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A COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS POINT OF VIEW

The article discusses the existing approaches to estimations of tax burden in Russia in comparison
with the European countries. Calculations are based on the macroeconomic approach to tax bases
estimations used by the European statistical service. Tax burden is evaluated by the implicit tax rates,
which are the ratio of the paid taxes and macroeconomic valuation of the respective tax base. The
article examines some issues in the allocation of the tax burden on corporate income, labour, and
consumption; thus, the implicit tax rates on corporate income, on labour, and on final consumption
in Russia and the European countries are examined. The problem of significance of the total amount
oftax burden and its allocation between different categories of tax bases (corporate income, personal
income, final consumption) is formulated.

It is shown that tax burden at different bases varies sufficiently and differs from the European
analogues. Tax burden on corporate income and labour is not very high in comparison with most
European countries. But the gap between the statutory and the implicit tax rates on corporate income is
too small to provide sufficient incentives to economic actors (for long-term investments). Tax burden
on labour mostly lies on employers and creates a noticeable imbalance on the national labour market.

Tax burden on consumption is very close to the highest European levels (estimated without taxes
associated with exported energy products). It is shown that if the “exported part” of indirect taxes is
taken into account, the burden will move to an extremely high level. The environmental tax burden
in the Russian Federation is very low in comparison with the EU countries, and it is mostly created
by resource taxes instead of energy taxes, as in Europe.
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The extremely high tax burden in Russia
is a commonplace in the Russian economic
literature. In public opinion, has been so
heavy over the past decades that it prevents
economic growth and makes the national
economy uncompetitive. One of the key points
of the recent Russian economic policy is the
evaluation of the level of tax burden. Is the
existing tax burden at a rational level or higher,
or is it below the reasonable or, possibly, high
level? How far is it from the optimal level or
from the rational one?

Modern Russian tax system is based on
the same taxes as in most European coun-
tries and meets the same challenges - fair-
ness, effectiveness, and sustainability. The
tax to GDP ratio was at the level of 37%-
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38% during the past ten years, and it was
not very high in comparison with France
or Germany (40%-42%), and Denmark or
Sweden (51%-52%). But the Russian tax
system seems to have absorbed all the exist-
ing negative features - it is far from being
fair, it is not effective, and prevents any kind
of economic growth.

The aim of this study is to explore
whether the tax burden in Russia is too hard
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or not in comparison with the key European
countries.

Some methodological issues

Tax theories offer two main approaches to
the estimations of the existing or preferable
tax burden. The first one is within the
framework of the optimal taxation theory [6;
7; 15]. The second is represented by a broad
scope of different comparative researches of
national tax systems [3; 10; 13].

The  optimal  taxation  theories
are characterized by transferring the
traditional criteria of efficiency, fairness
and administration into different aspects
of social welfare. Thus, it is possible to
make estimations of these components at
the same range. This theoretical approach
is convenient enough to make general
recommendations for tax policy according
to the dynamics of social welfare.

But most optimal taxation studies
consider the total volume of tax revenue
within the optimal tax system as an
exogenous variable which is determined by
the (necessary) government expenditures.
So, the optimal tax system is designed for
a certain level of tax revenue (or budget
expenditures); optimal tax models could
hardly be used to estimate this level. Some
exemptions are presented in the endogenous
growth literature [1; 15].

Another point of view is presented by
comparative analyses research in various
studies of different countries’ experiences.
However, even the most obvious approach
by using the tax to GDP fails to give a
definite answer about what the optimal (or
rational) tax burden should be [3, 13].

An analysis of tax burden as a share of
the total tax revenue in the GDP is not very
helpful. The analysis of the tax to GDP ratio
in groups of countries according to the GDP
per capita value (with the correction by the
purchasing power parity) did not discover an
explicit trend [9]. In each group of countries
there are some with a high examined ratio
and some with a low ratio. There is no
explicit correlation between he tax burden

(the tax to GDP ratio) and the GDP per
capita value (with the PPP correction).

A hypothesis that the GDP per capita
growth leads to an adequate growth of the
tax to GDP ratio was examined [9]. The
analysis has shown that in the countries with
high GDP per capita and a high tax ratio to
GDP in the previous years, when the GDP
per capita figure was low, the tax to GDP
ratio was, nevertheless, high [9].

In a lot of empirical research on tax com-
petitiveness of different national jurisdic-
tions, certain kinds of effective tax rates are
used as an indicator of tax burden and tax
climate attractiveness of a country.

