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Abstract

Although understanding how multiculturalism shapes society is imperative in today’s glob-
alized world, insights on certain behavior domains remain limited, including those on tax
compliance among domestic versus foreign taxpayers. Our meta-study of laboratory tax ex-
periments analyzes over 50,000 tax declaration decisions by almost 5,000 subjects entailing
95 nationalities. Not only do immigrant participants exhibit significantly less tax compliance
than natives even with controls for numerous covariates, but tax compliance correlates pos-
itively with tax morale, which in turn also interacts significantly with immigration status.
Few variables—mainly linked to politics—influenced the gap of compliance between natives and

immigrants.
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1 Introduction

Increased global contacts and interactions in our contemporary world—together with extensive
migrations—have raised several important questions about the opportunities and challenges of mul-
ticulturalism and the concept of integration (Sen, 2006)). One such query, as yet under-researched
because of the scarcity of real-life data and its propensity to strong selection bias, is how living in
the country of post-immigration residence may influence tax compliance relative to native resident
behavior. AsWeidenfeld and Spire| (2015)) notes, in the French system, although foreigners account
for only 6% of France’s total population, they comprise 23% of those accused of tax evasion. It
remains unclear, however, whether immigrants are more inclined to cheat, have failed to master
the host country’s laws or language, or are simply easier prey than natives who better understand
the system.

One very important, and socially controversial, aspect that has received little empirical atten-
tion is immigration’s impact on crime activity. Although some US research suggests that immi-
grant flows have no impact on crime rates in metropolitan areas (Butcher and Piehl| 1998a)), and
that immigrants have much lower incarceration rates than natives (Butcher and Piehl| 1998alb),
a substitution effect may be at play in which recent immigrants raise the frequency of criminal
activities by other subpopulations (Borjas et al., [2010). Likewise, whereas recent evidence from
Italy demonstrates a positive correlation (albeit no causal relation) between crime (especially an
increased incidence of robbery) and immigrant population size, it shows no substantial impact on
the overall crime rate (Bianchi et al.| [2012).

Evidence is also scarce on immigration’s impact on tax evasion, although significant native-
immigrant tax filing differences are documented for Sweden: not only do immigrants claim fewer
deductions and bunch less, they are more likely to miss declaration deadlines and be fined for
noncompliance (Bastani et al., 2020)). Even though some scholars may interpret this latter as a
greater proneness to tax evasion, as long as tax authorities’ criteria for audit selection are unknown,
the effect of immigrant status on apparent tax noncompliance is also unclear.

One of several approaches to investigating this issue uses data from the World Values Survey
(WVS), several waves of which include an item on tax evasion tolerance (i.e., justifiability of tax
cheating, see Torgler, [2007)). Such measures, however, are merely declarative or intentional, which
prevents determination of causality, and, given the subject matter, strongly prone to desirability
bias. An alternative method directly measures participants’ incentivized behaviors via laboratory
experiments, which, being a highly decontextualized environment, enables the isolation of causality
for a policy intervention, personality traits, or characteristics.

For experimental data to be valid and pertinent for our aims, they must encompass (i) numerous
different countries and (ii) a large number of participants, both of which criteria are met by our
meta-analysis of tax evasion games across multiple nations. These experiments model real-life
tax-paying behavior by allowing participants to earn income and then asking them to declare

the amount of their taxable income under a preannounced tax rate (Malézieux, [2018). Hence,



to address our research question we compile an extensive sample of over 59,286 experimental tax
declarations from 13 countries representing 95 nationalities. Given recent experimental evidence of
no link between attitudes toward tax paying and actual tax compliance (Guerra and Harrington,
2018; [Bergolo et al., [2020), we also test whether declarative measures of such attitudes are valid,
at least under laboratory conditions using cross-country data.

