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Executive Summary

Multinational enterprises have risen to become dominant forces in the global economy,

accompanied by a troubling trend of aggressive tax avoidance. In 2022 alone, an estim-

ated $1 trillion in profits was shifted to tax havens by multinationals, amounting to 35%

of all profits booked outside their headquarters countries (Alstadsæter et al., 2023).

Despite tax avoidance being a major public concern, the specific practices employed by

individual companieshaveremained largelyopaque to thepublicdue toa lackof transpar-

ency and public disclosure obligations. Comprehensive transparencymeasures promote

informed policymaking, accountability, public trust, and sustainable development glob-

ally. This report examines the current landscape of corporate tax transparency and

evaluates how emerging transparency measures could shape future developments in

this critical area.

We focus on corporate tax transparency measures via Country-by-Country Reporting

(CbCR), where multinationals disclose detailed financial and tax-related information for

each country of operation. We collected the publicly available CbCR reports and com-

piled them into a single database: the Public CbCRDatabase.

Thisnewdatasourcehighlights that largemultinationals, particularly fromWesternEurope,

are leading thewayas primary publishers of such reports. Overall, the largemultination-

als publishing public CbCR account for less than 2% of large companies, and less than

5% of global revenues and global profits. Despite the small numbers, our research re-

veals an upward trend in voluntary CbCR disclosures, signalling increasing tax transpar-

ency practices. However, significant gaps remain, as U.S. multinationals and firms from

major economies like China and Russia have only a fewCbCR disclosures available.

The European Union (EU) made an important step in furthering corporate tax transpar-

ency by adopting amandatory CbCRdirective that started applying this year inmany EU

countries. Our simulations reveal the impact this directivewill have. Nearly one-third of

largeU.S.MNEswill be compelled to publishmore disaggregated financial information

than ever before publicly available. The increased disclosure from these U.S. corporate

giants, who have historically been opaque, could be a breakthrough in tax transparency.

However, the directive has serious limitations, as the requirements for geographical

disaggregations are largely insufficient to truly evaluate the activity of multinationals.

Broader adoption and enhancement of corporate tax transparency initiatives are cru-

cial, we suggest several ways to improve the directive going forward.



REPORT INANUTSHELL

The need for tax transparency

1. Tax avoidance bymultinationals is still an issue.

2. Corporate tax transparency can be part of the solution.

The current state of tax transparency

1. Less than 2% of large multinational companies publish their country-by-

country reports

2. There is an upward trend in publications.

3. Publishingmultinationals aremainly European.

The evolution of tax transparency

1. TheEuropeanUnion’s publicCbCRdirective introduces newmandatory pub-

lic reporting requirements for multinational corporations.

2. More companies will publish, mainly Europeans but also several Americans

and Chinese and Japanese.

3. Unfortunately strong limitations remain, in particular, the geographical dis-

aggregation is not ambitious enough. We propose several improvements.

Public CbCR database:

The database can be visualised and downloaded: taxplorer.eu

TAXPLORER: NEWTOOL TOVISUALISE CBCRDATA

Togetherwith the talented volunteers ofData forGoodwehavedesignedandbuilt

“Taxplorer” a newwebsite to track and visualise Public CbCRs.

DataForGood is anon-profitorganizationbringingtogetheracommunityof5000+

tech volunteers to engage for the common good.

Data For Good

https://www.taxplorer.eu/
https://www.taxplorer.eu/Home
https://dataforgood.fr/
https://dataforgood.fr/
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1 The need for tax transparency

This chapter analyzes the scale and impact of corporate tax avoidance through profit

shifting, outlines the limitations of existing policy measures, and presents evidence on

how mandating increased corporate tax transparency can serve as an effective tool to

curb such practices amongmultinational enterprises.

1.1 Trends in corporate tax evasion
Multinational enterprises have risen as dominant players in the global economy, accom-

paniedbyaconcerning trendof taxavoidancestrategies. The100 largestMNEshadhuge

revenues in 2021. They equaled the combined GDP of Germany, France, Italy, and Spain

(Pilgrim andWahlgren, 2023).

Estimates from the latest Global Tax Evasion Report, published by the EU Tax Observat-

ory, reveal thatMNEs shifted a staggering $1 trillion in profits to tax havens in 2022. This

amount is a substantial 35% of all foreign profits booked by these corporations (Alstad-

sæter et al., 2023). This tax avoidance persists. It has led to a big drop in corporate tax

revenues. Globally, governments have lost nearly 10% of the corporate taxes they could

have collected.

The impact is severe for EuropeanUnion (EU)member states. Developing countries face

a higher welfare cost. This is because they rely more on corporate tax for crucial pub-

lic spending. For example, Alstadsæter et al. (2023) estimate that France lost about €13

billion in corporate tax revenues in 2018 due to multinationals’ profit shifting. This is

about 10.8% of all public spending on education in France in 2018 (INSEE, 2023). Figure

1.1 shows recent estimates of corporate tax revenue losses due to profit shifting to tax

havens expressed as a percentage of total corporate tax revenue. The European Union

suffers thehighest losses at20%, followedby theUnitedStates at14%, theRestofOECD

countries at 9%, and non-OECD countries at 7%.

Looking at long-term trends, estimates suggest profit shifting has increased dramatically

since the 1970s. The global tax revenue loss has risen from essentially 0 to close to 10%

of global corporate tax revenue. The rise was fast in the early 2010s. This was perhaps
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FIGURE 1.1
The cost of corporate profit shifting (2022), % of tax revenues collected
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Note: This figure reports estimates of corporate tax revenue losses caused by profit shifting to tax havens,
expressed as a fraction of corporate tax revenue collected. Corporate tax revenue losses are obtained by
applying the statutory corporate tax rate of each country to the amount of profit estimated to be shifted
out of that country.
Source: Alstadsæter et al. (2023) Atlas of the offshore world .

linked to the growing digitization of the economy (Figure 1.2).

Despite concerted efforts by policymakers, such as the Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development (OECD) Base Erosion and Profit Shifting (BEPS) initiative in

2015 and the United States legislative measures in 2017, the scale of global profit shift-

ing has remained largely unabated. According toWier and Zucman (2023)U.S. MNEs ac-

count for about 40% of global profit shifting. They continue to shift nearly half of their

foreign profits to low-tax jurisdictions, while their non-U.S. counterparts maintain a rate

of around 30% (Alstadsæter et al., 2023). Of course, it is possible that absent BEPS and

the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, profit shifting would have kept increasing. However, their ef-

fect seems, so far, to have been insufficient to lead to a reduction in the global amount

of profit shifted offshore. This finding suggests that there remains scope for additional

policy initiatives to significantly reduce global profit shifting.
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FIGURE 1.2
Global profit shifting and associated revenue loss, 1975-2022
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Note: This figure reports the evolution of the fraction of foreign profits shifted to tax havens globally
(right-axis) and the tax revenue loss caused by this shifting, as a fraction of collected tax revenue
(left-axis). For reference we indicate the start of the Base Erosion and Profit Shifting process in 2015 and
the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act in 2018.
Source: Alstadsæter et al. (2023) Atlas of the offshore world

1.2 The role for tax transparency
One of the most important measures to combat profit shifting that was taken in the last

yearswas endorsed inOctober 2021by close to140 countries and territories. It consists

of the principle of a globalminimum tax of 15%on the profits ofmultinational companies,

known as Pillar Two of the OECD Two-Pillar solution to profit shifting. With this land-

mark agreement for the first time an international consensus has been reached on set-

ting a floor for certain corporate tax rates, marking a significant step towards addressing

rampant profit shifting. However, Pillar Two has several key limitations that may hinder

its effectiveness. From the outset, the agreed global minimum rate of 15% was seen by

many as too low to meaningfully curb tax avoidance incentives. Moreover, as the tech-

nicaldetailswerenegotiated, various loopholesgraduallyemergedthatcouldallowMNEs

to circumvent the rules. These include the inclusion of carve-outs for substance, gener-

ous provisions for tax credits that reduce the effective rate, and a relaxation of backstop

measures.

While Pillar Two is a great achievement in multilateral cooperation on tax matters, its di-
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luted provisions raise doubts about its ability to substantially curb profit shifting in its

current form. To tackle this persistent issue, part of the solution could be tomandate en-

hanced tax transparency. Mandating comprehensive public country-by-country report-

ing of tax payments, profits, and real economic activities would shed much-needed light

onMNEs’ tax practices.

This improved transparency couldenablemoreeffectivemonitoringof profit shifting and

pave the way for stronger countermeasures. Consequently, to complement the nascent

global minimum tax regime and bolster its effectiveness, it will be helpful to institute ro-

bust tax transparency requirements for multinationals.

Several studies have analyzed howfirms reacted to transparency requirements in partic-

ular public country-by-country reporting requirements andwhether these transparency

measures impacted their tax avoidance behavior and real economic activities. The evid-

ence suggests that disclosure can contribute to curbing tax avoidance by multinational

enterprises.

Focusing on private tax disclosure of multinationals, two related papers (Hugger (2024)

Joshi (2020)) study the privateCbCR setting and find that after the implementation com-

paniespayhighereffective taxrates. Bothpapersalsoprovidesome limitedevidencethat

firms reduced tax-motivatedprofit shifting followingCbCR: reportedprofitsbecame less

sensitive to domestic corporate income tax rates. Simone and Olbert (2021) document

that companies might change their strategies and reduce most aggressive profit shifting

while increasing investment in tangible assets and employees in European countrieswith

preferential tax regimes. They also document a reduction in organizational complexity.

Turning to public tax disclosures few studies analyse the implementation of the public

CbCR rules for EU banks under CRD IV. Overesch and Wolff (2021) find that multina-

tional banks with activities in European tax havens raised their effective tax rates after

CbCR’s introduction compared to other banks. Suggesting that country-by-country re-

porting can serve as an additional policy instrument to curb corporate tax avoidance, but

only when the reporting exposes the firms’ tax sheltering activities to public scrutiny.

Joshi (2020) reportsadecline in incomeshiftingbybanks’financial affiliatesbutnomater-

ial change in overall tax avoidance at the group level. Eberhartinger et al. (2020) observe

banks reducing their presence in tax havens, especially in high-secrecy jurisdictions.

