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Why Do Citizens Assent to Pay Tax? Legitimacy, Tax@on and the African State

Abstract

Why do citizens assent to pay tax? On what comdito private individuals agree to commit their
personal income to a public fund at the dispos#hefstate? What are the reciprocal responsésibif

the state expected in return for this remarkabt@ @be paper poses these questions in the cortext o
African states and tests three distinct theoretailspectives: i) the fiscal exchange thesis that
emphasizes the vertical relationship between citiaed state — specifically the services received in
return for tax ii) the ‘national political commuwit approach, which highlights the horizontal
relationship between citizens, in terms of the eixtéd national identification and iii) the compavat
treatment perspective, focused on how the statdstihe citizen relative to their compatriots. An
ordered probit model is employed to test theseribgousing micro data from the latest rounds of
surveys conducted by Afrobarometer. The resultwvige support for certain aspects of the fiscal
exchange, no backing for national community appneacand more persuasive support for the
comparative treatment thesis. These findings ehg# existing accounts, which focus exclusively on
fiscal exchange and national community, and suggestv avenues for research, as comparative
treatment has to date not been applied in theatitee on tax attitudes. The paper concludes by
considering the implications of the findings forder debates about the legitimacy of African states.
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Introduction

Why do citizens assent to pay tax? On what caymito private individuals agree to commit
their personal income to a public fund at the dssppmf the state? What are the reciprocal
responsibilities of the state expected in retumttigs remarkable act? While voting may be the
citizen’s main action as a political actor - toatetine who has access to power, paying tax is her
primary political act as an economic actor and jgles that which enables the state to exercise
power. As the main source of revenue for most gowents it has always constituted a central
arena within which citizens and the state have gegiao determine the character of their
relationship.

This paper poses questions about the assent tdntake context of Africa, where the
determinants of tax attitudes and, more pressingtgader questions about the citizen-state
relationship have yet to be explored and explafolig. Although a broad consensus argues that
most African states have a legitimacy deficit almat this deficit is at the root of the continent’s
developmental challenges (Englebert 2000), a dedmtgsts about the exact character of citizen-
state relations. Some see this relationship agybemnbedded, with African states captured and
insufficiently autonomous from social forces (BayB#93, Chabal & Deloz 1999). Others argue
that the relationship is characterized by distangéh the state being autonomous and elites
insulated from outside pressures (Bates 1981, vatWdlle 2003). In both, illegitimacy is
assumed and its cause seen to be either debditdistance or embeddedness.

If taxation is an ongoing and constant gauge oflégitimacy of the state in the eyes of its
citizens, it should provide a way to speak to thesgion of whether it is distance or capture that
characterizes the citizen-state relationship. &lsupeter suggests, drawing wider implications
from specific findings on fiscal issues is defefesibecause public finances are ‘one of the best
starting points for an investigation of society'tfhdecause of ‘the causal importance of fiscal
policy (insofar as fiscal events are an importaetment in the causation of all change)’ and
because of their ‘symptomatic significance (insoém everthing has its fiscal reflection)’
(Schumpeter 1990, 101). The citizen's assent xobiath reflects and defines state-society
relations so understanding its determinants cad shewider issues as to the the character of
African states.

This paper uses the assent to tax to analyze nrexsply what African citizens expect from
their institutions of governance. Section | giaeslescriptive overview of the main trends in
taxation in Sub-Saharan Africa over the last thirgg years, highlighting that that which
differentiates between countries, and so needs &xplained, is direct taxation, the most visible
form of tax, which most acutely invokes the citizate relationship. Section Il considers the
literature which has attempted to explain thesadse It draws a distinction between
explanations focused on regime, where most of tteation in the literature has been placed, and
those that emphasize the role of the state, whishdften been considered primarily in terms of
its technical rather than normative aspects. Tdpepfocuses on the latter — the institutions that
allow for the exercise of power, rather than themier — the rules governing access to power.
Section Il outlines three theoretical argumentstiie main determinants of the citizen’s assent to
tax: 1) fiscal exchange 2) national political comrmity and 3) comparative treatment. Section
Four tests these arguments using data from thebAfameter surveys, to establish if these
theories find empirical support and, more precisellgich elements matter. Finally, the paper
concludes by considering the wider questions dédegitimacy which the issue of the assent to
tax provokes.
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Section I: Taxation in Africa — Differential Outcomes and the Puzzle of Direct Taxation

Figure 1. Average Tax as % of GDP 1972-2006 for 42 African States
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There is a wide divergence between African stateésrims of both overall levels of tax take and
structure. Figure One presents the range of agetag outcomes as a percent of GDP in 42
African states in the time period 1972-2006, takemm the African Development Indicators
(ADIs). It shows a range of between 5% of GDP ma@to 44% in the Lesotho. Table 1 uses
data from the IMF's Government Financial Statistyemrbooks, which is very detailed in its
breakdown of types of taxation but not as compéetehe ADIs, to illustrate tax structures in
countries at three different levels of tax take%ol6f GDP and below; between 10 and 20%; and
30% and above. What the data illustrates is tiagteatest difference between African states is
in the amount of direct taxation they collect. bripand export taxes constitute the backbone of
tax regimes for nearly all countries. These amplmented by other indirect taxes in the form
of excise and sales, which contribute roughly thmes proportion in each category, although
excise is more important to lower tax states. ®itaxes constitute the key differential. Low tax
countries have a poor ability to collect income andporation tax, while middle and higher tier
countries collect respectable amounts. While tiesgnce of foreign extractive industries is a key
variable for corporation tax in some countries,hsas Botswana, South Africa, Namibia and
Zambia, there are still questions to be asked aghtd other factors may explain these divergent
outcomes, particularly in income tax outcomes.
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Table 1: Structure of Taxation at different tax take levelsfor 19 SSA countries

Country Tax % GDP Income Corporatign ~ Sales Excise| mpart Export
Uganda 8 2 10 31 11 20 53
Ethiopia 9 10 9 41 16 25 25
Rwanda 10 8 8 10 20 29 17
Sierra Leone 10 10 17 3 19 44 27
Mean 8 11 21 17 30 30
Ghana 11 10 8 - 5 19 62
Burundi 13 9 11 10 24 22 23
Cameroon 13 12 20 13 9 27 27
Benin 14 3 11 13 5 46 46
Senegal 15 8 12 - - - 28
Gambia 17 19 37 - - 62 27
Kenya 17 17 17 31 31 19 25
Cote D'lvoire 20 6 23 18 4 31 .
Zambia 20 15 17 32 22 16 10
Mean 11 17 20 14 30 31
Botswana 22 9 39 4 - 42 42
South Africa 22 33 25 20 12 4 46
Togo 23 7 27 15 3 28 43
Swaziland 26 12 14 6 2 52 14
Namibia 29 25 17 20 5 32 19
Lesotho 32 18 6 25 10 45 | 22
Mean 17 21 15 6 34 31

