group group group group

Sales Payroll No of employees Assets
Sales Payroll No of empolyees Assets

1 1 1 1 _ _ 1
3 3 2 2 _ _ 3

  
         

 Con d Tax Base' _ _ , (1)

where the share a group company member X on 
the common consolidated corporate tax base is 
computed as its share on the overall volume of 
sales, tangible fi xed assets and labour compensation 
constituted as a combination of payroll costs and 
number of employees.

The paper employed the fi rm-level data of active 
unconsolidated companies registered in the Czech 
Republic with published value of profi t/loss before 
taxation for taxable year 2012 from Amadeus 
database (Amadeus update number 234, date of 
updated 13. 03. 2014). 

For the research were collected information 
about volume of tangible fi xed assets (TFA), 
operating turnover (OPT), number of employees 
(NoE), payroll costs (CoE) and volume of profi t/loss 
before taxation (PL). With regard to the objective 
of the paper to analyze the ability of the allocation 
formula factors to explain the variation in profi t of 
enterprises operating in diff erent economy sectors, 
also the information about NACE codes were 
collected. The operating turnover is considered as 
a proxy of sales formula factor, since based on its 
defi nition comprises the total output of a company 
from economic activity carried out in a respective 
period, and is usually measured by the overall 
volume of revenues on sales of goods and services 
reduced by rebates and warranty claims. 

The initially collected sample of data for 111,295 
unconsolidated companies was adjusted for 
the further research. All companies with missing 
information about NACE code as well as with 
negative value of tangible fi xed assets or payroll 
costs were excluded from the sample. Also all 
companies with extreme value of any variable 
below 1st percentile and above 99th percentile were 
eliminated. The fi nal data sample covers 65,376 
companies.

I: Descriptive statistics, all variables in thousands EUR, except for number of employees, active unconsolidated companies in the Czech 
Republic with published value of profi t/loss before tax for 2012

Name of variable Abbreviation Mean value Standard Deviation Min. value Max. value

Sales OPT 1,579.74 4,402.00 0.00 63,844.42

Profi t/loss before taxes PL 53.69 225.44 −526.90 3,015.65

Tangible fi xed assets TFA 417.25 1,373.47 0.00 19,351.05

Number of employees NoE 18 41 3 357

Cost of employees CoE 226.56 569.05 1.27 7,282.04

Source: own adaption in STATA

II: Correlation matrix for adjusted sample of companies, n=65,376; 5% both sides critical value 0.0077

PL OPT NoE CoE TFA  

1.0000 0.5395 0.4209 0.5196 0.3811 PL

1.0000 0.6113 0.6938 0.4565 OPT

1.0000 0.8873 0.4997 NoE

0.5056 CoE

1.0000 TFA

Source: own adaption in STATA
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Tab. I provides descriptive statistics of all variables 
in the year 2012, Tab. II presents correlation matrix 
which indicates that all observed variables are 
correlated in positive signifi cant way at signifi cance 
level of 5%.

The analysis of explanation power of formula 
factors is based on the examination of coeffi  cients 
of determination of multiple regression models 
analyzed by Ordinary Least Squares method. As was 
already mentioned the paper researches the ability 
of allocation formula factors to explain the variation 
in profi t/loss generation of a company with focusing 
on diff erent sectors of economic activity classifi ed 
by NACE codes, therefore the data sample was 
divided into subsamples according to NACE codes. 
The positive linear links between dependent 
and independent variables were considered. 
The proposed multiple regression model was as 
follows:

PLn = 0 + 1CoEn + 2NoEn + 3TFAn + 4OPTn, (2)

where the PLn considers profi t/loss before taxes 
as the dependent variable which is explained by 
four independent variables, i.e. payroll costs (CoE), 
volume of tangible fi xed assets (TFA) and volume of 
operating turnover (OPT) or number of employees 
(NoE).

The parameters of proposed regression models 
were estimated by unrestricted as well as restricted 
regression where the parameters are considered to 
be equal. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The main objective of the paper is to analyze 

the ability of the allocation formula factors to explain 
statistically signifi cant proportion of variability in 
generation of profi t/loss with focusing on the sector 
of economic activity in which a particular company 
operates. 