European researchers traditionally use
implicit tax rates as indicators of tax burden
and tax attractiveness of different jurisdic-
tions [ 13; 14 ]. Marginal effective tax rate
(METR) is also a very popular instrument of
comparative analyses [See 2; 3]. METR is
traditionally used to compare tax climate in
different countries according to different or
the same (or similar) investment projects. So,
it is used in the analyses of income or cor-
porate profit taxes and their influence on the
corporate investments and decisions made by
economic actors. Effective average tax rates
(EATR) also give us information about the
tax burden layed on the economic actors [ 8 ].

METR and EATR estimations are based
on microeconomic data instead of implicit
tax rates which use macroeconomic data.
When microeconomic data is used in METR,
estimations will provide different results, if
we study tax burden in different economic
spheres. It is useful mostly in choosing the
exact jurisdiction for a concrete investment
project. For example [ 3 ], METR in the
Russian Federation (profit tax) is estimated at
30,4 % according to the concrete investment
project used for estimation. According to this
research, the METR in 2013 in the US was
35.3 %, in the UK — 25.9%, in Germany -
24.4 % and in France — 35.2%.

But results may be quite different if we
study another project in another economic
branch or another region. Estimations made
by the same authors [ 4 ] in 2010 for 2009
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show quite different results. Corporate ef-
fective tax rate on new capital investment
for 2009 for the Russian Federation was es-
timated at 26.7 %. The effective tax rate was
estimated at 27.7 % for the United Kingdom,
24.4% for Germany, 34.4 % for France, and
35.0% for US.

Another example of calculations of
effective tax rates is provided by the World
Bank with its Doing Business project [
16 ]. This project presents calculations
of current tax rates for a standardized
company operating in the largest cities of
183 countries. The results for the Russian
Federation (2013) were only 8.4% rate of
profit tax. At the same time there are tax
rates at 7.4 % in France, 23.3% in Germany,
and 20.9% in the UK.

A variety of effective tax rate studies
based on microeconomic data sometimes
provide incomparable results for the same
country (30.4 % and 8.4 % for the Russian
Federation, and 35.2% and 7.4 % for France).

A macroeconomic approach to estimating
tax burden is presented by various Russian
publications [see, for example, 9; 11]. Some
research focuses on the tax potential of the
composition of GDP by the type of primary
incomes and the tax burden distribution
between the main economic activities and
brunches of industry [11].

Implicit tax rates (ITR) estimations are
also based on macroeconomic data and pro-
vide information for other types of analysis.
Implicit tax rates provide an instrument to
analyse different aspects of tax burden - tax
burden on capital, tax burden on labour, tax
burden on consumption and so on. Each year
Eurostat presents a report which describes
the current situation with different aspects
of tax burden in the European countries and
Norway [14].

Implicit tax rate is the ratio of paid tax
(profit or corporate income tax, individual
income tax and payroll taxes, or some other
taxes) to national estimation of tax base.
Because each national tax system is unique
(still very far from being harmonized), it is
necessary to use a universal methodology of
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tax base information provided by National
Accounts.

National wide tax base is estimated as
some kind of income or expenditures ac-
cording to the National Accounts system or
their elements. Thus, the tax base for esti-
mations of the implicit rate of corporate in-
come tax will be net profit of financial and
nonfinancial corporations sectors and some
other points [ 14 ] from the income account
(National Accounts). So, macroeconomic
data are used for estimations.

This approach provides an opportunity to
estimate different aspects of the tax burden
in the Russian economy:

tax burden on business (on corporate

profit);

tax burden on labour supply and

demand;

tax burden on consumption;

tax burden of environmental taxes on

the economy.

In this article we will compare implicit
tax rates in the Russian Federation with
those in the EU countries in the aspects
mentioned above .

Tax burden on corporate income

Since after the reform of profit tax in
2001 (which came into force with Chapter
25 of The Tax Code of the Russian Federa-
tion), corporate taxation has been developing
according to the liberal economic tradition.
Lessee passé principle has dominated in the
decision making process at the government
level. As a result of the reform, the statutory
tax rate has decreased from 32% to 24%, and
later to 20%. Most tax incentives were abol-
ished under Chapter 25 of the Tax Code. The
process involved small business tax incen-
tives, the so called investment incentives,
and many others. Thus, the model of profit
tax, designed at the beginning of the XXI
century, was a model based on the concept
of supply-side economics [ 12 ], but a very
vulgar model.

Ten years later it became obvious that the
state had no (or very few) tools to implement
the aims of economic policy. So a new wave
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of tax incentives was started in 2009-2010:
R&D incentives, two kinds of depreciation
premium; lower rates for some social
services; lower rates for some regional
projects and others came into force. Now,
the Russian Government tries to integrate
typically Keynesian tools into a liberal model
of profit tax. The economic effectiveness of
such a model is not very high.

The statutory profit tax rate in Russia
is now one of the lowest in Europe, but the
implicit tax rate on corporate income is not
very low (see Fig. 1).