In general, our experimental analysis demonstrates that, independent of mastery of the host
country language, immigrants are less tax compliant than natives, an effect that persists even when
the covariates of age, gender, experimental income, monthly income, and occupation are kept con-
stant. On the other hand, the higher the participants’ tax morale, the higher the tax compliance.
In addition, tax morale and immigrant status interact, with immigrants in low (high) tax morale
countries being less (more) compliant than natives. Moreover, the declaration gap between an im-
migrant and the average tax compliance in the host country is influenced by the political closeness
of the residence and origin nations (e.g., political stability, votes at the United Nations General
Assembly, membership in the World Trade Organization). These findings have important impli-
cations for both experimental and public economics: First, they highlight the need to systemically
control for participant nationalities, especially when trying to replicate results. Second, they indi-
cate that survey measures such as the WVS tax morale item are valid, representing real behavioral
consequences. Lastly, they imply that strategic audits targeting different subpopulations might

be a challenge in leveraging tax compliance.

2 Data and methodology

Although the meta-analytic method of integrating findings from numerous studies originated in
clinical research, it has received increasing attention from the social sciences and experimental
economics. In our meta-analysis, we follow |Alm and Malézieux| (2020) by adopting the four
common steps outlined below (Stewart et al.l 2015)): First, using the list of tax related experiments
compiled by Torgler| (2016), we extrapolated only those that implement situations mirroring real-
life tax declarations (i.e., a tax evasion game wherein participants declare income knowing it will
be taxed at a preannounced tax rate). Second, we supplemented this inventory with numerous
citations from reviews, bibliographies, and researcher resumes. After amassing a broad compilation
of articles, we refined the list based on the eligibility criterion of tax evasion games only, thereby
excluding any other game types (e.g., public good games) that implement no explicit forms of
cheating. Third, using email, we contacted all corresponding authors about dataset availability
and the possibility of sharing (between December 2017 and February 2019). Lastly, after data
access had been granted, we compiled our final sample using only those datasets that specify
participant nationalities.

The analysis employs five major variables, defined briefly below, as well as a tax morale measure

that tests for possible correlation between tax compliance and the perceived acceptability of tax



evasion:

Compliance: The compliance rate, the common variable of interest for all included studies,
is the ratio of gross income to declared income and ranges from 0% to 100% of gross income.

Country: The country variable stipulates in which of the 13 countries (with 245-25,086 ob-
servations each; see Appendix Table the game(s) took place.

Participant nationality: This variable indicates which of 95 represented nationalities the
participant represents (N = 59,286, see Appendix Table .

Immigrant status: Building on the two previous variables, we code as 1 observations from
participants who were immigrants in the country in which the experiment was conducted (N =
47,296), and 0, those who were natives (N = 11,990).

Immigrant-(non)speaker: Focusing on the immigrant population, we code as 1 observations
from immigrants who had mastered the host country language (N = 7,647), and 0, those who
apparently had not (N = 4,343). We also assign the label immigrant-speaker to those whose host
country language is an official language in the birth country (e.g., English is an official language
in Kenya, so Kenyans are immigrant-speakers in the US or UK).

Tax Morale (WVS): The tax morale indicator, which enables assessment of culture’s impact
on tax evasion game cheating, is based on an item in WVS waves 4/5/6 that asks a representative
citizen sample to evaluate whether tax cheating is justifiable. Measured on a 10-point scale from
always to never with coding values ranging from 1.06 to 5.67, the lower the indicator, the higher

the tax morale[l]

3 Results

In the upper part of Table [1, we report the mean, standard deviation, median, and number of
observations for each sociodemographic variable (age, number of males, earnings in Euros, real
monthly income in Euros), together with the average value of tax morale compliance rate (declared
income divided by earned or given income) and full compliance rate (number of full compliers) for
native and immigrant subsamples. In the middle part of the table, we report the same statistics for
a subsample of the immigrant population, divided between immigrant-speakers and immigrant-
nonspeakers. The last column in both parts compares any significant differences between the
two subsamples, revealing numerous significant differences across medians that are addressed in a
subsequent analysis. Lastly, the bottom part of the table reports the mean, standard deviation,
median, minimum, maximum, first quartile, third quartile, number of countries, and number of

observations for the tax morale measure as drawn from the WVS.