Notes: Average breakdown of taxes as % of overall tar t%72-2005, grouped by tax capacity. Countries
only included with at least one observation forledecade.
Source: GFS

Section Il: Explaining Differential Tax Outcomes

There is widespread consensus among economist® dbet key economic variables that
determine a state’s ability to collect taxes: thm ©f the economy; the sectoral structure and
degree of employment diversity; levels of extetnatle; the size of the informal sector relative to
the formal; the presence of natural resources (Tartz Zee 2000). There must be something to
tax and the existence of ‘tax handles’ is importadbwever, as the most comprehensive survey
of taxation in Africa has concluded, the empiriealdence ‘suggests that factors specific to these
countries (eg the political system, attitudes talsagovernment, quality of tax...etc) are
important determinants of variation in the tax shiar GDP’ (Stotsky and Wolde-Mariam, 1997,
24). As confirmed by the aggregate trends outlmealve, that which needs to be explained is the
tax effort above and beyond what could be expebiskd on the size and structure of the
economy. The size of direct taxes is the key dateant of differential tax outcomes in Africa
and explaining why these vary (aside from the preseof foreign multinationals) requires
explanations that focus on non-economic factors.

Unlike the debate in economics, there is littlesmrsus on the political and institutional variables
that count. For the most part, political sciestisive sought to establish the impact of regime
type, while policy experts have focused on ‘staspacity’ — the technical institutional

characteristics that boost revenue extraction. #gnthe former, the key question has been
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whether democracies or dictatorships collect maxe Some have argued that dictatorships have
the coercive power and the minimal constraints Xivaet more (Haggard 1990), while others
contend that democracies have a greater abilitgxivact taxes because of the underlying
consensual relationship between rulers and rulexi(1988). Yet, the empirical evidence
remains ambiguous. Cheibub finds no significardewce that democracies are either better or
worse than dictatorships at collecting taxes (1998)ile Boix and Thies contend that
democracies are better (Boix 2001, Thies 2004)Fd/elle-Aymer claims the opposite (1999).
Without being able to find convincing evidence ba impact of regime type, this literature sheds
little light on the mechanisms that might count:etiter citizen motivation or differences in state
constraints are the key channel and, overall, lemitimacy effects tax outcomes.

One factor which may help to explain this lack lafrity is the fact that the regime literature pays
little attention to one crucial actor, and so nesseset of important omitted variables. By
focusing on the ruler's desires - on the extentvtich they are determined by or free from
societal preferences - and the constraints thatellagionship between ruler and society places on
their ambitions, the regime literature overlooke tssential role played by the state and its
institutions in interacting with, and mediatingween, ruler and society. These institutions, most
especially the revenue authority, are the main $aziua second body of literature that derives
mostly from policy practitioners, particularly affals at the World Bank and the IMF. This
literature focuses specifically of ‘state capacignd the technical aspects of administrative
design; organizational reform, improved IT systefmstter audit procedures, non-corrupt and
competent officials etc (see, for example, Gillg89, Gillis et al 1990, Bird and Oldman 1990,
Thirsk 1997). This viewpoint is summed up neatjyGasanegra who claims that ‘in developing
countries, tax policy is tax administration’ (19909).

The technical capacity of the revenue authorityeigainly an important factor in strong revenue
collection, and particularly in explaining succeggax reform. Hlophe and Friedman attribute
the improved revenue performance in South Africthefreformed tax body — the South African
Revenue Service (SARS) primarily to administratieform (2003). In the last 15 years similarly
reformed tax administrations have been establishatumber of African countries, including
Uganda, Tanzania and Zambia. All have witnessemamed revenue performance (Gloppen &
Rakner 2003). The assessments carried out by Elapd Friedman and Gloppen and Rakner
were primarily concerned with establishing whetbemot improved revenue performance had
increased democratic accountability, but were forte conclude that, on the contrary, the
increase was primarily due to administrative reforfowever, what both articles fail to consider
is the reverse causality: the prior importancettfuales to the state in determining the aggregate
levels of tax that reforms are attempting to imgraypon. Taking initial differentials between
countries as the dependent variable begs questiboat the impact of normative attitudes
towards the state, something which the ‘state dgpaiterature is, in general, little concerned
with.

While much of the state capacity literature sttgosation of its normative aspects, seeing it as a
predominantly technical process, the regime focugedature has paid little attention to the
state’s capacity and institutional relationshipsticiety. Taking the state centric focus of the
former and the normative concerns of the lattedccthrow light on what is missing in both; an
analysis of taxation that takes the theoreticau$oaway from regime and towards the state,
interested in its legitimacy in the eyes of citigeather than its purely technical capacity.
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Section Ill: Why do citizens assent to pay tax?

As originally modeled by Allingham and Sandmo imiththeory of tax evasion, the citizen’s
decision about whether or not to pay taxes is piljnanotivated by the probability of being
audited and caught evading (1972). This model, évawy was subsequently criticized, and
revised by one of its authors, for focusing exaleli on the coercive side of compliance, at the
expense of the consensual (Sandmo 2005). Latezbnomists have focused on the consensual
aspects, termed ‘tax morale’, in an attempt to @rpthe positive motivations for compliance
(Cummings et al 2005). Three main lines of thecabrgument have been made either directly
in relation to tax morale or indirectly in terms tife citizen-state relationship - the fiscal
exchange thesis, arguments as to the strengtheohdlional political community and those
focused on the comparative treatment of citizens.

The Vertical Aspect: Citizen and State

The fiscal exchange thesis, as Figure 2 illustrgiesits that the main concern of taxpayers is
what they get directly in return for their tax pagmis, in the form of services. Furthermore, this
fiscal contract is seen to be the foundation ofridationship between the state and its citizens.
Extrapolating from this core idea, a number of baugi and more general theoretical propositions
have been made: that how a state earns its rewisteenines its character (Moore 2004); that the
state is most responsive to those from whom iectdl most of its revenue (Timmons 2005); that
this dependency is the citizen’s chief bargaining tn battles to make the state more democratic
and responsive (Levi 1988, Ross 2004).

