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Abstract

Motivation: Taxation patterns vary from country to country. The shape of the tax policy
was influenced by historical conditions, as well as changes in macroeconomic conditions.
An example of this is the recent crisis, during which the measures taken in the area of dis-
cretionary tax policy often proved to be a good response to the problems of the economies
and facilitated a faster return to the path of growth. At the same time, during the last cen-
tury, the perception of the role of taxes in economic development changed radically, mov-
ing from a legitimate tool used by the state in the development process after World War
I1, through treating taxes as a ‘necessary evil’ at the turn of the century, to an instrument
conditioning the maintenance of fiscal balance.

Aim: The purpose of this article is to analyze the tax policies implemented in OECD
countries, indicate similarities and differences in response to global conditions and iden-
tify general trends in the reform of tax systems. The analysis covered OECD countries
in 2008-2017. 'The study utilizes the descriptive method with elements of statistical data
analysis. The article was prepared on the basis of literature studies and OECD data.
Results: Economic globalization has changed the dynamics of the legislation process
and influenced decision making in the field of tax policy. Although decisions are still made
by state parliaments, they not only reflect the needs of the budget, but also ensure the in-
ternational competitiveness of the tax system and protect against fiscal erosion. It should
be remembered, however, that the tax system is defined as a social agreement of sorts,
which is concluded between the government and the society. The level and structure
of taxation determine the specific ‘social balance’ achieved between the conflicting inter-
ests represented by the two parties to the agreement. This balance should not be disturbed
solely in order to cover unitary shortfalls in public revenue in a given year.
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1. Introduction

In 1904, while speaking in the US Supreme Court, Oliver W. Holmes' said that
taxes are the price we pay for living in a civilized society. 115 years have passed
since that speech, and the perception of the role of state in social and economic
development, including the function of taxes, has changed. This does not mean,
of course, that taxes have lost their importance. Rather the contrary — this
‘price’ for living in a civilized society has significantly increased. At the same
time, however, taxes have ceased to have an exclusively fiscal function and have
become also an effective instrument for stimulating the economy and redistrib-
uting income.

The way in which individual governments have created their tax policies
and built their tax systems has never been uniform. The current taxation pat-
terns, similarly to the tax structure, vary and depend on many factors, be they
historical, economic or political. However, it appears that in the conditions
of globalization, the actions of individual governments within this scope are in-
creasingly similar, especially in the face of economic shocks.

The purpose of this article is to review the tax policies implemented in OECD
countries, indicate similarities and differences in response to crises and identify
general trends concerning the changes in taxation. The following hypothesis
was subject to verification in the study: Tax policies implemented in OECD
countries, despite significant differences in the level and structure of taxation,
become more and more similar to each other. The analysis covered the years
2007-2016. The study utilizes the descriptive method with elements of statis-
tical data analysis. The article was prepared on the basis of literature studies
and OECD database.

Each part of the paper presents a brief description of the evolution of changes
in the perception of the role of taxes, with particular emphasis on economic
and political events that provoked theoreticians’ discussions on the subject
and had a significant impact on the directions of tax reforms. In view of the re-
strictions in force, this review is of rather selective nature. The empirical part
presents the tax policies implemented in OECD countries. The focus was mainly
on tax changes resulting from the financial crisis of 2008. The level and struc-
ture of taxation for the years 2007-2016 were presented. Possible implications
for the future tax policy were analyzed, including those resulting from the need
to adapt it to the globalization processes.

' Oliver W. Holmes (1841-1935), Judge at the Supreme Court of the United States.
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2. Evolution of the concept of tax policy and its conditions

Taxes constitute not only an economic but also a political category. Modern tax
systems reflect the relative importance that a society of a given country, through
its political institutions, decides to assign to different purposes and the roles
that have been ‘appointed’ to tax instruments in order to achieve these pur-
poses (Bird & Wilkie, 2012, p. 2). They have been shaped not only as a result
of the evolution of the main ideas on taxation, but also global events, both eco-
nomic and political, which include, without limitation: World War I, the Great
Depression, World War I1, oil crises, the end of the Cold War as well as the recent
economic and fiscal crisis. Undoubtedly, these events had a significant impact
both on the development of tax theories, including changes in the perception
of the role of state in this respect, as well as on tax practice.