'Data are publicly available on the WVS website: http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/wvs.jsp.


http://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/wvs.jsp

Table 1: Sociodemographics, compliance measures across samples, and tax morale for the full

sample: Summary statistics

Native Immigrant
Variable Mean S.D. Median  # Obs. Mean S.D. Median # Obs. Test
Age 23.78  6.86 22 47,268 || 2413  5.72 23 11,990 ttt
Men 0.42 0.49 - 47,278 0.39 0.48 - 11,972 11
Earnings (€) 3.22 6.10 1.02 28,146 3.94 5.65 0.95 6,786 Tt
Monthly income (€) | 695.79 597.06 515 17,698 642.88 552.43 515 5,156 Tt
Student 0.95 0.21 - 44,030 0.96 0.17 - 11,783 T
Tax morale 2.15  0.26 2.15 24,630 || 220  0.34 2.20 10,857 ttt
Compliance 0.67 0.39 0.92 46,524 0.63 0.40 0.83 11,990 T
Full compliance 0.46 0.49 - 46,524 0.38 0.48 - 11,990 Tt
Immigrant sub-sample
Speaker Nonspeaker
Variable Mean S.D. Median  # Obs. Mean S.D. Median # Obs. Test
Age 23.89  4.96 23 7,647 || 2455  6.82 22 4,343 Tt
Men 0.36 0.48 - 7,638 0.42 0.49 - 4,334 T
Earnings (€) 827  7.09 13 2,443 1.51 2.29 0.95 4,343 ttt
Monthly income (€) | 643.62 553.69 515 5,123 528.19 279.23 428 33 T
Student 0.99 0.06 - 7,572 0.91 0.27 - 4,211 TTT
Tax morale 2.22 0.25 2.20 7,596 2.18 0.48 2.21 3,261 Tty
Compliance 0.63 0.39 0.83 7,647 0.62 0.41 0.82 4,343 ns
Full compliance 0.36 0.48 - 7,647 0.43 0.49 - 4,343 Tt
Tax morale
Variable Mean S.D. Median Min Max Q1 Q3 # Countries  # Obs.
Tax morale 2.16 0.29 2.20 1.06 5.67 1.91 2.21 47 35,487

Notes. Tax morale statistics are based on the WVS, waves 4/5/6. Earnings and monthly income are updated for Euros from
2019. Q1 and Q3 stand for the first and third quartile. The last column includes the results of Wilcoxon rank-sum tests to
measure median differences for continuous variables and a two-sample test of proportions using groups for binary variables.

Significance levels:

1%

0.1%




Figure 1: Compliance across immigration status
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Notes. (a): Average compliance rate by immigration status (native, immigrant-speakers, immigrants-nonspeakers) with 95%
confidence intervals. (b): Empirical cumulative distribution function by immigration status.

3.1 The impact of tax morale on tax compliance behavior

To assess the impact of tax morale on tax compliance, we conduct an OLS regression that explores
the correlation between these two variables (see Table 2| specification (3)), with lower indicators
signalling higher tax morale and higher complianceE] The results bear out our expectation of a
negative correlation: those from an origin country where acceptance of tax cheating is one point
higher fail to report about 9% more income). This highly significant relation (¢-test, p < 0.0001) is
consistent with the finding of other studies on the tax morale-compliance relation (Schneider and
Klinglmair], [2004; Torgler, 2005 |Alm and Torgler], [20006; |Alm et al., |2006; [Torgler and Schneider]
2009: Torgler et al., 2010]).