More broadly, empirical research provides evidence that mandated public disclosures

can incentivize firms to modify practices that could expose them to reputational risks. A

broad literature has examined the real effects of financial reporting and disclosure reg-

ulations. For example, studies have found reductions in pollution levels following the

mandated disclosure of corporate social responsibility (CSR) information in China (Chen
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et al., 2018), as well as improvements in mining safety after mine safety records were

included in financial reports, despite the information already being public (Christensen

et al., 2017). In the extractive industries context, Rauter (2020) documented a positive

association between the public disclosure of payments to foreign governments and the

magnitude of those payments, with further analyses suggesting shaming and enforce-

ment as potential mechanisms driving the increased payments.

Turningtocapitalmarkets, evidenceon investor reactions ismixed. JohannesenandLarsen

(2016) document a significant decrease in firmvalue around legislative events instituting

public CbCR for extractive industries, suggesting that tax evasion creates considerable

rents for firms in extractive industries and that disclosure rules have the potential to re-

duce these rents. However, Dutt et al. (2019) find no notable investor response to CbCR

rules for EU banks, suggesting positive and negative effects may have offset each other.

Their results confirm a relationship between publicly available information on interna-

tional firm structures and the scope of international tax avoidance supporting the view

that tax transparency can be an effective instrument to limit tax avoidance of multina-

tionals.

The collective evidence indicates that tax transparency initiatives requiring public dis-

closure of country-by-country tax information can discourage tax avoidance amongmul-

tinationals, thus playing an important role in complementing other anti-profit shifting

measures.
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2 Corporate tax transparency: the current state

In this chapter, first we will discuss different types of reporting standards for tax trans-

parency. We will focus on those standards that require companies to disclose financial

informationonacountry-by-countrybasis. Second,wewill present thePublicCbCRdata-

base and describe trends in the publication of country-by-country reports by companies.

2.1 Different reporting standard for multinationals
As public scrutiny intensifies, regulations worldwide are compelling multinational enter-

prises to lift the veil on their tax strategies and global distribution of tax payments. Tax

transparency mandates usually come in two forms: quantitative and qualitative disclos-

ures. Quantitativedisclosures, suchaspubliccountry-by-countryreporting, requirefirms

todisclosegranularfinancial dataand taxpaymentsacross jurisdictions. In contrast, qual-

itativedisclosuresonlydemandnarrativeexplanationsanddiscussionsof taxpoliciesand

practices. While quantitative disclosures provide hard numbers for external stakehold-

ers to scrutinize, qualitative disclosures allow more flexibility in communication. How-

ever, evidence suggests that mandating qualitative tax information alone may be insuf-

ficient to curb tax avoidance practices effectively. Bilicka et al. (2024) find that affected

firms tend to increaseboilerplate statementswithout substantivechanges to theirunder-

lying behaviour. We therefore focus on quantitative tax disclosure measures, country-

by-country-reporting in particular. The quantitative nature of these disclosuresmakes it

harder forfirms toobfuscateormisrepresent their taxpractices, providingamore robust

basis for assessing tax avoidance and ensuring compliance with regulations.

2.1.1 What is a country-by-country report?
Country-by-country reporting (CbCR) is a financial transparency initiative that requires

multinational enterprises to disclose key financial data, including revenues, profits, taxes

paid, andotherrelevant information, foreach jurisdictionwheretheyoperate. Theprimary

objective ofCbCR is to assist tax authorities and civil society in identifying potential risks

of baseerosionandprofit shiftingpractices,wheremultinationalsmaybeartificially shift-
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FIGURE 2.1
Country-by-country report example

Source: Publicly available Shell Tax Contribution Report 2020 (Shell, 2020).
Note: Each row corresponds to a single tax jurisdiction where themultinational is active, aggregating the
financial information of all the tax resident entities.

ing profits to low or no-tax jurisdictions.

To illustrate the practical implementation of CbCR, let’s consider the example of Shell, a

multinational energy company. As shown in Figure 2.1, Shell’s CbCR for the year 2020

consists of a table with columns representing different financial variables and rows cor-

responding to the countries where the company operates. For example, in 2020 Shell

booked over USD 600 million in profit in the Bahamas where it employs 35 employees

and pays 0 tax.

Country-by-country reporting requirements vary in content, availability, and disclosure

audience. These requirements can be classified asmandatory or voluntary, and public or

private. Themain standards are the following:

• Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) - Public and Voluntary

• OECDCbCR -Mandatory and Private

• EUBanking Sector Country-by-Country Reporting - Public andMandatory

• EU Public Country-by-Country Reporting - Public andMandatory (forthcoming)

While the specific requirements vary across different reporting standards, all of them re-

quiremultinationals to disclose a set of key variables: their total revenues, profit/loss be-

fore tax, numberof employees, and corporate income taxpaidona cashbasis for each jur-
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TABLE 2.1
Required variables across different reporting standards

Variable GRI OECD EUPublic EU Banks

Revenues from third-party sales ✓ ✓
Revenues from intra-group transactions ✓ ✓
Total Revenues ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Profit/loss before tax ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Tangible assets ✓ ✓
Number of employees ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Corporate income tax paid on a cash basis ✓ ✓ ✓ ✓
Corporate income tax accrued ✓ ✓ ✓
Stated Capital ✓
Accumulated earnings ✓ ✓

isdiction. These variables provide insights into the company’s economic activities, prof-

itability, workforce, and tax contributions across different countries. However, as illus-

trated in Table 2.1, there are some differences. As compared to the EU requirements,

the OECD and the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI) have developed more comprehens-

ive frameworks for CbCR. The OECD’s BEPS Action 13 and the GRI 207-4 standard ad-

ditionally require the disclosure of revenues from related parties, revenues from third

parties, and tangible assets. Furthermore, the OECD standard mandates the reporting

of stated capital and accumulated earnings, providing further details on the company’s

financial position in each jurisdiction.

There are also important differences concerning the scope andmandatory disclosure re-

quirements. The OECD’s BEPS Action 13 applies to multinationals with consolidated

revenue exceeding €750 million in the previous year, and currently, CbCRs are submit-

ted confidentially to tax authorities. However, some companies voluntarily publish their

OECD CbCRs publicly. In contrast, the GRI 207-4 standard is specifically designed for

public reporting of tax information, enabling stakeholders, such as investors, civil society

organizations, and the general public, to scrutinizemultinational tax practices.

The European Union has taken a proactive approach to mandating public CbCR in spe-

cific sectors. TheEUBanking Sector directive requires credit institutions and investment

firms operating within the EU to publicly disclose a reduced version of their CbCRs. Ad-

ditionally, the EU Public Country-by-Country Reporting directive would extend this re-

quirement to largeMNEs across all sectors operating in theEU,with annual consolidated

Tax Transparency byMultinationals | 8



revenue exceeding €750million (the directive will be analysed in detail in Chapter 3).

2.1.2 Other transparency requirements: the extractive sector
In addition to the country-by-country reporting described above, there are also trans-

parency initiatives specifically targeting the extractive industries like oil, gas, minerals,

and logging. These include the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) intro-

duced in 2003, as well as mandatory reporting laws passed in the U.S. (Dodd-Frank Act

Section 1504), the EU (Transparency Directive) and Canada (Extractive Sector Transpar-

encyMeasures Act). These require extractive companies operating in those jurisdictions

to disclose paymentsmade to governments related to their projects, to increase account-

ability and reduce corruption in the sector.

It is important to underline that these reporting requirements differ significantly from

the CbCR reporting guidelines forMNEs. The OECD’s BEPS Action 13 recommends the

publication of 10 financial variables. Only one of these financial variables (income tax

paid) is required by theUS, Canadian, and EU transparency requirements for extractives.

There is therefore significantly more disclosed information on economic activity (reven-

ues, employees, profits, etc.) in the CbCR reporting guidelines forMNEs.

2.1.3 Timeline
The push for mandating public country-by-country reporting of corporate financial data

bymultinationalenterprisesemerged in2003, though it initially lackedtherequisitepolit-

ical backing for implementation.

Years later, the EU CbCR regulation part of the EU Capital Requirement Directive IV

(CRD IV) was one of the first international policy actions involving CbCR disclosures for

multinationals. Its introduction has its roots in the Basel III regulatory framework. De-

veloped in the aftermath of the 2007/08financial crisis, Basel III aimed to strengthen the

capital requirements and riskmanagement practices of banks worldwide. The European

Commission, however, expanded the scope of the Basel III agreement through its Cap-

ital Requirements Directive IV (CRD IV) and Regulation (EU) No. 575/2013. Notably,

CRD IV included specific rules for corporate governance, remuneration policies linked to

risk management, and, most importantly, an enhanced transparency initiative involving

mandatory CbCR for financial institutions. Under CRD IV, multinational banks and in-

vestment firms operating within the European Economic Area (EEA) were required to

publicly disclose key financial and tax information about the geographical distribution of

their business activities and taxpayments. All EEAcountrieswereobligated to transpose

the CbCR requirements into domestic law, with most member states implementing the

Tax Transparency byMultinationals | 9



directivebymid-2014. Asa result, financial institutionshad topublish their profitsandef-

fective tax payments per tax jurisdiction for the 2014 financial year, enablingmeaningful

cross-country comparisons and increased transparency regarding their tax practices.

Following this first achievement, a series of high-profile tax avoidance scandals involving

prominent multinational corporations intensified demands for enhanced transparency

measures. In response, theOECDlaunched itsexpansive15-pointBaseErosionandProfit

Shifting initiative in 2015, a core component of which introduced a confidential CbCR

standard. Over 100 countriesworldwide have assimilated theOECDstandard, including

its incorporation into EU law.

Nonetheless, advocacy for a public CbCR regime persisted. In the EU, an initial 2016 pro-

posal for a cross-sector public CbCR collapsed in 2019 facing opposition from multiple

member states. However, a compromise proposal in 2021 secured the requisite political

consensus, paving theway for the formal adoption of the EU’s public CbCR directive (EU

Directive 2021/2101) inDecember 2021. This landmark legislationmandates public dis-

closure of financial data by large multinationals operating within the EU, representing a

significant step forward in the evolving landscape of corporate tax transparency, albeit

with important limitations still present (detailed analysis in Chapter 3).

