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Abstract 
 

This paper analyzes the effect of the quality 

of governance (proxied by perceived 

corruption) on attitudes toward paying 

taxes. Using the Afrobarometer surveys 

from 36 African countries, over the period 

2011–2015, we find that a perception of 

low corruption at different levels of the 

executive branch (president’s office, 

government officials, or tax authorities) has 

a significant and positive impact on tax 

morale. To account for possible reverse 

causality between a citizen’s perception of  

 

governance quality and attitude toward tax 

payment, we also propose an instrumental 

variables (IV) approach, using the ethnicity 

of the country’s leader as an instrument for 

perceived level of corruption, the 

assumption being that individuals from the 

same ethnic group tend to have a favorable 

perception of concurrent governance. The 

IV results confirm that an individual’s 

positive perception of governance has a 

positive impact on one’s willingness to pay 

taxes.    
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1. Introduction 

African countries have stepped up efforts to increase government revenues in recent years, 

particularly through taxation.1 But there is a structural limit to these efforts due to the 

prevalence of “hard-to-tax” sectors (e.g., small/informal businesses or subsistence farmers) in 

many countries in Africa. This situation poses substantial enforcement problems and provides 

ample opportunities for non-compliance. In such a situation, understanding and promoting tax 

morale to enhance voluntary compliance, becomes very important.  

The main objective of this paper is to study the relationship between governance and 

tax morale. The latter can be defined broadly as nonpecuniary factors (intrinsic motivation, 

guilt, shame, or reciprocity) that encourage voluntary tax compliance (Luttmer and Singhal, 

2014). Specifically, we investigate how the public’s perception of corruption at different levels 

of the executive branch of the government (president office, government officials and tax 

authorities) may affect individual tax morale, using a large sample that combines 

Afrobarometer surveys collected in 36 African countries between 2011 and 2015.2 We find that 

low levels of perceived corruption at different levels of the executive branch is significantly 

associated with high tax morale.  

A potential problem in studying the effect of governance on tax morale relates to 

reverse causality. On the one hand, the psychological tax contract literature posits that tax 

compliance is influenced by government policy, tax authorities’ behavior, and state institutions 

(Feld and Frey, 2007). On the other hand, the “revenue bargaining” theory argues that the 

taxpaying process can play a crucial role in the emergence of responsive and effective 

governments (see Moore, 2008). Our paper attempts to address this possible endogeneity 

between individuals’ perceptions of corruption and their willingness to pay taxes, using an 

instrumental variables (IV) approach.  

                                                           
1 Domestic resource mobilization (DRM) was also identified as the first of six “leading actions” in the 

consensus declaration of the 2002 Monterrey Conference on Financing for Development (FFD). The 2015 Addis 

Ababa Action Agenda on FFD reaffirmed the urgent need to increase DRM to finance the Agenda 2063 and 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) in the context of the Vision 2030. 
2 The executive branch carries out and enforces laws. In a presidential system, it typically includes the president, 

the cabinet, executive departments, independent agencies, and other boards, commissions, and committees. In 

this paper, the president office would constitute the higher level, while government officials (which include tax 

authorities) would constitute the lower level. 
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We use the ethnicity of presidents or heads of government of each country as an 

instrument for perceived corruption. Our assumption is that individuals from the same ethnic 

group as the president or head of government tend to have a favorable perception of the 

executive’s governance, as they may derive “psychic benefits” from seeing him/her in office 

(Chandra, 2004; Franck and Rainer, 2012 ; De Luca et al, 2018). In contrast, an individual 

would prefer to avoid paying their taxes (see e.g., Slemrod, 2007), whether or not the president 

or head of government is from the same ethnic group. The IV results confirm that an 

individual’s positive perception of governance has a positive impact on one’s willingness to 

pay taxes. 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents a review of the literature 

on tax compliance, institutions, and governance; and highlights the contributions of our paper, 

relative to the previous literature. Section 3 describes the data, while Section 4 discusses the 

empirical approach. We present the results in Section 5 and make concluding remarks in 

Section 6. 

 

2. Literature Review 

 

The deterrence approach to taxation suggests that tax compliance is negatively associated with 

the probability of detection and the severity of punishment, à la Allingham and Sandmo (for a 

review, see Sandmo, 2005). In contrast, the psychological tax contract view sees the act of tax 

paying as a quasi-voluntary one. It portrays the existence of the state as a contractual 

relationship between the elected and the electorate, wherein the latter becomes tax compliant 

as long as the political process is perceived to be fair and legitimate, and public goods are 

provided. In this case, being tax compliant is influenced by government policy, tax authorities’ 

behavior, and state institutions (Feld and Frey, 2007).  

The psychological tax contract argument has been corroborated at the individual level 

in a series of cross-country studies comprising both developing and developed countries (see, 

e.g.,  Torgler, 2006; Frey and Torgler, 2007; Richardson, 2008; Anderson, 2017); or single 

country analyses (see, e.g., Torgler and Schneider, 2005; Alm and Torgler, 2006; Timmons 

and Garfias, 2015). Most of these studies use the World Value Surveys (WVSs) to measure tax 

morale and country-level measures of governance. In this paper both tax morale and 

governance data were obtained at the individual level, permitting greater heterogeneity and 

variations.  
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Kirchler et al. (2008) combined the deterrence and psychological tax contract models 

into the “slippery slope” framework, arguing that trust in authorities increases voluntary 

compliance, whereas the power of tax authorities to enforce tax payments determines 

involuntary compliance. The power of authorities refers to taxpayers’ perceptions of tax 

officers’ capacity to detect tax evasion, while trust in authorities stems from citizens’ general 

belief that the tax authorities are benevolent and work beneficially for the public welfare. The 

power of the government and taxpayers’ trust in government (or tax authorities) both, 

independently and jointly, determine tax compliance levels.  

The review of the theoretical literature above suggests that, while enforcement remains 

a key driver of compliance, tax morale can play a significant role in tax compliance decisions. 

A few studies provide empirical evidence on the importance of tax morale. For example, 

Kleven et al. (2011) distinguishes between third-party and self-reported income in a tax audit 

study in Denmark. They found that the compliance rate for self-reported income was about 83 

percent for total positive income, 95 percent for capital income, 86 percent for stock income, 

and 82 percent for self-employment income. 

Dwenger et al. (2014) conducted a field experiment on local church tax payments in 

Germany. This tax (which can be combined with donations through overpayment) is legally 

binding, but the church does not exercise its auditing rights, giving rise to a zero-deterrence 

situation. They found that 20 percent of individuals pay at least their true taxes owed at the 

zero-deterrence baseline, suggesting intrinsically motivated compliance is substantial, although 

a majority behave as rational, self-interested taxpayers. They also find evidence suggesting that 

deterrence has strong compliance effects on extrinsically motivated payers, but insignificant 

effects on the intrinsically motivated. 

Kogler et al. (2015) also provide empirical support for the “slippery slope” framework 

in four European countries, by presenting participants with different scenarios of trust and 

power. Likewise, Kastlunger et al. (2013) surveyed 389 self-employed Italian taxpayers and 

entrepreneurs and found that trust is positively related to voluntary tax compliance and that 

coercive power and legitimate power are correlated with enforced compliance, with the latter 

leading to increased evasion. A laboratory experiment and an online experiment also show that 

trust and power, modelled by describing fictive situations, positively influence tax payments 

(Wahl, Kastlunger, and Kirchler, 2010). Again, these studies point to the importance of tax 

morale (here trust) in compliance decisions. 