3.2 The impact of being an immigrant on tax compliance behavior

The high statistical significance of greater native compliance relative to immigrants (67% vs. 63%),
indicated in Table [I| by a Wilcoxon rank-sum test (p < .0001), is confirmed in Table [2[ by a second
OLS regression in which being an immigrant decreases income reporting compliance by 5.2% (-
test, p = 0.001; column 1). Taking into account numerous covariates (participant age, gender, real
income, experimental income) only amplifies this outcome (column 2), with immigrants cheating

7.9% more of their income than natives (¢-test, p = 0.005). This immigration status effect on

2All the following regressions are estimated with standard errors clustered at the individual level, along with
round and study fixed effects. Country fixed effects are not integrated here, as they are highly collinear by construct;
on one hand, with tax morale as it is already a country level indicator, and on the other hand, with study fixed
effects as some experiments are run in one country only. The regressions with country fixed effects are available in
Table[§]in Appendix. We underscore that institutional or experimental variables such as tax rate, audit probability,
fine size, framing etc. are not taken into account here but immigrants and natives take part to the same experiments

and study fixed effects are here to capture any differences across experiments.



compliance does not only affect the average, but, as shown by the highly significantly lower com-
pliance distribution for immigrants in Figure [I{b) (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, p < 0.001), it also
impacts the distributions.

When we interact tax morale and immigration status (see Table[2] specification (4)), we observe
that all variables turn out to be highly significant, including the interaction term (¢-test, p < .001).
In other words, when the value of the tax morale indicator is very low (high)—signalling high (low)
tax morale as in Japan (Haiti)-tax compliance is higher (lower) for natives than for immigrants.
As a result, experiments conducted in high (low) tax morale countries show natives (immigrants)
having more compliant tax behavior on average than immigrants (natives).

This latter observation raises the question of why individuals are more likely to evade taxes
in an experiment conducted overseas than in one carried out in their native countries. Several
factors may account for this difference: First, taxes are a highly nation- and society-specific
issue, meaning that French immigrants living in Sweden, for example, might feel less obliged to
file honest tax contributions to the Swedish state despite benefiting from the public goods these
same taxes fund. This assumption is congruent with the finding that simply priming participants
with their national flag prior to playing a tax evasion game increases natives’ income declarations
(Chan}, 2019). Conversely, priming via videos of major Australian sporting moments while listening
to the national anthem substantially reduces tax compliance among non-Australians (Macintyre
et al.), |2021). Given that in-group biases are widely documented in modern societies (Boyer,
2018; Balafoutas et al., [2020), such priming may trigger out-group feelings. (Christakis (2019),
for instance, posits that intergroup conflicts, rather than being a consequence of group identity,
may be the cause of it. At the same time, immigrants may more readily accept self-serving
justifications for noncompliance without feeling affected by their moral costs (Dulleck et al., 2016)
or experiencing any related cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1957). They may rationalize their
dishonesty, for example, by their need for money as immigrants (Shalvi et al., 2015)). Lower
compliance might also result from immigrants not having sufficiently mastered the language of the
host country (Jacquemet et all 2020). Another consideration is the different sources of selection
or self-selection; for instance, even when our main immigration result is robust once income is
controlled for (see Table [2] specification (2)), different family wealth levels (e.g., from poorer to
richer) could explain why immigrants are more to less acquisitive or behave so differently from
natives. Because participants in our meta-analysis, being relatively young, have had little time to
fully integrate into the/a society, they might be feeling far less reciprocal with their host country,
especially if staying there only a short time for overseas study. Patriotism could also be at play
through another channel: immigrants whose lack of patriotism made it easy for them to leave their
origin country may feel just as little affinity for their new country of residence. A confounding
effect could also impact the results when a great number of immigrants from lower tax morale

countries move to higher tax morale nations.