FIGURE 2.2
Timeline of transparencymeasures

EU Capital Requirements Directive IV
large banks and other financial institutions
within the European Economic Area to
publicly disclose a variety of information
on a country-by-country basis.

2013

2015 2016

20192021

2026

CbCR Timeline 

G20 Adoption of OECD led BEPS action plan
including mandatory non-public country-by-
country reporting for multinationals firms.

Implementation of OECD CbCR
implementation in major OECD 
countries of mandatory non-public 
CbCR.

OECD

GRI

EU

EU public Country-by-Country Reporting Directive
Following a proposal put forward by the European 
Commission in April 2016. Public disclosure of 
”weakened” CbCR for large multinationals.

EU

EU EU public CbCR Directive
First reporting year will be financial year 2025 and 
the report will be due by the end of Dec 2026.

Launch new reporting standard GRI 207: Tax 2019 
GRI 207 requires companies that have elected to 
endorse GRI Standards and identified tax as a material 
topic to disclose their CbCR.

Note: This figure summarises themain transparencymeasures implemented in the last decade.
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FIGURE 2.3
Number of publishingmultinationals over time
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Source: Public CbCR database.

2.2 Voluntary publication of CbCR: the public CbCR data-
base

Recognizing the critical importance of public Country-by-Country Reporting data for en-

hancing corporate tax transparency, we have curated a comprehensive database that

consolidates this information frommultinational enterprises worldwide.1

Companies that voluntarily disclose their CbCRs often do so in various documents and

formats, posing challenges in locating and extracting the data. For example, some mul-

tinationals use standalone tax payments reports, while others use tax transparency re-

ports or sustainability reports and annual reports. We undertook an exhaustive search

through the different annual and transparency reports of large MNEs, meticulously ex-

tracting and digitizing the relevant CbCR data. By consolidating this information into

a structured format, we have created a valuable resource that provides unparalleled in-

sights into the tax transparency practices ofMNEs.

Our database surpasses any private MNE equivalent in its coverage, representing the

only comprehensive public CbCR database available. To facilitate access and analysis of

this rich dataset, we have developed https://www.taxplorer.eu a dedicated website that

not only hosts the public CbCR database but also offers interactive visualizations, allow-

1For a more detailed presentation of the database, refer to Aliprandi et al. (2023) and Aliprandi and
Borders (2023).
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ing users to explore and understand the informationmore effectively.

It is important to note that recent research ((Adams et al., 2022) and (Godar et al., 2024))

indicates that firms which are less tax aggressive are more transparent about their tax

activities, often to signal their virtue. This suggests thatourdatabasemost likely includes

multinationals thatare lessaggressive in their taxstrategies, as thesecompaniesaremore

inclined to voluntarily disclose their CbCRs in various reports. (Adams et al., 2022) finds

that,while general taxdisclosuredecisionsare influencedby theeffective tax rate, theex-

tentofCbCR is significantlydeterminedby factors related to international tax-motivated

income shifting. Additionally, headquarter-country-level institutional and societal val-

ues play a crucial role in shaping these voluntary tax disclosures.

2.2.1 Who publishes CbCRs?
Throughthisextensivecollectionofdata,wehavegainedvaluable insights intotheevolving

landscape of public CbCR reporting. The trend of publishing public CbCR data has been

rapidly increasing, as illustrated in Figure 2.3. 139MNEs published public CbCR data in

2021, while only 10 did in 2017. A total of 153MNEs have published public CbCR data,

with an average of 2.4 years of data perMNE.

Among theMNEs voluntarily publishing their public CbCRdata, a significant portion con-

sists of large, multinational corporations. “Large”MNEs are defined as those with global

revenues exceeding €750million, the threshold commonly used in international taxation

initiatives such as the OECD CbCR and the 15% global minimum tax. Notably, multina-

tionalsexceedingthis€750millionrevenuethresholdhavebeenrequiredtocompileCbCR

reports for private filing with tax authorities under OECD rules since 2016. As such, it

is expected to be easier for these firms to disclose their CbCR data publicly, as they are

already obliged to prepare the reports.

Figure 2.4 shows a breakdown of the average annual global revenues for all of the pub-

lishingMNEs. About 83%of publishingMNEs are large: they have global revenues above

€750 million. The majority of MNEs have annual global revenues between €750 million

and €10 billion. There are also more than 20 that have global revenues between €10 bil-

lion and €50 billion. A small number ofMNEs have revenues above this.

However, when compared to the Forbes Global 2000 list of the world’s largest firms, the

number of publishingMNEs is relativelymodest. The Forbes Global 2000 ranks compan-

ies based on a composite index weighing sales, profits, assets, and market value, serving

as a comprehensive representation of the world’s biggest corporations.

Figure2.5 illustrates thiscomparison, contrasting theglobal revenuesofpublishingMNEs

with those on the Forbes 2000 list. While the publishing MNEs include notable giants
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such as Shell (€263billion), British Petroleum (€198billion), Total Energies (€164billion),

Enel (€74 billion), and AXA (€99.9 billion), about 41% of the large publishing MNEs (52

out of 126) are featured in the top 2000 Forbes list. The five largest publishingMNEs by

global revenues are Shell (€263 billion), British Petroleum (€198 billion), Total Energies

(€164 billion), and Enel (€74 billion).2

FIGURE 2.4
Global revenues of publishingMNEs (in € billions ormillions)

Note: Data is from the public CbCR database. €750 million is the threshold generally used to define large
MNEs. Global revenues are proxied by unrelated revenues (or an estimation of unrelated revenues based
on total revenues). MNEswith no reported revenue data are not shown. An average is used for theMNE if
it has been reported for several years.

TheOECD’s anonymised and aggregatedCbCR statistics on largemultinationals provide

a global perspective on the universe of firms required to compile CbCRs for private fil-

ing with tax authorities. This OECD dataset serves as a good basis for comparison with

our database of publicly disclosed CbCR information, allowing us to assess the extent to

which public disclosures represent the broader population of large MNEs and measure

their importance in terms of revenues and other variables.

Since 2016, 52 countries (representing approximately 88% of global GDP from 2018 to

2022)3 havebeenannually reportingCbCRdata on their largeMNEs to theOECD.While

the OECD dataset excludes some significant countries, the included nations capture the

majority of the world’s largeMNEs, enabling ameaningful comparison.

Table 2.2 presents this comparison by breaking down the coverage of our database by

the headquarter regions of largeMNEs. Overall, less than 2% (124 out of 7470) of global

2Some other examples of large MNEs publishing CbCRs are América Móvil (€64 billion), Vodafone
(€53.1 billion), IKEA (€50 billion), and Rio Tinto (€43.4 billion).

3See Appendix A.1 for the full list of countries. We have created a website to explore this data: https:
//taxobservatory.shinyapps.io/CbCR_Explorer/. The latest year available is 2021 for US MNEs and
2020 for all other countries.
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FIGURE 2.5
Global revenues of publishingMNEs and the Forbes top 2000 firms

Note: The MNEs publishing CbCR are from the public CbCR database. Forbes 2000 refers to the Forbes
Global 20002021 list. It is a list of the 2000 largest firms in theworld based on a composite indexweighing
sales, profits, assets, andmarket value. Each dot is aMNE.Global revenues are proxied by sales for the For-
bes 2000. For the publishing MNEs, global revenues are proxied by unrelated revenues (or an estimation
of unrelated revenues based on total revenues). MNEs with no reported revenue data are not shown. A
revenue-weighted average is used for theMNE if it has been reported for several years.

largemultinationals publish publicCbCRdata. They represent less than5%of globalmul-

tinationals’ revenues. These numbers are slightly overestimateddue to themissing coun-

tries (ie. Russia). The majority of MNEs publishing public CbCR data are European: the

onlynon-Europeancountriesamongthetop10bythepercentageofpublishingMNEsare

South Africa and Australia. About 17% (25/143) of large ItalianMNEs and 13% (18/139)

of large Spanish MNEs publish public CbCR data. There are more non-European coun-

tries outside of the top 10: Chile, Brazil, India andMexico are all among the top 15 coun-

tries by the percentage of publishingMNEs.

While our database covers a relatively small portion of globalMNEs in terms of absolute

numbers, there is significant heterogeneity in the level of coverage across different coun-

tries. For instance, the public CbCR disclosures in our database account for approxim-

ately 45% of the total revenues reported by large MNEs headquartered in Norway and

Italy. Similarly, the coverage extends to 40%of the total revenues of large SpanishMNEs

and 30% of the revenues reported by their British counterparts. For large Australian

MNEs, the public disclosures in our database represent about 25% of their total reven-

ues.

Notably, these revenue coverage rates tend to behigher than the corresponding percent-

ages of largeMNEspublishing publicCbCRswithin each country. This disparity arises be-

cause theMNEsthatvoluntarilydisclose theirCbCRdataareoftenamongthe largest cor-

porations in their respective countries. For example, while less than 1% of large French
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TABLE 2.2
LargeMNE public CbCR publishing country coverage

HQCountry # Publishing # Total LargeMNEs %Publishing %Revenues

Italy 25 143 17.48% 46.69%
Spain 18 139 12.95% 37.14%
Norway 6 66 9.09% 46.37%

South Africa 5 58 8.62% 9.33%
Denmark 5 73 6.85% 6.1%
Finland 3 52 5.77% 14.63%

Netherlands 9 162 5.56% 2.88%
Sweden 5 117 4.27% 7.59%
Australia 6 148 4.05% 23.59%

United Kingdom 14 399 3.51% 30.13%
Chile 1 31 3.23% 13.66%

Switzerland 3 159 1.89% 4.56%
Mexico 1 64 1.56% 4.51%
India 2 144 1.39% 0.47%
Brazil 1 82 1.22% 0.65%

Germany 5 419 1.19% 5.03%
Austria 1 100 1% 0.04%
France 2 235 0.85% 12.75%
Japan 7 904 0.77% 1.58%

Luxembourg 1 155 0.65% 0.14%
Canada 1 230 0.43% 0.44%

United States 3 1759 0.17% 0.06%
China 0 578 0% 0%
Korea 0 247 0% 0%

Hong Kong 0 231 0% 0%
Cayman Islands 0 135 0% 0%

Singapore 0 73 0% 0%
Bermuda 0 71 0% 0%
Belgium 0 69 0% 0%
Ireland 0 63 0% 0%
Malaysia 0 62 0% 0%
Turkey 0 57 0% 0%

Saudi Arabia 0 35 0% 0%
Argentina 0 30 0% 0%
Other 0 180 0% 0%

Total 124 7470 1.66% 4.2%

Note: Data on the number of MNEs publishing CbCR is from the public CbCR database. Data on the num-
ber and revenues of large MNEs in each country is from the 2020 OECD aggregated data. Only the 52
countries that send this data to the OECD are included (see Appendix A.1 for the full list). Other includes
jurisdictionswithnopublishingMNEsand less than30 largeMNEs. Large is definedasaMNEhavingglobal
revenues above €750 million for any publishing year. Global revenues are proxied by unrelated revenues
(or an estimation of unrelated revenues based on total revenues). There are 124 large publishing MNEs
(and not 126) because Colombia and Taiwan have 1 publishingMNE each, but do not send their largeMNE
data to theOECD.Themeanannual revenue is used for largepublishingMNEs that havepublisheddata for
several years. 2020 annual revenue data fromOrbis or online sources are used for the 23 large publishing
MNEswithout revenue data.