Although the history of taxes is very long, modern tax systems have not
begun to emerge until the 20th century, when, under the influence of soci-
oeconomic developments and political events, government demand for public
income increased significantly. Stll in the second half of the 19th century, Paul
Leroy-Beaulieu, based on his knowledge of public finances at that time, claimed
that the level of taxation at S-6% of GDP can be considered very moderate,
approx. 6-12% of GDP — ‘normal’, while above 12% — too high. At the same
time he believed that this excessively high level of tax burden could hamper
economic growth (Tanzi, 2014a, pp. 3-20). Everything started to change with
industrialization and then with the outbreak of the Great Depression and two
world wars. Already in the 1920s, public expenditure started to rise gradually,
with the introduction of a general income tax, followed (though much later) by
a general consumption tax. At the same time, it should not be forgotten that
economists themselves have contributed indirectly to these changes by for-
mulating new development concepts justifying the need for state intervention
in the economy. An important role here was undoubtedly played by Keynes,
who in 1926 called for an ‘end to laissez-faire’, proposed an increase in the role
of state in the economy, rejected the idea of market automatism in the regulation
of the economy, and for the first time assigned taxes with important stimulative
and redistributive functions?.

After the Second World War, tax policy became one of the main instruments
for achieving socioeconomic goals. However, the pace of growth of public ex-
penditure until the early 1960s was still quite slow. Evident acceleration have
not taken place until between 1960 and 1980, when many industrialized coun-
tries decided to introduce economic protection for their citizens, creating, under
strong internal pressure, the so-called welfare state. To compensate for the so-
ciety’s ‘sacrifice’ during the war, governments began to attach great importance
to social welfare and income equalization (Tanzi, 2014a, pp. 3-20).

The ‘new’ economic role of the state turned out to be very expensive. The
level of the tax burden started to rise at a high rate. At that time, the level

2 See further in Keynes (2003, p. 336).

427



EEB c<ONOMIA I PRAWO. ECONOMICS AND LAW, 18(4): 425-440

of taxes in many developed countries exceeded 40% of GDP, but unfortunately
the rate of growth of public expenditure was even higher. There was no other
option but to achieve or maintain full employment, and current deficits were
accepted as an instrument to stabilize the falling combined demand. However,
it was a time of limited and controlled trade and exchange of capital. National
tax policies did not go beyond national borders and in principle did not affect
other jurisdictions. Individual countries could not only shape it freely, but also
control it. According to Tanzi (2014a, pp. 3-20), the tax bases could then be
compared to the waters of national lakes, ‘the water of which could be exploited
at will only by the national governments of the countries in which the lakes were
located. There was no fear of foreign tax competition or of global tax evasion...".
During this period, governments rarely duplicated the patterns of other coun-
tries’ tax systems, but at the same time had greater opportunities to raise tax
rates without fear of loss of income.

In the pre-globalization era, state interventionism dominated mainly
in the 1960s. At the end of the next decade, under the influence of intensifying
inflation processes, the process of gradual reduction of public expenditure, es-
pecially of a social nature, was started. A revival of liberalism took place. From
the early 1980s to the mid-1990s, in developed democracies, governments sys-
tematically reduced statutory income tax rates for both companies and individ-
uals, eliminated tax reliefs and exemptions, thereby broadening the so-called
tax base. At the same time, countries began to strive to balance their budgets
(Fedorowicz, 1998, p. 141). In the theory of taxation, the idea of tax neutrality
and the view that taxes should not interfere with economic processes began
to play a greater role. Instead of being an instrument supporting the economy,
they started to be seen as an instrument distorting prices and it was therefore
considered that their impact should be limited to a minimum?.