Table 2: Univ/multivariate regressions of tax compliance on immigration status and tax morale

\ OLS (1) \ OLS (2) \ OLS (3) \ OLS (4)
Immigrant 0.05tf  (0.016) | .07t  (0.028) - - 052t 11 (0.122
- - - 20.001 11 (0.025) | -0.29f 1 (0.048
Immigrant#Tax morale - - - - - 0.25t 11  (0.057
Constant 0.54t T+ (0.023) | 0.38t 11 (0.045) | 0.86t+1 (0.078) | 141ttt (

Tax morale

T — — —

0.140
R? 0.05 0.03 0.04 0.04

# obs 58,514 22,854 34,930 34,930

# cluster 4,981 941 3,644 3,644
round FE YES YES YES YES
study FE YES YES YES YES

other FE NO YES NO NO

Notes. OLS regressions on the full sample of compliance. Other fixed effects include age, gender, experimental income and
monthly income. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are presented between parentheses.
Significance levels: 5% 1% 0.1%

3.3 Alternative explanations

One possible alternative explanation for our results is that the lack of mastery of the language in
which the experiment was conducted prevented the immigrant participant from understanding the
tax experimental instructions, thereby increasing uncertainty and possibly inducing more cheating.
This deterrent effect of uncertainty on tax compliance is already well documented in the literature
(e.g. Beer et al., |2016; [McKee et al., 2018} Vossler and McKee, 2017)). To examine this question,
we separate the immigrants into two subsamples, immigrant-speakers and immigrant-nonspeakers,
comparing their outcomes (middle part of Table[l)), as well as their average compliance rates and
compliance decision distributions (Figure [I[a) and Figure [1fb), respectively). According to the
results, average and median compliance do not differ significantly between the two subsamples
(t-test, p = 0.1208; Wilcoxon rank-sum test, p = 0.1584) although compliance distribution differ
significantly (Kolmogorov-Smirnov test, p < .001). Given that this disparity probably stems
from the higher number of full compliers among immigrant-nonspeakers (#-test, p < 0.0001), the
evidence does not support the assumption that speaking the language of game implementation
drives the main immigration effect.

Another alternative explanation is that our participants have no representative features of the
general immigrant population. Hence, despite having already shown that the main effect persists
when age is taken into account (Table [2] specification (2)), in Appendix Table [5| we reproduce
the same estimation. Here, when we interact the immigration status with an age dummy, set at
a cutoff of 30 and younger versus older (specification (1)), we observe a settling effect of age by
which older natives comply more than younger natives (¢-test, p = 0.006) and immigrants (¢-test,

p < 0.001). Nonetheless, older natives behave no better than older immigrants (¢-test, p = 0.642)



even though the coefficient is still negative.

These findings may be interpreted in three different ways: First, immigration’s negative effect
on tax compliance may disappear as individuals spend more time in the host country, although we
have no information on the age at which participants immigrated, which could be critical. Second,
people simply comply more with age and this age effect is stronger for immigrants than for natives.
Third, because the age criterion shrunk our sample by 90%, we have too few participants 30 years
old and above to draw any valid conclusions about this effect. These explanations may equally ap-
ply to our findings from specification (2) on participant occupation (i.e., student vs. nonstudent)
given that older participants are overrepresented in the nonstudent category. Although no signif-
icant differences were found between native students and either nonstudent immigrants (#-test,
p = 0.675) or nonstudent natives (¢-test, p = 0.165), they comply more than student immigrants
(t-test, p < 0.001).

One last alternative is that the immigration effect could be driven by participants from low
tax morale countries immigrating to high tax morale countries. Hence, in Appendix Table
specification (3), we employ a dummy that captures the low to high tax morale movement and
another that captures the reverse. We observe no significant differences, indicating that the move

from low to high tax morale countries is not driving the immigration effect.

3.4 Determinants of the tax gap between natives and immigrants

To pinpoint the determinants of the native-immigrant tax compliance gap, we first define a new
dependent variable, difference in tax compliance, where we subtract native mean tax compliance

from that of immigrants in the corresponding country:

Dif ference in Tax compliance =Y; — Yy, (1)

where Y; is the tax compliance for an immigrant i, and Y;,, the average tax compliance in this
immigrant’s host country. Next, because various environmental and social differences between
residence and birth countries may be important factors in this gap, we measure the following
distance types: national affinity, geographic, administrative, political, knowledge, global connect-
edness, financial, economic, demographic, cultural, tax morale, and spatial (distance in km; see
Table .