The implicit tax rate on corporate income
is the ratio of the paid corporate income tax
to the net profit of financial and nonfinancial
corporations sectors according to National
Accounts. The Russian system of National
Accounts is still being developed, and
financial accounts, some sectoral accounts
and tables are in the process of being worked
out. Thus, the exact implementation of the
Eurostat methodology is impossible, and we
have only approximate estimations.

The total volume of the tax incentives
may be estimated by the leverage (the
gap) between the statutory tax rate and the
implicit tax rate.

The data in Figure 1 illustrate the scale
of the tax rates decrease from the statutory
points (adjusted) to the effective rates
(estimated relative to the national wide tax
base). This difference (or tax leverage) in the
Russian Federation is one of the smallest in
Fig 1. Tax rate in the Russian Federation falls
from the statutory level of 18.8% (adjusted)
to the level of 15.3% (implicit rate), that is,
by 3.5 points. It is the smallest gap between
the statutory and implicit rates in Fig 1. For
Sweden, tax leverage is also small, but it is
higher than in Russia. The statutory tax rate
(adjusted) in Sweden is 26.3%, and implicit
rate is 20.8%. So, the leverage is 4.4 pp.

The size of tax leverage in other countries
is more sufficient. For example, in Germany
the size of tax leverage is 11.8 points (See
Graph 1), and in the Netherlands it is 18.2
points. Ireland has a very low statutory tax
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Figure 1. The statutory? and implicit tax rates in the Russian Federation
and select European countries, 2012
Source: [14, P.286]. For the Russian Federation — author’s estimations based on official data (www.gks.ru).

2

example) or use a progressive tax rates scale.

2 Statutory tax rates here are adjusted (or weighed). Some countries impose more than one tax rate (Russia, for
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rate (12.5%), but the absolute size of tax
leverage in this country is larger than in the
Russian Federation — 6.5 points against
Russia’ 3.5 points.

Interestingly, the statutory tax rate in
Russia is one of the lowest; only Ireland
has a lower rate. But the picture of implicit
tax rates is quite different. There are several
countries with lower implicit tax rates; they
are Estonia, the Netherlands, and Austria.
But most of the countries in Fig. 1 have
implicit tax rates on a level higher than in
Russia. In Denmark the implicit tax rate
(corporate profit tax rate) is on the level of
18,2%, and in Finland on the level of 17,5%.

There are several countries where the
implicit rates are higher than the statutory
Russian tax rate. For example, the implicit
rate in France is 28,1% in comparison with
20% statutory rate (18.8 adjusted statutory
rate) in the Russian Federation. The same
situation is observed in Italy, the United
Kingdom, and Belgium, but the size of tax
leverage in these countries is sufficiently
larger than in Russia.

In retrospect, the implicit tax rate in
Russia after 1999 has been high enough
in comparison with most of the European
countries (Fig. 2). Just after the profit tax
reform in 2001, the tax burden (implicit
tax rate) dropped from 20-21% to 15.8%
in 2003 and 2004, but later the implicit tax
rate went up and reached the level of 22%-
23% in 2005-2008. The next period of tax
burden decrease started in 2009 with another
reduction of the statutory tax rate as an
anticrisis measure.

The implicit tax rate reached the highest
level in 2004 — 23.2%. The tax leverage
was not stable during this period, eitrher.
Just before the reform the gap between the
statutory tax rate and the implicit tax rate
was more the 11 pp. After the reform in
2009, it fell to 8 pp. and declined to less than
2 pp. in the years before the financial crisis
of 2008-2009. The recent situation shows
some increase of tax leverage because of the
drop of the implicit tax rate in 2009-2010
as a result of focused efforts to provide tax
incentives.
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Figure 2. Implicit tax rate (corporate income) in Russian Federation
Source: Author’s estimations based on official data (www.gks.ru).
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To summarise, the tax burden of corporate
profit tax in Russia is not too high according
to the implicit tax rate, but the tax incentives
potential (or tax leverage) is very small in
comparison with most European countries.
The small gap between statutory and
implicit tax rates in the Russian Federation
is not enough to create real incentives to
invest in long-term projects or assets which
are necessary for economic growth.

Under such conditions, the aims of
dynamic tax policy, investment activity, and
economic growth are going to meet with
limitations created by the existing tax profit
model.

Globalization of financial —markets
creates a new phenomenon which essentially
modifies the efficacy of national tax policy
and monetary policy. Financial globalization
increases the level of national company
integrity in the world labour division
and global financial system. A national
company’s behavior is now determined not
only by national tax policy, but also by the
global financial market and its risks, shocks
and financial bubbles. The national tax and
budget possibilities to regulate national
company activity are sharply narrowed. As
a result of the 2008-2009 financial crisis, the
national tax policy regulation opportunities
have been narrowed. Under such conditions,
international tax competition and tax
competitiveness of jurisdictions reach a novel
degree.