The dependent variable profi t/loss before taxation 
(PL) is supposed to be statistically signifi cantly 
explained by four independent variables, namely 
by number of employees (NoE), volume of payroll 
costs (CoE), volume of operating turnover (OPT) and 
amount of tangible fi xed assets (TFA). These four 
independent variables are those which are involved 
in the allocation mechanism for the distribution 
of the CCCTB. The Ordinary Least Square method 
is used for the estimation of the parameters of 
proposed multiple regression models. There are 
assumed positive linear links between dependent 
and independent variables.

In addition to the unrestricted regression models 
also the restricted regression models are designed 
for the analysis. The parameters of the restricted 
regression model are supposed to be equally-
weighted, therefore this model is considered to 
have better explanation ability on the generation of 
profi t/loss with regard to the structure of allocation 
mechanism for the CCCTB.

The analysis is based on the comparison of 
the values of adjusted coeffi  cient of determination 
indicating the proportion of explained variability 
of the model. The Tab. III presents the results of 
the analysis for both of unrestricted and restricted 
regression models. The obtained values of adjusted 
coeffi  cient of determination were analyzed by 
statistical signifi cance test for the coeffi  cients 
of determination. Furthermore, all proposed 
regression models were verifi ed by the statistical 
signifi cance test for the regression model, i.e. by 
F-test, checking out if the variables in the model 
are correctly chosen. The below stated table 
(Tab. III) reports the values of unadjusted as well 
as adjusted coeffi  cients of determination. However 
that the proposed multiple regression models are 
supposed to be explained by the same number 
of independent variables, the further comments 
are reported to the values of adjusted coeffi  cient 
of determination, which is able to eliminate any 
possible distortion caused by the diff erent number 
of independent variables. As was already mentioned, 
the paper researched the ability of the allocation 
formula to explain variability in profi t/loss 
generation in diff erent economy sectors, the results 
are reported for single economy sectors indicated by 
NACE code. For the detailed description of NACE 
sectors see Tab. IV.

From the above stated table is obvious that the 
NACE sectors T and U as well as O were excluded 
from further analysis due to missing or low volume 
of observation. The table shows that the volume 
of explained variability in generation of profi t/
loss diff ers with regard to the sector of economic 
activity indicated by NACE sectors. The proportion 
of explained variability for the Czech independent 
enterprises operating in all industry sectors is 
34.89%, respectively 32.54% in case of restricted 
model. The proportion of explained variability 
in profi t/loss is even by almost 8.00% higher for 
companies operating in Human health and social 
work activities (i.e. NACE code Q) and in Water 
supply and waste management activities (i.e. E 
NACE code) in case of unrestricted model and 
also almost by 8.00% for companies operating in 
Manufacturing sector (i.e. C NACE code) in case of 
restricted model.

These four allocation formula factors (CoE, 
NoE, TFA and OPT) are able to explain the highest 
proportion of variability in C, E, Q and M NACE 
sectors, whereas the lowest volume of variability 
is explained for I, K and S NACE sectors in case of 
unrestricted regression models as well as in case of 
restricted regression models. 

The formula factors incorporated in the allocation 
mechanism for the distribution of the CCCTB based 
on the Art 86 of the CCCTB Dra�  Directive are able 
to statistically signifi cantly explain the variability 
for companies operating in Financial and Insurance 
activities and Other services activities (i.e. K and 
S NACE sectors) based on the results of analysis 
of unrestricted regression models, however 
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the proportion of explained variability in profi t 
is very low. The results for restricted regression 
models indicate that allocation formula with four 
independent variables is able to explain even lower 
variability in profi t/loss in case of Other service 
activities sector (i.e. S NACE sector), i.e. 7.92%, as 
well as for Financial and Insurance activities (i.e. 
K NACE sector) where the proportion of explained 
variability reaches up to 11.08%.

With regard to the results obtained for unrestricted 
and restricted regression model has to be mentioned 
that the results may diff er up to 13.00%; in general it 
can be concluded that the proportion of explained 
variability is lower for the unrestricted regression 
models. 