Although the first distance type, Affinity of Nations (Gartzke, [2010)), is representable by sev-
eral interchangeable variables, including s3un4608, s2un4608, sSun4608i, and s2un4608i, we focus
on s3un4608 with the understanding that substituting any of the others would not change the
conclusions drawn. After computing distance in km from data provided by the Centre d’Etudes
Prospectives et d’Informations Internationales (CEPII:2011-25), we extract all other distance vari-
ables from the 2008 dataset compiled by [Berry et al.| (2010) except for tax morale, which we

calculate by subtracting residence country tax morale from origin country tax morale as follows:



Tax morale distance = X; — X, (2)

where X is the average value of the tax morale indicator in the immigrant’s country of origin,
and X, is its average value in the country of residence.

In Table[d] the first two specifications refer to the multivariate OLS regressions, which address
the two geographic distance measures (geographic and distance km, respectively), and the next 12
to the univariate OLS regressions. We expect a negative correlation between the national affinity
index and the compliance gap (greater affinity, lower gap) and a positive correlation with all other
variables (greater distance, larger gap). In both regression types, Affinity of Nations is the only
variable with a highly statistically significant impact (¢-test, p < 0.001). It also has the most
substantial influence of all variables, in the expected negative direction. Global connectedness, on
the other hand, although it significantly impacts the gap in the expected positive direction, does
so only in the multivariate analysis (¢-test, p < 0.05), and the significant impact of demographic
distance is in the counterintuitive negative direction (¢-test, p < 0.05). Even the significant impact
of the two geographic distance measures is extremely low in the univariate analysis. In fact, the
only measure that seems to have a highly significant and positive impact on the tax compliance
difference is political distance (¢-test, p < 0.001), which actually appears to narrow the gap among

immigrantsE]

4 Conclusion

In this study, we assess the difference in tax compliance between immigrants and natives using
a meta-analysis of experimental tax game data for 4,900 participants in 13 countries across the
globe. To explore the impact of cultural norms on tax compliance in these games, we also correlate
compliance with tax morale values of participants’ respective home countries based on responses
to a tax morale question in three waves of the WVS. In addition to documenting a very significant
correlation between tax morale and tax compliance, we find that immigrants exhibit significantly
less compliance than natives even after we control for numerous covariates (income, age, gen-
der, experimental income, host country language proficiency). This persistent compliance gap is
reduced, however, by the political distance between host and origin countries. We also note a
significant interaction between tax morale and immigration status in which immigrants from high
(low) tax morale countries are more (less) tax compliant than natives.

Because experimental participants enter the laboratory with “autobiographical experiential

knowledge” that is filtered by contextual circumstances and exposures to past life experiences

3To test further those distance measures, we feature alternative specifications in the Appendix, where we use
the absolute value of difference in tax compliance in Table 5] and we squared the explanatory variables in Table [6]
and Table [7] to capture any curvilinear relationship between difference in tax compliance and distance measures.

The conclusions remain unchanged.
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(Smith}, 2010, p. 11), their decisions during the tax evasion games are colored by a preexisting set
of beliefs, norms, and cultural attitudes, many from their homelands. The impact of immigrant
status on tax compliance could thus be attributable to various such influences. For example, the
level of patriotism felt first for the birth country and then for the new country of residence could
affect willingness to obey tax laws. Alternatively, the challenges of the immigration experience
could increase immigrants’ propensity to acquisitiveness or make it easier for them to justify
noncompliant behaviors on the basis of need. We also admit a possibility of self-selection and
selection bias that could decrease the generalizability of our findings, although we are confident
that, at least for our sample of laboratory game participants, the results clearly demonstrate the
effect of immigrant status on tax evasion and compliance.