In the 1990s, under the influence of the so-called Washington Consensus,
the economic policies of many countries changed significantly. Economies be-
came more open. The share of import and export in GDP of individual countries
increased significantly. Capital began to move freely across national borders,
and a global financial system was created. The role of international corporations
also increased. Globalization, new technologies and changes in the structure
of economies limited the ‘national’ tax base and made it difficult for govern-
ments to raise taxes. These difficulties were also largely due to increasing in-
ternational tax competition, which in some cases has become clearly unfair. It
was also caused by the growing phenomenon of tax evasion, especially in large
enterprises, the so-called transnational companies (Tanzi, 2014a, pp. 3-20).

In the opinion of Tanzi (2014b, p. 498), it can be assumed that globalization
has reduced the fiscal space of governments, while tax systems have become
less progressive. Globalization, through its impact on tax systems, has therefore
contributed to the growing inequalities in the distribution of income, the effects

3 A detailed discussion on this subject can be found in Ahmad & Stern (1989, pp.
1005-1092), Burgess & Stern (1993, pp. 762-830), Dom & Miller (2018).
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of which can now be seen in many countries, both developed and developing.
Therefore, it can be concluded that by reducing the fiscal space of countries,
globalization has also contributed to a reduction in the ability of governments
to conduct redistribution policies implemented through public expenditure.
The global financial crisis once again raised the question of the role of the state
in combating the economic and fiscal instability that results from the uncon-
trolled liberalization of trade and finances*. Even the IMF, which had advocated
the liberalization of world capital markets, questioned the neoliberal consensus
from before the economic and fiscal disaster (Ostry et al., 2016, pp. 38-41).
Governments were confronted with the need to introduce tax reforms which
would enable stabilization of the economy. It has also been realized that eco-
nomic development requires the participation of all citizens in the growth pro-
cess, in other words, in the pursuit of growth, social inequalities and the way
in which income is distributed cannot be ignored (Tanzi, 2014b, pp. 491-506).
Tax policy implemented after 2008, taking into account the specificity of indi-
vidual economies, was undoubtedly supposed to support these processes.

3. Methods

The implementation of the assumed research objectives required the use of de-
scriptive analysis and statistical methods. The Pearson’s correlation coefficient
was used to investigate linear correlations. The research covered a period
of eleven years, i.e. 2007-2016. The year 2007 was taken as a base year. It was
assumed that although the first signs of a crisis had already occurred in that
year, the response to the recession through tax policy have not occurred untl
the following years. Due to the availability of comparable data on tax revenues,
the year 2016 was adopted as the last year of this analysis. The research included
panel data from 36 OECD countries. The tax policy implemented in the years
2007-2016 was analyzed, taking into account primarily the level and structure
of taxes® in relation to GDP and the total tax revenues, changes in marginal
PIT rates and in CIT rates. An increase in the tax-to-GDP ratio does not al-
ways mean that the amount of tax revenue increases in nominal or real terms.
Changes in the tax-to-GDP ratio also result from relative changes in nominal
tax revenues and nominal GDP. It should be noted that if tax revenue increases
more than GDP (or falls less than GDP), the tax-to-GDP ratio will be increasing.
Conversely, if tax revenue increases less than GDP or keeps falling, the tax-to-
GDP ratio will decrease (OECD, 2018, p. 23). Nevertheless, it has been as-
sumed as a simplification that this ratio allows for comparison of changes in tax
policies in the analyzed countries and is universal in nature. Due to the limited

4 See further in Rodrik (2011, p. 368).

5 According to the OECD classification, taxes are defined as compulsory, unrequited
payments to public administration. Taxes also include social security contributions (SSC)
(OECD, 2018).
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size of the text, no correlation between changes in GDP and tax revenues over
the period considered is presented in the research.
Moreover, using the Pearson correlation coefficient, linear relationships be-
tween the following variables were examined:
— tax revenue to the level of GDP and GDP per capita,
— the ratio of shares of income and consumption taxes in total tax revenues
to the level of GDP and GDP per capita,
— the marginal rate for PIT to the level of GDP and GDP per capita,
— CIT rate to the level of GDP.
The research was conducted on the basis of statistical data of selected coun-
tries, published in the OECD Global Revenue Statistics Database.