MNEs (only 2 out of 235) publish public CbCR data, these two entities—Total and AXA—

account for a substantial 13% of the total revenues reported by large FrenchMNEs.
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The bottom of table 2.2, Many large countries have no large publishing MNE, such as

China and South Korea. They are also several tax havens with a fairly large number of

MNEs that have no MNEs publishing public CbCR data (ie. Hong Kong, Cayman Islands,

Singapore, Bermuda, Ireland). Among countries with at least one publishing MNE, the

United States, Canada and Luxembourg have few publishingMNEs and they account for

little revenue. For example, only 3/1759 largeAmericanMNEs publish public CbCRdata

and they account for 0.07% of large AmericanMNE revenues. This lack of information is

problematic given thatUSMNEsareknown formoreaggressive tax avoidance strategies.

2.2.2 Sector
Table 2.3 shows the sectoral breakdown ofMNEs publishing CbCR. Two sectors account

for about 34% of theMNEs: business and financial services (18.3%) and oil, gas and min-

ing (15.7%). The oil, gas, and mining sector includes many of the world’s largest compan-

ies, such as Shell, Equinor, BP, and TotalEnergies (Table 2.4). The business and financial

servicesMNEs includemany of the largest European insurance companies (Allianz, Gen-

erali, Swiss Re, etc.). It is likely that the high publishing levels of oil, gas, andminingMNEs

are related to the other reporting requirements they have to conform to regarding their

payments to governments. We exclude banks from this MNE analysis, but it is also pos-

sible that the mandatory CbCR reporting for EU banks has affected reporting more gen-

erally in the business and financial services sector.

Some other major sectors are utilities (9.2%), communications (7.2%), transport, freight

and storage (5.9%), biomedical (5.9%), and industrial, electrical, andelectronicmachinery

(6.5%). The communications category contains 6 of theworld’s 25 largest telecommunic-

ationsMNEsmeasured by total revenues. Nippon Telegraph and Telephone (NTT) is the

3rd largest, followed by Telefónica (6th), Vodafone (8th), América Móvil (11th), British

Telecom (17th) and Telenor (22nd).4 Utilities include several large European energy util-

ity providers (Enel, Iberdrola, and Ørsted). The transport, freight, and storage category

includes several largeEuropean infrastructure companies (Ferrovial, Ferroviedello Stato

Italiane, Finnair, etc.). The biomedical category contains several large biopharmaceutical

MNEs (Eisai and CSL). The industrial, electric, and electronic machinery category con-

tains several large electronics and industrial manufacturers (Philips, Grundfos).

It is also interesting to look at the largest global MNEs. Table 2.5 shows the number of

MNEs publishing public CbCR data for the firms on the Top 2000 Forbes list. The sector

(excluding banks) with the highest percentage (13%) of publishing MNEs is the telecom-

munications sector (AméricaMóvil, BT, TIM,NTT, Telefónica, Vodafone). The oil, gas, and

4Global revenue numbers for all communicationsMNEs are from the Forbes Global 2021 list.
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mining sector is in secondwith 10%ofMNEs publishing public CbCRdata (Shell, TotalEn-

ergies, British Petroleum, Rio Tinto, Anglo American, etc.). Three sectors have no MNE

publishingpublicCbCRdata: digital companies (Alphabet,Apple,Microsoft,Alibaba,Rak-

uten, etc.), technology companies (Lenovo, Cisco, Oracle, etc.), and motor vehicle manu-

facturers (Toyota, BMW, Stellantis, etc.)

TABLE 2.3
PublishingMNEs by sector

Sectors % of Public CbCRMNEs

Business and Financial Services 18.3%
Oil, Gas andMining 15.7%

Utilities 9.2%
Communications 7.2%

Industrial, Electric and ElectronicMachinery 6.5%
Biomedical 5.9%

Transport, Freight and Storage 5.9%
UnclassifiedManufacturing 5.9%

Chemicals, Cosmetics and Paints 5.2%
Metals and Cement 4.6%

Clothing and Luxury Goods 3.3%
Food and Beverages 2.6%

Travel, Personal and Leisure 2.6%
Construction 2%

Property Services 2%
Retail 2%

Printing and Publishing 1.3%

Note: Table shows the percentage of publishing MNEs by sector. Data is from the public
CbCR database. Unclassified manufacturing contains specific manufacturing sectors (ie.
wood, paper, motor vehicules) for which we have less than three publishingMNEs.
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TABLE 2.4
Selection of notable publishingMNEs by sector

Sector SomeNotable Firms

Business and Financial Services Prudential, Generali, AXA, Allianz, Mapfre, Swiss Re
Oil, Gas andMining Shell, TotalEnergies, British Petroleum, Rio Tinto, Anglo American

Utilities Ørsted, Iberdrola, Enel
Communications AméricaMóvil, BT, TIM, NTT, Telefónica, Telenor, Vodafone

Transport, Freight and Storage Ferrovial, Ferrovie dello Stato Italiane, Finnair, Mundys
Biomedical Eisai, CSL, Qiagen, Cipla, Recordati

Industrial, Electric and Electronic Machinery Philips, Omron, Grundfos, Coloplast, Siltronic, Interpump
UnclassifiedManufacturing Leonardo, Piaggio, TKH, SOL

Chemicals, Cosmetics and Paints Yara, AkzoNobel, Orica
Metals and Cement Hydro, Usiminas, Buzzi Unicem, Feralpi

Retail IKEA, El Corte Inglés, Kesko
Construction Acciona, Bonava

Food and Beverages Ajinomoto, Royal Unibrew,Meiji, Unilever
Travel, Personal and Leisure Iberostar, Meliá Hotels, Parques Reunidos, NHHotel Group

Property Services Heimstaden
Printing and Publishing Pearson

TABLE 2.5
PublishingMNEs For the Top 2000 ForbesMNEs

Sectors #MNEs # PublishingMNEs %Publishing

Telecommunications 50 6 12%
Oil, Gas andMining 130 13 10%
Financial Services 208 11 5.3%

Energy 134 6 4.5%
Pharmaceuticals 47 2 4.3%

Industrial Equipment 81 3 3.7%
Retail 81 3 3.7%

Chemicals 74 2 2.7%
Transport, Freight and Storage 49 1 2%

Food and Beverage 54 1 1.9%
Construction 55 1 1.8%
Healthcare 57 1 1.8%
Real Estate 79 1 1.3%

Digital Company 41 0 0%
Motor VehicleManufacturer 55 0 0%

Technology 56 0 0%

Note: The table shows the percentage of publishing MNEs by sector for the Forbes top
2000MNEs using 2023 data (excluding banks). The Forbes list ranks the largest firms in
the world based on a composite index weighting sales, profits, assets, and market value.
Data onMNEs publishing public CbCR data is from the public CbCR database. Only sec-
tors with at least 40MNEs in the Forbes top 2000 list are shown.
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2.2.3 How transparent are publishing MNEs?
Multinationals, except banks, report voluntarily. The disclosed information varies a lot in

terms of detail: they can limit the financial variables they disclose and aggregate inform-

ation, instead of giving detailed figures for each country.

To evaluate the comprehensiveness and transparency of country-by-country reports, we

have developed a transparency score. Building upon previous literature, this scoremeas-

ures the extent to which multinational enterprises disclose financial information across

different countries and variables. The transparency score is calculated based on the dis-

closure of a predefined set of financial variables across various jurisdictions, with higher

scores indicating greater transparency. The score ranges from0 (lowest transparency) to

100 (highest transparency),with thegeographicaggregationofdatabeingacrucial factor

in determining the score.

Specifically, the transparency scoremeasures thepercentageof data reportedat the indi-

vidual country level (as opposed to aggregated geographic categories) for each variable.

We benchmark this score against the OECD’s confidential disclosure standard, which in-

cludes ten variables (see Table 2.1 for an overview). For each variable, we calculate the

percentage disclosed at the individual jurisdiction level and then take an equal-weighted

average across all variables. In this framework, a score of 100 indicates a high level of

transparency, where themultinational discloses information for all variables at the coun-

try level. Conversely, a score of 0 signifies low transparency, implying that all variables

were disclosed at an aggregated level, obscuring the financial details for specific jurisdic-

tions. (See AppendixA.5 for a formal definition of this score.)

Our indicator builds on the work of Adams et al. (2022), which evaluates, among other

factors, the extent ofmultinationals’ CbCR reporting, and fromDutt et al. (2021) andKo-

petzki et al. (2023), whoproposed a comprehensive indicator considering several disclos-

ure aspects, including content and readability. While our indicator is less comprehensive,

it remains transparent, easy to understand, and targets specifically the data content of

the reports.

To better illustrate, consider the following fictitious example of amultinational company

that published CbCR data in Table 2.6. There are two jurisdictions (France and Italy) and

one additional category that aggregates several countries (Other Europe). The MNE in-

cluded 3 of the 10 main financial variables included in the OECD standard: profits, total

revenues, and employees.