Nonetheless, we recognize that the very low R%s in our results, although they stress the im-
portance of sociodemographic and/or personality characteristics in compliance behavior, do not
explain a large part of the latter (e.g., tax morale). Given that meta-analysis depends upon the
availability of sufficient data, we underscore the need for additional tax evasion game experiments
using more diverse participants, including not only older subjects and nonstudents, but also more
residents of low tax morale countries, and even dual citizens. Future research might also usefully
expand understanding of immigration’s impact on tax crimes by conducting surveys and studies
specifically on this phenomenon as well as its longevity. The knowledge pool could also benefit
from more in-depth examination of the effects on tax compliance of different lengths of residence
in the host country and the (perceived) extent of belonging, assimilation, integration, and identi-
ﬁcation.ﬁ Non-discriminatory treatment of immigrants (e.g., in relation to health care, schooling,
and social security) may also promote immigrants’ compliance behavior. In all these endeavors,
given the importance of culture in highly decontextualized environments, the World Values Survey
can serve as a useful tool for capturing compliance norms.

The results of these additional investigations, especially if they confirm our own findings, could
generate substantial recommendations for both (experimental) economics and public policies. In
doing so, however, researchers should systematically take into account an aspect frequently over-
looked in laboratory experiments; namely, participant origins. Such consideration is important
because too great a diversity of experimental subjects can reduce the ability to replicate findings
(Camerer et al., 2016). With respect to public policies, our results imply that tax administrations
in high tax morale countries should implement strategic audits specifically focused on foreigners,
while those in low tax morale countries should target their native population more intensively.
Nonetheless, specifying exactly how endogenous audit selection rules should be designed and im-

plemented requires additional research evidence from outside the laboratory.

4Sen| (2006) refers to the “cricket test” proposed by Lord Tebbit: “The test indicates that a well-integrated
immigrant cheers for England in test matches against the country of the person’s origin (such as Pakistan) when

the two sides play each other” (p. 155).
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5.1 Spatial distance between residence and birth country
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Table 6: Multivariate OLS regressions of distance measures on tax compliance difference

OLS (1) OLS (2)

Affinity of Nations ~0.25TT 0.28TT

(0.093) (0.098)
Af finityof Nations? 0.02 0.01

(0.158) (0.142)
Geographic -0.00002

(0.00003)

Geographic2 le-09

(1e-09)
Administrative 0.005 0.005

(0.005) (0.005)
Administrative? -0.00006 -0.00006

(0.00007) (0.00007)

Political -0.0009 -0.0006
(0.002) (0.002)
Political® 0.000003 0.000002

(0.000005)  (0.000005)

Knowledge -0.004 -0.003
(0.008) (0.008)
Knowledge2 0.000009 0.00001
(0.0001) (0.0001)
Global 0.01 0.01
(0.027) (0.028)
Global? 0.0001 -0.00001
(0.001) (0.001)
Financial -0.02 -0.02
(0.012) (0.012)
Financial? 0.0005 0.0006
(0.0003) (0.0003)
Economic 0.008 0.010
(0.010) (0.010)
Economic? -0.0003 -0.0003
(0.0002) (0.0002)
Demographic -0.01 -0.01
(0.020) (0.019)
Demographi62 0.0004 0.0004
(0.0009) (0.0009)
Culture -0.005 -0.003
(0.012) (0.012)
Culture? 0.00002 -0.00001
(0.0003) (0.0004)
Distance_km -0.00003
(0.00002)
Distance_km2 le-09
(1e-09)
Tax Morale -0.02 -0.03
(0.065) (0.067)
TazMorale? -0.001 .004
(0.051) (0.051)
Constant 0.18 0.21
(0.277) (0.260)
R? 0.08 0.09
# obs 3,734 3,734
# clusters 361 361
round FE YES YES
study FE YES YES

Notes. OLS regressions of distance measures on tax compliance difference from immigrants to the mean of their country of
residence. Variable s3un/608 represents Affinity of Nations. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are presented
between parentheses.

