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CORPORATE TAX INVERSION: A LESSON 
LEARNED FROM THE UNITED STATES FOR 
CHINA 

James G.S. Yang 

Abstract: This article discusses the causes of “corporate inversion” in the United 
States (U.S.) today.  It points out three tax loopholes in the U.S. tax law.  They are 
the worldwide income tax system, the highest tax rate in the world, and no U.S. 
taxation on foreign-sourced income until dividends are distributed.  This article also 
attempts to compare the U.S. tax law with that in China.  The purpose is to explore 
whether China will suffer from the same debacle of corporate inversion as the U.S. 
did.  It was appalling to find out that, in addition to the same worldwide income tax 
system, China imposes tax on the foreign-sourced income completely and 
immediately without a chance of deferring the tax liability.  This defect makes the 
Chinese tax system the worst in the world.  There was indeed a lesson to be learned 
from the U.S. for China.  This article further provides an example in determining the 
tax liability without and with corporate inversion.  The purpose is to illustrate the tax 
savings by using a corporate inversion strategy.  In order to curtail the abuse of a 
corporate inversion, recently, the United States Congress enacted IRC §7874 and the 
Internal Revenue Service issued Notice 2014-52.  This article reveals penalties 
imposed under these new tax regulations.  It also serves as a warning to the Chinese 
multinational corporations.       
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1. Introduction 

Currently, there is a quite serious tax revolt going on in the United States (U.S.) 
today ˗˗ corporate tax inversion.  Many U.S. multinational corporations move their 
tax domicile from the U.S. to a lower-tax foreign country, but they do not change 
their physical operations.  All productions, sales and personnel do not move.  They 
still remain in the U.S. as it used to be.  Actually, they only change the headquarters 
address.  What is the reason for making such a move?  What causes this rather weird 
phenomenon?  What is the purpose?  This article attempts to identify the source of 
the problem.  More importantly, could it happen in China?  If affirmative, it could 
lead to quite a detrimental impact.  Is there a lesson to be learned from the United 
States’ past tax experiences for China in the future?  Answers to these questions 
sustain the substance of this article.             

2. What is a Corporate Tax Inversion?  

In the field of international taxation, a transaction always involves two countries.  
The tax rate, more often than not, is different between them.  A corporate tax 
inversion is a tax strategy aimed at taking advantage of the difference in tax rates 
between two countries.  The ultimate goal is to reduce the tax liability in the U.S.  
There are many different approaches to reach this goal.  The simplest way is to merge 
a U.S.-based corporation with a corporation in a foreign country and move its tax 
domicile to that country.  The other strategy is to change the tax authority of a 
transaction from the U.S. government to a foreign jurisdiction.  With the same token, 
the taxing entity of a transaction can be changed from a U.S. corporation to a foreign 
counterpart.  This strategy will avoid the U.S. taxing authority.   

In a more complicated stratagem, a U.S. parent corporation may own a controlled 
foreign corporation.  The former may attempt to distribute the earnings of the latter, 
but it would incur the U.S. tax.  Hence, it would set up another controlled foreign 
corporation and make it become the parent corporation of the other two corporations.  
Ostensibly, the parent-subsidiary relationship between the old U.S. corporation and 
the new foreign parent corporation is flipped around.  The former U.S. corporation 
was a parent company but now becomes a subsidiary corporation.  The new foreign 
parent corporation was a subsidiary but now becomes a parent corporation.  That is 
why this transaction is called “corporate tax inversion.”  The first controlled foreign 
corporation now can distribute its earnings as dividends to the new foreign parent 
corporation without going through the hands of the former U.S. parent corporation.  
The dividends are now beyond the tax jurisdiction of the U.S. taxing authority, 
because the new foreign parent corporation is no longer a U.S. corporation.  In other 
words, a controlled foreign corporation is employed as a vehicle to avoid the U.S. 
taxation. 

There may be more strategies to accomplish this same goal, as will be elaborated on 
later.  They all fall into the arena of corporate tax inversion.   What is the reason that 
causes this rather strange tax avoidance scheme?  This phenomenon will be answered 
in the next section. 
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3. How is a Multinational Corporation Taxed?     

In order to understand the defects of the U.S. international tax law, it is necessary to 
identify the two different taxation systems in the world today.  The tax policy 
determines the taxable amount of a multinational corporation in its own host country. 

3.1 Territorial Income Tax System versus Worldwide Income Tax 
System  

A multinational corporation always earns income from not only its own country, but 
also from a foreign country.  Should its host government impose income tax on the 
former only, or on both?  If it is the former, it is known as the “territorial income tax 
system.”  If it is the latter, it is termed “worldwide income tax system.”  From the 
taxpayer’s point of view, the former is more beneficial than the latter; whereas, from 
the government’s standpoint, the latter is more preferable than the former. 

The countries that adopt the “territorial income tax system” include Australia, 
Austria, Belgium, Canada, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, 
Germany, Hungary, Iceland, Italy, Japan, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, 
Norway, Portugal, Russia, Slovak Republic, Slovenia, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, 
Switzerland, Turkey, and the United Kingdom. 

The countries that adopt the “worldwide income tax system” encompass Chile, 
China, Greece, Ireland, Israel, Mexico, Poland, and the United States.7 

3.2 Strategy for Two Different Taxing Systems               

Since there is a difference between the above two taxing systems, there exists a tax 
loophole.  A multinational corporation is now given a choice.  What is the best 
strategy?  The difference lies in whether the income earned from another country 
should be taxed in its own host country.  Obviously, the “territorial income tax 
system” results in less tax liability than that of the “worldwide income tax system.”  
The answer is the former.  A multinational corporation must be aware of the 
difference among these countries.     

This observation can be evidenced by the fact that as many as twenty-eight (28) 
countries adopt the former, while as few as eight (8) the latter.  This is not a 
coincidence, because the former yields better benefits for the taxpayers.  Further, and 
surprisingly enough, the two major economic powers—the U.S. and China—adopt 
the latter, rather than the former.  What is the consequence of this taxation policy?  
It should not be shocking that corporate tax inversion shall occur in the countries that 
adopt the latter.   

 
7 Matheson, Thornton, Perry, Victoria, and Veung, Chandara,  “Territorial vs. Worldwide  
  Corporate Taxation: Implications for Developing Countries,” working paper of International   
  Monetary Fund, WP/13/205, 2013. 
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4. Loopholes and Lessons to be Learned from the U.S. Tax Law 

The strategy of a corporate tax inversion did not happen without a reason.  Actually, 
it is not new.  It began as early as 1982.  However, it became more rampant in the 
past decade.  It now reaches a crisis proportion in the last two years.  It even has 
caught the attention of the U.S. Treasury Department.  The debacle was rooted in 
four basic deficiencies in the U.S. tax law, as pointed out below. 