Tax burden on labour

The tax burden on labor consists of two
main elements - social security payments
(or/and payroll taxes) and individual income
tax. There are two important points linked
with the tax burden on labour. The first one
is the absolute size of the burden — how large
or how hard it is in a concrete time period.
The second point is the distribution of the ex-
isting tax burden between labour supply and
labour demand, in other words, how the total
payments are distributed between employers
and employees or who bears the main part of
the burden. Sometimes this problem is dis-

cussed in terms of the so called «tax wedge»
[13,14].

The existing level of social security
payments in Russia, on the one hand ,cre-
ates a lot of problems for businesses, espe-
cially small ones. It is a popular belief that
these payments are too hard for business
and create a serious obstacle for develop-
ing any kind of economic activity in Rus-
sia. On the other hand, these payments are
not sufficient to finance the pension system
(Russian Pension Fund) and, de facto, the
Russian Pension Fund is partly financed by
the general tax revenue in form of transfer
payments from the Federal Budget.

Figure 3 shows the level of tax burden on
labour in the Russian Federation and the EU
member countries. For estimations of tax
burden, implicit tax rates have been used.
The implicit tax rate on labour is the ratio
of social security payments (payroll taxes,
social security contributions) and individual
income taxes to the total sum of compensa-
tions of employees (including social pay-
ments and taxes), according to the National
Accounts. For the European countries, the
Eurostat data has been used [ 14, p.256]. For
the Russian Federation, the implicit tax rate
was estimated as a ratio of the sum of in-
come tax (tax on physical persons’ income),
special regimes taxes (simplified tax, im-
puted income tax, unified agrarian tax paid
by physical persons, and patent system pay-
ments) and social security payments to the
total sum of compensations of employees
according to the National Accounts®.

According to this data, total tax burden
estimated by the implicit tax rate in the
Russian Federation is not so hard as in the
old member-countries of the EU (Fig. 3).
Moreover, the implicit tax rate on labour in
Russia is essentially lower than in all of the
other European countries.

The estimated implicit tax rate on labour
in Russia is only 20.5% and less than half
as high as in Belgium and Italy (42.8%) and

3 Official site of Federal Statistical Service data (www.
gks.ru).
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in Austria (41,5%). Moreover, the ITR on
labour in Russia is lower in comparison with
the countries - new members of the EU, such
as Bulgaria, Croatia, and others. Ireland,
which is traditionally considered a low tax
country, also has the ITR on labour higher
than in Russia.

The next issue is distribution of the tax
burden between employers and employees.
In 2012, in European countries employers
bore 37.9 % of total tax (social security
contributions and payroll tax) burden, and
employees bore the remaining 62.1 %*. So
the main part of the total payments is laid
on the supply side of the labour market. The
situation in the Russian Federation is quite
the opposite: the main part of the total tax
burden is laid on the side of the demand in
labour market. The employers paid 62.5% of
the total tax and social security contributions,
and employees paid 37.5%.

4 Authors estimations based on the data [13, pp.139-
140] for GDP-weighted EA-18 average.

There is another remarkable feature that
distinguishes the situation in Russia from that
in the European countries — the share of social
security payments in the GDP; it was only
6,2 % in 2012 and 6.7 % in 2014 as compared
with 14.6% of GDP average for EA-18°.

Thus, the tax burden of labour, estimated
as the implicit tax rate, is sufficiently lower in
the Russian Federation than in the European
countries, but the larger share of it is laid on
the side of labour demand.

Social security payments are the largest
source of the consolidated (enlarged) budget
of the Russian Federation total revenue, but
they are not enough to cover the needs of
the Russian Federation Pension Fund. The
question how to finance the growing demand
for retirement pensions has been in focus of
heated discussions over the past years.

The fact that a larger share of tax burden
on labour is laid on the side of labour demand

5 Authors estimations based on the data ([13, pp.139-
140] for EU and on the Federal Statistical Service data
(www.gks.ru ) for the Russian Federation
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Figure 3. Implicit tax rates on labour
Source: [14. P.256]. For the Russian Federation - author’s estimations based
on Federal Statistical Service data (www.gks.ru).
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creates several problems in the economy.
The first one is a noticeable imbalance in
the labour market. This fact, along with
the labour mobility, diminishes the labour
market elasticity and efficiency. The second
problem is the existing estimations of
efficiency of labour substitution by capital.
The relatively low level of the total tax
burden creates zones where new European
equipment and tools are considered
ineffective in comparison with labour costs,
so corporations prefer used, rather than new,
equipment.