6 
 

In an African context, using a field experiment approach, Abebe et al. (2017) find that 

appealing to tax morale promotes compliance but slightly less than does the threat of audit. Ali 

et al. (2014) find that tax compliance attitude is positively correlated with the provision of 

public services (a proxy for good governance) in Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda, and South Africa, 

using the 2011–12 Afrobarometer survey data. Likewise, using the Afrobarometer surveys 

(2011/2013), Jahnke (2017) finds that bribe payment is negatively correlated to tax morale. 

The previous two studies focus on correlation and do not attempt to address the reverse 

causality bias, between an individual’s perception of governance quality and his/her attitude 

toward tax payment. In contrast, our paper attempts to address the causality issue explicitly 

(see details in the results section below).  

 

3. Data 

 

This section presents the data used to quantify attitudes toward tax payment and perception of 

governance quality, including the control variables that are included in our regressions. 

3.1 Attitude toward tax payment 

 

We use data from Afrobarometer surveys, which is a collection of nationally representative 

surveys that provide a series of information on African citizens’ opinions on economic, social, 

and political aspects in 36 African countries. To measure attitudes toward taxation, we rely on 

two questions related to people’s attitudes toward tax payment in Round 5 (collected between 

2011 and 2013) and Round 6 (collected between 2014 and 2015) of the surveys.  

The literature has proposed different measures of tax compliance, ranging from 

measures that capture the actual action of paying taxes, to measures that capture individuals’ 

attitudes toward taxation—the so-called tax morale—which relates to voluntary tax 

compliance, an aspect deterrence models have typically pushed to the residual (see Feld and 

Frey, 2007). In this paper, we focus on tax morale, as questions on actual tax payment behavior 

may be biased if people are not willing to share such information. It is worth mentioning that 

an implicit assumption in studies like ours is that self-reported attitudes toward taxation would 

translate into actual compliance behavior. Such an assumption is, however, difficult to verify, 

given the difficulty of linking survey questions with actual behavior. Nevertheless, some 

existing studies report a strong negative correlation between the level of tax morale and the 

extent of tax non-compliance (Williams and Martinez, 2014). 
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To measure tax morale, we use the question of the surveys that asks citizens whether 

they agree or disagree that the tax authorities always have the right to make people pay taxes. 

We create a variable, “Right to make people pay taxes,” which takes the value 1 for respondents 

who agree with the statement, and 0 otherwise. For discussion purposes only, we will refer to 

cases where the “right to make people pay taxes” equals 1, as high tax morale; and cases where 

the “right to make people pay taxes” equals 0, as low tax morale. 

To measure behavior toward tax payment, we use the question that asks interviewees 

whether they have refused to pay taxes or fees to the government in the last year. The possible 

responses are “yes,” “no, would never do this,” and “no, but would do if had the chance.”3 It 

is worth noting that it may be hard to rely on the information that comes from this question, 

especially for respondents who claim that they have never refused to pay taxes. We define 

“never refused to pay taxes” as a dummy variable that takes the value 1 if the respondent never 

refused to pay taxes or fees to the government, and 0 otherwise.4  

Table 1 below provides some summary statistics. The first column, called “disagree 

that citizens must pay taxes,” contains the percentage of people who disagree that the tax 

authorities have the right to make people pay taxes.  

 

[Table 1 about here] 

 

Table 1 shows that, on average, around 26 percent of citizens disagree that tax 

authorities have the right to make people pay taxes. The minimum value reported is 12.4 

percent for Sierra Leone, while Togo has the highest percentage, at 46 percent. Notably, there 

are significant differences across countries, and we can observe a high standard error of around 

8.2 percent. This indicates that the determinants of tax compliance may extend beyond 

individual socio-economic characteristics. As a result, this analysis also includes country-level 

                                                           
3 Although people can state the number of times that they have refused to pay taxes, we group all “yes” 

responses together. 
4 When the respondents do not answer the question, refuse to answer, or answer “I don’t know” to the question, 

we code it as missing values. 
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variables, such as quality of governance and some indicators of development to test how 

contextual variables can affect tax morale. 

The second column, “has or would refuse to pay taxes,” shows for each country the 

percentage of citizens who have refused to pay taxes in the last 12 months or would do so if 

they had the opportunity. The overall average is 27 percent of the respondents. Mauritius 

records the lowest value at 8.7 percent, while Sao Tome and Principe has the highest value at 

44.3 percent, followed by Togo at 42 percent. 

 

3.2 Measuring perception of corruption 

 

To assess the effect of perceived governance quality on tax compliance, we consider three 

questions from the Afrobarometer surveys on citizens’ perceptions of corruption in the 

country’s executive branch. The first question asks about the level of corruption in the 

president/prime minister and officials in his office: “How many of the following people do you 

think are involved in corruption, or haven’t you heard enough about them to say: The president 

and the officials in his office?” The second one asks a similar question about government 

officials, and the third one asks specifically about tax officials (e.g., ministry of finance 

officials or local government tax collectors). The possible answers for each of these questions 

are: “none of them,” “some of them,” “most of them,” and “all of them.” 

Table 2 below presents summary statistics. The numbers indicate a high level of 

perceived corruption. For instance, only 18 percent of the people interviewed think that none 

of the officials in the president’s office is corrupt. However, 49 percent responded that at least 

some of them are corrupt, and roughly 32 percent responded that most or all of them are corrupt. 

The perceived level of corruption is even higher for government officials and tax officials; only 

9 percent of the respondents attested that none of the government officials are corrupt, and just 

11 percent said the same about tax officials.  

For the empirical analysis, we create three dummy variables: “perceived corruption of 

president’s office,” “perceived corruption of government officials,” and “perceived corruption 

of tax officials.” Each dummy variable equals 1 if a respondent’s answer is “none” and 0 

otherwise. Those who refused to respond or answered “I don’t know” are coded as missing. 

Because of high correlation between these perception of corruption measures, we entered them 

separately in the estimations. 
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[Table 2 about here] 

 

3.3 Individual and country-level control variables 

 

In addition to the measures of perceived corruption, we include a series of individual 

socioeconomic characteristics that may affect people’s willingness to pay taxes. Table 3 shows 

the list of individual variables with summary statistics. Among them, bribe payments made to 

officials measure people’s experience of corruption. We use two questions from the surveys. 

One asks whether, over the last 12 months, the respondent paid a bribe to government officials 

to get an official document or permit. The second question asks whether the respondent paid a 

bribe to avoid a problem with the police. There is a high incidence of bribe payments in our 

sample. At least 87 percent of the people reported paying a bribe for a document or permit, and 

roughly 90 percent paid a bribe to the police to avoid problems. This high incidence of “actual” 

bribery is in line with the high level of perceived corruption among public officials, as shown 

in Table 2.  

We also take into account the gender, education, age, geographical location, and 

employment status of the respondents. To measure access to information, we refer to the survey 

questions that ask interviewees how often they get news from sources such as the radio, TV, 

newspapers, and the Internet. Access to information makes it more likely citizens will be 

informed about abuses of power and other illegal activities, so that governments can be held 

accountable and possibly be changed through voting. 