4.1 Taxable on Worldwide Income         

When a U.S. multinational corporate within and without the U.S. territories, its 
income must be identified as either “U.S.-sourced income” or “foreign-sourced 
income.”  Both are taxable in the U.S.8  Nevertheless, the latter is given the right to 
claim a “foreign tax credit.”9   The U.S. adopts the “worldwide income tax system,” 
as mentioned above.  As a result, wherever a U.S. multinational corporation earns 
income, it is always taxable in the U.S.  Taxability of income depends on who earns 
it, rather than where it was earned.  For example, if GM moves to Canada to 
manufacture cars, no matter whether the cars are sold to customers in Canada or to 
customers in the U.S., both sources of income are taxable in the U.S.  With the same 
token, if GM deposits its money in a bank account, no matter whether it is a bank in 
Canada or a bank in the U.S., both sources of interest income are taxable in the U.S. 
as well.  Is this tax policy fair to GM?  

If the answer is negative, there exists a tax loophole.  It will definitely encourage 
GM to give up its U.S. citizenship and move its tax domicile to Canada.  In this way, 
GM can avoid its U.S. tax liability on the part of the cars sold to customers in Canada.  
In other words, GM would have changed from a “worldwide income tax” country to 
a “territorial income tax” country. 

On the contrary, consider a foreign corporation that is contemplating a move to the 
U.S.  If the U.S. government imposes tax on its income not only from the U.S. but 
also from its own foreign home country, this will certainly discourage the 
corporation in moving from a foreign country to the U.S.  For example, a Chinese 
bicycle corporation sells its bicycles to customers in China as well as customers in 
the U.S.  Its income from the Chinese side is not taxable in the U.S.  If it gives up its 
Chinese citizenship and moves its tax domicile to the U.S., the income from the 
Chinese side will be subject to taxation in the U.S.  The U.S. tax policy on 
“worldwide income tax” would discourage this Chinese corporation in a move from 
China to the U.S.  This is a tax loophole and a lesson to be learned from the U.S.   

4.2 Taxed at the Highest Rate in the World    

Without a doubt, different countries have different tax rates.  The difference in tax 
rates among the countries will definitely breed tax loopholes as well.  The current 
maximum federal corporate tax rate in the U.S. is 35 percent. 10   However, a 

 
8 Internal Revenue Code (IRC) §862(a).   
9 IRC §901(a).   
10 Ibid, §11(b)(1)(D). 
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corporation’s income is also subject to the income tax at the state level, which is 
about 4.1 percent on average, totaling 39.1 percent (35%+4.1%).   

Compared to the other industrialized countries, on the upper end, they are Japan 
(37.0%), France (34.4%), Belgium (34.0%), Portugal (31.5%), Germany (30.2%), 
Australia (30.0%), Mexico (30.0%), and Spain (29.2%).  On the lower end, they are 
China (25%), the United Kingdom (21.0%), Panama (20%), Chile (20.0%), Finland 
(20.0%), Iceland (20.0%), Turkey (20.0%), Czech Republic (19.0%), Hungary 
(19.0%), Poland (19.0%), Slovenia (17.0%), Canada (15%), and Ireland (12.5%).  In 
tax haven countries, there is no tax at all, such as Bermuda, Cayman Islands, and 
British Virgin Islands.11 

Evidently, the U.S. tax rate is the highest in the world.  What is the consequence?  A 
U.S. multinational corporation can just move to any country in the world and save a 
great deal of income tax by as much as 35% (35% - 0%).  In fact, to date, seventy-
six (76) U.S. multinational corporations have relocated to foreign countries, causing 
a loss of $19.5 billion in U.S. tax revenue.12  In 2014 alone, fourteen (14) have 
followed suit.13  The trend is accelerating and getting worse.  This is another tax 
loophole and another lesson to be learned. 

The above facts clearly demonstrate that the problem of corporate tax inversion 
today was indeed rooted in the structure of the high tax rate in the United States itself.  
In the past three decades, the U.S. corporate tax was never changed.  It was the 
European countries reducing their tax rate in the past decade that caused the U.S. 
multinational corporations to move from the U.S. to Europe.  No matter how the U.S. 
government imposes penalties on the action of a corporate tax inversion, it will never 
halt the trend unless the U.S. tax rate is reduced to a level comparable to other foreign 
countries.        

4.3 Earnings Taxable to the Extent of Dividend Distribution 

Worse yet, if the foreign earnings are indeed taxable in the U.S. after all, is it fully 
taxable?  Strangely enough, the answer is negative.  The earnings are taxable only to 
the extent of dividends distributed. 14   For example, IBM set up a subsidiary 
corporation in China earning $100,000 in profits, but distributing only $90,000 as 
dividends back to the U.S. headquarters.  How much is taxable in the U.S.?  The 
answer is $90,000 of dividends, not $100,000 of profits.  In other words, only the 
dividends distributed are taxable, instead of the profits.  This tax policy may breed 
yet another tax loophole. 

If a U.S. multinational corporation earns profits abroad, but never distributes any 
dividends back to the U.S., it is completely tax-free.  Had this U.S. multinational 
corporation earned the same amount of profits within the U.S., the profits would 

 
11 Pomerleau, Kyle, “Corporate Income Tax Rates Around the World, 2014,” Tax Foundation,   August 20, 
2014.  
12 The United States House of Representatives Ways and Means Committee, Congressional Research Service 
report on “New CRS Data: 47 Corporate Inversions in Last Decade,” July 7, 2014. 
13 Raice, Shayndi, and Mattioli, Dana, “Inversion Deals Retain Their Allure,” The Wall Street   Journal, August 
7, 2015, p. B2. 
14 IRC §862(a).   
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have been entirely taxable in the U.S.  This tax policy is absolutely inconsistent and 
counter productive.  It would encourage a U.S. multinational corporation to move 
and earn profits abroad.  With the same token, it would discourage a foreign 
corporation from moving and earning profits in the U.S.   

Even if a U.S. multinational corporation earns profits from a foreign country, this 
U.S. tax policy will also discourage them from distributing the profits back to the 
U.S. as dividends, because dividend distribution would be subject to taxation in the 
U.S.  In other words, it would be more preferable to leave the foreign earnings in a 
foreign country.   