The transparency score will be calculated as follows:
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TABLE 2.6
Fictitious example ofMNECbCR data

Jurisdiction Profits Total Revenues Employees

France 10 120 15
Italy 20 100 15

Other Europe 30 0 10

Total 60 220 40

Transparency Score = 0.1
(30

60
∗ 100

)
+ 0.1

(220
220

∗ 100
)

+ 0.1
(30

40
∗ 100

)
= 22.5

In this case, for profits50% (30/60) of thedata is reportedat the jurisdiction level (France

and Italy). Total revenuesare reportedentirelyat thecounty level (220/220). Foremploy-

ees, 75%of thedata is reportedat the jurisdiction level (30/40). The remainingsevenvari-

ables are not reported and count as zero. Giving equal weight to each variable, including

those not reported results in a score of 22.5 out of 100.

Figure 2.6 shows the distribution of the transparency score over the sample. About 50%

ofMNEs have scores between 60 and 80 for the period while around 25% ofMNEswith

a score below 20 and 20% ofMNEswith a score above 80.

MNEs report between 55%and 65%of the 10 financial variables from2018 to 2022 and

MNEs only reported between 0% and 10% of financial data at aggregated geographic

levels over the period.

It is important tomention that the reporting of financial variables is far fromperfect. The

percentage of reports that disclose each financial variable is shown in Table 2.7. There

is a significant variation in the reporting. More than 90% of reports include the tax paid

variable from 2019 to 2021. More than 85% of MNEs also report the profits before tax

variable across the period. About 75% of MNEs report their employees and total reven-

ues over the period. Reporting is significantly lower for some financial variables: 50%

to 60% ofMNEs report unrelated revenues, related revenues, and tangible assets, while

less than 30% ofMNEs report their stated capital and accumulated earnings.
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FIGURE 2.6
Distribution of transparency scores

Note:The transparency score is the percentage of jurisdiction-level data for all reported financial variables.

TABLE 2.7
Percentage of reports including each variable

Variable 2019 2020 2021

Profit Before Tax 87 87 88
Tax Accrued 62 70 73
Tax Paid 98 93 94
Employees 74 75 76
Unrelated Revenues 49 57 58
Related Revenues 49 55 56
Stated Capital 20 13 17
Accumulated Earnings 26 16 21
Tangible Assets 48 57 57
Total Revenues 74 74 76

Note: This table shows the percentage ofmultination-
als included in the sample that for each year publish a
certain variable. Taking the first value as an example,
87% of companies in the Public CbCR database in-
cluded the variable Profit before tax in their public
CbCR in 2019.
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2.3 HowdopublishingMNEscompare to other largeMNEs?
As firms which are less tax aggressive are more transparent about their tax activities

((Adams et al., 2022) and (Godar et al., 2024)) we will analyze these aspects by compar-

ing multinationals with aggregated CbCR data. We start by providing some descriptive

evidence on of tax haven usage.

Table 2.8 shows how large publishingMNEs compare to large globalMNEs regarding the

percentage of foreign jurisdictions’ profits reported in tax havens.

Significant amounts of foreign profit are reported in tax havens. 38%of all foreign profits

are reported in tax havens. Tax haven usage is lower for EU countries: they report about

24% of their profits in tax havens compared to 43% for non-EU countries. In the EU,

Greece has about 64% of its foreign profits in tax havens (mostly in Cyprus and Ireland).

Therewereabout18MNEsbased inGreece from2016 to2020. Portugal followsGreece

at around 40%, as well as Belgium and Luxembourg at around 30%. France, Germany,

and Denmark have about 25% of their foreign profit in tax havens. Romania and Spain

have the least amount in tax havens. Non-EU countries generally have higher levels of

tax haven usage: MNEs inChina, Singapore, and theUS all have over 55%of their foreign

profits in tax havens (figures might be overestimated due to intracompany dividends in

OECD data).

Large publishing MNEs have generally significantly lower levels of profits in tax havens:

14.9% for all large MNEs, 13% for EU MNEs, and 20.6% for non-EU MNEs. That said,

there are still countries with comparable levels of tax haven usage among the publish-

ingMNEs. Denmark, France, andGerman large publishingMNEs have between 20% and

31% of their profits in tax havens. Spain and Italy have the lowest levels (besides Lux-

embourg which has only 1 publishing MNE). There are many countries for which we do

not have enough data to do this analysis for large publishing MNEs (either there are no

reportingMNEs or they do not report their data at the jurisdiction level for profits).

Table2.9presents a comparisonusing theprofitability of employees. Thegeneral pattern

is similar to that of foreign profits in tax havens. In non-tax havens, about €40 thousand

are reported for every employee. Employees are about 10 times more profitable in tax

havens (€386 thousand) and almost 40 times more profitable (€1.5 million) in small tax

havens.5 Thedifferencesare larger fornon-EUcountries: taxhavenemployeesareabout

12 times more profitable and small tax haven employees are about 48 times more prof-

5These are the small tax havens reported in the OECD country-level data: Andorra, Anguilla, Antigua
andBarbuda, Aruba, Bahamas, Bahrain, Barbados, Belize, Bermuda, British Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands,
Cook Islands, Cyprus, Dominica, Gibraltar, Grenada, Guernsey, Isle of Man, Jersey, Liechtenstein, Luxem-
bourg, Macau,Maldives, Malta, Marshall Islands, Mauritius, Monaco, Netherlands Antilles, Saint Kitts and
Nevis, Saint Lucia, SaintMartin, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines, Samoa, Seychelles, Vanuatu.
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itable than employees in non-tax havens. MNEs in EU countries report employees that

are about five times more profitable in tax havens and 13 times more profitable in small

tax havens. The large publishing MNEs show overall lower profitability differences. Em-

ployees are 2-3 times more profitable in tax havens (compared to 10 for all large MNEs)

and10 timesmoreprofitable in small taxhavens (compared to40). These results concord

with Adams et al. (2022) who find that companies that dislose more tax information are

less tax aggressive than the others.

TABLE 2.8
% of foreign profits in tax havens for largeMNEs

Headquarter Country % LargeMNEs # LargeMNEs % PublishingMNEs # PublishingMNEs
Top 10 EU Countries

Greece 63.6% 17 0
Portugal 38.5% 23 0
Belgium 28.4% 69 0

Luxembourg 28.2% 155 0% 1
France 25.8% 235 21.4% 2
Germany 25.2% 419 20.3% 5
Denmark 24.9% 73 31.1% 5
Italy 19% 143 5.4% 20

Romania 10.6% 4 0
Spain 8.8% 139 7.7% 15

All EU Countries 24.1% 1290 13% 48
Top 10 Non-EU Countries

China 67% 578 0
Singapore 60.3% 73 0

United States 56.7% 1759 0
Indonesia 54.6% 27 0
Tunisia 52.6% 3 0
Türkiye 46.1% 57 0
Malaysia 45.7% 62 0

Saudi Arabia 39% 35 0
Bermuda 38.4% 71 0
Brazil 37.5% 82 0

All Non-EUCountries 42.6% 4957 20.6% 25
All Countries 38% 6247 14.9% 73

Notes : Data on large MNEs is from the 2016-2020 OECD country-level data. Only the 37
countries that send data disaggregated at the jurisdiction level for profits are included (see Ap-
pendixA.1 for the full list). TheNetherlands is excludedas theyhaveahighpercentageof data in
aggregated geographic categories. Data on large publishingMNEs is from the public CbCRdata-
base. Only large MNEs with disaggregated country-level data on foreign profits are used. Tax
havens are the combined list of Hines and Rice (1994) and Tørsløv et al. (2022). Loss-making
jurisdictions and aggregate categories are excluded
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TABLE 2.9
Profits per employee (in € thousands) for large EU and non-EUMNEs

TaxHaven Group LargeMNEs Large PublishingMNEs
EU Countries
No TaxHavens 40.8 86.2
All Tax Havens 190.1 179.1

Large Tax Havens 170.6 165.2
Small Tax Havens 527.0 668.3
Non-EU Countries
No TaxHavens 38.5 154.4
All Tax Havens 480.9 465.2

Large Tax Havens 351.5 407.5
Small Tax Havens 1834.7 2392.8

All Countries
No TaxHavens 39.2 120.0
All Tax Havens 385.7 286.7

Large Tax Havens 290.8 256.3
Small Tax Havens 1528.2 1338.4

Notes : Profit per employee is profit-weighted, in € thousands and only includes jurisdictions
with positive profits. Data on large MNEs is from the 2016-2020 OECD country-level data.
Only the 37 countries that send data disaggregated at the jurisdiction level for profits are in-
cluded (see Appendix A.1 for the full list). Data on large publishing MNEs is from the public
CbCR database. Tax havens are the combined list of Hines and Rice (1994) and Tørsløv et al.
(2022). Large tax havens are tax havens with over 2 million inhabitants. This definition comes
from Hines and Rice (1994) who initially defined large havens as having over 1 million inhabit-
ants. We have increased this threshold to 2million due to global population growth since 1994.
All aggregate categories excluded.
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2.4 What can we learn from public CbCRs?

2.4.1 Tax avoidance behavior of comparable MNEs
TheOECD country-level data is useful for country-level analyses, but cannot be used for

anyMNE-specific tax avoidance analyses. This is a real limit because there may be signi-

ficant variation in tax avoidance behavior among large comparable EuropeanMNEs. The

low number of largeMNEs publishing public CbCR data is amajor limit to understanding

this, but the littledataavailable canbeused tounderstand the importanceofhavingmore

publicMNE-level CbCR data.

Figure2.7presents two indicators: thepercentageof foreignprofits in taxhavensandthe

effective tax rate (ETR). There are notable differences between some comparableMNEs.

ENI has little profits in tax havens and pays the highest ETR among the oil and gasMNEs.

Shell has about 25% of its profits in tax havens and pays an ETR of about 30%. BT has

around 50% of its profits in tax havens and pays an ETR below 20%, while Telenor has

little foreign profits in tax havens and pays an ETR of about 30%. It is difficult to draw

conclusions fromthis limiteddata, butmandatorypublicCbCRdatawouldcreateabetter

understanding of different tax avoidance behaviors among similar largeMNEs.