Access to basic social services and infrastructure could also influence citizens’ 

perceptions of tax compliance. To capture this, we created a community infrastructure variable 

to measure the quality of infrastructure in the primary sampling unit where people live. In the 

surveys, the interviewers reported whether the following items were present in the primary 

sampling unit (PSU) where the interviews took place: an electricity grid, piped water, sewage 

systems, paved roads, and cell phone services. They also indicated if there is a post office, 

school, police station, health clinic, and market in the PSU or within walking distance. Using 

all these pieces of information and factor analysis method, we construct the variable 

“availability of infrastructure in PSU” to control for infrastructure provision in the place of 

residence. 
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Furthermore, we control for a number of country-level variables from different sources 

to account for country differences. “Control of corruption” from the Worldwide Governance 

Indicators (WGI) captures perceptions of the extent to which public power is exercised for 

private gain, including both petty and grand forms of corruption, as well as “capture” of the 

state by elites and private interests. “Democracy” from the Polity IV project is included to 

measure “institutionalized democracy,” ranging from 0 to 10, with a higher value indicating 

greater democracy. Additional measures from the World Development Indicators (WDI) 

include gross domestic product (GDP) per capita to control for differences in development 

among countries, urbanization rate, and trade openness (defined as the sum of exports and 

imports relative to the GDP).  

 

[Table 3 about here] 

 

 

4. Empirical Approach 

 

To assess the effect of perceived corruption on tax morale, we use a probit model to estimate 

the probability that an individual i, living in a country c, has a positive attitude toward tax 

payment. The equation of estimation takes the following form: 

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑦 (𝑦𝑖𝑐) = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑢𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑐 + 𝛽2𝑋𝑖𝑐 + 𝛽3𝑊𝑐 + 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 + 𝜇𝑐  + 𝜀𝑖𝑟𝑐    (1)                     

where  𝑦𝑖𝑐  represents the dummy variable “right to make people pay taxes,” which takes value 

1 for respondents who agree with the statement that the tax authorities always have the right to 

make people pay taxes, and 0 otherwise. For robustness check, we will run our estimations 

using the dummy “never refused to pay taxes” which takes the value 1 if the respondent has or 

would never refuse to pay taxes, and 0 otherwise. 

The variable 𝑐𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑢𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑐 measures perceived level of corruption of the president’s 

office, government officials, or tax officials, depending on the specification. The corruption 

variable equals 1 if the respondent thinks that none of the president/prime minister, government 

officials, or tax officials are involved in corruption, and 0 otherwise. The vector X denotes a 

set of respondent’s individual socio-economic characteristics, which are gender, education, age 

bracket, employment status, geographical location (rural or urban), and access to information. 

Because the quality of public service may affect willingness to pay taxes, we control for 

infrastructure provision in the localities where the respondents live. In the vector W, we have 
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a number of country-level variables to control for country differences. The variable time 

controls for time fixed-effect, while 𝜀𝑖𝑟𝑐~𝑁(0,1) is the error term. 

Because of possible reverse causality between attitude toward tax payment and 

perception of corruption, we propose an instrumental variable approach with perception of 

corruption treated as endogenous.5 We use as an instrument a dummy “same ethnic group as 

president,” which indicates if the respondent is from the same ethnic group as the president or 

head of government. The equations of estimation take the following form: 

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏 (𝑦𝑖𝑐) = 𝛽0 + 𝛽1𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑢𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑐 + 𝛽2𝑋𝑖𝑐 + 𝛽3𝑊𝑐 + 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 + 𝜇𝑐  + 𝜀𝑖𝑟𝑐    (2)                     

𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑏 (𝐶𝑜𝑟𝑟𝑢𝑝𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑖𝑐)

= 𝛼0 + 𝛼1𝐸𝑡ℎ𝑛𝑖𝑐_𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑖𝑐 + +𝛽2𝑋𝑖𝑐 + 𝛽3𝑊𝑐 + 𝑡𝑖𝑚𝑒 + 𝜇𝑐 + 𝑒𝑖𝑟𝑐    (3)                     

We use the ethnic group of the president or head of government of each country as an 

instrument.6 Our assumption is that individuals from the same ethnic group as the president or 

head of government would tend to have favorable perception of the executive’s governance 

because they may derive “psychic benefits” from having a co-ethnic leader in office (Chandra, 

2004; Franck and Rainer, 2012 ; De Luca et al, 2018). These “psychic benefits” imply that 

members of the leader’s ethnic groups will tend to support him/her unconditionally (Franck 

and Rainer, 2012), including through positive appreciation of governance quality. However, 

being from the same ethnic group as the president or head of government should not affect an 

individual’s tax morale because the individual would bear the full financial burden of tax 

payment, without being able to exclude free-riders from benefiting from public goods funded 

by his/her taxes. As a result, individuals would prefer to avoid paying their taxes (Slemrod, 

2007), whether or not the president or head of government is from the same ethnic group. 

 

5. Empirical Results 

In this section, we start by providing the results from the simple probit regression, before 

turning to the IV approach. 

                                                           
5 The IV approach is implemented using the BIPROBIT command in Stata 15. 
6 We collected information on the ethnic group of presidents or heads of government of each country and 

matched it with the ethnic group of the respondent. It is worth noting that, for some countries, the 

Afrobarometer surveys do not provide information about the respondents’ ethnic groups. 
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5.1 Simple probit 

We start our empirical analysis by investigating the effects of the different measures of 

perceived corruption on the probability that a citizen would agree that the tax authorities always 

have the right to make people pay taxes, using a simple probit regression. To keep as many 

observations as possible in columns (1) to (3) of Table 4, we only control for the perceived 

corruption variables and exclude individual and country-level variables. In columns (4) to (6), 

we add a series of individual-level variables discussed in Section 3.c. Finally, in columns (7) 

to (9), we control for country-level variables, namely control of corruption, democracy, GDP 

per capita, urbanization rate, and trade openness.  

[Table 4 about here] 

The estimated coefficients on the perceived level of corruption of the president’s office, 

government officials, or tax officials, are all positive and statistically significant at the 1 percent 

significance level, suggesting a positive relationship between corruption perception and tax 

morale. In other words, an individual who thinks that none of the officials in the president’s 

office are involved in corruption has a higher probability of accepting that tax authorities 

always have the right to make people pay taxes, than does an individual who perceives that 

some, most, or all the officials in the president’s office are corrupt. These results extend to 

perception of corruption among government officials or tax officials. These findings are not 

also affected by the inclusion of individual characteristics (columns 4 to 6) or country-level 

variables (columns 7 to 9).  

Turning to the remaining variables included in the estimations, individuals’ experiences 

of bribe payment in exchange for official documents or for avoiding problems with the police 

is significant and negatively associated with tax morale. We find a positive and significant 

relationship between high tax morale and the following variables: being a woman, having 

completed secondary education or a higher level of education, being employed, and being able 

to access information. Older respondents have a higher tax morale than people younger than 

25 years. As expected, the presence of necessary infrastructures in the primary sample unit 

where the individuals are located positively affects their tax morale.  

For country-level variables, we find that higher control of corruption leads to a higher 

likelihood of having high tax morale, in line with the individual corruption perception results. 