The amount of untaxed earnings still sitting in foreign countries is not small.  It 
amounted to $20 billion in 2012.  This causes the U.S. Treasury Department to lose 
tax revenues of approximately $2 billion in the next decades.15  It is rather appalling 
to realize that an unwise policy in the U.S. tax law can result in such a huge amount 
of losses.  This is yet another lesson to be learned from the U.S for China.  

4.4 Permitting Deferred Tax  

The above analysis reveals the disastrous consequences of the U.S. tax policy on 
“worldwide income tax.”  And yet, it imposes a U.S. multinational corporation tax 
only on the dividend distribution, rather than earnings.  In substance, the U.S. tax 
law permits a U.S. multinational corporation to defer its tax liability until the 
dividends are distributed.  If no dividends are ever distributed, the foreign earnings 
will never be taxed in the U.S.  It is tantamount to reducing the “worldwide income 
tax system” to the “territorial income tax system.”  It shows that the U.S. tax policy 
on “worldwide income tax” is self-contradictory and ineffective.       

For each individual U.S. multinational corporation, the amount of untaxed profit still 
sitting in a foreign country is not small either.  In 2012, multinationals included 
General Electric ($108 billion), Pfizer ($71 billion), Microsoft ($60.8 billion), Merck 
($51.4 billion), Johnson & Johnson ($49 billion), AbbVie ($22 billion) and 
Medtronic ($18 billion).16  When these untaxed profits are translated into the U.S. 
tax liability, it becomes an astronomical amount.  If these U.S. multinational 
corporations inverted themselves to foreign countries, the U.S. Treasury Department 
stands to lose a tremendous amount of tax revenue.  It is obviously a tax loophole, 
and yet another lesson to be learned from the U.S. for China.   

5. Purposes and Cases of a Corporate Tax Inversion in the U.S.  

If the United States tax law suffers from so many deficiencies, it will, without a doubt, 
give rise to the burning desire to escape the U.S. taxation.  What are the purposes of 
a corporate inversion?  At the beginning, it was intended to distribute the foreign 
untaxed earnings back to the U.S. without paying the U.S. tax.  Not until last decade 
did it shift to avoiding the high tax rate in the U.S.   

 
15 Schoen, John W. and Flex, Esteba, “Corporate Inversions are the Latest Ploy to Upend the US    
  Tax Code,” CNBC.com, September 22, 2014. 
16 Thurm, Scott and Linerbaugh, Kate “More Profits Parked Offshore,” The Wall Street Journal,   
    March 11, 2013, Page B1. 
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5.1 The Desire to Distribute Foreign Earnings without Paying U.S. 
Tax  

In the early 1960s, the U.S. multinational corporations started expanding to foreign 
countries.  The first destination was South America and the Caribbean, where natural 
resources were plentiful and labor was cheap.  After it was fully exploited, by the 
early 1980’s, they began shifting to Asia.  At that time, these U.S. multinational 
corporations accumulated a tremendous amount of profits in many foreign countries.  
The profits were not U.S.-sourced income, but foreign-sourced income.  There is an 
advantage to generating foreign-sourced income.  The profits are not taxable in the 
U.S. until dividends are distributed back to their parent corporations in the U.S.  
However, the U.S. parent corporations desperately need the funds for research, 
expansions, and other business operations.  There is indeed an urgent desire to 
distribute the dividends. What is the best strategy to distribute these profits without 
paying the U.S. tax?   

The problem is the fact that the U.S. parent corporation owns a controlled foreign 
corporation.  If this ownership can be shifted from the U.S. corporation to a foreign 
corporation, the distribution of the earnings of a controlled foreign corporation 
would escape the U.S. taxation.  To this end, a U.S. multinational corporation would 
set up another controlled foreign corporation which in turn issues stocks to the U.S. 
parent corporation and the old controlled foreign corporation.  The new controlled 
foreign corporation becomes the parent corporation of the old U.S. parent 
corporation and the old controlled foreign corporation.  The ownership of the old 
controlled foreign corporation would be shifted from the U.S. corporation to a new 
foreign corporation.  Any distribution of dividends from the old controlled foreign 
corporation to the new foreign parent corporation would not go through the old U.S. 
parent corporation, and thus is nontaxable in the U.S.   

Here are some actual cases of corporate inversion that has happened in the U.S. in 
the past three decades.17   

(A) In 1982, McDermott, Inc. was a U.S. corporation, but it also earned 
profits from Panama.  McDermott, Inc. registered McDermott, 
International in Panama and issued its stock to both McDermott, Inc. 
and the Panamanian subsidiary corporation.  Now McDermott owns 
both.  McDermott did not move to Panama.  What was their desire?  The 
Panamanian subsidiary corporation now can distribute dividends to the 
McDermott, International.  It is nontaxable in the U.S. because 
McDermott, International is no longer a U.S. corporation.  

(B) In 1992, Helen of Troy was a U.S. corporation, but it also owned many 
foreign subsidiary corporations.  It registered a corporation in Bermuda 
which in turn issued its stock to not only Helen of Troy but also all 
foreign subsidiary corporations.  Helen of Troy did not move to 
Bermuda.  What was the purpose?  Thereafter, all foreign subsidiary 
corporations could distribute earnings to the Bermuda corporation 

 
17 Wikipedia.org, Tax inversion, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tax_inversion#Notable_inversions,   
    September 22, 2014. 
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without going through Helen of Troy.  It is thus non-taxable in the U.S.  
Better yet, Bermuda is a tax haven country that has no income tax at all. 

(C) In 2015, Medtronic, a U.S. Corporation in the medical technology 
industry, earned a huge amount of profits from around the world.  There 
was a great desire to remit the profits back to the U.S. for further medical 
research, but it would entail an unbearable amount of U.S. tax.  What to 
do?  Medtronic merged with Convidient in Ireland and moved its tax 
domicile from the U.S. to Ireland.  Medtronic’s operations in the U.S. 
remain intact.  What was the objective?  Medtronic still keeps its 
medical research facilities in the U.S., but it is no longer a U.S. 
corporation.  The remittance of dividends from the foreign subsidiaries 
to the U.S. through Medtronic is not taxable in the U.S.     

There are many more cases like these.  All strategies are designed to distribute the 
profits earned from other foreign countries without paying the heavy U.S. tax 
liability.  More often than not, they use a controlled foreign corporation as a vehicle 
to accomplish this purpose. 