4. Results

In the years 2007-2016, the average share of total tax revenues in OECD coun-
tries in relation to GDP increased only by 0.5 pp. (see table 1). The lowest average
occurred in 2009 (32.2%), the highest in 2016 (34.0%), which means a change
of 1.8 pp only. In OECD countries, the tax-to-GDP ratio in 2017 ranged from
16.2% in Mexico to 51.6% in Iceland, while in 19 countries the ratio was below
the OECD average of 34%. At the same time, the tax-to-GDP rato differed sig-
nificantly per country over the period analyzed. In 2007 and 2016, the lowest
share of taxes in GDP was recorded in Mexico (12% and 16.6%), while the high-
est in Denmark (46.4%) in 2007 and in Iceland (51.6%) in 2016. The difference
between the lowest and the highest share in 2007 was 34.4 pp, whereas in 2016
it was 35 pp. At the same time, the highest increase in the share of taxes in GDP
over the 11-year period (2007-2016) was recorded in Iceland (by 12.7 pp). An
interesting fact is that this increase occurred mainly over 1 year and was not
a result of tax increase®. Stll in 2015, the ratio in Iceland was 36.3%, while
in the following year it was S1.6%. The next country with the highest level
of taxes in GDP was Denmark (46.2%, a decrease compared to the base year
by 0.2 pp).

The increase in the tax-to-GDP ratio in the years 2007-2016 was observed
in 20 out of 36 countries (see table 2), with the highest growth (except for Ice-
land) in Greece and Mexico (by 7.7 pp and 4.6 pp). Over the same period, 8
other countries (France, Finland, Netherlands, Germany, Portugal, Estonia,
Slovak Republic, Japan) experienced an increase of this ratio by 2.5 pp. or
more. At the same time, in countries where the share of taxes in GDP decreased
in the period analyzed, as many as 9 saw in the last year (i.e. 2016) a renewed
increase in this ratio in relation to the year-to-year ratio (2015/2016). Only 3
countries in 2016 had a share of taxes in GDP 3 pp lower than in 2007 (Norway,
Spain, Ireland). Both in 2007 and 2016 (table 2) the largest number of the 36
countries surveyed (18 and 19 respectively) had tax rates measured as a share
of GDP within the range of 30-40% (50% and 53% of the surveyed population

6 In 2016, Iceland.
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respectively), the lowest (I country in 2007 and 2016) within the range of 10—
20% (3% of the surveyed population).

The role of individual taxes in generating tax revenues was not uniform
in the countries covered by the analysis. In 2016, the tax structure (measured by
the share of particular taxes in total tax revenues) in OECD countries was diver-
sified. Income taxes (both PIT and CIT) accounted for the largest share in the 16
countries surveyed, income from SSC dominated in 11 countries and consump-
tion taxes accounted for the largest proportion in 8 countries. The role of other
taxes as revenue for the budget in OECD countries was limited.

While the tax structure of individual countries was stable, the differences
in the share of specific taxes between countries were significant (see chart 1).
For example, in 2016 the PIT share ranged from a low level of 8.8% and 10.2%
in Chile and Slovakia, to 40.8% in Australia and 53.5% in Denmark. CIT share
in 2016 was on average 9% (11.1% in 2007) and ranged from 5% (France, Iceland
and Slovenia) to 20.9% (Chile) and 21.0% (Mexico).

In 2016, similarly as in 2007, the largest share in tax revenues in the ana-
lyzed OECD countries was held by income taxes (understood as total revenues
of taxes on income, i.e. PIT and CIT, as well as profits and capital gains), 35.9%
and 33.6% respectively. In 2007, taxes on goods and services accounted for an
average of 32% of total tax revenues in 36 countries, while in 2016 this ratio
increased to 32.7%. SSC accounted for 24.8% and 26.2% respectively. In 2007,
the highest share of income taxes in total tax revenues was recorded in New
Zealand (62.9%), Denmark (60.1%) and Australia (59.3%), while the lowest
in Slovakia (20.9%), Poland (22.8%), Slovenia and Greece (23.3%). In 2016,
the highest share was recorded in Denmark (62.8%), Australia (57.2%) and New
Zealand (55.6%), the lowest in Hungary (19.3%), Lithuania (18.9%) and Slove-
nia (18.8%).