Likewise, Frey and Torgler (2007) show that better quality of institutions, such as those with a 
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high level of control of corruption, is positively associated with tax morale in Central and 

Eastern Europe. Both urbanization rate and trade openness also significantly increase the 

likelihood of high tax morale. However, we did not find evidence that citizens in more 

democratic countries have a higher tax morale.  

 

5.2 IV approach and robust check 

As noted earlier, there can be reverse causality between attitudes toward tax payment and 

perception of corruption. In order to address this potential reverse causality bias, we propose 

an instrumental variables (IV) approach, using the ethnicity of the president or head of 

government as an instrument for perception of corruption (see Section 4 for details). 

The IV estimation results are reported in Table 5. These include both the results for the 

first-stage corruption equation (see columns (1), (3), and (5)) and the second-stage tax 

compliance attitude equation (see columns (2), (4), and (6)). The results for the corruption 

equation show a positive and statistically significant coefficient on the dummy related to ethnic 

group of the president. This indicates that people with the same ethnic group as the country 

leader have a higher probability of indicating that the president’s office, government officials, 

or tax officials are not corrupt, in line with the “psychic benefits” hypothesis.  

[Table 5 about here] 

For individual-level control variables, paying a bribe decreases the probability of 

agreeing with the statement that the president’s office, government officials, or tax officials are 

not corrupt. Education, living in an urban area, being employed, and having access to 

information also have negative effects on the probability of perceiving the president’s office, 

government officials, or tax officials as uncorrupt.  

Columns (2), (4), and (6) of Table 5 show the second-stage estimation results for the 

tax morale equation. The estimated coefficients of the perceived level of corruption of the 

president’s office, government officials, or tax officials, remain all positive and statistically 

significant at the 1 percent level, thereby suggesting that a perception of uncorrupt officials has 

a positive effect on the probability that a citizen would agree with the statement that tax 
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authorities always have the right to make people pay taxes, in line with the findings of the 

simple probit regression model.  

Finally, for robustness check, we repeat our estimations in Tables 6 and 7, using the 

variable “never refused to pay taxes” as the dependent variable. The results obtained are similar 

to the ones reported in Tables 4 and 5. Specifically for the IV estimations, having the same 

ethnicity as the president or head of government increases the probability of perceiving the 

president’s office, government officials, or tax officials as uncorrupt. In turn, perceiving the 

president’s office, government officials, or tax officials as uncorrupt increases the probability 

that a citizen has or would never refuse to pay taxes.7 

 

6.  Conclusion 

How to increase domestic resource mobilization through taxation has been a key policy concern 

in African countries, given formidable development financing needs. However, according to 

the Afrobarometer surveys conducted over the period 2011–2015, on average, 27 percent of 

citizens in Africa have refused to pay taxes, and around 26 percent of agree that the tax 

authorities do not have the right to make people to pay taxes. These figures vary significantly 

across countries and rise to 42 percent and 46 percent, respectively, in a country like Togo, for 

instance. 

With the prevalence of “hard-to-tax” sectors, positive attitudes toward taxation and 

voluntary compliance can be instrumental for increasing revenue mobilization in African 

countries. This paper provides evidence of a positive and significant relationship between 

perceived corruption of the president’s office, government officials, or tax officials, and tax 

compliance attitudes. Specifically, a citizen who thinks that none of the president’s office, 

government officials, or tax officials are involved in corruption has a significantly higher 

                                                           
7 While there is a large literature on the dangers of weak instruments, there is still no available test for the cases 

where the dependent, endogenous, explanatory and instrumental variables are binary. Nevertheless, we 

conducted the Smith-Blundell test of exogeneity and found the null hypothesis that the corruption variables are 

exogenous cannot be rejected, in general. For the variable “right to make people pay taxes,” the p-values are 

0.137 for president’s office, 0.051 for government officials, and 0.078 for tax officials. For “never refused to 

pay taxes,” the p-values are 0.301 for president’s office, 0.327 for government officials, and 0.234 for tax 

officials. Note that the Smith-Blundell test normally considers a continuous endogenous variable that is 

estimated by ordinary least squares (OLS).  
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probability of having a positive attitude toward paying taxes, than does an individual who 

perceives that some, most, or all the officials in the president’s office are corrupt.  

In contrast to previous papers, we attempt to establish a causal relationship between 

perceived corruption and tax morale. This causal relationship is derived using an IV approach, 

where we use membership in the president’s or head of government’s ethnic group as an 

instrument for perceived level of corruption. As hypothesized, we find that citizens belonging 

to the country leader’s ethnic group have a higher probability of indicating that the president’s 

office, government officials, or tax officials are uncorrupted. The IV results also confirm a 

positive and significant relationship between perceived corruption and tax morale. 

In summary, our result suggests that besides the enforcement power of tax authorities, 

other factors, such as the quality of governance, can influence tax morale. Better governance, 

by showing that the executive branch is acting beneficially for the public welfare, can provide 

incentives for voluntary compliance and more positive attitudes toward taxation, thereby 

resulting in higher tax revenues. This can be achieved by fighting corruption or promoting 

transparency and accountability mechanisms (including international initiatives such as the 

Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative) in government, as well as the provision of quality 

public goods and services. 
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Tables 

All data come from the Afrobarometer surveys (rounds 5 and 6), unless otherwise specified.  

 

 

Table 1: Citizens attitude toward tax payment in Africa 

Country “Disagree that 

citizens must pay 

taxes” (%) 

“Has refused or 

would refuse to pay 

taxes” (%) 

Algeria 34.63 20.41 

Benin 40.27 36.51 

Botswana 13.93 22.16 

Burkina Faso 33.17 27.26 

Burundi 32.15 21.53 

Cameroon 26.09 24.34 

Cape Verde 34.29 27.07 

Côte d'Ivoire 29.90 26.88 

Egypt 25.03 23.47 

Gabon 22.35 31.99 

Ghana 12.89 26.34 

Guinea 37.16 31.12 

Kenya 25.78 28.22 

Lesotho 33.33 28.87 

Liberia 16.73 27.59 

Madagascar 30.91 32.94 

Malawi 25.79 23.65 

Mali 20.09 12.43 

Mauritius 24.46 8.67 

Morocco 29.07 24.36 

Mozambique 28.53 34.63 

Namibia 22.38 34.30 

Niger 16.27 12.93 

Nigeria 34.15 34.69 

Sao Tomé and Principe 21.20 44.31 

Senegal 22.69 25.12 

Sierra Leone 12.39 24.52 

South Africa 24.13 25.81 

Sudan 37.12 37.31 

Swaziland 14.44 22.30 

Tanzania 26.30 38.45 

Togo 45.98 41.99 

Tunisia 15.96 10.66 

Uganda 29.31 32.36 

Zambia 22.36 22.66 

Zimbabwe 20.66 21.66 

Mean 26.16 26.93 

Std. Dev. 8.16 8.22 

Min 12.39 8.67 

Max 45.98 44.31 
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Table 2: Perception of corruption of the executive branch  

  President’s office Government officials Tax officials 

None 18.05 9.4 11.44 

Some 49.01 48.69 46.45 

Most 21.11 30.37 28.73 

All 11.83 11.54 13.39 

Total 100 100 100 

Note: Answers to the question “How many of the following do you think are involved in corruption?” 