5.2 The Desire to Avoid High Tax Rate in the U.S. 

In the last decade, the purpose of a corporate inversion was shifted from avoiding 
U.S. tax on dividends distribution to escaping the high tax rate in the U.S.  In the 
past, the U.S. corporate tax rate did not change.  It was the European countries 
reducing their rates that triggered the U.S. multinational corporations to rush in to 
take advantage of it, as mentioned before.  Notably, most of the corporate inversions 
were pharmaceutical corporations, because Europe offers more skilled workers and 
more advanced technology.  Here are some actual cases that have occurred in the 
U.S. 

(A) In 2014, Burger King was a U.S. corporation and Tim Hortons was 
its counterpart in Canada.  They were not affiliated each other.  
Burger King’s income from Canada was taxed at the U.S. rate of 
35%.  Tim Hortons’s income was taxed in Canada at 15%.  However, 
they merged to become Restaurant Brands, International, with 
headquarters in Canada.  Burger King renounced its U.S. citizenship 
and moved its tax domicile from the U.S. to Canada.  Both 
corporations’ operations remain unchanged in both countries.  What 
was their desire?  Before the merger, Burger King’s income from 
Canada was subject to the U.S. taxation; whereas, afterward, it is not.  
The desire was to remove Burger King’s Canadian income from the 
jurisdiction of the U.S. government.  The tax savings rate is as high 
as 20% (35%-15%).18  

(B) In 2014, Horizon was a U.S. pharmaceutical corporation.  It also 
owned Depomed in the U.S.  Both sold their medical products in 
Europe.  The U.S. tax rate is 35%, while Ireland is 12.5%.  Horizon 
merged with Vidara in Ireland and immediately thereafter acquired 

 
18 Hoffman, Liz, and Mattioli, Dana, “Burger King in talks on Canada Tax Deal, The Wall Street  
   Journal, August 25, 2014, p. A1. 
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Depomed.  Horizon moved its tax domicile from the U.S. to Ireland.  
However, both corporations’ operations in the U.S. did not change.  
What was the purpose?  Horizon in Ireland is no longer a U.S. 
corporation.  Income for Horizon and Depomed from Ireland is no 
longer subject to the U.S. taxation.  The tax savings rate is as much 
as 22.5% (35%-12.5%). 

(C) In 2015, Coca-Cola Enterprises, Inc. was a U.S. corporation.  It 
merged with Coca-Cola Partners of Iberian of Spain, and also Coca-
Cola Erfrischungsgetranke AG of Germany.  However, Coca-Cola 
Enterprises, Inc. moved its tax domicile from the U.S. to Great 
Britain.  What was the objective?  The U.S. tax rate is 35%, while 
Great Britain is 21%.  The income from these European countries is 
not subject to the U.S. taxation.  The tax savings rate can be as large 
as 14% (35%-21%). 

There are many more cases like these.  For example, the Bloomberg Business 
database lists 76 corporations.19  However, the common purpose is to save income 
tax for the difference between the U.S. tax rate and the tax rate in other foreign 
countries.   A corporate inversion is one strategy to take advantage of these tax 
savings.  The strategy is to change the tax domicile from the U.S. to a foreign country.  
Accordingly, the taxing authority of foreign-sourced income is also shifted from the 
U.S. government to a foreign government.  This strategy can happen only when it 
involves international transactions.  The U.S. domestic transactions cannot offer 
such tax savings.  In this sense, an international transaction is more versatile and 
beneficial than a domestic counterpart.   

Surprisingly enough, these corporate inversions in the past never involved Chinese 
corporations at all.  Why it is so?  The answer requires further investigation into the 
difference between the Chinese tax law and that of other countries, especially in the 
U.S.  This aspect will be explored in the next section.     

6. Deficiencies in the Chinese Tax Law  

In retrospect of the corporate tax inversion in the U.S. in the last three decades, it 
was quite distressing to observe that the U.S. has lost a great number of its own 
multinational corporations to many other foreign countries, as well as a monumental 
amount of tax revenue.  Now, it is time to look into the case of China.  Can the 
debacles in the U.S. happen in China?  It depends on whether the Chinese tax law 
falls into the same trap as the U.S. in the past.  If so, can the lessons learned from the 
above examples serve as guidance in avoiding the same path in China?  This section, 
in the first step, investigates some details of the Chinese tax law. 

With respect to a Chinese multinational corporation operating in a foreign country, 
its tax rules are governed by two tax laws: The Corporate Income Tax Law of the 

 
19 Bloomberg, “Tracking Tax Runaways: Bloomberg Inversion Database,” at 
     http://www.bloomberg.com/infographics/2014-09-18/tax-runaways-tracking-inversions.html 
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People’s Republic of China, 20  and China Tax Regulations on foreign-sourced 
Income.21  The following aspects highlight the essence of the Chinese tax law.   

6.1 Adopting the Worldwide Income Tax System         

There are two alternative taxing systems for an international transaction: the 
“territorial income tax system,” and the “worldwide income tax system,” as 
mentioned earlier.  Which system did the Chinese tax law adopt?  China Tax 
Regulations on Foreign-sourced Income Article 9 provides that “Both the domestic-
sourced income and the foreign-sourced income of a business enterprise must be 
combined in determining the tax liability.”22  It means that income from anywhere 
in the world is taxable in China.  For example, if a Chinese shoe corporation goes to 
the U.S. to produce and sell the shoes to customers in the U.S., its income from the 
U.S. is subject to taxation in China.  Evidently, the Chinese tax law adopts the 
“worldwide income tax system.”  Surprisingly, it is the same as the U.S. tax law.   

In the past three decades, a great number of U.S. multinational corporations have 
inverted from the U.S. to many other foreign countries precisely for this reason.  And, 
now the Chinese tax law follows the same disastrous footsteps as did the U.S.  The 
lesson from the U.S. tax debacles in the past has not been learned by China.  It is 
rather regretful and a pity to realize the ignorance of the Chinese tax law.  This is the 
deficiency of the Chinese tax law.       

6.2 Imposing a Rather High Tax Rate 

The corporate tax rate in the U.S. is as high as 35 percent.  What is its counterpart in 
China?  The China Corporate Income Tax Law Article 4 provides that “The tax rate 
for the business enterprise is 25%.”23  Is this tax rate too high or too low?  It is 
certainly lower than that of the U.S., but much higher than that of most of the other 
industrialized countries.  There are more countries below the Chinese rate, but fewer 
countries above it.   

For example, it is 21% in the United Kingdom, 15% in Canada, and as low as 12.5% 
in Ireland.  What is the implication?  The Chinese tax law certainly discourages its 
own corporations to invert to the U.S., but it definitely encourages them to move to 
the United Kingdom, Canada, or Ireland.  Hence, it can be expected that more of the 
Chinese multinational corporations will relocate out of China than foreign 
corporations moving in.  The net result will, for sure, not be beneficial to China. 