In the years 2007-2016, the average share of direct’ taxes in total tax rev-
enue decreased by 2.1 pp (from 41.4% to 39.3%). In 2016, the share of this
ratio was lower than in 2007 in 24 countries, while in 12 countries it increased.
The highest increase was recorded in Iceland by 16.6 pp. However, if we con-
sider the data for this country concerning 2016 as unrepresentative, the highest
growth occurred in Greece and amounted to 3 pp (increase from 28.6% in 2007
to 31.6% in 2016). The highest decrease in the years 2007-2016 by 12 pp was
recorded in Chile (from 56.6% to 38.6%). In 2007, in 10 out of 36 countries
analyzed (27.8% of the population surveyed), the share of direct taxes in total in-
come was between 40-50%, in 8 countries (22.2% of the population surveyed)
between 20-30%, and in 3 countries between 60-70% (8.3% of the popula-
tion). In 2016, these ratios were as follows: 40-50% — 8 countries (22.2%),
20-30% — 9 countries (25.0%), 60-70% — 4 countries (11.1%). Therefore,
the differences compared to 2007 were minor (see table 3).

7 The total value of taxes on income, profits and capital gains, taxes on property was
taken into account in the calculation of the total value of direct taxes.
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In the years 2007-2016, the average share of indirect taxes (taxes on goods
and services) in total tax revenues increased in 36 countries analyzed by 0.7 pp
from 32% to 32.7%. As in the case of direct taxes, this ratio varied widely across
individual jurisdictions. During the period analyzed, the share of indirect taxes
in total revenue decreased in 15 countries and increased in 21 countries. The
highest increase was recorded in Chile (by 10.8 pp) and the highest decrease
in Iceland (by 17.1 pp). In 2007, the highest level of this ratio was recorded
in Turkey (47.7%), the lowest in the USA (16.8%). Similarly, in 2016, the highest
was recorded in Chile 54.6% (increase by 10.8 pp compared to 2007), the low-
est in the USA 16.9% (increase by 0.1 pp). In both 2007 and 2016, in 41.7%
of the countries analyzed, indirect taxes were in the range of 30-40% of total
tax revenues. However, in 2016 in 19 jurisdictions analyzed this ratio was below
the OECD average (similar to 2007, although these countries did not overlap).

The crisis also contributed to the change of tax rates in PIT. The progres-
siveness of this tax is evidenced, first and foremost, by the marginal rate. The
average marginal rate in PIT (taking into account only central taxes) in the years
2007-2016 increased by 0.38 pp, from 35.41% to 35.79%. During the period
analyzed, the marginal PIT rate decreased in 11 countries, increased in 15 coun-
tries®, and in 9 countries it was at the same level in 2016 as in 2007. The largest
decrease in the marginal rate was recorded in Hungary by 21 pp, while the high-
est increase was recorded in Iceland by 9.05 pp. The highest marginal rate
in 2007 was in force in the Netherlands (52%, this rate did not increase within
the entire period under consideration), whereas in 2016 it was in Austria (55%,
increase by 5 pp). The lowest in both 2007 and 2016 in Switzerland (11.5%).
Most countries had marginal rates ranging from 40% to 60% (see table 4), but
it is not possible to state high progressiveness of this tax on this basis. However,
if we additionally take into account the PIT rates applicable in some countries
at the local level, the marginal PIT rate is clearly increasing (41.35% in 2007,
43.07% in 2016). The distribution of countries in particular percentage ranges is
also changing, in 2016 12 of them had a marginal PIT (central+subcentral) rate
in the range of 50% and more.