The third problem is tax incentives which
are provided to some taxpayers by law. Under
such conditions, social security contributions
lose their insurance character and bring the
retirement pension system back to the pay-
as-you-go basis. The generated deficit of the
Pension Fund is being continuously financed
by special transfers from the Federal Budget,
i.e., general tax revenue.

Tax burden on consumption

Taxes on consumption create the sec-
ond largest source of revenue of the Russian
budget system (after social security contri-
butions). The burden of these payments is
borne by the population. So, to estimate the
size of tax burden it is necessary to compare
the total sum of indirect taxes and the ex-
penditure on final consumption of the popu-
lation according to the National Accounts; it
is the implicit tax rate on consumption.

The implicit tax rate (average for EU-
27 and EU-28) was in the range of 19.0%
- 20.5% during 1995-2012 [13, p.24-25].
The VAT accounted for 75% (in Sweden)
to 56% (in Italy) of the total size of the
implicit tax rate.

The Russian tax system differs from
most European tax systems in that there is a
severance tax (tax on extractioin of mineral
resources). This tax accounted for 11.0%
of the total consolidated budget revenue in
2014. The severance tax, along with VAT
and excise, represent the taxes on consump-
tion, but part of severance tax revenue is as-
sociated with the exported oil and gas and

does not create a tax burden on the internal
market. So, the estimations of implicit tax
rates take into account only part of the sev-
erance tax associated with internal market
(according to the share of oil and gas left in
the country).

Russia has a high enough tax burden
on consumption in comparison with the
European economies (see Table 1). In 2005,
ITR on consumption was below average for
European countries (20.3% against 22.3%)).
In 2012 the picture was the opposite, and ITR
in Russia was above the European average
(23.2% against 21.9%). However, in both
cases the difference was not very large —
2 points in 2005, and 1.3 point in 2012.

There are no obvious trends in the
country levels of ITR. Some developed
economies are characterised by low level
ITR on consumption. Several economies
of the new EU-members also show low
rates on consumption. There are old EU-
members with a low level of tax burden (the
UK, Germany, France, Greece, and Spain)
and some developing economies (Poland,
Latvia, Lithuania and others), but there are
several developed economies with high tax
burden on consumption (Denmark, Norway,
Sweden) and several new members (Croatia,
Hungary, Estonia). So, judged by final
consumption of households, the tax burden
on consumption in the Russian Federation is
still at the average European level.

Since 2009, VAT standard rates
demonstrate a climbing trend in Europe;
there are no changes in VAT rates during this
period. Both standard and reduced VAT rates
in Russia have not changed since 2004. On
the contrary, the EU average VAT standard
rate increased from 19.5% in 2009 to 21.5%
in 2014 [14, p.25]. There are many European
countries which increased the VAT rates to
prevent a decline in revenue during the crisis
(but in some countries, standard rates were
reduced).

An increase in the implicit tax rate on
consumption in 2005-2014 by 2.9 points in
Russia (See Table 1) was not the result of a
VAT statutory rate increase. Such dynamics
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Table 1. Implicit tax rates on consumption in the EU countries and the Russian
Federation, % %

2005 2012
Austria 21,7 21,3
Belgium 22,3 21,1
Bulgaria 21,8 21,5
Croatia 30,0 29,1
Czech Republic 21,1 22,5
Denmark 33,9 30,9
Estonia 22,0 26,0
Finland 27,6 26,4
France 20,3 19,8
Germany 18,4 19,8
Greece 15,5 16,2
Hungary 26,1 28,1
Ireland 26 21,9
Italy 17,4 17,7
Latvia 19,9 17,4
Lithuania 16,5 17,4
Netherlands 24.4 24,5
Norway 29,4 29,4
Poland 19,8 19,3
Portugal 19,7 18,1
Romania 17,9 20,9
Slovakia 21,5 16,7
Slovenia 23,5 23,4
Spain 16,7 14,0
Sweden 27,3 26,5
United Kingdom 17,9 19
Average for European countries (simple) 21.9

22.3
Russian Federation 20,3 23,2

Source: [14 P.257], for the Russian Federation - the author’s estimations based on the Federal Statistical Service
data (www.gks.ru).
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of the total tax burden was a result of the
accelerated growth of excises. The excise
rate of growth in this period was higher than
the rate of final consumption of households
and VAT revenue rates of growth. It was
the result of a political decision: during
this period, the statutory excise rates were
increased each year, so the excise revenue
climbed 3.3 times in 2005-2012, while final
consumption grew only 2.8 times.