What is the optimum tax rate?  At least the rate must be in the middle of the rates in 
other foreign countries so that the number of Chinese corporations moving out is 
offset by the number of foreign countries moving in.  It should end up with a neutral 
impact.  The current Chinese tax rate at 25% certainly results in a net loss.  This is 
another deficiency of the Chinese tax law.    

 
20 The Corporate Income Tax of the People’s Republic of China, effective January 1, 2008. 
21 China Tax Regulations on Foreign-sourced Income, National Tax Bureau, Finance Ministry of  
    the People’s Republic of China, Tsai Suai (1997) No. 116, effective November 25, 1997.   
22 Ibid, Article 9.     
23 China Corporate Tax Law, The Corporate Income Tax Law of the People’s Republic of China,  
    Article 4, effective January 1, 2008. 
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6.3 Earnings Immediately and Fully Taxable 

If foreign-sourced income is indeed taxable in China under the policy of “worldwide 
income tax system,” to what extent is it taxable?  Is it taxable to the full amount of 
earnings immediately, or only to the extent of dividend distribution?  Although the 
U.S. adopts the same policy of “worldwide income tax system,” as did China, there 
is a relief.  The U.S. imposes tax only to the extent of dividends distributed.  The 
undistributed earnings are not taxable until the time when dividends are distributed.  
Did China follow the same policy, as did the U.S.?  Unfortunately, the answer is 
negative. 

China Tax Regulations on Foreign-sourced Income Article 8 provides that “Foreign-
sourced income is subject to taxation in China, regardless of whether the income has 
been repatriated back to China.” 24   It means that, if a Chinese multinational 
corporation earns profits from a foreign country, the entire amount of profits is 
immediately and fully taxable in China, and not until the time of dividend 
distribution.  It shows that China imposes tax on profits, not on dividends.  In other 
words, no matter whether or not dividends are distributed, earnings are still taxable 
in China.   

For example, the China Hotel Corporation acquired the Waldorf-Astoria Hotel 
Corporation in the U.S.  The latter earned $100,000 of profits but distributed only 
$90,000 of dividends to the former.  How much is taxable in China?  The answer is 
$100,000, not $90,000.  In a reverse situation, had this Chinese corporation been a 
U.S. corporation and the Waldorf-Astoria is located in China, the taxable amount in 
the U.S. would have been only $90,000.  This marks a big difference between the 
Chinese tax law and its U.S. counterpart.  The former provides no chance to escape 
the Chinese tax; whereas, the latter gives an opportunity to avoid the U.S. tax.   

The Chinese tax policy certainly discourages a Chinese corporation from investing 
in a foreign subsidiary corporation.  That is because, in the event that the foreign 
subsidiary corporation does not pay dividends to the Chinese parent corporation, the 
latter would have no financial ability to pay the Chinese tax.  On the contrary, it 
definitely encourages the foreign corporation to invest in a subsidiary corporation in 
China.  That is because the profits earned by a foreign corporation in China may not 
have to pay income tax to a foreign government.  In the end, China will stand to lose 
more of its foreign investment by Chinese corporations to foreign countries than that 
of foreign investment to China by foreign corporations.  This is yet another 
deficiency of the Chinese tax law.   

In the past three decades, seventy-six U.S. corporations have inverted to foreign 
countries, as mentioned earlier.  It was rather surprising to observe that none of them 
ever moved to China.  The above disadvantage of the Chinese tax law may be the 
culprit.  The above facts clearly show that the Chinese tax law is indeed deeply 
flawed.  In this sense, China did not really learn a lesson from the U.S.         

 
24 China Tax Regulations on Foreign-sourced Income, Article 8, National Tax Bureau, Finance   
    Ministry of the People’s Republic of China, Tsai Suai (1997) No. 116, effective November 25,  
   1997.   
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6.4 No Deferred Tax Allowed  

If the profits earned by a Chinese multinational corporation from a foreign country 
are immediately and fully taxable in China, there would be no chance to defer any 
of the Chinese tax liabilities.25  That is, no income tax can be deferred in China.  
Under this circumstance, the Chinese multinational corporations would start seeking 
an opportunity to avoid the Chinese taxing authority.  It means that a Chinese 
multinational corporation may renounce its Chinese citizenship and move its tax 
domicile to a foreign country where there is an opportunity to defer the tax on its 
foreign-sourced income. 

For example, a Chinese furniture corporation earns $100,000 in profits from Canada 
without distributing any dividends back to China.  The Chinese tax liability is 
$25,000 ($100,000 x 25%) and due immediately.  If this Chinese furniture 
corporation moves to the U.S. as its tax domicile, the tax liability in the U.S. is zero, 
if the profits were never patriated as dividends to the U.S. 

In fact, that is exactly what is happening in the U.S. now, but for different reasons.  
On the U.S. side, the U.S. multinational corporations are relocating to a foreign 
country due to the U.S. tax policy on “worldwide income tax system” and also 
because of its high tax rate.  This is the current debacle of corporate tax inversion.  
On the Chinese side, the purpose of a corporate tax inversion is to escape the Chinese 
tax policy on the non-deferral of the Chinese tax liability.  The U.S. tax law offers 
such an opportunity to defer the U.S. tax liability, but not the Chinese counterpart.  
Ultimately, China ends up with the worst combination of tax policy: worldwide 
income tax without tax deferral.  This is still another deficiency of the Chinese tax 
law.  This observation points out that, if the event of a corporate tax inversion is 
happening in the U.S. today, it will definitely occur in China soon.  

If a corporate inversion indeed takes place in China, how would it work and how 
much is the tax savings?  This question requires an example to demonstrate.  Take 
the scenario of an inversion from China to Canada as an example.  It is formulated 
in the next section.  

7. An Example for Corporate Tax Inversion from China to Canada  

China Corporation fully owns Canada Corporation.  China imposes income tax at a 
rate of 25% on the basis of “worldwide income.”  Canada levies income tax at a rate 
of 15% on the basis of “territorial income.”  China Corporation has $60,000 income 
from China and $40,000 income from Canada.  Similarly, Canada Corporation has 
$20,000 income from China and $80,000 income from Canada.  China Corporation 
is considering adopting the strategy of corporate inversion by moving its tax 
domicile from China to Canada.  What is the total tax liability for both corporations 
together without or with corporate inversion, respectively? 