Figure 2: Fiscal Exchange Theory
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While this argument has received a great deal ebriftical attention and corroboration, the
empirical evidence remains ambiguous. In largeross national statistical analysis, both Ross
and Timmons found support for the fiscal exchamgsis (Ross 2004, Timmons 2005). Ross, in
the context of testing the taxation to represemmiatiiesis found a significant relationship between
the ratio of tax to spending and democratic reprtagion, suggesting that a cost-benefit analysis
underpins citizens’ calculations. Timmons argueg those who pay for government obtain the
bulk of its benefits; when the poor pay more (ie torm of regressive taxes) the government is
more focused on the delivery of basic services.elithe rich do, via progressive taxation, the
protection of property rights takes precedence.wéi@r, both micro data and qualitative work

have found alternative results. Using survey daimn South Africa, Fjeldstad found no clear

correlation between fiscal exchange and complidRpsdstad 2004, 549-550). The difficulty of

operationalizing and aggregating an individual'ddgour and her relationship with the state to
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the macro level, suggests caution should be emglageinterpreting Timmons and Ross'’s
results. Equally, the difficulties of generalizifrgm particular cases are well known. The fiscal
contract hypothesis, well established theoreticallps yet to receive emphatic empirical
endorsement.

One of the reasons why the evidence remains mixadstem from the simplification inherent in
its framework and in particular the reduction ofaton and state-society relations to a one-
dimensional model. The citizen, from this viewgdpinontracts the state to fulfill particular
functions and pays for these services. It esdgntanceives of taxation as a market-type
exchange between two actors in a public spherds ddnception misses the critical point about
taxation — that it is the translation of privatealth into a public resource. By its nature it goes
beyond a two actor exchange and, in the transfiimm private to public, invokes not just the
citizen’s normative and contractual relationshiphvwthe state, but also how she views her fellow
citizens. Although everyone will, to some extdmnefit from the public services which their
taxes pay for, they also know that some portiothose taxes will be spent on their compatriots.
The decision about whether or not to pay taxes hisges on how the citizen relates to the
collective.

The Horizontal Angle: Citizen and Community

This horizontal relationship between citizens hasrbtaken by some to be the main variable in
explaining individual willingness to comply and uég\g aggregate tax outcomes. It is seen to be
important in determining the citizen’s willingness see her money spent on other people. In
terms of how this civic identification is fosteregplitical scientists have emphasized how the
polis is constructed and, in particular, its tersfisnembership. Lieberman has argued that the
definition of National Political Community (NPC) ucial (Lieberman 2003). He compares
South Africa where, under Apartheid, the NPC waslsnexclusive and racially defined to
Brazil, where regionalism was the main logic inNIPC that was large and inclusive, with many
cross-cutting cleavages. He attributes the highgenue performance of the former to the
superior ability of a small, exclusive and cohegiveup to solve collective action challenges like
taxation. Persson has also highlighted the impogtaf horizontal relations, in a broader African
context, particularly in relation to ethnicity (Bson, 2008). She argues that countries who, upon
independence, emphasized national over ethniciigemive been more successful than those
who allowed ethnicity to become the main animupdaditics. She uses Botswana as an example
of a state that succeeded in the constructionnattimnal identity and Uganda as a case that failed
to do so.
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Figure 3: National Palitical Community Theory

STATE
.
T
A
X
E
s
CIVIC CIVIC
IDENTIFICATION IDENTIFICATION

S . e .

FELLOW CITIZEN «—— TAXCITIZEN ———» FELLOW CITIZEN

Both Lieberman and Persson emphasize how the wiléias to spend on fellow citizens is
determined by the initial definitions of inclusiand the levels of cohesion in the political
communities that result. Although they differ @rhs of which kind of polis they see as the most
effective — Lieberman arguing (in an analyticalheat than normative sense) for small and
exclusive and Persson for large and inclusive -ethesal arrow in both cases runs the same way.
They both posit that formal rules of citizenshipmgeate different levels of civic identification
that later affect the state’s ability to collecteaue.

The Comparative Treatment Perspective: Citizen, Cdéctive and State

In the realm of taxation, most explanations to detee focused exclusively on either the vertical
relationship between citizen and state or the botel one between citizens. Although the
evidence individually strongly suggests validityts be found in both approaches, either in
isolation would seem, at best, only partially trdeurthermore, both miss a crucial third element
in the calculations that lead to a citizen’s assemay taxes; her comparative position. Citizens
do not consider their relationship with the stateai vacuum where both parties are the only
actors. Nor do they generally think about thelfofe citizens without considering their own
relationship with the state. They also think aldooity the state treats them relative to their fellow
citizens. This judgment will affect not only theidgment of the state but also how they view
their compatriots. If the state treats certainugsopreferentially, this will colour the citizen's
relationship with the state and the group receifangours. A crucial variable then is not just
what | get from the state or who is in my commupnityt what | get from the state (and how the
state treats me) relative to those who are in nmyroonity’.

This emphasis on the comparative treatment aspetttlze importance of fairness is made
forcibly in the work of Bo Rothstein, Jan Teordfeter Evans and others. They highlight the
agency of the comparative treatment perspectiva aausal mechanism in debates on good
governance, social capital and economic developmeRibthstein and Teorell argue that
impartiality in the exercise of power is the keyaddcteristic of ‘good governance’ (2008).

! The issue of comparative equity is important nalydrom the point of view of what you get for your
taxes but also what you pay, which lies beyondstiope of this paper. The idea that the tax bustienld
be equitably distributed according to ability toyp& well established, through the principle of
progressivity. Traditionally progressivity focissmore on vertical inequities between individuather
than horizontal ones between groups — for more ow l concern for horizontal equity could be
incorporated into fiscal policy, see Stewart e2@09
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Elsewhere Rothstein makes the case that sociahtapid trust are generated not by horizontal
relationships but at the interstice between vdrtamad horizontal: in how the state provides
services to citizens and adjudicates between thiRothétein 2003). Citizens will feel able to
trust their compatriots if they trust the statdrtiervene and adjudicate fairly in when there is a
breakdown in relations between citizens. Evans Badch emphasize the centrality of the
‘Weberian' state, meaning the existence of a mendtiically selected and adequately paid
bureaucracy — these being the necessary condiba@rssure impartiality in the state’s institutions
(Evans & Rauch 2000). In all of these argumethis,state’s legitimacy rests on its impartiality;
its proven ability to treat citizens equally in @ealings with them and to adjudicate impartiafly i
disputes between them. Upon this rests not om\citizen’s trust in government, but also their
trust in each other.