 

 

Table 3: Description of individual control variables 

Variable Categories 

Proportion 

(%) 

   

Ever pay bribe for a 

document or permit? 

Yes 87.2 

No 12.8 

Ever pay bribe to the police? 
Yes 89.5 

No 10.6 

Gender 
Female 50.03 

Male 49.97 

Education 

Primary completed 35.68 

Secondary 14.86 

Post-secondary 11.89 

Some primary or no 

formal education 
38.57 

Age 

<36 29.63 

>35 44.77 

<26 25.6 

Location 
Urban 38.45 
Rural 61.55 

Employment status 
Employed 36.2 
Unemployed 26 
Inactive 37.9 

Access to information (radio, 

TV, newspapers) 

Yes 89.8 

No 10.2 
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Table 4: Authorities always have the right to make people pay taxes  

(marginal effects, probit: 1 if agreed) 
 

VARIABLES  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

          

Perceived corruption in president's office (1 if 
none) 0.032***   0.038***   0.036***   

 (0.004)   (0.004)   (0.004)   
Perceived corruption of government officials 

(1 if none)  0.021***   0.025***   0.022***  

  (0.005)   (0.005)   (0.006)  
Perceived corruption of tax officials (1 if none)   0.056***   0.061***   0.061*** 

   (0.005)   (0.005)   (0.005) 

Has paid bribe to obtain documents (1 if yes)    -

0.036*** 

-

0.035*** 

-

0.031*** 

-

0.041*** 

-

0.039*** 

-

0.036*** 

 
   

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Has paid bribe to police (1 if yes)    -
0.053*** 

-
0.056*** 

-
0.056*** 

-
0.055*** 

-
0.056*** 

-
0.056*** 

 
   

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Gender (1 if female)    -

0.011*** 

-

0.011*** 

-

0.010*** 

-

0.011*** 

-

0.011*** 

-

0.010*** 

 
   

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Primary education completed (1 if yes)    
0.022*** 0.023*** 0.021*** 0.025*** 0.025*** 0.024*** 

 
   

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Secondary education completed (1 if yes)    
0.040*** 0.040*** 0.040*** 0.043*** 0.043*** 0.043*** 

 
   

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Post-secondary education completed (1 if yes)    
0.048*** 0.045*** 0.046*** 0.054*** 0.050*** 0.052*** 

 
   

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) 

Age 26-35 (1 if between 26 and 35)    
-0.005 -0.004 -0.003 -0.005 -0.004 -0.003 

 
   

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Age 35+ (1 if above 35)    
0.008** 0.012*** 0.013*** 0.008* 0.012*** 0.013*** 

 
   

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Urban area (1 if urban)    
0.016*** 0.012*** 0.012*** 0.014*** 0.010*** 0.010*** 

 
   

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Employed (1 if employed)    
0.015*** 0.014*** 0.014*** 0.016*** 0.015*** 0.016*** 

 
   

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003) 
Access to information (1 if access to radio, TV 

or Internet) 
   

0.017*** 0.017*** 0.017*** 0.017*** 0.018*** 0.018*** 

 
   

(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) 

Availability of infrastructure in PSU (Index)    
0.010*** 0.010*** 0.012*** 0.009*** 0.010*** 0.011*** 

 
   

(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

Control of corruption (country level; WGI)       
0.040 0.022 0.018 

 
      

(0.030) (0.028) (0.029) 

Democracy (country level; Polity IV)       
0.018*** 0.020*** 0.022*** 

 
      

(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

GDP per capita (country level; WDI)       -

0.120*** 

-

0.120*** -0.083* 

 
      

(0.046) (0.044) (0.044) 

Urbanization rate (country level, Log; WDI)       
0.246 0.490*** 0.364** 

 
      

(0.174) (0.168) (0.172) 

Trade openness (country level, Log; WDI)       
0.127*** 0.128*** 0.133*** 

 
      

(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) 

          

Observations 86,119 91,384 88,236 80,326 85,282 82,444 74,200 78,921 76,086 

Country FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 

 

 

 



19 
 

 

Table 5: Authorities always have the right to make people pay taxes 

(marginal effects, IV probit: 1 if agreed) 
 

  (1) First stage 
(2) Second 
stage (3) First stage 

(4) Second 
stage (5) First stage 

(6) Second 
stage 

VARIABLES 

‘Corruption in 

president’s 
office’ 

“Right to make 

people pay 
taxes” 

‘Corruption of 

government 
officials’ 

“Right to make 

people pay 
taxes” 

‘Corruption of 
tax officials’ 

“Right to make 

people pay 
taxes” 

       

Instruments       
Same ethnic group as president (1 if yes) 0.047***  0.019***  0.014***  
 (0.004)  (0.003)  (0.003)  
Endogenous variables       

Perceived corruption in president's office (1 if none)  0.198***     

  (0.043)     
Perceived corruption of government officials (1 if none)    0.165***   

    (0.049)   
Perceived corruption of tax officials (1 if none)      0.296*** 

      (0.040) 

Control variables       

Has paid bribe to obtain documents (1 if yes) -0.042*** -0.030*** -0.023*** -0.034*** -0.030*** -0.027*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.005) 
Has paid bribe to police (1 if yes) -0.040*** -0.047*** -0.029*** -0.052*** -0.025*** -0.050*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) 

Gender (1 if female) -0.000 -0.011*** -0.001 -0.012*** -0.008*** -0.008** 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

Primary education completed (1 if yes) -0.029*** 0.035*** -0.025*** 0.035*** -0.024*** 0.036*** 

 (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Secondary education completed (1 if yes) -0.044*** 0.056*** -0.038*** 0.055*** -0.037*** 0.058*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) 

Post-secondary education completed (1 if yes) -0.064*** 0.073*** -0.055*** 0.067*** -0.052*** 0.073*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) 

Age 26-35 (1 if between 26 and 35) -0.002 -0.005 -0.006** -0.006 -0.009*** -0.002 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Age 35+ (1 if above 35) 0.014*** 0.004 0.002 0.008* 0.003 0.009** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 

Urban area (1 if urban) -0.032*** 0.022*** -0.021*** 0.017*** -0.022*** 0.021*** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 

Employed (1 if employed) -0.015*** 0.019*** -0.009*** 0.018*** -0.014*** 0.020*** 

 (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Access to information (1 if access to radio, TV or 

Internet) -0.024*** 0.021*** -0.017*** 0.022*** -0.022*** 0.024*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.003) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) 
Availability of infrastructure in PSU (Index) 0.003 0.007*** -0.001 0.009*** -0.004** 0.011*** 

 (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.003) 

Control of corruption (country level; WGI) 0.094*** -0.065* -0.014 -0.039 -0.125*** -0.004 

 (0.029) (0.036) (0.021) (0.034) (0.024) (0.035) 

Democracy (country level; Polity IV) -0.021*** 0.023*** 0.002 0.018*** -0.008*** 0.021*** 

 (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) 

GDP per capita (country level; WDI) 0.322*** -0.240*** 0.012 -0.182*** -0.059* -0.130*** 

 (0.036) (0.050) (0.026) (0.045) (0.030) (0.046) 
Urbanization rate (country level, Log; WDI) 1.597*** 0.075 0.092 0.339* 0.412*** 0.114 

 (0.150) (0.192) (0.123) (0.175) (0.135) (0.179) 