The above information and answers to the questions are summarized in TABLE 1 
below.  Explanations shall follow.     

 
25 Ibid. 
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Table 1 - Tax Liability     

 Income Tax Without 
Inversion 

Tax With 
Inversion 

China Corporation 
(25%): 

    China Source 

    Canada Source 

 

$60,000 (a) 

  40,000 (b) 

 

15,000 (25%) 

10,000 (25%) 

 

15,000 (25%) 

 6,000 (15%) 

Canada Corporation 
(15%): 

    China Source 

    Canada Source 

 

$20,000 (c) 

  80,000 (d) 

 

   5,000 (25%) 

 12,000 (15%) 

 

      5,000 (25%) 

    12,000 (15%) 

TOTAL 200,000         42,000      38,000 

 

It should be noted that, on the one hand, since the Chinese government adopts the 
“worldwide income tax” policy, it imposes tax on China Corporation on both the 
China-sourced income as well as the Canada-sourced income.  However, the Chinese 
government can impose tax on Canada Corporation only on its China-sourced 
income, but not on its Canada-sourced income. 

On the other hand, since the Canadian government adopts the “territorial income tax” 
policy, it levies tax on Canada Corporation only on its Canada-sourced income, but 
not on its China-sourced income.  It levies on China Corporation on its Canada-
sourced income, but not on its China-sourced income. 

Furthermore, let’s consider the “foreign tax credit.”  When China Corporation pays 
income tax to the Canadian government for its Canada-sourced income, the tax paid 
can be claimed as a “foreign tax credit” against the tax imposed by the Chinese 
government.  However, since the Canadian government does not levy tax on any 
China-sourced income, the income tax paid by Canada Corporation to the Chinese 
government results in no benefits in claiming “foreign tax credit” against the tax 
levied by the Canadian government.        

7.1 Without Corporate Inversion  

(A) If there is no corporate inversion, China Corporation pays $15,000 
($60,000x25%) tax to the Chinese government for its $60,000 China-
sourced income. 
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(B) It incurred $10,000 ($40,000x25%) tax to the Chinese government 
for its $40,000 Canada-sourced income.  However, it pays $6,000 
($40,000x15%) tax to the Canadian government for its $40,000 
Canada-sourced income.  The net tax paid to the Chinese government 
is $4,000 ($10,000-6,000).  Since the Chinese tax rate is higher than 
that of Canadian tax rate, the “foreign tax credit” from Canada does 
not yield any benefits.  The total tax burden is still $10,000 
($6,000+4,000).   

(C) Canada Corporation pays $5,000 ($20,000x25%) tax to the Chinese 
government for its $20,0000 China-sourced income.  It pays no 
income tax to the Canadian government. 

(D) Canada Corporation pays no income tax to the Chinese government 
for its $80,000 Canada-sourced income, but it pays $12,000 
($80,000x15%) tax to the Canadian government for its $80,000 
Canada-sourced income.   

(E) Therefore, the total tax paid by these two corporations all together is 
$42,000 ($15,000+10,000+5,000+12,000).   

7.2 With Corporate Inversion  

(A) If there is a corporate inversion, China Corporation pays $15,000 
($60,000x25%) tax to the Chinese government for its $60,000 China-
sourced income. 

(B) China Corporation pays $6,000 ($40,000x15%) tax to the Canadian 
government for its $40,000 Canada-sourced income. 

(C) Canada Corporation pays $5,000 ($20,000x25%) tax to the Chinese 
government for its $20,000 China-sourced income. 

(D) Canada Corporation pays $12,000 ($80,000x15%) tax to the 
Canadian government for its $80,000 Canada-sourced income. 

Therefore, the total tax paid by these two corporations all together is $38,000 
($15,000+6,000+5,000+12,000).  In fact, these two corporation have combined 
together to become only one corporation, now based in Canada.  

7.3 Comparison Between Without and With Corporate Inversion  

The difference in total tax liability for these two corporations all together is $4,000 
($42,000-38,000).  It comes from the $40,000 China Corporation’s Canada-sourced 
income.  Without corporate inversion, it is taxed in China with a tax liability of 
$10,000 ($40,000x25%).  With corporation inversion, this $40,000 Canada-sourced 
income is not taxed in China, but in Canada only with a tax liability of $6,000 
($40,000x15%).  The difference is indeed $4,000 ($10,000-6,000).  It is the same as 
the difference in tax rates for the $40,000 Canada-sourced income, i.e., 
$40,000x(25%-15%) = $40,000x10% = $4,000.  The rest of the tax liabilities do not 
change.  This corporate inversion has such a benefit only because the Canadian tax 
rate is lower than the Chinese tax rate by 10% (25%-10%).   

This example demonstrates that the tax savings on a corporate inversion are derived 
solely from China Corporation’s Canada-sourced income, not from any other 
sources of income.  In this sense, the benefit from a corporate inversion is quite 
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limited.  Those who are contemplating a corporate inversion must be aware of the 
source of tax savings.  

7.4 Corporate Inversion from China to the U.S.   

Had the above example been a corporate inversion from China to the United States, 
is there any tax savings?  It should be noted that the U.S. income tax rate is 35%, 
which is higher than the 25% tax rate in China.  The combined corporation would 
have paid $20,000 [25%x($60,000+20,000) = 25%x80,000 = $20,0000] tax to the 
Chinese government for their China-sourced income of $60,000 and $20,000.  It 
would have also paid $42,000 [35%x($40,000+80,0000 = 35%x120,000 = $42,000] 
tax to the U.S. government for their U.S.-sourced income of $40,000 and $80,000.  
The total tax paid with a corporate inversion would have been $62,000 
($20,000+42,000).   

In the last case of corporate inversion from China to Canada, the total tax paid with 
inversion was $38,000.  In comparison, the corporate inversion from China to the 
U.S. results in a loss of $24,000 ($62,000-38,000) in favour of corporate inversion 
from China to Canada.   

This simple comparison indicates that not any corporate inversion is beneficial.  It 
depends on the tax rate in a foreign country.  A corporate inversion from China to a 
lower-tax rate country would result in a gain.  Whereas, an inversion from China to 
a higher-tax rate country would suffer a loss.  Should a Chinese corporation invert?  
In comparing with the 25% tax rate in China, there are more countries below this 
rate than that of higher rate countries.  It implies that there will be more Chinese 
corporations using inversion than not.   

8. Penalties on Corporate Inversion in the U.S. 

When a U.S. multinational corporation operates in a foreign country, it will 
invariably involve a foreign corporation.  Both corporations are engaged in trade.  
Each corporation derives income from the other.  Each pays income tax to not only 
its own government but also to a foreign government, because it has both U.S.-
sourced income as well as foreign-sourced income.  This is a normal course of 
business.   