The comparative treatment perspective, then, cergention on the state’s adjudicatory and
enforcement responsibilities. In some respedss d perspective that adds to and integrates the
horizontal and vertical theories rather than comtstig an entirely distinct theoretical framework.
In the language of fiscal exchange it emphasizas @ldjudication is a ‘service’ that citizens
require of the state, as much as basic collectoag like health, education or roads. In fact,
Rothstein and Teorell go so far as to claim thit ihe fundamental and primary role that citizens
require of the state. The comparative treatmergpeetive also highlights that when the citizen
views the state she does not do so in isolatiohtHyough the lens of her relationship with her
fellow citizens. The horizontal connections betweéizens do not emerge in a vacuum but are
influenced, even formed, by their collective radaship with the state. By viewing horizontal
and vertical theories together, as the compardti@tment perspective demands and Figure 4
illustrates, it becomes clear that both in isolatare limited. A holistic perspective that
integrates the two highlights the importance ofittterstices between vertical and horizontal and
the need for holistic and integrated theories.

Figure 4. The Comparative Treatment Viewpoint
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Theoretical Hypotheses: Why do citizens assent t@ap tax?
The three theoretical perspectives discussed aleadk to three distinct hypotheses as to the
reasons why citizens assent to pay tax:

H1: Citizens assent to tax because they are satisfied with the services that they receive in
exchange

H2: Citizens assent to tax because they feel a strong sense of civic national identification with
their fellow citizens
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H3: Citizens assent to tax because they fedl that the state treats them fairly relative to their
fellow citizens

These hypotheses, however, are agnostic about aeruofh key issues: which services are of
most concern and what aspects of service delivegycdtical to the citizen? What form of
discrimination is more corrosive to the citizenisw of the state: vertical discrimination between
citizens qua individuals or horizontal discrimimatiagainst groups? The empirical section that
follows attempts to test these hypotheses joitdlgssess their validity and relative impact and to
address the issues that they leave unspecified.

Section IV: Data and Methodology

Data: The Afrobarometer Surveys

The data used comes from the Afrobarometer surgegiglucted by the Centre for Democratic
Development, Ghana, the Institute for Democracytisdfrica and the Institute for Empirical
Research in Political Economy, Behint is a comparative series of national survaysitiitudes

to democracy, markets and civil society conducted humber of African states. The data used
in this analysis is drawn from Round 3, conductad2D05 in 17 African countries with
approximately 1,200/2,400 respondents per courmr§@ variables The sampling error is +3
where the sample was 1,200 respondents and +2 whees 2,400. The survey used stratified
random sampling of voting age citizens and the rintgvs were conducted by trained
enumerators in local languages.

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable is the answer of the resgind the questionFor each of the following
statements, please tell me whether you disagregee: The tax department

always has the right to make people pay tax@gain it is important to stress that the areaer
enquiry is assent — whether or not citizens agraethe collection of tax by the institution of the
state designated for that purpose is legitimatather than compliance — whether or not they
themselves pay tax. The inclusion of the termwagbk’ and ‘right’ in the question capture the
normative character of assent as being a non-donditacquiescence to the legitimacy of the
institution’s claims. The possible responses é&ongly disagree’ Disagree; ‘Neither agree
or disagree, ‘Agree’ and Strongly agreeie the standard Likert Scale. Those who refused t
answer or responde®on’t know’ were dropped from the data‘set

2 Data freely available atww.afrobarometer.org

% The countries included in the data are: Benins®ana, Cape Verde, Ghana, Kenya, Lesotho, Mali,
Malawi, Mozambique, Madagascar, Namibia, Nigeri@n&yal, South Africa, Tanzania, Uganda and
Zambia. As the data providers acknowledge, thentrguselection is intentionally biased toward
liberalizing regimes. Authoritarian regimes and mii@s in conflict are under-represented.

* To try to determine whether ‘don’t know’ answersres driven by concern over who was conducting the
survey or low educational levels, cross tabulatiorese conducted with a question asking about the
survey's perceived sponsor and the respondent'sagidnal background. Similar proportions of theritt
knows’ thought the survey was conducted by govemiroe tax authorities as compared to those giving
other responses. The educational background ofdt€t knows’ was also comparable, suggesting that
they could be excluded without introducing biastioa grounds of either fear of the authorities aklaf
education. In addition, as a robustness check,dbe’'t knows’ were included in the middle category
‘Neither agree nor disagree’ to see if this affdatesults: it did not.
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Independent Variables

The independent variables are grouped into threa pategories: 1) SERVICES — drawing on
fiscal exchange 2) NPC — drawing on national idgntiheories and 3) COMPARATIVE -
drawing on the theory of comparative treatmentpéulix A summarizes the details of the main
explanatory variables.

1) Services

The direct vertical relationship between citizerd astate in the area of service provision is
examined in terms of three aspects: access, qualitygeneral performance. In each category
two basic services are considered — health andaéidnc This gives a total of six variables to test
— overall assessment of the government'’s performmanbandling health and education, personal
experience of how easy it is to access health dodation services and the perceived quality of
those servicés This parsing of the data enables three key mresto be asked: if services are
important explanatory variables, if so which seegi@and what aspects of service provision.

2) National Political Community

It is challenging to find a variable that captutke extent or depth of civic identity. Since the
literature has highlighted the challenge that ethaffiliation has presented to establishing
overarching national identification (Persson 20G8)roxy is used in the form of a question
asking respondents about the extent to which theyd stronger commitment to their national
rather than ethnic identity. Two dummies are @edtom this question: ordationallD, if they
identified more with their national identity, ari€tjuallD, if they identified equally with their
national and ethnic identity.

3) Comparative Treatment

The comparative treatment thesis requires an italicaf how fairly the citizen thinks she is
treated by the state relative to others. Sincediagendent variable relates to taxation, two
variables are used that ask about enforcementebguthorities of those caught evading tax. The
first asks ‘How likely do you think it would be ththe authorities could enforce the law if a top
official did not paya tax on some of the income they earned?’ Thisucaptwhether or not the
respondent feels that everyone, regardless of gwirer position and standing, will be treated
equally by the authorities if they evade tax, aadstitutes the variable EnforceOf. Respondents
are also asked ‘How likely do you think it would theit the authorities could enforce the law if a
person like you did not pay a tax on some of tlwernme you earned? This captures whether or
not the respondent feels that they, and peoplettiken, would face enforcement for evading —
i.e. that everyone would equally face the threatrfbrcement, thus implying that the system is
fair. Effective enforcement has been shown to caffiedividual compliance through the
mechanism of credible threat for evasion (Cummigtgsl 2005), but here the dependent is assent
and the suggested mechanism is through perceptifairoess. The respondent’s answer to the
guestion constitutes the variable EnforceAll. Thespondent’s view of how fairly their ethnic
group, EthnicTreat, is treated is the final measure

4) Controls

® In all of the variables those with no experientpublic services are excluded. If these propogiwere
significantly large this would bias our results tlas absence of public services might be drivirggrésults.
However, in this case the proportion of those withexperience was only 6% for public clinics an&13
for public schools.