The Russian tax system differs from most
European tax systems in the great volume
of customs duties. Over the past decade,
customs duties have generated more than 15%
of the total budget revenue, and the larger
part of it is export duties (approximately
90%). The methodological approach taken
as a basis for this study gives no answer as
to how to account this type of taxes. Not
a single European country has met with
such a problem, but in the case of Russia,
this large part of the tax system and budget
revenue cannot be ignored. Norway is the
only European country which faces similar
problems, but in case of Norway, it is not the
customs duties: different kinds of fuel taxes
address outside the country and associate
with exported oil and gas (See [ 2] ).

In keeping with our methodological
approach, we have to include these taxes
accounting in the implicit tax rates on
consumption, because they are indirect
taxes. In the case of Norway, it raises the
estimates of tax burden (on consumption)
by 2 to 5 points [2, P.19]. If we take into
account custom duties and the total sum
of severance tax, in Russia the implicit tax
rate will climb to 35.2%, which is 12 points
higher (see Table 1). But do export customs
really create a tax burden on home economy
and influence the purchasing power of the
population?

The question remains open. Who bears
the burden of customs duties (and part of
severance tax in Russia), and the so called
fuel taxes (in the case of Norway) within
national economy?

In the case of Russia, the subjects of
customs duties are Russian companies

which export crude oil and oil products, that
is, corporate sector and not the household
sector, so a comparison of the total volume
of export customs duties and the final
consumption expenditures of the household
sector would not be correct. Customs
duties create an additional tax burden
on the corporate sector, because its total
hypothetical income decreases. But because
the burden of these payments may be shifted
to the purchaser (of the other jurisdiction),
it may be seen as creating an additional
burden on the corporate sector, but not on
the corporate income.

The so called «tax manoeuvre» started
in 2015. The aim of this political decision
was to substitute a part of customs duties by
the severance tax (by increasing statutory
rates on oil mining), so the tax burden
would be shifted from the corporate sector
to the household sector, and the 12 points
of the tax burden which now lie on the oil
mining sector of the economy, would lie
on the population (and influence its final
consumption) in a few years.

Environmental taxes

Environmental taxation is a part of
the indirect taxation and creates a specific
segment of the total tax burden. The past
decade has shown a sustainable increase in
the environmental tax burden and the share
of environmental taxes in the indirect taxes
group in the European countries.

The definition of environmental taxes is
given in the Environmental Taxes Statistical
Guide [ 5]. According to this document
environmental taxes include the following
groups of taxes:

1. Energy taxes (taxes on energy
products). Among energy products are fuel
oil, natural gas, coal, petrol, and diesel,
as well as electricity and some others.
This group also contains the taxes on CO,
emission.

2. The group of transport taxes includes
different taxes on the ownership of motor
vehicles, use of motor vehicles, and import
or sale of motor vehicles. It also includes
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various kinds of road taxes (only if they are
not energy taxes).

3. Pollution taxes are taxes on
measured or estimated emission to the air
and the water (except the emission of CO,
which is considered as the base for energy
taxes) .

4. Resources taxes are taxes on extraction
or use of natural resources. Taxes on gas
and oil extraction are not resource taxes for
statistical purposes anymore. According to
the 2013 Environmental Taxes Statistical
Guide [5], resources taxes on oil and gas
mining are not considered as environmental
taxes, they are just special indirect
taxes. Thus, they do not create a specific
environmental tax burden.

In the case of Russia, the group of
environmental taxes is as follows:

1. Excise taxes on petrol, diesel, and
other oil products, and excise taxes on
exported gas (since 2015). These taxes form
the energy taxes group.

2. The transport taxes group is
represented by transport tax and excise taxes
on motor vehicles.

3. The pollution taxes group is
represented by water tax and several types
of the non-tax (in terms of the Russian
legislation) payments, such as payments for
different kinds of emission to the water and
the air within the established limits or above
it, payments for negative influence on the
environment, payments for waste disposal,
and others. The water tax also includes a
part which may be considered as a tax on
severance (taking water from the ground or
underground sources).

4. Resources taxes are represented by
the severance tax (except oil and natural
gas) and the charges for using biological
resources and acquatic biological resources.

Implicit tax rates could hardly be
estimated for environmental taxes as a
unified group. In practice, each of the above
mentioned four groups has a specially
determined tax base (or different bases).
Only energy taxes provide an opportunity to
estimate the national wide tax base - energy
consumption (See 5 pp.39-40). But in the
case of Russia, the official statistics used
a very different methodology for energy
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Figure 4. Environmental taxes in %% of GDP in the Russian Federation and some European
countries (2012)
Source: [ 14, P.257], for the Russian Federation - author’s estimations based on the Federal Treasury and Federal
Statistical Service data (www.roskazna.ru and www.gks.ru).
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balance estimations, so estimations of
implicit rates would be non-comparable.