Now, if the U.S. multinational corporation renounces its U.S. citizenship and moves 
its tax domicile from the U.S. to a foreign country, its foreign-sourced income is no 
longer subject to the U.S. taxation.  It causes losses of a tax base to the U.S. 
government.  If this act is a normal corporate reorganization, there is nothing wrong 
with that.  Nevertheless, if it is for the purpose of tax evasion, it becomes more 
serious. 

Unfortunately, in the last decade, many U.S. multinational corporations moved 
abroad precisely for the purpose of escaping the high tax rate in the U.S. for its 
foreign-sourced income.  The situation is deteriorating rapidly now, and it has caught 
the attention of the U.S. Treasury Department.  As a consequence, the United States 
Congress enacted IRC §7874 in 2004 and the Internal Revenue Service issued Notice 
2014-52 in 2014 attempting to curtail its abuse.  This section investigates some 
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details of penalties, and points out whether there is a lesson to be learned from the 
U.S. for China.  

8.1 Does Exchange of Stock in a Corporate Inversion Result in a 
Taxable Gain?    

In order to invert from a U.S. corporation to a foreign corporation, usually the former 
sets up the latter in a foreign country.  Then the latter issues stock to the shareholders 
of the former in exchange for the stock of the former.  Now the latter owns the former.  
Does the exchange of the stock of the former for the stock of the latter constitute the 
meaning of a taxable gain on the part of the U.S. shareholder? 

Actually, this question was raised in the case of McDermott in 1982.  At that time, 
McDermott, Inc. in the U.S. created McDermott, International in Panama.  The latter 
issued stock to the shareholders of the former in exchange of the stock of the former.  
Was there any taxable gain in that exchange on the shareholders?  In fact, the case 
went to the court and was ruled negative.26  In other words, there was no taxable gain 
in that exchange.       

Ten years later, this same question was raised again in the case of Helen of Troy in 
1992.27  At that time, Helen of Troy in the U.S. created a corporation in Bermuda.  
They exchanged stocks again.  However, this time the U.S. Congress enacted IRC 
§367(a) and made this gain taxable.28 

In essence, this exchange of stocks may constitute the meaning of corporate 
formation under §351(a) in which the gain is recognized only to the extent of boot 
received.  Stock received does not constitute the meaning of boot.  As a result, it 
should have not been taxable.  Unfortunately, under IRC §367(a), the gain is now 
taxable.  The intention was to prevent a corporate inversion from taking advantage 
of non-recognition of the gain in a corporate formation.  A penalty is now imposed 
on a corporate inversion. 

It implies that, if a U.S. multinational corporation goes to set up a corporation in 
China, nothing is taxable on the part of the shareholders in the U.S.  However, if the 
former is inverted to China, any gain on the shareholders will become taxable in the 
U.S.   

8.2 Should the Dividend from a Controlled Foreign Corporation 
be Tax-free?    

It should be noted that, when a U.S. multinational corporation owns a controlled 
foreign corporation, earnings are taxable in the U.S. only to the extent of the amount 
of dividends distributed back to the U.S. parent corporation.  By creating another 
controlled foreign corporation in a foreign country, any distribution of the above-

 
26 United States Court of Appeals Sixth Circuit, Bhada v. Commissioner Internal Revenue  
    Service, 892 F. 2d 39, December 19, 1989. 
27 Tax inversions. Wikipedia.org, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tax_inversion#Notable_inversions,   
   September 22, 2014.  
28 IRC §367(a). 
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mentioned earnings to this foreign corporation would be tax-free, because the U.S. 
has no jurisdiction over a foreign corporation. 

In fact, this was the case of Tyco International in 1997.29  At that time, Tyco was a 
U.S. corporation, but earned a huge amount of profits from many foreign 
corporations in many foreign countries.  Tyco moved its headquarters to Bermuda.  
The distribution of earnings from these controlled foreign corporations to Tyco was 
not taxable in the U.S., because Tyco was no longer a U.S. corporation.  It avoided 
U.S. taxation on all untaxed earnings in foreign countries.   

Is this strategy legal?  The answer is absolutely positive, but it might be unpatriotic.  
This debacle points to the deficiency of the U.S. tax law.  It desperately needs a 
remedy.  In 2004, the U.S. Congress enacted IRC §7874 under which it provides that 
the stock issued to create a controlled foreign corporation for the purpose of evading 
U.S. taxation is void.30  It has literally rendered the strategy of creating a controlled 
foreign corporation void.  This is another penalty imposed on a corporate inversion. 

This tax regulation indicates that, if a U.S. corporation owns a Chinese corporation, 
the earnings from China are not taxable in the U.S. until dividends are distributed 
from China back to the U.S.  However, if a U.S. corporation is inverted to China, 
any dividend distribution of earnings from the Chinese corporation back to the U.S. 
is taxable in the U.S. 

8.3 Should a Controlled Foreign Corporation Be Treated as a U.S. 
Domestic Corporation?    

It should be noted that the earnings of a U.S. domestic corporation are taxable 
immediately in the U.S.  However, the earnings of a controlled foreign corporation 
are not taxable in the U.S. until dividends are distributed back to the U.S.  As such, 
a controlled foreign corporation receives preferable treatment over a domestic 
corporation.  When a U.S. multinational corporation is merged with a foreign 
controlled corporation, is it really moved?  More often than not, ostensibly it may be, 
but in substance it may be not.   

If the U.S. corporation is very small relative to the controlled foreign corporation, it 
may signal a move.  Conversely, if the U.S. corporation is so large that it over-
shadows the controlled foreign corporation, it may indicate that it was not really 
moved.  As such, the combined corporation should be treated as a U.S. domestic 
corporation.  Therefore, the size of these two corporations is important in 
determining whether a corporate inversion indeed took place. 

