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Explore a Coordinated Path of the Corporate Tax Rate in the European Union

In the Context of the New European Union with 27 Member Counties after Brexit Vote

XIE Chongyu
( The Financial Bureau of Chaoyang District of Beijing Beijing 100020 China)

Abstract: The coordination of the EU members’ corporate tax rate is meaningful to the free movement of cap—
ital within the EU. The publishment of the < Code of Conduct for Business Taxation > and the investigation of pref-
erential tax treaty have some restrictive function to the actual corporate low tax rate of the EU member. However
some members of the EU hold the conservative attitude in releasing the tax sovereignty which make it more difficult
to coordinate the nominal corporate tax rate of the EU. After the EU Referendum some international organizations
like EU and OECD may strengthen the coordination of the corporate tax rate. For one hand the EU can realize it by
publishing Regulation or Directive to coordinate corporate tax rate; On the other hand the EU can strengthen the in—
vestigation of preferential tax treaty in order to stifle some tax treaty that is in low tax rate. Although OECD have
published some work papers and tried to eliminate the problem of tax havens this is not any help to the coordination
of the corporate tax rate. In general the new EU group with 27 member counties has more to do in the coordination
of the corporate tax rate. On the contrast there is more space for other international organizations like OECD WTO
to release their energy in it.

Key words: EU; corporate tax rate; the coordination of the tax rate; EU Referendum