Thus, it is possible to compare the tax
burden in different countries and in the
Russian Federation only by the ratio of the
total sum of environmental taxes to GDP.

The total tax burden of the environmental
taxes is far from being high in comparison
with the European countries (see Fig. 4) —
it is only 0.71% of GDP in comparison
with 3.9% in Denmark, 2.6% in the
United Kingdom, and 1.8% in France.
Environmental taxes consist mainly of
energy taxes in the European countries,
accounting for some 75% of EU-average. In
Russia, the main part of environmental taxes
is formed by resources payments (taxes and
nontax payments) — 33% (in 2012). Energy
taxes create 20% of the environmental tax
burden, while pollution taxes create another
18.8%.

In 2014, the environmental tax burden
climbed to 0.87% of GDP, but it was still
sufficiently lower than in the European
countries.

The total burden of environmental taxes
(in comparison with GDP) provides little
information about the environmental or
ecological policy of a specific country or
group of countries. The high level of this
burden may be the result of either a very
active environmental policy or inefficient
energy consumption of the economy.
However, the low environmental tax burden
in Russia is not a consequence of inefficient
energy consumption of the economy;
rather, it could be attributed to the passive
ecological policy of the state.

Facing acute macroeconomic and social
problems, the Russian tax policy leaves the
ecological and environmental problems far
in the back yard. All the above mentioned
taxes belong to different groups of taxes
under the Russian budget classification, and
all the decisions being made bear on some
or several specific payments but not the
environmental taxes as a unified object. This
reflects the absence of an environmental tax
policy as such in the Russian Federation.

It is necessary to develop an
environmental tax policy of Russia that
would meet contemporary ecological
challenges. There are several questions to
answer:

*  What kind of payment should create

the basis of the policy — penalties
(like the modern system) or taxes?

*  Are the Pigovian taxes suited for the
Russian economy and its tax system?

e If the previous question is answered
in the positive, should the direct
model or the approximated model be
used?

e Is it necessary to create special tax
sources to finance environmental or
ecological expenses?

The exercise of Pigovian taxes in the
monopolized economy with low market
elasticity would cause a shift of the tax
burden from the pollution “manufacturer
to the population, with a climbing price
trend. There would be no (or very little)
influence on the pollution “manufacturer’s”
income, but the total tax burden on the final
consumption would increase.

The choice between penalties and taxes
is directly related to the existing profit tax
model: in the case of taxes, they would tell
on the profit tax base, in the case of penalties,
the net after tax profit, and not the tax base,
would be affected. However, in both cases
the most important issue is the established
pollution limits.

Any effort to create a special tax source
to finance environmental or ecological
programs would also increase the tax burden
on the final consumption which is already
high enough.

* * *

Let us draw some conclusions.

Implicit tax rates have been widely used
in empirical economic analyses to compare
the levels of tax burden in different countries
and to follow the results of political
decisions.

The European methodological approach
has a limited implementation in the case of
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Russia. The Russian system of the National
Accounts is still in the development stage.
Financial account, some sectoral accounts
and spreadsheets are still being worked
out. Thus the exact implementation of the
methodology is impossible, and we may
have only approximate estimations.

The tax burden on corporate income in
the Russian Federation is not very high in
comparison with most European countries. The
statutory tax rate on corporate profit is one of
the lowest in Europe, but at the same time the
total volume of tax incentives under this tax is
limited. The tax leverage (the gap between the
statutory and implicit tax rates) is very small
(in comparison with the EU countries).

The tax burden on labour is also far from
being high in comparison with the European
countries, but a great part of this burden lies
on the side of labor demand, which creates
a serious misbalance (tax wedge) in the
national labour market.

The tax burden on consumption in the
Russian Federation is very close to the
highest European levels. If we take into
account the “the exported part” of this
burden, it will rise to an even higher level.

The environmental tax burden is very
low in comparison with the EU countries,
and the larger part of this burden is created
by resource taxes instead of energy taxes (as
in Europe).
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HANNOrOBOE EPEMA B POCCUACKOWN ®ELQEPALIMU C TOYKWN 3PEHUA
CPABHUTENNIbHOIO AHAJTU3A