Figure 2.8 shows the profit per employee and the ETR by jurisdiction for the publishing

MNEs. Bermuda stands out as having a very high profitability per employee and a low

ETR for publishing MNEs. Luxembourg, Singapore, and Switzerland also have low ETRs

and high employee profitability.
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FIGURE 2.7
Foreign ETR and% of foreign profits in tax havens for large publishingMNEs

Note: TheETR is a tax-paid ETRover the full reporting period using only profit-making foreign jurisdictions.
Only MNEs with at least 3 reporting years are included to improve the robustness of the measure. Com-
parable MNEs in the same sector are highlighted with different colors. Large is defined as having global
revenues (proxied by unrelated revenues) above €750million for at least one reporting year. Data is from
the public CbCR database.

Tax Transparency byMultinationals | 26



FIGURE 2.8
Profit per employee and ETR in public CbCRs
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3 Theevolution of the tax transparency landscape

This chapter centres on the European Union’s public country-by-country reporting dir-

ective for multinational enterprises. It evaluates whether this directive and similar ini-

tiatives are ambitious enough to facilitate meaningful public oversight of multinational

activities.

3.1 An important shift: the EU public CbCR directive
This directive aims to increase transparency around the corporate income taxes paid by

largemultinational companies operating in the EuropeanUnion. By requiring these com-

panies topublicly reportfinancial information likerevenues, profits, andtaxesonacountry-

by-country basis, the EU wants to empower the public to better scrutinize the tax prac-

tices of multinationals. The directive is intended to promote corporate accountability,

restore trust in the fairness of national tax systems, and allow for more informed public

debate on the tax compliance and real economic impacts of major multinationals.

The directive crucially applies to both EU and non-EU headquartered multinational en-

terprises that meet certain criteria. It covers MNEs with global consolidated revenues

exceeding €750million, provided they have a substantial ”qualifying” presence in the EU.

Thisqualifyingpresence isdefinedashavingasubsidiaryorbranch in theEUthatmeetsat

least twoof the followingthreesize thresholds: totalassetsabove€5million, net turnover

above €10million, or over 50 employees.

Under thepublicCbCRrequirements,MNEsmustdisclose somefinancial information, in-

cluding the ultimate parent entity’s name, details on subsidiaries, the nature of activities,

number of employees, revenues, and crucially - tax-related figures like profits and taxes

paid and accrued.

This reportingmust bedisaggregatedona country-by-country basis for a limitednumber

of countries: EUmember states and jurisdictions on the EU’s list of non-cooperative tax

havens. An important drawback is that the information can be provided in an aggregated

format for all other countries (ie. not in theEUandnoton theEU’s list of non-cooperative

tax havens), in the next section we estimate the effects of this constraint.
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The directive itself is not immediately effective but requires transposition into the na-

tional laws of the 27 EUmember states, which provides flexibility in implementation and

timelines. This flexibility, while allowing countries to adapt to their specific situations,

risks leading to an uneven patchwork of differing rules and requirements across the EU

as highlighted by Gundert et al. (2024) and Loureiro (2022).

As of early 2024, 20 member states have successfully enacted transposing legislation

(Table 3.1), while 2 have bills in progress and 4 have not yet finalized rules, potentially

delaying full implementation. Regarding timelines,most EU countries opted forMNEs to

start reporting after June 22, 2024 - implying the first public country-by-country reports

would be published by late 2026 for calendar year filers. The directive allows for the pos-

sibility of a temporary “safeguard” exemption deferring disclosure of commercially sens-

itive information for up to 5 years, except for the EU list of non-cooperative jurisdictions.

Most finalized legislations include this option. This clause has the potential to undermine

thepurposeof thedirective if themajority ofmultinationals use it anddecide todelay the

disclosure for several years.

Jurisdictionscanalsoset theirown languagerulesandsanctions fornon-compliance, adding

to the potential lack of harmonization (see Gundert et al. (2024) for a detailed analysis).

TABLE 3.1
EU Public CbCR directive implementation summary

Criteria Total Countries

Final Legislation 20
Draft Legislation 2
No Activity Seen Yet 4

Early Application Available 3

Safeguard Clause Included 19
Duration (5 years) 18
Duration (4 years) 1

Safeguard Clause Not Included 3

Note: Information as of 20March 2024.
Source: EUPublic Country ByCountry ReportingDevel-
opments Tracker, EY.

3.1.1 Public disclosure requirements in other countries
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AUSTRALIA

Australia is currently facing its own challenges and pushback as it works to introduce its

legislationmandating largemultinationals to publicly disclose tax information.1 The gov-

ernmentmissed its owndeadline in June2023 topass thebill before the legislativebreak,

delaying implementation.

NGOs have voiced concerns that there was substantial lobbying against Australia’s am-

bitious proposal that goes further than the EU directive. Multinationals have expressed

apprehensions about compliance burdens and potential misinterpretation of disclosed

data. While the proposal initially went far beyond EU CbCR rules, the Australian gov-

ernment recently released a revised draft legislation that reduces its scope and defers

its introduction by a year. With the updated proposal, CbCR would only apply to Aus-

tralia and an initial list of 41 specified jurisdictions (including Hong Kong, Singapore, and

Switzerland).

Despitedelaysandpushback, thegovernment remains committed toengaging stakehold-

ers and refining the proposal over the comingmonths.

UNITED STATES

Also, the United States has seen a movement towards greater tax transparency, though

lessambitious than theEUandAustralianproposals. Towards theendof2023, theUSFin-

ancialAccountingStandardsBoard (FASB)finalized long-awaitedrulesmandatinggreater

disaggregation of income taxes paid and other key tax information from U.S. compan-

ies. While falling short of full public country-by-country reporting, these changes require

the disclosure of income taxes paid (net of refunds received), disaggregated by federal,

state, and individual jurisdictions where such taxes constitute 5% ormore of the total in-

come taxes paid. As reported by the FACT coalition,2 this move was widely supported

by investors, who have long sought additional information about the tax practices ofmul-

tinational enterprises in their portfolios to better assess risks related to corporate gov-

ernance, regulatory compliance, tax enforcement, and other areas. However, the disclos-

ure of tax variableswithout the corresponding tax basewillmost probably be of little use

to detect tax evasion strategies.

1https://treasury.gov.au/consultation/c2024-488354
2FACT Coalition, Consultation on Draft Amendments Regarding Public Country-by-Country Report-

ing, March 2024

Tax Transparency byMultinationals | 30



UK TAX STRATEGY PUBLICATION REQUIREMENTS

Since 2016, MNEs operating in the UK are required to publish their global tax strategy

online. (Finance Act 2016, Schedule 19). The tax strategy must include details on the

MNE’s approach to tax risk management, governance, tax planning, and its relationship

withHMRC. This requirement applies toMNEswith either aUK company orUKperman-

ent establishment, and with a combined revenue of £200 million or more, or a UK com-

pany with revenue over £2 billion. However, this kind of qualitative disclosure seems

of little use. Bilicka et al. (2024) finds that while the mandate led firms to increase the

volume of tax strategy disclosures, this additional disclosure containedmore boilerplate

languageand lackedsubstantivedetails. Thequalitativenatureof thesedisclosuresmade

it difficult for outside stakeholders to verify firms’ claims about their tax practices, limit-

ing the effectiveness of the mandate in driving real behavioral changes in corporate tax

planning.

3.2 How will the transparency landscape change?

3.2.1 Increased number of publishing multinationals worldwide
An important feature of the EU directive is that it will make it compulsory not only for

European multinationals to publish their CbCR but also for foreign multinationals. As-

sumingcompanieswill notextensivelyusethe“safeguardclause”, therewillbean increase

in the information available formultinationals headquartered across the globe, including

US, Chinese and Japanesemultinationals (Figure 3.1).

While a considerable number of large MNEs headquartered in EU member states like

Italy, Spain, andtheNetherlandsalreadypublicly report some levelofcountry-by-country

data as we saw in the previous section, the directive will compel an overwhelmingmajor-

ity to enhance their disclosures. For instance, in Italy, only 25 out of 143 largeMNEs cur-

rently provide public CbCR, but the directivewill require an additional 117 ItalianMNEs

(81.8%) to begin public reporting. Similarly, in Spain and the Netherlands, a staggering

87.1% and 92.6% of large MNEs, respectively, will be newly subject to these transpar-

ency requirements.

The directive’s impact extends beyond the EU’s borders, with major economies like the

United States, Japan, and China also experiencing a surge in the number of MNEs oblig-

ated to publicly disclose country-by-country data. While theUnited States currently has

only 3 out of 1,759 largeMNEsproviding public CbCR, according toGundert et al. (2024)

an additional 603 (34.3%)will be covered under the new rules. Japan faces an evenmore

substantial increase, with 338 MNEs (37.4% of the large MNE total) newly required to
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FIGURE 3.1
Coverage changewith the introduction of EU public CbCR directive
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report publicly. Notably, China stands out with (to the best of our knowledge) none of its

largeMNEs currently disclosing publicly, but the directivewill compel 95 ChineseMNEs

(16.4%).

While there will be a significant increase in the number of multinationals publishing, in-

cludingUS ones, the disaggregation of the informationwill probably be very limited. The

weak geographical reporting requirements could have serious negative effects on the

level of geographic detail, resulting in an important aggregation of the information.

Toestimate theextentof this aggregation,wecan leverage theOECD’s aggregatedCbCR

data, which provides a reasonable approximation of the information that would be dis-

closed under the directive’s rules. As shown in Table 3.2, the directive’s geographical lim-

itations imply that a substantial portion of large multinational enterprises’ foreign finan-

cial variables, such as revenues, profits, employees, and taxes paid, would still be repor-
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ted at an aggregated level. For instance, largeUS-headquarteredMNEswould report for

their foreign activities approximately 67.3%of their revenues, 70.6%of profits, 79.1%of

employees, and 70.7% of taxes paid in an aggregated fashion, obscuring the granular jur-

isdictional details. The situation is evenmore concerning forMNEsbased in Japan, China,

and several other major economies, where over 85% of their foreign financial variables

could potentially be aggregated under the directive’s current scope. While we cannot

precisely isolate the specific MNEs included in the OECD data, this analysis highlights

the substantial lack of jurisdictional transparency that would persist, even after the dir-

ective’s implementation.