Trade Openness (country level, Log; WDI) -0.301*** 0.177*** -0.109*** 0.126*** -0.126*** 0.140*** 

 (0.024) (0.028) (0.018) (0.025) (0.021) (0.025) 

       

Observations 69,133 69,133 71,607 71,607 69,066 69,066 

Country FE YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Table 6: Never refused to pay taxes or fee (marginal effects, probit: 1 if never refused) 
 

VARIABLES  (1) (2) (3) 

    

Perceived corruption in President's office (1 if none) 0.039***   

 (0.005)   
Perceived corruption of government officials (1 if 

none)  0.016***  

  (0.006)  
Perceived corruption of tax officials (1 if none)   0.024*** 

   (0.005) 

Has paid bribe to obtain documents (1 if yes) -0.061*** -0.058*** -0.057*** 

 (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Has paid bribe to police (1 if yes) -0.079*** -0.078*** -0.078*** 

 (0.006) (0.005) (0.005) 

Gender (1 if female) 0.007** 0.009*** 0.008** 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Primary education completed (1 if yes) 0.002 -0.003 -0.001 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Secondary education completed (1 if yes) 0.013** 0.009* 0.014*** 

 (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Post-secondary education completed (1 if yes) 0.035*** 0.026*** 0.032*** 

 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Age 26-35 (1 if between 26 and 35) 0.006 0.008* 0.010** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Age 35+ (1 if above 35) 0.026*** 0.029*** 0.031*** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Urban area (1 if urban) -0.005 -0.003 -0.002 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Employed (1 if employed) 0.010*** 0.011*** 0.011*** 

 (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 

Access to information (1 if access to radio, TV or 
Internet) 0.023*** 0.019*** 0.023*** 

 (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Availability of infrastructure in PSU (Index) 0.008*** 0.007*** 0.007*** 

 (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) 

Control of corruption (country level; WGI) 0.360*** 0.299*** 0.291*** 

 (0.031) (0.030) (0.030) 

Democracy (country level; Polity IV) -0.002 -0.003 -0.004 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

GDP per capita (country level; WDI) -0.066 0.057 0.081* 

 (0.046) (0.044) (0.045) 

Urbanization rate (country level, Log; WDI) 1.525*** 1.798*** 1.700*** 

 (0.182) (0.174) (0.179) 

Trade Openness (country level, Log; WDI) 0.145*** 0.102*** 0.104*** 

 (0.025) (0.024) (0.024) 

    

Observations 74,209 79,070 75,950 

Country FE YES YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES 

Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Table 7: Never refused to pay taxes or fee (marginal effects, IV probit: 1 if never 

refused) 
 

  (1) First stage 
(2) Second 
stage (3) First stage 

(4) Second 
stage (5) First stage 

(6) Second 
stage 

VARIABLES 

‘Corruption in 

president’s 
office’ 

“Never refused 
to pay taxes” 

‘Corruption of 

government 
officials’ 

“Never refused 
to pay taxes” 

‘Corruption of 
tax officials’ 

“Never refused 
to pay taxes” 

       

Instruments       
Same ethnic group as president (1 if yes) 0.046***  0.019***  0.014***  
 (0.004)  (0.003)  (0.003)  
Endogenous variables       

Perceived corruption in president's office (1 if none)  0.169***     

  (0.036)     
Perceived corruption of government officials (1 if none)    0.107**   

    (0.044)   
Perceived corruption of tax officials (1 if none)      0.158*** 

      (0.050) 

Control variables       

Has paid bribe to obtain documents (1 if yes) -0.043*** -0.054*** -0.023*** -0.057*** -0.029*** -0.054*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.005) (0.004) (0.006) 
Has paid bribe to police (1 if yes) -0.040*** -0.075*** -0.030*** -0.080*** -0.025*** -0.079*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) 

Gender (1 if female) -0.001 0.005 -0.002 0.005 -0.008*** 0.006* 

 (0.003) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

Primary education completed (1 if yes) -0.029*** 0.008* -0.025*** 0.003 -0.024*** 0.005 

 (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.005) (0.003) (0.005) 
Secondary education completed (1 if yes) -0.044*** 0.022*** -0.038*** 0.016*** -0.038*** 0.022*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) 

Post-secondary education completed (1 if yes) -0.065*** 0.050*** -0.054*** 0.042*** -0.053*** 0.050*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) (0.004) (0.007) 

Age 26-35 (1 if between 26 and 35) -0.003 0.006 -0.007** 0.006 -0.010*** 0.010** 

 (0.004) (0.005) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.005) 
Age 35+ (1 if above 35) 0.013*** 0.024*** 0.001 0.026*** 0.003 0.028*** 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 

Urban area (1 if urban) -0.032*** -0.000 -0.021*** -0.004 -0.023*** -0.001 

 (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 

Employed (1 if employed) -0.014*** 0.012*** -0.009*** 0.011*** -0.014*** 0.012*** 

 (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 
Access to information (1 if access to radio, TV or 

Internet) -0.023*** 0.023*** -0.017*** 0.019*** -0.020*** 0.024*** 

 (0.005) (0.006) (0.003) (0.006) (0.004) (0.006) 
Availability of infrastructure in PSU (Index) 0.002 0.008*** -0.001 0.009*** -0.004** 0.009*** 

 (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002) (0.003) 

Control of corruption (country level; WGI) 0.097*** 0.447*** -0.009 0.497*** -0.124*** 0.508*** 

 (0.029) (0.038) (0.021) (0.036) (0.025) (0.036) 

Democracy (country level; Polity IV) -0.020*** -0.002 0.001 -0.010** -0.008*** -0.011*** 

 (0.003) (0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.003) (0.004) 

GDP per capita (country level; WDI) 0.310*** -0.146*** 0.010 -0.025 -0.070** -0.003 

 (0.036) (0.049) (0.026) (0.046) (0.031) (0.047) 
Urbanization rate (country level, Log; WDI) 1.493*** 1.673*** 0.067 1.949*** 0.367*** 1.791*** 

 (0.151) (0.197) (0.123) (0.184) (0.137) (0.190) 

Trade Openness (country level, Log; WDI) -0.308*** 0.229*** -0.118*** 0.166*** -0.132*** 0.175*** 

 (0.024) (0.028) (0.018) (0.025) (0.021) (0.026) 

       

Observations 69,096 69,096 71,640 71,640 68,832 68,832 

Country FE YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Notes: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Appendices 

 
 

Table A.1: Authorities always have the right to make people pay taxes  

(probit: 1 if agreed) 
 

VARIABLES  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

          

Perceived corruption in president's office (1 if none) 0.141***   0.132***   0.121***   

 (0.013)   (0.013)   (0.014)   

Perceived corruption of government officials (1 if 

none) 
 0.058***   0.056***   0.050***  

 
 (0.016)   (0.017)   (0.018)  

Perceived corruption of tax officials (1 if none)  
  0.074***   0.067***   0.076*** 

 
  (0.015)   (0.016)   (0.016) 

Has paid bribe to obtain documents (1 if yes)    -

0.191*** 

-

0.180*** 

-

0.180*** 
-0.192*** -0.182*** -0.179*** 

 
   (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

Has paid bribe to police (1 if yes)  
   -

0.243*** 

-

0.242*** 

-

0.238*** 
-0.248*** -0.246*** -0.243*** 

 
   (0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Gender (1 if female)    0.021** 0.028*** 0.026*** 0.020** 0.027*** 0.025** 