® These two variables could arguably be capturiegsdme effect. However the correlation coefficient
between them was low, at .19, meaning that onlyo#¥e variation in one variable is related toiaton
in the other.
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Basic demographic data is included in the survlg tespondent’s age, gender, occupation,
educational attainment, ethnic group and whethey live in a rural or urban area. Occupation is
recoded into whether or not they work in the forreattor, this being an important factor in
determining the likelihood that they actually payx.t Whether or not your ethnic group is in
power is also included as a control variable asakabas shown that the ethnic group of the ruler
is often taxed more heavily than others, in terfresgoicultural production at least (Kasara 2007).
All of these are included as variables, to confoolindividual effects. Country dummies are
included in the regressions to control for courgffects. The model also controls for a number
of variables that have been shown to affect tavabieln: levels of generalized trust, as trust has
been shown to affect the degree to which you exptwrs to pay their taxes and so avoid the
free rider problem (Scholz & Lubell 1998, Fjeldst2@d4, Kjaer 2009), and whether or not you
perceive the tax officials to be corrupt. The ficantrol is satisfaction with democracy, to try to
isolate the state-institution from the regime sfieeiffects.

Methodology

The dependent variable is an ordered categoricebble and the data has a three-level
hierarchical structure: individuals are clusteredhin primary sampling units that are nested
within countries. Although sometimes linear regies is used on variables with a Likert scale,
this is based on the assumption that each of tineifitervals is of equal length. This assumption
is hard to defend, thus the more accurate methtal ise an ordered probit (as popularized by
McKelvey and Zavoina 1975). A multilevel modelnist used as no variables at the national or
subnational level are included in the model; ouimniaterest is in individual level variation and
we do not want to lose that variation through aggtien. We deal with the hierarchical nature of
the data in a number of other ways: using counitgdf effects, running individual country
regressions and robustness checks using aggregeatidns at the town/village level.

The following equation is used to estimate thezeits’ assent to taxation:
Y =xB+¢
Where Yi* is an unobserved latent variable reflecting thieems assent and ¥ a vector of the
following explanatory variablesX = {SE;, PS , NPG, G, CT,; } where:
SE = personal socio-economic characteristics (gersdgr, occupation, whether you live in an
urban or rural area)
PS = Perceptions of public services
NPC; = Strength of national identification
CT; = Comparative treatment variables
Ci = Other controls
The disturbance terrg, reflects stochastic differences between individtlaht are not controlled
for.

Results

The results, as summarized in Table Two, suggasetbments from fiscal exchange and
comparative treatment theories are significant.f Aeefficients from probits are difficult to
interpret, Table Two gives the marginal effectstom probability of assenting and their standard
errors for each coefficient. This is the margieiiéct on the probability of a respondent strongly
agreeing that the tax department has a right featdlax when all the other independent variables
are set at their median response.
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Table 2. Marginal Effects Results from Ordered Probit for Response 5 (Strongly agree)

Theory Variable 1 2 3 5
Fiscal Handling of 031 *** ~ ~ .Q3*** .036***
Exchange health (.005) (.005) (.008)
Handling 01 7*** ~ ~ .016*** -.004 (.009)
education (.005) (.005)
Access to health QL7 ~ ~ .015%** .005
(.004) (.004) (.006)
Access to .012** ~ ~ .011* .005
education (.004) (.004) (.007)
Quality of -.006* ~ ~ -.005 .007
healthcare (.003) (.003) (.006)
Quality of .005 ~ ~ .004 -.012*
education (.003) (.003) (.006)
NPC National ID ~ .005 ~ .002 -.002
(.005) (.005) (.008)
Equal ID ~ .02%** .014** .023*
(.005) (.005) (.008)
Comparative Enforcement ~ ~ .031*** .027%** .024%**
Treatment Officials (.004) (.004) (.006)
Enforcement All ~ ~ .Q5*r* .047xx* 038+
(.005) (.005) (.012)
Ethnic treatment ~ ~ -.021%x | - 014** .022* (.01)
(.005) (.005)
Controls Corruption -.002 -.006 .002 .001 .01
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.008)
Trust 01 7%*x 021 %** .013*** .016*** .025%**
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.007)
Satisfaction 045 *x* .054 *** .051%** .04%** .028***
with democracy (.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.007)
Demographic | Urban -.005 -.006 (.004) -.005 -.004 -.004
Controls (.004) (.004) (.004) (.006)
Formal .008 .009 .008 .009 .012*
(.005) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.006)
Noedu -.066*** -.067*** -.066*** -.066*** -.065%**
(.017) (.017) (.017) (.017) (.012)
Primaryed -.053** -.051** -.05** -.053** -.045**
(.019) (.019) (.019) (.019) (.018)
Secondaryed -.039 | -.029 (.019) -.028 (.019)| -.031 -.02
(.019) (.019) (.018)
Thirded -.019 -.015 -.014 -.017 -.005
(.019) (.019) (.019) (.019) (.02)
Female -.010** -.009 ** -.01** -.01 -.014x**
(.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.003)
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Age -.000 -.000 -.000 -.000 -.000
(.000) .000 (.000) (.000) (.000)
Ethnic group in -.007 -.007 (.005)| 005 (.006)| -.007 -.006
power (.005) (.005) (.006)
Log Likelihood -35299.2 -35385.8 -35248.3 -35180.2 | -35455
X 1639.10*** | 1465.89*** | 1528.70*** | 1708.59*** | 929.49*
Pseudo R 0.0227 0.0203 0.0212 0.0237 0.0184
N 25394 25394 25394 25394 25394

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses belowctefficients. Tests were run with Stata 10.0
*** Sjgnificant at .001 level ** Significant at .Ollevel * Significant at .05 level

As shown in the first regression, which includesalgles suggested by the fiscal exchange thesis
plus the controls, the services that the citizereikes are important, though interestingly health
services have a larger impact in these results ¢ldaication, and access is more important than
quality. Believing that the government is handlthg improvement of basic health services well
or very well increases the probability of stronglyreeing that they have a right to collect tax by
3.1%. The equivalent coefficient for educatiojuist over half the magnitude, at 1.7%. Access
to basic services seems to have a greater impabieomssent to tax than the experienced quality
of those services. If you find it easy or veryyetsaccess public health and education services
you are 1.7% and 1.2% more likely to assent totpayrespectively. The number of problems
you have experienced in basic education servicess dwt have a statistically significant
relationship with the dependent, while the equingfer health is significant but the effect is not
large: with each additional problem experienced yeuel of assent decreases by .6%.