TABLE 3.2
Percentage of foreign activities aggregated in EU directive

HQCountry # LargeMNEs Revenues Profits Employees Tax Paid

Non-EU Countries
United States 1759 67.3% 70.6% 79.1% 70.7%

Japan 904 86.9% 85.1% 86.7% 87.1%
China 578 91.1% 91% 73.1% 92.4%
Canada 230 97.1% 95.9% 95.2% 94.5%

Switzerland 159 68.6% 76% 66.9% 77%
Australia 148 92.1% 91.7% 86.9% 88.9%
India 144 84.5% 83.9% 86.6% 84.7%

Cayman Islands 135 96.9% 97.1% 97.6% 97.1%
All Non-EUCountries 4962 79.6% 79.4% 83.6% 80.5%

EU Countries
Germany 419 61.6% 55.7% 58.3% 60.3%
France 235 60.7% 57.6% 63.7% 61.6%

Luxembourg 155 62.5% 44.9% 58.8% 51.7%
Italy 143 47.4% 41.2% 59.7% 72%
Spain 139 79.4% 80% 81.5% 80.6%

All EU Countries 1321 62.2% 60.4% 62.9% 63.8%

All Countries 6283 74.9% 74.7% 77.3% 76.3%

Note: Countrieswith at least 100 largeMNEs are shown. Data on largeMNEs is from the
2016-2020 OECD country-level data. The number of large MNEs is for 2020. Only the
37countries that senddatadisaggregatedat the jurisdiction level for profits are included
(see Appendix A.1 for the full list). The Netherlands is excluded as they have a high per-
centage of data in aggregated geographic categories.
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3.2.2 Changes in multinationals’ transparency
In this section, we aim to determine if the directive’s requirements are ambitious enough

to push companies beyond their current disclosure practices. We analyze two key as-

pects: the geographical disaggregation requirements and the mandated reporting vari-

ables.

We conducted a simulation exercise using the data collected in the Public CbCR Data-

base toevaluatehowthestandardproposed in thedirectivecompareswithcurrent trans-

parency practices. We calculated transparency scores as in Section 2.2.3 based on the

currentdisclosurepracticesof 339 largemultinational-yearobservations (214EU-based

and 125 non-EU-based) included in our database. We then simulated the transparency

scores thatwould result if these corporationswere to complywith thedirective’s require-

ments for geographical disaggregation and reporting of specific variables.

Table 3.3 presents summary statistics for the transparency scores under different scen-

arios. The current transparency scores (”Total Score Standard”) for EU multinationals

(58) and non-EU multinationals (60) are relatively similar. However, when we simulate

thetransparencyscoresunder thedirective’s requirements,weseeasubstantialdecrease,

particularly for the geographical disaggregation aspect.

We start with Figure 3.2 presents the current transparency score of the observations in

our sample togetherwith “Total ScoreEU-GEO”which simulates the transparency scores

if companies adopted the directive’s geographical disaggregation requirements while re-

porting the same variables as current. Themultinationals included in our sample are gen-

erally farmore transparent thanwhat is requiredby thedirectiveas for the largemajority

of them the scorewould decrease by implementing themandated geographical disagger-

gation. The score would improve only in a few cases, where the variables are currently

TABLE 3.3
Summary Statistics of Transparency Scores

EUmultinational Non-EUmultinational Total

N. observations 214 125 339

Total Score Standard 58 60 59

Total Score EU_VAR 54 57 55
Total Score EU_GEO 44 9 31

Total Score EU_GEO_VAR 41 9 29

Note: This table presents the current transparency score, the simulated score including only the variables
of the directive, the simulated score applying the minimum geographical disclosure, and the full directive
(variables and geographical aggregation)
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reported at the continent level. The ”Total Score EU-GEO” row of Table 3.3 reports the

averagescore,weseeasignificantdrop to44 forEUmultinationalsandadrasticdecrease

to9fornon-EUmultinationals. This suggests that thegeographicaldisaggregationaspect

of the directive is not particularly ambitious and would require companies to disclose in-

formation at a less granular level than their current practices, non-EU multinationals in

particular.

FIGURE 3.2
Sumulated change in the Transparency Score with the introduction of EU public CbCR
directive (Geographical)
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Note: Data is from the public CbCR database. MNEswithmore simulated geographic aggregation after ap-
plying theEUpublicCbCRdirective reporting requirements are in thegrey zone. Thosewith less simulated
geographic aggregation are in the green zone.

Figure 3.3 presents the current transparency score together with “Total Score EU-VAR”

which reflects the simulated scores if the corporationswere to report the same variables

specified in the directive while maintaining their current geographical aggregation. In

this case, we can see that the score will improve for a certain number of observations
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as in certain cases not all the variables required by the directive are reported. However,

when considering the averages reported in Table 3.3 for “Total Score EU-VAR” there is

on average a small decrease (54 for EUmultinationals and 57 for non-EUmultinationals).

This implies that the variable reporting requirements are on average close to the current

reporting practices.

FIGURE 3.3
Sumulated change in the Transparency Score with the introduction of EU public CbCR
directive (Variables)
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Note: Data is from the public CbCR database. MNEs with less simulated financial variable reporting after
applying the EU public CbCR directive reporting requirements are in the grey zone. Those with more sim-
ulated financial variable reporting are in the green zone.

When we combine both aspects in the “Total Score EU-GEO-VAR” which represents the

simulated scores if the corporations were to fully comply with the directive’s require-

ments for both geographical disaggregation and reporting of specified variables, we see

the lowest transparency scores of 41 for the EUmultinationals and9 for non-EUmultina-

tionals. Figure 3.4 shows that for themajority of observations, the scorewould decrease.
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This indicates that the directive’s requirements as a whole would decrease the transpar-

ency of companies’ operations and tax practices, particularly so for non-EUmultination-

als.

Table 3.4, which shows the changes in transparency scores, further reinforces these con-

clusions. The mean and median changes for the “EU-GEO” and “EU-GEO-VAR” rows are

substantially larger than those for the ”EUVAR” row, highlighting the significant negative

impact of the geographical disaggregation aspect.

Table3.4summarizes thechanges in transparencyscores thatwould result fromadopting

the directive’s requirements. The “Mean Change EU-VAR” and “Median Change EUVAR”

rows show the average and median changes, respectively, in transparency scores if the

corporations were to report the directive’s specified variables while maintaining their

currentgeographical aggregation. The “MeanChangeEU-GEO”and ”MedianChangeEU-

GEO” rows reflect the average andmedian changes if the corporationswere to adopt the

directive’s geographical disaggregation requirementswhile reporting the samevariables

as they currently do. Finally, the “Mean Change EU-GEO-VAR” and “Median Change EU-

GEO-VAR” rows represent the average andmedian changes in transparency scores if the

corporations were to fully comply with the directive’s requirements for both geograph-

ical disaggregation and reporting of specified variables.

The results indicate that, on average, full compliance with the directive’s minimum re-

quirements would lead to a substantial decrease in transparency scores, particularly for

non-EU multinational corporations. This suggests that the directive’s requirements are

less ambitious than the current disclosure practices of most corporations in our sample.

It emerges that the limited variable and geographical requirements are key limitations.

There is a high probability that companies involved in more aggressive tax avoidance be-

haviorswill aggregate a large part of their information, as shown byAkamah et al. (2018)

in thecaseofU.S. disclosure. In thenextandfinal section,wepropose several simpleways

to improve the current directive.
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TABLE 3.4
Summary Statistics of Changes in Transparency Scores

EUmultinational Non-EUmultinational Total

N.Observations 214 125 339

Mean Change EU_VAR -4 -3 -4
Median Change EU_VAR -10 0 -10

Mean Change EU_GEO -14 -52 -28

Median Change EU_GEO -9 -46 -23

Mean Change EU_GEO_VAR -17 -51 -30
Median Change EU_GEO_VAR -20 -46 -29

Note: This table presents the changes in the current transparency score when applying the directive. We
show the change including only the variables of the directive, the simulated score applying the minimum
geographical disclosure, and the full directive (variables and geographical aggregation)

FIGURE 3.4
Simulated change in the Transparency Score with the introduction of EU public CbCR
directive
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Note: Data is from the public CbCR database. MNEs with a worsened simulated transparency score after
applying the EU public CbCR directive reporting requirements are in the grey zone. Those with an im-
proved simulated transparency score are in the green zone.
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Conclusion

Corporate tax transparency throughpublic country-by-country reporting is still in itsnas-

cent stages, with only a small fraction of large multinational enterprises voluntarily dis-

closing comprehensive financial information broken down by country.

The European Union’s recent directive mandating public CbCR represents a significant

step forward, compelling many large U.S. multinationals to publicly disclose more disag-

gregated financial data. However, the EU directive has notable limitations, particularly

in its insufficient geographical reporting requirements to fully evaluate the activities of

multinational corporations across their operating locations.

As corporate tax avoidance remains a pressing global issue, broader adoption and en-

hancementof tax transparencymeasures are crucial going forward. Policymakers should

continue pushing for expanded public CbCR requirements that provide more granular

geographical breakdowns and comprehensive disclosure of key financial variables. Ro-

bust transparency initiatives allowing public scrutiny are vital for promoting accountab-

ility, informed policymaking, and restoring public trust in the corporate tax practices of

powerful multinational enterprises. Strengthening tax transparency through enhanced

public CbCR will be an important step towards combating profit shifting to tax havens

and ensuringmultinational corporations pay their fair share globally.

Bringing transparency a step forward
Based on the identified shortcomings, going forward we suggest implementing several

measures to strengthen the EU public country-by-country reporting directive and en-

hance its effectiveness. Thesemeasures include:

Complete country-by-country reporting: The current geographical disaggregation pro-

posed by the directive seems to be insufficient to fully understand the global footprint of

multinationals. The requirement should be changed to have full country-by-country dis-

closure. Thiswill also level theplayingfieldbetween foreignandEuropeanmultinationals

(Gundert et al., 2024).

Inclusion of additional variables: The current directive falls short of several variables.
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The information needs to be expanded to include as aminimum the variables required by

theOECD standard. In addition, considering the evolution of theminimum ta agreement

it will be crucial to include additional information on wages, destination-based sales and

subsidies received by governments (see also Delpeuch et al. (2019)).