 
   (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

Primary education completed (1 if yes)  
   0.008 -0.005 -0.002 0.005 -0.008 -0.004 

 
   (0.013) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Secondary education completed (1 if yes)  
   0.043*** 0.028* 0.044*** 0.041** 0.027* 0.044*** 

 
   (0.017) (0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Post-secondary education completed (1 if yes)  
   0.094*** 0.067*** 0.083*** 0.110*** 0.081*** 0.100*** 

 
   (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.017) (0.018) 

Age 26-35 (1 if between 26 and 35)    0.023* 0.027** 0.034*** 0.018 0.024* 0.031** 

 
   (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.014) (0.013) (0.014) 

Age 35+ (1 if above 35)    0.080*** 0.090*** 0.095*** 0.080*** 0.090*** 0.096*** 

 
   (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Urban area (1 if urban)    -0.023* -0.016 -0.012 -0.014 -0.009 -0.006 

 
   (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) 

Employed (1 if employed)    0.027** 0.029*** 0.026** 0.032*** 0.035*** 0.034*** 

 
   (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

Access to information (1 if access to radio, TV or 
Internet) 

   0.062*** 0.050*** 0.063*** 0.072*** 0.060*** 0.073*** 

 
   (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

Availability of infrastructure in PSU (Index)    0.032*** 0.027*** 0.025*** 0.025*** 0.022*** 0.021*** 

 
   (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Control of corruption (country level; WGI)       1.124*** 0.939*** 0.908*** 

 
      (0.099) (0.093) (0.094) 

Democracy (country level; Polity IV)       -0.007 -0.009 -0.014 

 
      (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

GDP per capita (country level; WDI)  
      -0.206 0.180 0.252* 

 
      (0.145) (0.139) (0.141) 

Urbanization rate (country level, Log; WDI)       4.765*** 5.652*** 5.305*** 

 
      (0.568) (0.548) (0.560) 

Trade Openness (country level, Log; WDI)       0.453*** 0.319*** 0.325*** 

 
      (0.078) (0.076) (0.076) 

Constant 0.966*** 0.986*** 0.968*** 0.855*** 0.890*** 0.857*** 
-

18.504*** 

-

25.419*** 

-

24.711*** 
 (0.042) (0.040) (0.041) (0.048) (0.046) (0.047) (2.696) (2.588) (2.635) 

Observations 86,047 91,464 88,013 80,278 85,364 82,243 74,209 79,070 75,950 

Country FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Table A.2: Authorities always have the right to make people pay taxes 

(IV probit: 1 if agreed) 
 

  (1) First stage 

(2) Second 

stage (3) First stage 

(4) Second 

stage (5) First stage 

(6) Second 

stage 

VARIABLES 

‘Corruption in 

president’s 

office’ 

“Right to make 

people pay 

taxes” 

‘Corruption of 

government 

officials’ 

“Right to make 

people pay 

taxes” 

‘Corruption of 

tax officials’ 

“Right to make 

people pay 

taxes” 

       

Instruments       
Same ethnic group as president (1 if yes) 0.207***  0.131***  0.079***  
 
 (0.017)  (0.020)  (0.018)  
Endogenous variables       

Perceived corruption in president's office (1 if none)  0.643***     

  (0.140)     
Perceived corruption of government officials (1 if none)    0.534***   

    (0.157)   
Perceived corruption of tax officials (1 if none)      0.954*** 

      (0.127) 

Control variables       

Has paid bribe to obtain documents (1 if yes) -0.187*** -0.099*** -0.156*** -0.110*** -0.170*** -0.086*** 

 (0.022) (0.019) (0.027) (0.017) (0.025) (0.018) 
Has paid bribe to police (1 if yes)  -0.177*** -0.153*** -0.200*** -0.168*** -0.142*** -0.161*** 

 (0.024) (0.020) (0.030) (0.019) (0.028) (0.019) 

Gender (1 if female) -0.002 -0.036*** -0.008 -0.038*** -0.043*** -0.025** 

 (0.012) (0.011) (0.014) (0.011) (0.013) (0.011) 

Primary education completed (1 if yes)  -0.127*** 0.112*** -0.174*** 0.112*** -0.135*** 0.116*** 

 (0.015) (0.014) (0.018) (0.014) (0.017) (0.014) 
Secondary education completed (1 if yes)  -0.192*** 0.183*** -0.264*** 0.179*** -0.210*** 0.187*** 

 (0.021) (0.019) (0.026) (0.019) (0.023) (0.018) 

Post-secondary education completed (1 if yes) -0.284*** 0.235*** -0.375*** 0.217*** -0.298*** 0.237*** 

 (0.023) (0.021) (0.028) (0.020) (0.025) (0.020) 

Age 26-35 (1 if between 26 and 35) -0.010 -0.018 -0.043** -0.018 -0.052*** -0.007 

 (0.017) (0.014) (0.020) (0.014) (0.019) (0.014) 

Age 35+ (1 if above 35) 0.061*** 0.013 0.015 0.027* 0.017 0.028** 

 (0.016) (0.014) (0.019) (0.014) (0.017) (0.014) 

Urban area (1 if urban) -0.140*** 0.070*** -0.142*** 0.056*** -0.128*** 0.066*** 

 (0.016) (0.014) (0.019) (0.014) (0.017) (0.014) 

Employed (1 if employed) -0.067*** 0.061*** -0.063*** 0.057*** -0.080*** 0.064*** 

 (0.014) (0.012) (0.016) (0.012) (0.015) (0.012) 
Access to information (1 if access to radio, TV or 

Internet) -0.108*** 0.068*** -0.117*** 0.070*** -0.124*** 0.079*** 

 (0.020) (0.019) (0.022) (0.019) (0.022) (0.019) 
Availability of infrastructure in PSU (Index) 0.011 0.023*** -0.005 0.029*** -0.024** 0.034*** 

 (0.010) (0.008) (0.011) (0.008) (0.010) (0.008) 

Control of corruption (country level; WGI) 0.413*** -0.209* -0.094 -0.128 -0.713*** -0.012 

 (0.127) (0.117) (0.143) (0.111) (0.138) (0.114) 

Democracy (country level; Polity IV) -0.091*** 0.074*** 0.013 0.057*** -0.047*** 0.069*** 

 (0.013) (0.012) (0.014) (0.012) (0.014) (0.012) 
GDP per capita (country level; WDI) 1.419*** -0.779*** 0.082 -0.590*** -0.334* -0.418*** 

 (0.159) (0.160) (0.180) (0.146) (0.174) (0.148) 

Urbanization rate (country level, Log; WDI) 7.044*** 0.242 0.632 1.098* 2.350*** 0.368 

 (0.664) (0.623) (0.843) (0.568) (0.770) (0.578) 

Trade Openness (country level, Log; WDI) -1.330*** 0.574*** -0.746*** 0.408*** -0.721*** 0.451*** 

 (0.106) (0.091) (0.125) (0.080) (0.119) (0.081) 
Constant -37.598*** 3.292 -1.059 -1.250 -4.842 -0.021 

 (3.116) (3.076) (3.841) (2.738) (3.496) (2.761) 