The results isolate which basic services and whpeet of service delivery matter in terms of
citizen assent to tax. They suggest that whild Iservices matter, health provision has a larger
impact than education. This could be because tiitbechildren of school age, a subsection of
the population, will be directly concerned with edtion while all have a stake in good health
facilities. Furthermore, perceived performancethe government’'s overall handling of basic
services has a larger impact on citizen assent ttigin direct experiences, confirming that it is
the dynamic aspect of service provision that isdrtgmt. To change a citizen’s attitude towards
tax the crucial element is not simply their expeci of services today, but also their expectation
of improved delivery in the future. Finally, aceesould seem to be more important than quality
of services; both access to health and educatitvices are positively related to assent, while
only quality of healthcare seems to matter, thodigis result is small and its statistical
significance disappears in subsequent regressions.

The results provide limited support for the horiwbview that emphasizes the primacy of civic
national over ethnic identity. There is a posithetationship between the dependent and the
extent of exclusively national identification baeteffect is small and not statistically significan
The relationship between the dependent and thetesteshared ethnic and national identity is of
greater magnitude and significant. Those with aesth sense of identity are 2% more likely to
strongly agree that the government has the righoliect tax. Though this result is significant, i
does not confirm the hypothesis predicted by tlemij — that those with a stronger sense of
national identity will be more likely to assent. Thus the results provide little support for the
thesis that the more successful the state hasibesstablishing an over-riding national identity
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the more citizens will assent to pay taxes, buterasuggest that it is a shared identity between
national and ethnic group that contributes to eitiassent.

Model 3 tests the comparative treatment approddte results show that believing that officials

will face enforcement if caught evading increasesassent to tax by 3%. Believing that you and
people like you will face enforcement increases likelihood of assenting by 5%. Perceived

unequal treatment of his/her ethnic group by trepoadent is also important. The perception
that your ethnic group is sometimes or always éckatnfairly decreases your probability of

strongly assenting to tax by 2%.  Thus the dataiges support for the hypothesis that fair
treatment by the state, both of individuals androlips, increases assent to pay tax.

Model 4 integrates all three theoretical approadbesy to distinguish which are most important
when the citizen makes a holistic decision. Theegoment’'s handling of health and education
and access to health and education remain statigtgignificant but the perceived quality of

health services become insignificant. Nationaniity remains insignificant. Believing your

ethnic group is treated unfairly, that you, pedjde you and officials will face enforcement for

evasion remain significant and retain the magnitidéheir coefficients. In terms of magnitude,
the variable with the greatest impact on the priibalof assenting is the belief that you and
those like you will face enforcement (5%), followlkey the government’s handling of healthcare
(3%).

Turning to the control variables, it is interestiognote that, across all the regressions theme is
statistically significant relationship between egtion and the assent to tax. The majority of
people feel that some tax officials are corruptthig does not affect their judgment on the state’s
right to collect tax. Satisfaction with democragges have a positive relationship with the
dependent, increasing the probability of assertbng.6%. Trusting others also makes you 1%
more likely to assent. In terms of the demographbittrols it is interesting to note that thereds n
statistically significant difference between urband rural residents or those working in the
formal sector. However, women, those with no etlacaand those with only primary education
were significantly less likely to strongly agreette government’s right to collect tax by 1%,
6.5% and 5.3% respectively. This suggests thaethey be a link between ones ability to pay
and ones assent to tax, as each of these groupsisaedly poorer. Whether or not the
respondent’s ethnic group was in power did not haveignificant relationship with the
dependent. This does not contradict Kasara’'s tgednlit suggests that individuals may not be
aware of the fact that their group is being taxed greater extent than others.

As one form of robustness check, to try to isofat¢her individual effects, Regression 5 uses
median responses at the town/village level for eamiable and clusters the standard errors at
this level, the lowest sampling unit in the survey.As can be seen from the results, all the
coefficients on the fiscal exchange variables tbg#r significance except handling of healthcare,
which has an even higher marginal effect on theeddent, and quality of education which
becomes statistically significant. All of the coangtive treatment variables remain significant
though the effect is smaller. However, the ethnégatment coefficient has become positive
though the significance level is low. Trust andisfaction with democracy retain their
significance and magnitude, and corrupt remainigmificant. While a large degree of variation
is lost by using medians, it suggests that the gaddent variables with the most robust
relationship to the dependent are the governméatislling of healthcare, perceived likelihood of
officials and citizens facing enforcement if caughading.

Including country fixed effects in the regressidiows the intercept to vary. The country
dummies do indeed indicate that the coefficientsttmmps for all countries are significantly
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different from the base (which in these resultdVialawi). To test if there were significant
differences between countries in the Xs, the madtependent variables were decomposed into
interaction terms with individual country dummiesdancluded in the regressions. As many of
the interaction terms were significant, it impltbat the Xs do vary and hence the slopes will be
different. Table 3 presents the marginal effe@sjmning the Regression 4 country by country.
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Table 3: Ordered Probit Marginal Effects on dependent

Country Handle | Handle | Access | Access | Quality | Quality | National | Shared | Enforceme | Enforce | Ethnic R2 N
Health Edu Health | Edu Health Edu ID ID nt Of ment 2 Treatment

Benin .06** .006 -.002 .028 -.01 -.02 -1 2%x% -.04 -.082%** A1+ -.052%** .0805 1198
(.023) (.022) | (.023) | (.022) (.014) (.014) (.025) (.024) | (.019) (.022) (.022)

Botswana .036 .012 .023 -.014 .02 -.014 .007 -.021 .032** .066*** -.035 .0188 1200
(.021) (.021) | (.022) | (.023) (.018) (.018) (.023) (.023) | (.02) (.02) (.02)