In the line with the study of Anand and 
Sansing (2000), who concluded that the choice 
of allocation formula factors will be infl uenced 
by the principal industry sector in a respective 
country, can be generalized that the proportion 
of explained variability by the allocation formula 

factors for the companies operating on the territory 
of the Czech Republic reaches up to 30.33%, 
respectively up to 26.33% based on the results 
of restricted regression model. With regard to 
Rogemann et al. (2012) study it is possible to conclude 
that the average proportion of explained variability 
in profi t generation for the Czech unconsolidated 
companies operating in manufacturing and services 
sector reach up to 30.20%, respectively up to 26.51%. 

The question for the further research may be 
considering of the explanatory ability of allocation 
formula factors in the variety of their combination 
with focusing on the comparison of the allocation 
formulas which are commonly used in the United 
States or in Canada, or the considering of possible 
diff erent defi nition of allocation formula factors for 
that types of economic sectors where the allocation 
formula as is defi ned by the Art 86 of the CCCTB 
Dra�  Directive is able to explain very low proportion 
of variability in generation of profi t/loss. 

1 ** indicates the statistical signifi cance level of 5 %, all other values are statistically signifi cant on 1% signifi cance level.

III: Explanation power of proposed allocation formula factors on profi t/loss generation in diff erent sectors of economic activity indicated by 
NACE codes. Dependent variable Profi t/loss before taxes

 
Unrestricted regression Restricted regression

Number of observation R2 adj R2 F-statistics R2 adj R2 F-statistics

All NACES 65,376 0.3490 0.3489 8,759.61 0.3254 0.3254 3,1531.28

A 2,316 0.3883 0.3872 366.72 0.3703 0.3700 1,360.76

B 88 0.3911 0.3617**1 13.33 0.3202 0.3123 40.50

C 10,471 0.4248 0.4246 1,932.60 0.4052 0.4052 7,132.30

D 448 0.3496 0.3437 59.54 0.2861 0.2845 178.70

E 661 0.4299 0.4264 123.65 0.4064 0.4055 451.12

F 7,007 0.3740 0.3736 1,045.73 0.3671 0.3670 4,062.30

G 17,968 0.3035 0.3033 1,956.64 0.2634 0.2633 6,423.71

H 2,216 0.3412 0.3400 286.27 0.3297 0.3294 1,088.89

I 2,803 0.1339 0.1327 108.15 0.0767 0.0763 232.56

J 2,268 0.3828 0.3817 350.86 0.3781 0.3778 1,377.51

K 100 0.1431 0.1070 3.97 0.1198 0.1108 13.34

L 5,720 0.1861 0.1855 326.59 0.1223 0.1221 796.54

M 7,944 0.3928 0.3925 1,284.01 0.3858 0.3857 4,988.73

N 1,827 0.3337 0.3323 228.15 0.3210 0.3206 862.62

O 7

P 692 0.1613 0.1564 33.03 0.1145 0.1132 89.20

Q 1,747 0.4264 0.4251 323.73 0.3771 0.3767 1,056.23

R 564 0.2906 0.2856 57.26 0.1547 0.1532 102.87

S 529 0.0910 0.0841 13.12 0.0810 0.0792 46.44

T 0

U 0

Source: own adaption in STATA
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CONCLUSION
The paper analyzed the ability of allocation formula factors to statistically signifi cantly explain 
the variability in generation of profi t/loss of the Czech unconsolidated enterprises with focusing 
on the proportion of explained variability for companies operating in diff erent sectors of economic 
activity. 
The research was based on the estimation of unrestricted as well as restricted regression models via 
Ordinary Least Squares method and subsequent evaluation of the values of the adjusted coeffi  cients 
of determination indicating the proportion of explained variability by the proposed independent 
variables. 
The obtained results in the paper indicate that the allocation formula factors are able to statistically 
signifi cantly explain the variability in the generation of profi t/loss for companies operating in all 
of 18 considered NACE sectors, however the proportion of explained variability may diff er up to 34% 
with regard to sector of economic activity classifi ed by NACE codes.
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IV: List of NACE codes

NACE 
code Description Details

(fi rst two digits)