Expansion of the directive’s scope: To mitigate the potential discriminatory impact on

EUmultinationalenterprisesandpromotea levelplayingfield, thedirective’s scopeshould

be expanded. One approach could be to extend the personal scope to include all non-EU

domiciled MNEs with an EU representation, regardless of their size. Under this adjust-

ment, the sole determining factor for both EU- and non-EU domiciled MNEs would be

the global turnover threshold, ensuring amore equitable application of the directive’s re-

quirements.

Establishment of a common repository: As noted by Loureiro (2022), there is a missed

opportunity in the directive to require a central repository across member states. In-

troducing a common repository could improve accessibility, comparability, and transpar-

ency by consolidating the reported information in a centralized location.

Removal of the ”safeguard clause”: Thedirective currently grants firms and tax authorit-

ies considerable discretion in determiningwhether specific information is deemed harm-

ful, thereby permitting the temporary omission of such information from the country-by-

country reports. We recommend clarifying the undefined term ”seriously prejudicial” to

provide greater guidance and reduce the potential formisuse or inconsistent application

of this clause.

Standardization: To strengthen the EU’s public CbCR directive, we suggest standardiz-

ing the sanctions measures across member states through a harmonized framework for

penalties in cases of non-compliance. This would ensure consistent enforcement and in-

centivize compliance. Additionally, providingmorecomprehensiveguidanceand restrict-

ing options available to member states during the transposition of the directive into na-

tional lawscouldpromotestronger standardization. Amoreharmonized frameworkwith

limitedvariabilitywouldensure consistent interpretationand implementationacross jur-

isdictions, addressing potential inconsistencies arising from the current flexibility gran-

ted tomember states.

By implementing thesemeasures, the proposed public country-by-country reporting dir-

ective could be strengthened, promoting greater transparency, consistency, and fairness

in the disclosure of multinational corporations’ operations and tax practices across dif-

ferent jurisdictions.
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A Appendices

A.1 List of jurisdictions reporting data to the OECD
52 jurisdictions report data on their largemultinational enterprises (MNEs) to theOECD,

which then publishes this information for public use. Of these, 40 jurisdictions provide

data disaggregated at the jurisdiction level. For instance, France submits detailed data

on its largeMNEs, including economic activity (such as employees, revenues, profits, etc.)

and taxes paid, broken downby each jurisdiction globally. 12 jurisdictions report data ag-

gregated at a geographic level above the jurisdiction level. For example, the UK provides

data on its largeMNEs, but this information is aggregated at the continent level, such as

”Asia” or ”Africa.”

Of the40countriesprovidingdisaggregateddataat the jurisdiction level, 3 (Latvia, Panama,

and Poland) do not provide this information for profit-making jurisdictions. Therefore,

only 37 countries can be used when working with profits. We also exclude the Nether-

lands for country-level analyses because a large percentage of their activity is reported

in aggregated geographic categories.
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TABLE A.1
Countries reporting data to theOECD

Report toOECD at Jurisdiction-Level
Argentina
Australia
Belgium
Bermuda
Brazil

Bulgaria
Canada

Cayman Islands
Chile
China

Denmark
France
Germany
Greece

Hong Kong
India

Indonesia
Italy
Japan
Latvia

Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malaysia
Mexico

Netherlands
Norway
Panama
Peru
Poland
Portugal
Romania

Saudi Arabia
Singapore
Slovenia

South Africa
Spain

Switzerland
Tunisia
Türkiye

United States

Report toOECD at Aggregated-Level
Austria
Czechia
Finland
Hungary
Ireland

Isle ofMan
Korea
Macau

Mauritius
NewZealand

Sweden
United Kingdom
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A.2 List of tax havens
Tax havens are the combined list ofHines andRice (1994) andTørsløv et al. (2022). Large

tax havens are tax havens with over 2 million inhabitants. This definition comes from

Hines and Rice (1994) who initially defined large havens as having over 1million inhabit-

ants. Wehave increased this threshold to 2million due to global population growth since

1994.

TABLE A.2
Tax haven list

Small Tax Haven Jurisdictions
Andorra
Anguilla

Antigua and Barbuda
Aruba

Bahamas
Bahrain
Barbados
Belize

Bermuda
Cayman Islands
Cook Islands

Cyprus
Dominica
Gibraltar
Grenada
Guernsey
Isle ofMan
Jersey

Liechtenstein
Luxembourg

Macao
Maldives
Malta

Marshall Islands
Mauritius
Monaco

Montserrat
Netherlands Antilles
Saint Kitts andNevis

Saint Lucia
SaintMartin (French)

Saint Vincent and the Grenadines
Samoa

Seychelles
Turks and Caicos Islands

Vanuatu
British Virgin Islands

Large TaxHaven Jurisdictions
Belgium

Hong Kong
Ireland
Jordan
Lebanon
Liberia

Netherlands
Panama

Puerto Rico
Singapore
Switzerland
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A.3 Public CbCR directive implementation

TABLE A.3
Summary of EU PCbCRDevelopments

Country Status Early App. Early App.
Date

Safeguard
Clause

Duration Deadline
(months)

Austria No activity - - - - -

Belgium Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Bulgaria Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Croatia Final Yes 01/01/24 Yes 5 years 12

Cyprus No activity - - - - -

Czechia Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Denmark Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Estonia Final No - No - 12

Finland Draft No - Yes 5 years 12

France Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Germany Final No - Yes 4 years 12

Greece Final No - No - 12

Hungary Final No - No - 5

Ireland Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Italy No activity - - - - -

Latvia Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Lithuania Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Luxembourg Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Malta No activity - - - - -

Netherlands Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Poland Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Portugal Final No - Yes 5 years 12

Romania Final Yes 01/01/23 Yes 5 years 12

Slovakia Final No - No - 12

Slovenia Draft No - Yes 5 years 12

Spain Final No - Yes 5 years 6

Sweden Final Yes 31/05/24 Yes 5 years 12

Note: Information as of 20March 2024.

Source: EU Public Country By Country Reporting Developments Tracker, EY.
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A.4 Variables included in the EU Public CbCR directive
EUDirective 2021/2101 European Union (2021)

1. The information referred to in paragraph 1 shall consist of:

(a) the name of the ultimate parent undertaking or the standalone undertaking,

the financial year concerned, the currency used for the presentation of the re-

port and, where applicable, a list of all subsidiary undertakings consolidated

in the financial statements of the ultimate parent undertaking, in respect of

the relevant financial year, established in the Union or in tax jurisdictions in-

cluded in Annexes I and II to the Council conclusions on the revised EU list of

non-cooperative jurisdictions for tax purposes;

(b) a brief description of the nature of their activities;

(c) the number of employees on a full-time equivalent basis;

(d) revenues, which are to be calculated as:

(i) the sum of the net turnover, other operating income, income from parti-

cipating interests, excluding dividends received from affiliated undertak-

ings, income from other investments and loans forming part of the fixed

assets, other interest receivable and similar incomeas listed inAnnexesV

and VI to this Directive; or

(ii) the incomeasdefinedby thefinancial reporting frameworkon thebasisof

which thefinancial statements areprepared, excludingvalue adjustments

and dividends received from affiliated undertakings;

(e) the amount of profit or loss before income tax;

(f) the amount of income tax accrued during the relevant financial year, which is

to be calculated as the current tax expense recognised on taxable profits or

losses of the financial year by undertakings and branches in the relevant tax

jurisdiction;

(g) the amount of income taxpaid on a cashbasis, which is to be calculated as the

amount of income tax paid during the relevant financial year by undertakings

and branches in the relevant tax jurisdiction; and

(h) the amount of accumulated earnings at the end of the relevant financial year.
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A.5 Methodology for calculating transparency scores
This appendix outlines themethodology used to calculate the transparency score ofmul-

tinationals’ public country-by-country reports, designed tomeasure the extent to which

multinationals disclose financial information across different jurisdictions.

The transparency score is calculated based on the disclosure of a set of predefined fin-

ancial variables across different jurisdictions with higher scores indicating greater trans-

parency (0 is the lowest score and100 is thehighest). The transparency score calculation

follows the general formula:

Transparency Score =
n∑

i=1
wi ×

∑
j∈Ji

|xij|∑
j |xij|

× 100 (A.1)

Where:

• n is the number of financial variables

• wi is the weight assigned to the i-th financial variable (in this case, all variables are

equally weighted, withwi = 1/n)

• Ji is the set of jurisdictions for which the i-th financial variable is disclosed (exclud-

ing the aggregated categories)

• xij is the value of the i-th financial variable for jurisdiction j

A.5.1 Variants of transparency score calculation
Several variantsof the transparency score calculationare considered toassess thepoten-

tial impact of the EU directive on public country-by-country reporting:

1. Standard Transparency Score: This score is calculated using the OECD financial

variables and the current level of geographical disaggregation reported bymultina-

tionals.

2. Transparency Score with EU Variables: This score is calculated assuming that out

of the 10 OECD variables, multinationals will disclose only the financial variables

specified in theEUdirectivewhilemaintaining the current level of geographical dis-

aggregation reported.

3. Transparency Scorewith EUGeographical Disaggregation: This score is calculated

using the current disclosure of financial variables but with theminimum geograph-

ical disaggregation required by the EU directive. Specifically, EU member states

and non-cooperative jurisdictions are treated as separate jurisdictions, while all

other jurisdictions are aggregated into one single category.
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4. TransparencyScorewithEUVariablesandGeographicalDisaggregation: This score

is calculated assuming that multinationals will disclose only the financial variables

specified in theEUdirectiveandtheminimumgeographicaldisaggregationrequired

by the directive.

A.6 Website: Taxplorer
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A.7 HQ country and region for all CbCR publishing MNEs

TABLE A.4
PublishingMNEs byHeadquarter (HQ) Country and Region

HQCountry or Region % of Public CbCRMNEs
Top 5 Regions

Europe 76.5%
Asia 8.5%

Americas 7.8%
Oceania 3.9%
Africa 3.3%

Top 5 Countries
Italy 23.5%
Spain 14.4%

United Kingdom 9.8%
Netherlands 6.5%

Japan 4.6%
Other Selected OECD Countries

Australia 3.9%
Germany 3.3%
Canada 2%

United States 2%
France 1.3%

Note: There are 29 countries (only 10 shown) that have at least one publishing MNE. Data is
from the public CbCR database.
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