In 2004, IRC §7874 provides that, if the old U.S. shareholders owns less than 60 
percent of the combined corporation, it is treated as a real “foreign corporation” that 
can enjoy the benefits of a foreign corporation.  If the old U.S. shareholders own at 
least 60 percent but less than 80 percent, the combined corporation is treated as a 

 
29 Tax inversions. Wikipedia.org, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tax_inversion#Notable_inversions,   
    September 22, 2014.  
30 IRC §7874(c)(2)(A). 
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“surrogate foreign corporation,”31 under which all restrictions of IRC §7874 and the 
IRS Notice 2014-52 shall apply.  If the old U.S. shareholders own at least 80 percent 
of the combined corporation, the combined corporation is treated as a “U.S. domestic 
corporation.”32   

The last situation concerning the 80 percent criterion is the most devastating impact 
on a corporate inversion, because under which both the U.S.-sourced income and the 
foreign-sourced income are immediately subject to the U.S. taxation without a 
chance of deferring the income tax.  Nonetheless, if the business activities in the 
country of incorporation accounts for at least 25 percent of the combined corporation, 
the combined corporation is treated as a foreign corporation, regardless of the 
ownership of the old U.S. shareholders.  This is yet another penalty on a corporate 
inversion.   

This tax regulation shows that, if a very small U.S. corporation is inverted to China, 
the combined corporation can enjoy the benefits of being a Chinese corporation that 
is taxed a rate less than that of the U.S.  In a worse situation, if a very large U.S. 
corporation is inverted to China, the China-sourced income will be taxed in the U.S.         

8.4 How Should an Intercompany Loan in a Corporate Inversion 
Be Treated?    

After a corporate inversion, the U.S. parent corporation and the controlled foreign 
corporation may engage in an intercompany loan.  If it is a loan from a controlled 
foreign corporation to the U.S. parent corporation, it is known as an “upstream loan”.  
Similarly, if it is a loan from the U.S. parent corporation to a controlled foreign 
corporation, it is referred to as a “downstream loan.”  Why should an “intercompany 
loan” cause concern? 

If it is an “upstream loan”, the funds go from a controlled foreign corporation to the 
U.S. parent corporation.  It is construed as a dividend distribution from a controlled 
foreign corporation to the U.S. corporation.  As such, the loan is a taxable income in 
the U.S.  If the funds are used by a controlled foreign corporation to purchase stock 
or property from the U.S. parent corporation, it is construed as a dividend distribution 
as well.  Hence, it is taxable in the U.S. 

Furthermore, the payment of interest expense to a controlled foreign corporation 
decreases the profits of the U.S. corporation, and creates an increase in profits to a 
controlled foreign corporation.  It is tantamount to a transfer of profits from the U.S. 
parent corporation to a controlled foreign corporation.  It should be noted that profits 
of a controlled foreign corporation are not taxable in the U.S.  It results in a decrease 
of tax liability in the U.S.  Under the IRS Notice 2014-52, this kind of “upstream 
intercompany loan” is void. 

Conversely, in the event of a “downstream intercompany loan,” it does not concern 
the problem of dividend distribution from a controlled foreign corporation to the U.S. 

 
31 Ibid §7874(a)(2)(B)(ii). 
32 Ibid §7874(b). 
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parent corporation.  However, the payment of interest expense from a controlled 
foreign corporation to the U.S. parent corporation reduces the profits of a controlled 
foreign corporation, but increases the profits of the U.S. parent corporation.  As a 
consequence, profits are shifted from a foreign country to the U.S.  It distorts the 
source of income.  Therefore, the IRS Notice 2014-52 also renders this “downstream 
intercompany loan” void.33  

This is still another penalty on a corporate inversion.  There are many more penalties.  
They all are concerned with the possibility of tax evasion in the U.S.  These penalties 
are intended to curtail the abuse of corporate inversion as a tax avoidance strategy. 

Are these new tax regulations in the U.S. applicable to a Chinese multinational 
corporation?  The answer is most likely affirmative.  The Chinese tax rate is lower 
than that of the U.S.  Very likely, a U.S. corporation may be inverted to China.  If 
so, the Chinese corporation becomes a controlled foreign corporation.  Conversely, 
if a Chinese corporation is inverted to the U.S., the U.S. corporation becomes a 
controlled foreign corporation as well.  That is why a Chinese multinational 
corporation must be aware of these new tax rules in the U.S.   

9. Conclusion 

This article discusses the causes of a recent tax phenomenon in the U.S. known as 
“corporate inversion.”  It points out three tax loopholes in the U.S. tax law.  The U.S. 
imposes tax on worldwide income, while many other foreign countries impose 
territorial income.  The U.S. has the highest tax rate in the world, which causes many 
U.S. corporations to move abroad.  The foreign-sourced income is not taxable in the 
U.S. until dividends are distributed back to the U.S.  The tax system encourages a 
U.S. multinational corporation not to distribute earnings from a foreign country.  
These are the roots of “corporate inversion.” 

This article then reveals the purpose of a corporate inversion.  In the beginning, it 
was aimed at avoiding the heavy U.S. taxation on its earnings from a foreign country.  
More recently, the strategy attempts to escape the high tax rate in the U.S.  It was 
found that the vehicle to achieve this objective is to create a controlled foreign 
corporation. 

This article further investigates the Chinese tax law to identify whether it also suffers 
from the same deficiencies as did the U.S.  It attempts to find out whether there is a 
lesson to be learned from the U.S. for China.  It was quite surprising to discover that 
the Chinese tax law is also based on worldwide income.  Worse yet, the foreign 
earnings are immediately and fully taxable in China.  And, there is no chance of 
deferring any Chinese tax liability. 

 
33  Hoffman, Liz, and McKinnon, John D., “Curbs Don’t Stop Tax-Driven Mergers,” The Wall Journal, 
September 22, 2015, p. C-1. 
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This article also demonstrates an example to explain how the tax liability is 
determined without or with corporate inversion.  The purpose is to find out the 
amount of tax savings by using a corporate inversion.   

In order to curtail the abuse of corporate inversion, the United States Congress 
enacted IRC §7874, and the Internal Revenue Service issued Notice 2014-52.  This 
article scrutinizes some of the details.  It points out many penalties that are imposed 
on the use of corporate inversion as a tax-planning strategy.  It serves as a lesson for 
the Chinese multinational corporations to learn.   

This is still another penalty on a corporate inversion.  There are many more penalties.  
They all are concerned with the possibility of tax evasion in the U.S.  These penalties 
are intended to curtail the abuse of corporate inversion as a tax avoidance strategy. 

Are these new tax regulations in the U.S. applicable to a Chinese multinational 
corporation?  The answer is most likely affirmative.  The Chinese tax rate is lower 
than that of the U.S.  Very likely, a U.S. corporation may be inverted to China.  If 
so, the Chinese corporation becomes a controlled foreign corporation.  Conversely, 
if a Chinese corporation is inverted to the U.S., the U.S. corporation becomes a 
controlled foreign corporation as well.  That is why a Chinese multinational 
corporation must be aware of these new tax rules in the U.S.   

 

 

  