The average CIT rate (excluding local additions) in the years 2007-2016
in OECD countries surveyed decreased by 2.06 pp from 24.66% to 22.6%. A
decrease was recorded in 20 countries, while the rate increased in 6 countries
and remained at the same level as in 2007 in 5 out of 36 (see table 5). The largest
number of jurisdictions analyzed had a rate between 20% and 30% (19 in 2007,
21 countries in 2016, see table 5). The highest rate in 2007 and 2016 was appli-
cable in the USA (35%), the lowest within the entire period analyzed in Swit-
zerland (8.5%). In 2011-2015, a higher CIT rate than in the USA was recorded
in France (36.1%, 36.1%,38%, 38% and 38% respectively, in 2016 France low-
ered its CIT rate to 34.4%).

8 The survey covered 35 countries. The OECD database does not provide the rates ap-
plicable in Lithuania.
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5. Discussion

The OECD average hides a large variation in national tax revenue in relation
to GDP. The levels of taxation measured by the tax-to-GDP ratio and the struc-
ture of tax revenues in the years 2007-2016 in 36 OECD countries were not
uniform. These differences are not only due to different decisions concern-
ing the implemented tax policies. They are above all determined by history,
economy and politics, which is a kind of a ‘basis’. However, given the trend
in the average tax-to-GDP ratio, some similarity can be observed in the OECD
countries analyzed: a decrease in tax levels as a result of the recession and then
its another increase, slow, but stable. In only a few of the countries analyzed
was the share of taxes in GDP lower in 2016 than in 2007 by 3 pp and more.
This concerns Norway, Spain and Ireland. It can be assumed that international
tax competition was taken into account when deciding on the direction of tax
policy. In most of the countries surveyed (18 in 2007 and 19 in 2019), taxation
was at an average level of 30-40% of GDP.

However, it should be borne in mind that a lower tax-to-GDP ratio does not
always mean that the amount of tax revenue has decreased in nominal or real
terms. If, for example, tax revenue increases to a lesser extent, this ratio will
also be lower. This is confirmed by the results of Pearson’s linear correlation.
Between the amount of tax revenues (total: PIT, CIT, profits and capital gains
as a percentage of GDP) and the level of GDP there is a significant weak neg-
ative correlation. The value of the Pearson Ratio is —0.21843318. On the other
hand, a significant moderate positive correlation exists between the amount
of income tax revenues (as a percentage of GDP) and the amount of GDP per
capita, the value of Pearson’s coefficient is 0.52387340 (see chart 2). The pos-
itive nature of this correlation means that with the growth of GDP per capita,
an increase in the share of income tax revenues in GDP can be observed. There
is no doubt that richer societies are willing to accept a higher tax burden on this
account for higher quality of public services in return.

Among OECD countries, despite some general similarities in trends
in the direction of tax changes, there is still considerable heterogeneity in the lev-
els and structure of taxation. In 2016, only in 6 of them the average tax structure
differed from the average OECD structure by less than 20% (OECD, 2018, p.
52). At the same time, however, it can be stated that ‘in 2016, the OECD av-
erage was more representative of the underlying distribution than at any point
in the preceding 20 years’ (OECD, 2018, p. 54).

In 2016, the central budgets of OECD countries were still dominated by in-
come tax revenues (33.6%). However, their average share in total tax revenues
in 2016 as compared to 2007 decreased by 2.3 pp. A similar trend could be
observed in most of the jurisdictions analyzed. Only 8 countries saw a slight
increase in this ratio, to a maximum of 2.7 pp in Denmark. The average share
of consumption taxes in the OECD countries analyzed was 32.7% (an increase
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of 0.7 pp compared to 2007), in as many as 25 countries this ratio was higher
than in 2007.

'The advantage of income tax in the revenue structure is undoubtedly char-
acteristic of larger developed economies. The higher the development meas-
ured by GDP per capita, the higher the share of income taxes and the lower
the consumption taxes in total tax revenues. This is confirmed by Pearson’s lin-
ear correlation, on the basis of which a statistically significant, moderate posi-
tive correlation was found between the value of the ratio (income tax revenues
to consumption tax revenues) and GDP as well as GDP per capita. The value
of the Pearson coefficients was 0.50877539, 0.56457121 respectively (see chart
3 and chart 4).