Cape Verde .033 .012 .022 -.016 .017 .000 .062 .052 10%** .012 .09 .0334 1256
(.023) (.023) | (.02) (.021) (.018) (.018) (.042) (.037) | (.018) (.03) (.06)

Ghana .009 -.01 -.019 .071** .004 -.004 -.03 .028 .039 137%** .000 .0319 1197
(.032) (.031) | (.026) | (.025) (.018) (.018) (.032) (.033) | (.026) (.07) (.03)

Kenya .002 .022 -.002 .017 .006 -.004 .024 .019 -.02 .03 .013 .0293 1277
(.014) (.015) | (.014) | (.012) (.008) (.008) (.017) (.017) | (.013) (.018) (.014)

Lesotho .058** .02 .065** | -.02 .019 -.023 -.056 -.043 .034 -.005 -.134%x* .0279 1161
(.02) (.036) | (.021) | (.027) (.022) (.023) (.034) (.035) | (.021) (.04) (.034)

Madagascar .02** .005 .008 .012 .011 -.007 .021* .014 .008 .021* -.021 .0189 1350
(.007) (.008) | (.007) | (.007) (.006) (.007) (.01) (.011) | (.006) (.007) (.019)

Malawi -.019 .015 .03 -.008 -.02 .029 -.022 -.057* | -.013 .087** -.055*
(.027) (.027) | (.024) | (.028) (.014) (.015) (.031) (.029) | (.024) (.032) (.025)

Mali -.043 .001 .018 -.046* -.014 .018 .021 .015 .013 .069** .002 .0275 1244
(.025) (.022) | (.02) (.021) (.014) (.015) (.024) (.021) | (.018) (.023) (.03)

Mozambique .023 .043* | -.026 .029 .011 -.014 .001 .04 .000 .035* .008 .0379 1198
(.02) (.019) | (.016) | (.016) (.01) (.01) (.022) (.023) | (.016) (.017) (.023)

Namibia .066** .054* .013 .067** -.012 .01 .042 .058 -.04 .01 -.014 .0335 1199
(.022) (.022) | (.022) | (.022) (.014) (.014) (.028) (.031) | (.02) (.024) (.023)

Nigeria .043** -.012 .007 .064*** | -.017* .019* -.039** .02 .037** .015 .02 .0192 2363
(.015) (.015) | (.014) | (.015) (.008) (.008) (.016) (.013) | (.012) (.013) (.012)

Senegal .018 .024 -.024 .017 -.008 .011 -.007 .004 .01 .04* -.028 .0409 1199
(.017) (.017) | (.015) | (.015) (.009) (.009) (.021) (.022) | (.015) (.02) (.02)

South Africa .017 .033* | .004 -.013 .01 -.016 .021 -.007 .066*** .038** -.013 0.0360 | 2400
(.013) (.013) | (.012) | (.013) (.009) (.009) (.014) (.016) | (.011) (.012) (.014)

Tanzania .048* .05* .035 -.005 -.016 .005 .065** .042 .026 .074** -.046* .0302 1304
(.021) (.025) | (.021) | (.026) (.014) (.016) (.026) (.049) | (.019) (.026) (.023)

Uganda .058*** | .02 .006 -.014 .005 .000 .011 .087** | .079*** .034 -.019 .0181 2400
(.018) (.019) | (.016) | (.018) (.01) (.01) (.022) * (.015) (.027) (.018)

(.02)

Zambia .013 .022 .026 .022 -.000 .001 -.001 .023 .067*** -.009 -.013 .0334 1200
(.017) (.017) | (.016) | (.015) .01 (.01) (.025) (.023) | (.017) (.024) (.019)

Notes: Standard errors are in parentheses belowctefficients. Tests were run with Stata 10.0

*** Significant at .001 level ** Significant at .Olevel * Significant at .05 level
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These results provide further support for the caatpae treatment and certain fiscal exchange viasaand
virtually none for NPC approaches. In seven ofdilteeen countries, a perception that the govertisen
handling healthcare well has a positive and stegity significant impact on assent to tax of bedwe and
6%. The equivalent variable for education readigsificance in four countries. Access to healhk h
clear positive relationship in one country, Lesotied access to education in three states. Oytrali,
there is partial support, in some countries fardiexchange, most clearly for the government’'sihiag of
healthcare. Having a strong sense of nationaltitydmas a statistically significant relationshijthvthe
dependent in three countries, but in two of tho8erin and Nigeria — it is negative, the opposfte/ioat the
theory suggests should be the case. By contrehicountries, belief in enforcement has a pasiind
statistically significant impact on assent to thbetween 1.1 and 13.7%. Believing that officiatsuld be
prosecuted if caught evading increases the prahabflassenting in six countries by between 3.@ 46%.
Puzzlingly, the relationship is negative in BeniRerceived unfair treatment of your ethnic groap &
negative relationship on the dependent in four trees

The results help us to identify which theory, artthtvaspects of that theory, matter for citizen rtsisethese
seventeen African states. In terms of fiscal ergkeaaccess to basic health and education seasckethe
impression that the government is improving theseises over time are important in the pooled tssbiut
only specific aspects seem to matter in a limitechiber of countries in the individual regressiongei@ll
handling of healthcare seems to matter more thaoatidn, in the pooled results, though education is
important in a number of individual countries. Tqality of either service, however, does not sézirave
a significant impact. The results provide littlgpport for the importance of civic national ideyiit citizen
assent to tax. A strong sense of national ratiear ethnic identity is not significant in the pablesults,
and even seems to have a negative effect on thendept in two individual country cases. The coratyee
treatment variables are the most robust, espe@afigrcement ones. The perception that you argkthike
you will face enforcement is the variable with desa marginal effect on the probability of assegiimthe
pooled results, and is significant in the most nendf countries in the individual regressionsn slim, the
findings provide qualified support for fiscal excige, limited backing for national political commtyni
approaches and more persuasive support for compatagatment theories, which have not previouggrb
applied to attitudes towards taxation.

Conclusion

This paper has sought to answer the question of edtarmines the assent of citizens within Afristattes
to the government’s right to collect tax. An alt&time question to pose is: what does the state toade to

earn the right to collect tax from its citizendzhke assent to taxation is seen as a proxy foletigmacy of
the state in the eyes of its citizens, then whaitarcomponent parts?