A AGRICULTURE, FORESTRY AND FISHING 01–03

B MINING AND QUARRYING 05–09

C MANUFACTURING 10–33

D ELECTRICITY, GAS, STEAM AND AIR CONDITIONING SUPPLY 35

E WATER SUPPLY; SEWERAGE, WASTE MANAGEMENT AND REMEDIATION ACTIVITIES 36–39

F CONSTRUCTION 41–43

G WHOLESALE AND RETAIL TRADE; REPAIR OF MOTOR VEHICLES AND MOTORCYCLES 45–47

H TRANSPORTATION AND STORAGE 49–53

I ACCOMMODATION AND FOOD SERVICE ACTIVITIES 55–56

J INFORMATION AND COMMUNICATION 58–63

K FINANCIAL AND INSURANCE ACTIVITIES 64–66

L REAL ESTATE ACTIVITIES 68

M PROFESSIONAL, SCIENTIFIC AND TECHNICAL ACTIVITIES 69–75

N ADMINISTRATIVE AND SUPPORT SERVICE ACTIVITIES 77–82

O PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION AND DEFENCE; COMPULSORY SOCIAL SECURITY 84

P EDUCATION 85

Q HUMAN HEALTH AND SOCIAL WORK ACTIVITIES 86–88

R ARTS, ENTERTAINMENT AND RECREATION 90–93

S OTHER SERVICE ACTIVITIES 94–96

T
ACTIVITIES OF HOUSEHOLDS AS EMPLOYERS; U0NDIFFERENTIATED GOODS- 
AND SERVICES-PRODUCING ACTIVITIES OF HOUSEHOLDS FOR OWN USE

97–98

U ACTIVITIES OF EXTRATERRITORIAL ORGANISATIONS AND BODIES 99

Source: Statistical Classifi cation of Economic Activities in the European Community, Rev. 2 (2008) available on Eurostat 
website

REFERENCES
ANAND, B. N. and SANSING, R. 2000. The weighting 

game: Formula apportionment as an instrument 
of public policy. National Tax Journal, 53: 182–199. 
[Online]. Available at: http://www.ntanet.org/
NTJ/53/2/ntj-v53n02p183-200-weighting-game-
formula-apportionment.pdf. [Accessed: 2014, 
2 December].

BECKER, J. and RUNKEL, M. 2012: Corporate Tax 
Regime and International allocation of ownership, 
Regional Science and Urban Economics, 43(m): 8–15.

BETTENDORF, L., DEVEREUX, M. P. et al. 2009. 
Corporate tax harmonization in the EU. CPB 
Discussion Paper no 133. 

CLINE, R, NEUBIG, T. et al. 2010. Study on 
the Economic and Budgetary Impact of the 
Introduction of a Common Consolidated 
Corporate Tax Base in the European Union. 
Commissioned by the Irish Department of Finance. 
Available at: https://www.eiseverywhere.com/fi le_
uploads/4e18cb3a21356d80a74bbe60702bfa03_
CCCTBrepjan2011.pdf. [Accessed: 2013, 
2 September].



 The Infl uence of Allocation Formula on Generation of Profi t in Diff erent Economy Sectors 1967

COBHAM, A. and LORETZ, S. 2014. International 
distribution of the corporate tax base: Impact 
of diff erent apportionment factors under 
unitary taxation. In: 70th Annual Congress 
of the International Institute of Public Finance. 
Lugano, Switzerland. [Online]. Available at: 
https://www.confto ol.pro/iipf2014/index .
php?page=browseSessions&print=head&form_
session=52&mode=table&presentations=show. 
[Accessed: 2014, 2 December].

DEVEREUX, M. P. and LORETZ, S. 2007. The Eff ects 
of EU Apportionment on Corporate Tax Revenues, 
Fiscal Studies, 29(1): 1–33.

DEVEREUX M. and LORETZ, S. 2008. Increased 
Effi  ciency Through Consolidation and Formula 
Apportionment in the European Union? Oxford: 
Oxford University, Centre for Business Taxation. 
Working Paper No. 12.

DEVINE, K., O’CLOCK, P., and SEATON, L. P. 2006. 
Estimating Impact of Formula Apportionment on 
Allocation of Worldwide Income and the Potential 
for Double Taxation. International Accounting, 19: 
115–144.

EUROPEAN COMMISSION. 2011. Proposal for 
A Council Directive on a Common Consolidated 
Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB). Brussels. Com(2011) 
121/4. 2011/0058 (CNS). [Online]. Available at: 
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/resources/
documents/taxation/company_tax/common_
tax_base/com_2011_121_en.pdf. [Accessed: 2013, 
31 September].