Nevertheless, on the basis of the observations made, it should be concluded
that the predominance of income taxes as a source of public income is system-
atically decreasing. VAT provides OECD countries not only with an efficient
source of income, but also with a very good instrument to stabilize public fi-
nances, especially in times of recession. In contrast to PIT, VAT revenues can be
changed by modifying one fixed feature (rate). In addition, this change can have
an immediate impact on revenue, as VAT revenue is not subject to significant
delays in collecting receivables, as is the case with PIT and CIT (Tanzi, 2010,
pp. 1-38). This is particularly important in times of economic crises, when GDP
is falling. There is a statistically significant, moderate negative correlation be-
tween the share of consumption taxes and GDP. Pearson’s correlation coeffi-
cient is 0.54335626 (see chart 5).

6. Conclusion

Economic globalization has changed the dynamics of the legislation process
and influenced decision making in the field of tax policy. Although decisions
are still made by state parliaments, they not only reflect the needs of the budget,
but also ensure the international competitiveness of the tax system and provide
protection against fiscal erosion. It should be remembered, however, that a tax
system is defined as a social agreement of sorts, concluded between the govern-
ment and the society, which is historically, economically and politically condi-
tioned. The level and structure of taxation determine the specific ‘social balance’
achieved between the conflicting interests represented by the two parties
to the agreement. This balance should not be disturbed solely in order to cover
unitary shortfalls in public revenue in a given year. Decisions to change/reform
the tax system should only be taken in order to achieve long-term objectives.
'The conducted research confirmed that the level of taxation and tax struc-
tures in OECD countries are increasingly similar to each other, although they
are still clearly heterogeneous. Tax policy is determined not only by the individ-
ual needs of a given society, but also by the global economic situation as well as
tax competition. The above analysis does not exhaust the issue undertaken. It
does not answer all the specific questions about the factors shaping different tax
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levels and structures as well as structural similarities occurring within certain
groups of OECD countries. Future research work should certainly clarify these
issues. It should be emphasized that studies of existing tax reforms and their
conditions are crucial to assess the impact of future changes in this area which,
at least partly, should allow to avoid mistakes in the future.
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Appendix
Table 1.
Total tax revenues in OECD countries in the years 2007-2016 (in % of GDP)
Country 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2007-2016

Iceland 389 35.0 31.7 332 343 350 356 383 363 Sl6 12.7
Denmark 46.4 44.8 450 44.8 44.8 455 459 485 461 462 -0.2
France 425 423 415 421 433 444 454 454 453 455 2.9
Belgium 427 433 424 42,6 430 442 451 451 44.8 441 1.4
Sweden 45.0 44.0 441 432 425 426 429 42.6 431 44.0 -0.9
Finland 41.5 412 409 40.8 42.0 427 43.6 438 439 44.0 2.5
Ttaly 417 417 421 419 419 439 441 435 431 426 0.9
Austria 40.5 414  41.0 41.0 411 418 426 427 431 422 1.7
Hungary 394 395 389 373 363 384 379 38.0 387 39.2 -0.2
Greece 312 310 30.6 32.0 33.6 355 355 357 36.6 388 7.7
Norway 421 414 412 419 42.0 415 399 388 38.4 387 -3.4
Netherlands 357 359 349 357 354 356 361 37.0 370 384 2.7
Luxembourg 361 36.6 382 374 370 384 383 374 371 381 2.1
Germany 349 354 361 350 357 364 368 367 370 374 2.5
Slovenia 371 364 362 369 365 368 364 362 364 365 -0.6
Portugal 3.8 317 299 304 323 318 341 343 344 343 2.5
Czech Republic 342 335 323 325 333 337 341 331 333 34.2 0.0
OECD (average) 33.6 329 322 323 32.6 331 334 33.6 337 34.0 0.5
Estonia 3.3 314 349 333 315 317 316 323 333 337 2.5
Poland 346 341 312 314 318 321 319 319 324 334 -1.2
Spain 36.4 321 297 312 312 321 329 33.6 33.6 332 -3.2
United Kingdom 33.0 323 312 323 332 324 322 318 322 327 -0.2
Canada 32.6 313 324 311 309 313 312 313 327 327 0.1
Slovak Republic  29.2  29.0 289 281 28.6 283 30.2 311 322 324 3.2
New Zealand 339 329 30.2 303 301 3.6 30.5 3.2 3l6 3.6 -2.3
Israhel 342 32.0 29.8 30.7 309 30.0 308 312 313 313 -2.9
Japan 27.5 274 26.0 26.5 275 28.2 289 30.3 30.6 30.6 3.0
Latvia 28.2 278 28.0 282 278 28.6 286 29.0 29.2 30.4 2.2
Lithuania 30.0 30.6 302 283 272 270 270 275 289 29.8 -0.2
Switzerland 262 26,6 270 266 269 269 270 269 276 278 1.6
Australia 29.6 269 256 253 259 270 272 273 279 278 -1.8
Korea 24.8 24.6 23.8 23.4 242 248 243 246 252 262 1.5
United States 267 257 23.0 235 239 241 257 260 262 259 -0.8
Turkey 231 231 235 248 259 249 253 24.6 251 253 2.2
Ireland 304 285 273 270 274 276 282 284 231 233 -7.1
Chile 227 214 173 19.6 211 213 199 19.6 20.4 20.2 -2.5
Mexico 120 126 125 128 128 126 133 137 159 16.6 4.6

Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).
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Table 2.
The level of taxation in OECD countries (in % of GDP)
2007 2016
Range (in %) : . : :
number of countries share (in %) number of countries share (in %)

10-20 1 3 1 3
20-30 9 25 8 22
30-40 18 50 19 53
40-50 8 22 7 19
50-60 0 0 1 3
total 36 100 36 100

Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).

Table 3.
Share of direct taxes in total tax revenues in OECD countries by percentage range
. 2007 2016
Range (in %) - - - -
number of countries share (in %) number of countries share (in %)
0-10 0 0.0 0 0.0
10-20 0 0.0 0 0.0
20-30 8 22.2 9 25.0
30-40 8 22.2 12 33.3
40-50 10 27.8 8 22.2
50-60 7 19.5 3 8.3
60-70 3 8.3 4 11.2
total 36 100.0 36 100.0

Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).

Table 4.
The number of OECD countries with a marginal PIT rate in percentage classes
% 2007 2008 2009 2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
<10,20) 2 3 3 4 s S 3 3 3 3
<20,30) 9 9 9 6 6 6 7 7 8 7
<30,40) 8 8 8 10 9 9 9 9 8 9
<40,50) 13 12 12 1 1 1 11 1 1 11
<50,60) 3 3 3 4 4 4 5 5 5 5

Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).
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Table S.
Number of OECD countries with CIT rate in percentage classes

% 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

<0,10) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
<10,20) 7 9 8 11 9 10 9 9 9 9
<20,30) 19 19 20 16 19 17 19 19 21 21
<30,40) 9 7 7 8 7 8 7 7 5 S

Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).

Chart 1.
Tax structures in 2016 (in % of total tax revenue)
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Notes:

Countries are grouped and ranked by those where income tax revenues (personal and corporate) form
the highest share of total tax revenues, followed by those where social security contributions, or taxes
on goods and services, form the highest share.

The OECD average tax structure excludes the one-off revenues from stability contributions in Iceland.
Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2018, p. 28).
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Chart 2.
Dispersion of tax income (in % GDP) to GDP per capita (current PPPs, K USD)
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Notes:
Pearson’s linear correlation r=0.52387340.
Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).
Chart 3.
Dispersion of taxes income/taxes on goods and services to GDP (current prices, bn
USD)
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Notes:
Pearson’s linear correlation r=0.50877539.

Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).
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Chart 4.
Dispersion of taxes income/taxes on goods and service to GDP per capita (current
PPPs, K USD)
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Notes:
Pearson’s linear correlation Pearson r=0.56457121.

Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).

Chart 5.
Distribution of taxes on goods and service (in % GDP) to GDP (bn USD)
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Pearson’s linear correlation r=0.54335626.

Source: Own preparation based on OECD (2019).
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