Observations 69,133 69,133 71,607 71,607 69,066 69,066 

Country FE YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Table A.3: Never refused to pay taxes or fee (probit: 1 if never refused) 

VARIABLES  (1) (2) (3) 

    

Perceived corruption in president's office (1 if none) 0.121***   

 (0.014)   
Perceived corruption of government officials (1 if 
none)  0.050***  

  (0.018)  
Perceived corruption of tax officials (1 if none)   0.076*** 

   (0.016) 

Has paid bribe to obtain documents (1 if yes) -0.192*** -0.182*** -0.179*** 

 (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

Has paid bribe to police (1 if yes) -0.248*** -0.246*** -0.243*** 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Gender (1 if female) 0.020** 0.027*** 0.025** 

 (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

Primary education completed (1 if yes) 0.005 -0.008 -0.004 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Secondary education completed (1 if yes) 0.041** 0.027* 0.044*** 

 (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Post-secondary education completed (1 if yes) 0.110*** 0.081*** 0.100*** 

 (0.018) (0.017) (0.018) 

Age 26-35 (1 if between 26 and 35) 0.018 0.024* 0.031** 

 (0.014) (0.013) (0.014) 

Age 35+ (1 if above 35) 0.080*** 0.090*** 0.096*** 

 (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Urban area (1 if urban) -0.014 -0.009 -0.006 

 (0.013) (0.012) (0.012) 

Employed (1 if employed) 0.032*** 0.035*** 0.034*** 

 (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

Access to information (1 if access to radio, TV or 

Internet) 0.072*** 0.060*** 0.073*** 

 (0.018) (0.018) (0.018) 

Availability of infrastructure in PSU (Index) 0.025*** 0.022*** 0.021*** 

 (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Control of corruption (country level; WGI) 1.124*** 0.939*** 0.908*** 

 (0.099) (0.093) (0.094) 

Democracy (country level; Polity IV) -0.007 -0.009 -0.014 

 (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

GDP per capita (country level; WDI) -0.206 0.180 0.252* 

 (0.145) (0.139) (0.141) 

Urbanization rate (country level, Log; WDI) 4.765*** 5.652*** 5.305*** 

 (0.568) (0.548) (0.560) 

Trade Openness (country level, Log; WDI) 0.453*** 0.319*** 0.325*** 

 (0.078) (0.076) (0.076) 

Constant -18.504*** -25.419*** -24.711*** 

 (2.696) (2.588) (2.635) 

    

Observations 74,209 79,070 75,950 

Country FE YES YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES 

Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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Table A.4: Never refused to pay taxes or fee (IV probit: 1 if never refused) 

 

  (1) First stage 

(2) Second 

stage (3) First stage 

(4) Second 

stage (5) First stage (6) Second stage 

VARIABLES 

‘Corruption in 
president’s 

office’ 

“Never refused 

to pay taxes” 

‘Corruption of 
government 

officials’ 

“Never refused 

to pay taxes” 

‘Corruption of 

tax officials’ 

“Never refused 

to pay taxes” 

       

Instrument       

Same ethnic group as president (1 if yes) 0.201***  0.130***  0.080***  
       

Endogenous variables       
Perceived corruption in president's office (1 if none)  0.525***     

  (0.111)     
Perceived corruption of government officials (1 if none)    0.332**   

    (0.136)   
Perceived corruption of tax officials (1 if none)      0.490*** 

      (0.153) 

Control variables       
Has paid bribe to obtain documents (1 if yes) -0.189*** -0.167*** -0.157*** -0.178*** -0.165*** -0.169*** 

 (0.022) (0.018) (0.027) (0.017) (0.025) (0.017) 

Has paid bribe to police (1 if yes)  -0.177*** -0.233*** -0.207*** -0.248*** -0.145*** -0.243*** 

 (0.024) (0.019) (0.031) (0.018) (0.028) (0.018) 

Gender (1 if female) -0.004 0.016 -0.011 0.016 -0.044*** 0.018* 

 (0.012) (0.011) (0.014) (0.010) (0.014) (0.011) 
Primary education completed (1 if yes)  -0.126*** 0.025* -0.169*** 0.009 -0.135*** 0.016 

 (0.015) (0.014) (0.018) (0.014) (0.017) (0.015) 

Secondary education completed (1 if yes)  -0.193*** 0.069*** -0.259*** 0.050*** -0.215*** 0.069*** 

 (0.021) (0.018) (0.025) (0.018) (0.023) (0.019) 

Post-secondary education completed (1 if yes) -0.286*** 0.156*** -0.369*** 0.130*** -0.300*** 0.154*** 

 (0.023) (0.020) (0.028) (0.020) (0.025) (0.020) 
Age 26-35 (1 if between 26 and 35) -0.012 0.018 -0.049** 0.020 -0.055*** 0.030** 

 (0.017) (0.014) (0.020) (0.014) (0.019) (0.014) 

Age 35+ (1 if above 35) 0.058*** 0.074*** 0.005 0.082*** 0.015 0.085*** 

 (0.016) (0.014) (0.018) (0.013) (0.017) (0.014) 

Urban area (1 if urban) -0.141*** -0.001 -0.145*** -0.012 -0.131*** -0.002 

 (0.016) (0.014) (0.019) (0.013) (0.017) (0.014) 
Employed (1 if employed) -0.063*** 0.036*** -0.060*** 0.035*** -0.078*** 0.038*** 

 (0.014) (0.012) (0.016) (0.012) (0.015) (0.012) 

Access to information (1 if access to radio, TV or 
Internet) -0.099*** 0.071*** -0.113*** 0.058*** -0.112*** 0.074*** 

 (0.020) (0.019) (0.022) (0.018) (0.022) (0.019) 

Availability of infrastructure in PSU (Index) 0.011 0.026*** -0.006 0.029*** -0.025** 0.028*** 

 (0.010) (0.008) (0.011) (0.008) (0.010) (0.008) 

Control of corruption (country level; WGI) 0.424*** 1.388*** -0.062 1.546*** -0.702*** 1.573*** 

 (0.128) (0.119) (0.143) (0.112) (0.139) (0.113) 
Democracy (country level; Polity IV) -0.090*** -0.006 0.008 -0.030** -0.047*** -0.033*** 

 (0.013) (0.012) (0.015) (0.012) (0.014) (0.012) 

GDP per capita (country level; WDI) 1.360*** -0.454*** 0.066 -0.077 -0.395** -0.010 

 (0.158) (0.154) (0.179) (0.143) (0.174) (0.145) 

Urbanization rate (country level, Log; WDI) 6.559*** 5.193*** 0.456 6.065*** 2.083*** 5.541*** 

 (0.664) (0.612) (0.842) (0.573) (0.776) (0.589) 
Trade Openness (country level, Log; WDI) -1.351*** 0.712*** -0.805*** 0.517*** -0.752*** 0.543*** 

 (0.107) (0.086) (0.125) (0.079) (0.120) (0.080) 

Constant -34.893*** -19.049*** 0.125 -25.211*** -3.003 -23.797*** 
  (3.115) (2.937) (3.830) (2.702) (3.518) (2.749) 

Observations 69,096 69,096 71,640 71,640 68,832 68,832 

Country FE YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Year FE YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Note: Robust standard errors are shown in parentheses. *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. 
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