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT/NEWS. 2012. 
Corporate taxation: Parliament pushes for 
a compulsory common base. Press release. REF: 
20120418IPR43390. [Online]. Available at: http://
www.europarl.europa.eu/news/en/news-room/
content/20120418IPR43390/html/Corporate-
taxation-Parliament-pushes-for-a-compulsory-
common-base. [Assessed: 2014, 10 October].

FUEST, C. 2008. The European Commission’s 
proposal for a common consolidated corporate 
tax base. Oxford Review of Economic Policy, 24(4): 720–
739. [Online]. Available at: http://www.sbs.ox.ac.
uk/sites/default/fi les/Business_Taxation/Events/
conferences/symposia/2008/fuest-paper.pdf. 
[Accessed: 2014, 30 October].

FUEST, C., HEMMELGARN, T., RAMB, F. 2007. How 
would the introduction of an EU-wide formula 
apportionment aff ect the distribution and size 
of the corporate tax base? An analysis based on 
German multinationals. International Tax and Public 
Finance, 14(5): 605–626.

HINES, J. R. Jr. 2008. Income misattribution under 
formula apportionment. European Economic 
Review 54(1): 108–120. [Online]. Available at: 

http://www3.nd.edu/~tgresik/EER/Hines.pdf. 
[Accessed: 2014, 15 September].

HORST, VAN DER A. 2007. Is EU Coordination 
needed for Corporate Taxation? Budget 
Perspectives. CPB Netherlands Bureau for ESRI, 
Economic Policy Analysis. [Online]. Available 
at: https://www.esri.ie/pubs/BP200803.pdf. 
[Accessed: 2014, 12 December].

LOYENS & LOEFF. 2012. European Parliament 
issues Report on the proposal for a CCCTB. Tax 
Advisers, Civil Law Notaries, EC Report. May 2012. 
[Online]. Available at: http://www.loyensloeff .
c o m / n l - N L / P ra c t ic e / D o c u m e n t s / CCC T B /
Update_EP_report.pdf. [Accessed: 2014, 25 
August].

MINTZ, J. 2007. Europe Slowly Lurches to a Com-
mon Consolidated Corporate Tax Base: Issues at 
Stake. In: LANG, M. et al., A Common Consolidated 
Corporate Tax Base for Europe. Alemanha: Springer, 
128–138.

MINTZ, J., SMART, M. 2004. Income shi� ing, 
investment, and tax competition: theory and 
evidence form provincial taxation in Canada. 
Journal of Public Economics, 88: 1149–1168.

PETHIG, R., WAGENER, A. 2003. Profi t Tax 
Competition and Formula Apportionment. 
[Online]. CESifo Working Paper. No. 1011. Available 
at: � p://� p.repec.org/opt/ReDIF/RePEc/sie/
papers/106-03.pdf. [Accessed: 2014, 23 October].

PETUTSCHING, M. 2010. Common Consolidated 
Corporate Tax Base: Eff ect of Formulary 
Apportionment on Corporate Group Entities. 
International Tax Coordination. Discussion Paper 
No. 38. [Online]. Available at: http://papers.ssrn.
com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2178 004. 
[Accessed: 2014, 14 September].

ROGGEMAN, A., VERLEYEN, I., VAN 
CAUWENBERGE, P. et al. 2012. An Empirical 
Investigation into the Design of an EU 
Apportionment Formula Related to Profi t 
Generating Factors. Transformations in Business & 
Economics, 11(27): 36–56. 

SCHINDLER, D., SCHJELDERUP, G. 2007. 
Harmonization of Corporate Tax Systems on its 
Eff ect on Collusive Behavior. Discussion Papers 
2007/8. Department of Business and Management 
Science, Norwegian School of Economics. 
[Online]. Available at: http://cofe.uni-konstanz.
de/Papers/dp06_01.pdf. [Accessed: 2014, 
14 August].

SPENGEL, C., BABEL, M. O. et al. 2012. A Common 
Corporate Tax Base for Europe: An Impact 
Assessment of the Dra�  Council Directive on 
CCCTB. World Tax Journal, October: 185–221.

Contact information

Kateřina Krchnivá: xkrchniv@node.mendelu.cz
Danuše Nerudová: d.nerudova@seznam.cz



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