To earn the right to collect tax, according to thégper’s findings, the state must fundamentallgttits
citizens fairly. Although theories of comparativeatment have not before been applied in thealibee on
tax attitudes, these results suggest that it ismgortant factor in determining citizen assent.efkhis also
support for certain elements of the fiscal exchahgsis. The key aspect, according to the resuitet
necessarily efficiency of delivery — in terms otass and quality — but responsiveness; the stasebau
seen to be addressing needs and improving semwwegdime. Whether health or education services ar
more important seems to vary by country, thouglaggregate health is an important factor in a greate
number of countries.

Taken together the results suggest that earnindghtto collect tax requires the state to parf@a number
of roles and be judged in doing so by differentecid. To arbitrate between citizens the statethauan
extent be above its citizens, the key criteria péinpartiality and fairness, values which are défe to, and
would be impugned by, too great adherence to stnhgtandards of accountability and responsivenggs.
contrast, where services are important, responssgis the key aspect of provision for citizehke state,
then, can be seen to have a number of functionshengtquirements of each demand a different celakiip
to society and different attendent normative values
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This broad point is particularly important in thentext of the debate cited earlier as to the caokes
illegitimacy in African states and specifically wher it is distance or capture which charactercigzen-
state relations in most African countries. White being able to resolve the debate about whitheis
correct characterization of relations, the restdts speak to the normative preferences of Africareoas.
They essentially require the state to be both wiistapartial and captured/responsive, in its défgrroles.
This insight could then redirect attention awayrfreimple either/or dichtomizations of the relatiaips to
more specific ones about why structurally inducisthtice has not translated into better performbagpdbe
state in the role where that is actually an assetdeddedness has not led to more responsiveservi
delivery.

Almost as interesting as the positive findings fribra results are the negative ones. They prdittte
support for a strong relationship between civimtitg and attitudes towards taxation. Nor do tkeggest
that corruption among tax officials is a factotlie citizen’s assent to tax. While it would besthing the
scope of the results too far to claim that coruptioes not undermine legitimacy, the findings uiggest
that it may not always be at the root of the crifititdeficits afflicting particular state institibns. We need
to work harder to establish precisely how and whyuption becomes an anti-developmental force grath
than assuming from the outset that it is.

Much of the work produced by the post Washingtongeosus paradigm either ignores normative concerns
altogether, focusing exclusively on technical cégaor conflates them into terms such as ‘good
governance’, which are sufficiently broad as teffectively meaningless. There is a great need imore
precise and reified understanding of the compoparis of governance and their attendant normative
requirements. The assent to taxation, on whishgaper has been focused, provides one possilyléondo

so, but we need further research to fully unpaekctimplex nexus of relationships between citiztrey

state and each other.
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APPENDIX A

Summary of the Main | ndependent Variables and Controls

Variable Question Value Value
‘How well or badly would you say the current
Handling of | government is handling the following matters,|or
health/educati| haven't you heard enough about them to say:| 1="Fairly well’ or O="Fairly Badly’ or
on Improving basic health services/addressing | ‘Very well’ ‘Very badly’
educational needs?
‘Based on your experience, how easy or diffiqult
Access to is it to obtain the following services? Or do you
health/ never try and get these services from 1='Easy’ or ‘Very O0='Difficult’ or ‘Very
education government: Medical treatment at a nearby | easy’ difficult’
clinic/A place in primary school for a child?
‘Have you encountered any of these problems Index 0 — 7 where
with your local public clinic or hospital during | O=never/rarely
the past 12 months: Services are too expensiyehcountered any of
Quiality of Unable to pay; Lack of medicines or other listed problems and
health supplies; Lack of attention or respect from staff7=often or sometimes
services Absent doctors; Long waiting time; Dirty encountered all of the
facilities; Demands for illegal payments.’ listed problems
‘Have you encountered any of these problems Index 0 — 7 where
with your local public schools during the past LR=never/rarely
months: services are too expensive/unable to| encountered any of
Quality of pay, lack of textbooks or other supplies, poor | listed problems and
education teaching, absent teachers, overcrowded 7=often or sometimes$
services classrooms, poor conditions of facilities, encountered all of the
demands for illegal payments. listed problems
‘Let us suppose that you had to choose betweel='l Feel More 0='l Feel Only (r's
being a [Ghanaian/Kenyan/etc.] and being a | [Ghanaian/Kenyan/ef group)’ or ‘| Feel
National [respondent’s identity group]. Whichc.] than (r's groups)’ | More (r's group)
Identity of these two groups do you feel most strongly| or ‘I feel only than
attached to?’. [Ghanaian/Kenyan/ef [Ghanaian/Kenyan/et
c.] cl]
Equal ‘Let us suppose that you had to choose betweet=1="| Feel equally | 0=l Feel more/only
Identity being a [Ghanaian/Kenyan/etc.] and being a | [Ghanaian/Kenyan/ef National/Ethnic
[respondent’s identity group]. Whichc.] as (r's groups)’ identity
of these two groups do you feel most strongly|
attached to?'.
Ethnic ‘How often are s [respondent’s | 1="Often’ or 0='Never’ and
Treatment identity group] treated unfairly by the ‘Always’ ‘Sometimes’
government?’
Enforcement | ‘How likely do you think it would be that the | 1="Likely’ or ‘Very 0='Not at all likely’
Of authorities could enforce the law if a top officiallikely’ or ‘Not very likely’
Officials did not pay tax on some of the income they
earned?’
Enforcement | ‘How likely do you think it would be that the | 1="Likely’ or ‘Very 0='Not at all likely’
of All authorities could enforce the law if you did not likely’ or ‘Not very likely’

pay tax on some of the income you earned?’
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Corruption ‘How many of the following people do you thinkl="Most of them’ or | 0="None of them’ or
are involved in corruption, or haven't you heardAll of them’ ‘All of them’
enough about them to say: Tax Officials (e.qg.

VATS/IRS officials)’

Satisfaction | ‘Overall, how satisfied are you with the way | 1="Fairly satisfied’ 0='Not at all

with democracy works in [Ghana/Kenya/etc.]?’ or ‘Very satisfied’ satisfied’ or ‘Not very|

democracy satisfied’

Urban/rural Whether or not it was an urban or rural 1=Urban O=Rural
sampling unit — answered by interviewer

Gender Gender of respondent 1=Female 0=Male

Formal State occupation in formal sector 1=Skilled/ungidll | O=all other

worker in formal occupations
sector/Armed
services/Government
worker/professional/

Politician

Education What is the highest level of education you hayeDummies for No

completed? Formal Education,
Primary Education,
Secondary
Education, Third
Level education

Ethnicity in What is your tribe? 1=Ethnicity of head | 0=All other ethnic

power of state according to | groups

Fearon et al 2007
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