AHHoOTanus. B crarbe paccMaTpUBarOTCs CYIIECTBYFONIUE OAXOABI K CPAaBHUTEIHHBIM
OIIEHKaM HaJIOToBOTO OpemeHu B Poccum u eBpormeiickux crpaHax. [IpoBeeHHBIE pacdeThl
0a3upyOTCS Ha MaKPOIKOHOMHUYECKOM TIOIXOJE M aHAIOTWYHBIX OIEHKAX, IMyOIUKYEeMBIX
EBpomneiickoii cTarucTudeckoil ciuyxOoil. HamoroBoe Opemsi B pamMKkaxX JaHHOTO MOAXONA
OTIPEIISIISIETCS C TIOMOMIBIO TTOKA3aTellsl «CKPBITOH HAJIOTOBON CTABKW», KOTOPAs IpPEICTaB-
JseT coOOW OTHOIICHHE CYMMBI YIUIAYCHHOTO HAJIOTa K MaKpOIKOHOMHYECKOH OICHKE CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIICH HaymoroBoil 6a3el. [IpencraBieHbl HEKOTOPBIE POOIEMBI OIIEHOK pacmpe-
JICIICHNsI HaJIOTOBOTO OpeMEeHH, HalpuMep, HUCCICIYIOTCS 3HAYCHHUS «CKPBITBIX HAJIOTOBBIX
CTaBOK»» Ha JTOXOJBI KOPIIOPALKH, Ha TPy U Ha moTpebiieHue s Poccun U eBponeickux
ctpaH. PaccmarpuBaeTcs npobiema CyIecTBEHHOCTH He TOJIBKO 00IIero o0beMa HaJIoToBO-
ro OpeMeHH /ISl SKOHOMUKH, HO M €TO paCIIpeIeIICHUS MEXKTy pa3IHYHBIMU HAJIOTOBEIMHE 0a-
3aMH (JIOXOJBI KOPITOpAIIHiA, TOXOIBI (PU3UIECKUX JIHII, KOHEUHOE moTpednenue). [IpoBeneH-
HBII aHAJIM3 [TOKA3aJI, YTO HAJOrOBOE OpeMs Ha pa3IM4yHbIe HaJIOTOBBIe 0a3bl B Poccuiickoit
Oenepanyy 3HAYUTEIBHO PA3TUIACTCS, a TAKKE UMEIOT MECTO OTIMYHSA OT €BPOICHCKHAX
aHanoroB. HamoroBoe OpeMst Ha KOpIIOpaTUBHBIC JOXOABI U TPyA B Poccuu He sIBIsSETCS BBI-
COKHM B CPaBHEHUH C OONBITMHCTBOM CTpaH EBPOITBL, HO pa3phiB MEX Ty HOMHHAIBHOW Ha-
JIOTOBOM CTaBKOW M «CKPBITOM HAJIOrOBOM CTABKOM» Uil KOPIIOPAaTUBHBIX 10X0A0B B Poccuu
CJIAIIIKOM MaJl JUISI TOTO, YTOOBI C(hOPMHIPOBATH CYIIIECTBEHHBIC CTUMYJIBI TSI JOJITOCPOYHBIX
WHBECTHIINN XO3SHCTBYIONINX CYOBEKTOB. HamoroByro Harpy3Kky Ha TPy IIaBHEIM 00pa3oM
HecyT paboTofaren u 3T0 pOPMUPYET CYIISCTBCHHBIN TUCOaIaHC Ha HAIMOHAIIEHOM PBIHKE
Tpyna. HamoroBoe O6pems Ha morpebiieHue B Poccun npubnmkaeTcs K BRICOKHM ITOKa3aTe-
JISIM eBPOTEHUCKUX cTpaH (0e3 ydeTa KOCBEHHBIX HAIIOTOB, CBS3aHHBIX C AKCIIOPTHPYEMBIMU
ToBapaMmu). B cTarke moka3aHo, 94TO y4eT «IKCIOPTHUPYEMOil» 4acTH HaJIOTOBOTO OpeMeHU
KOCBCHHBIX HAJIOTOB CMEIIaeT ero MaciuTadbl Ha motpedneHne B Poccuu mo dupe3BbyaitHo
BBICOKHX 3HaueHHU. HaoroBoe Opemst akomornuecknx HamoroB B Poccuiickoit denepanuu
B CpPaBHEHUH CO CTpaHamMu EBpoCO03a JOBOJBHO HH3KO, OCHOBHYIO 4acTh 3TOTO OpeMEeHHU
(hopMHPYIOT pecypCHBIC HAIIOTH, a B CTpaHaX EBpOITEI — 3HEepPreTHYecKue HaJIOTH.

KiroueBble cioBa. HamoroBoe Opemsi; «CKpbITasi HaloroBas CTaBKa»; 3((eKTuBHas
CpenHssl HaJIoroBasi CTaBKa;, HAJIOTOBasi KOHKYPEHTOCHOCOOHOCTD; HAJIOTOBas Harpys3ka Ha
JIOXOJ1bI KOPIIOPALIHIA; HAJIOroBasi Harpy3Kka Ha MoTpedIeHue.
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