Significance levels: 5% 1% 0.1%
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5.2 Regressions with country fixed effects

Table 8: Univ/multivariate regressions of tax compliance on immigration status and tax morale

\ OLS (1) \ OLS (2) \ OLS (3) \ OLS (4)

Immigrant 0.04f 11 (0.016) | -07tt1  (0.028) - 20.431 (0.259)
Tax morale - - - - -0.05% (0.029) | -0.2711 (0.122)
Immigrant#Tax morale - - - - - 0.21% (0.124)
Constant 0.54t 1 (0.027) | 0.74t 41 (0.061) | 0.62t1+t (0.065) | 1.04f 1 (0.246)
R? 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.05

# obs 58,514 22,854 34,930 34,930

# cluster 4,981 941 3,644 3,644

round FE YES YES YES YES

study FE YES NO YES YES
country FE YES YES YES YES

other FE NO YES NO NO

Notes. OLS regressions on the full sample of compliance. Other fixed effects include age, gender, experimental income and
monthly income. Standard errors clustered at the individual level are presented between parentheses.

Significance levels:

T 10%

t: 5% Tt 1%

1 0.1%

21



5.3 Alternative explanations

Table 9: OLS regressions of tax compliance on immigration status

OLS (1) OLS (2) OLS (3)

Immigrant=0# Young=0 0
()
Immigrant=0# Young=1 -0.0571
(0.018)
Immigrant=1# Young=0 -0.02
(0.057)
Immigrant=1#Young=1 -.10fft
(0.023)
Immigrant=0#Nonstudent=0 0
®
Immigrant=0#Nonstudent=1 0.03
(0.022)
Immigrant=1#Nonstudent=0 -0.051f
(0.017)
Immigrant=1#Nonstudent=1 0.01
(0.041)
ImmigrantsSpew to High -0.02
(0.026)
Immigrant gigh to Low 0.01
(0.029)
Constant 0.591Tt 0.537T1 0.547T1

(0.029)  (0.023)  (0.023)

R? 0.05 0.03 0.05
# obs 58,487 55,813 50,859
# clusters 4,978 4,522 4,626
round FE YES YES YES
study FE YES YES YES

Notes. The variable Young is equal to 1 when participants are under 30 years of age, 0 otherwise. The variable Immi-
grant Low to High 15 €qual to 1 when participants are immigrants from low to high tax morale countries, 0 when they are
natives or immigrants from high to low tax morale countries. The variable Immigrant g;gh to Low iS equal to 1 when partic-
ipants are immigrants from high to low tax morale countries, 0 when they are natives or immigrants from low to high tax
morale countries. When there is no data on tax morale, the observation is considered to be missing. Standard errors clustered
at the individual level are presented between parentheses.

Significance levels: 5% 1% 0.1%
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5.4 Studies included

Table 10: Studies included in our meta-analysis

Study # Obs | # cluster Country
Adres et al.| (2016) 897 897 multiple (4)
Andrighetto et al| (2016) 18,930 2106 multiple (5)
Bruner et al. (2017 18,930 2106 multiple (5)
Biihren and Kundt| (2014) 450 150 Germany
Casal et al. (2016) 492 123 Austria
Coricelli et al.| (2014 960 32 France
Coricelli et al.|[ (2010 1,440 96 France
D’Attomal (2019) 18,930 2106 multiple (5)
D’Attoma et al.[ (2020 7,171 1233 multiple (5)
D’Attoma et al.| (2017 18,930 2106 multiple (5)
Doerrenberg and Duncan| (2014 495 45 Germany
Doerrenberg and Duncan| (2014b 495 45 Germany
Doerrenberg (2015) 1,134 126 Germany
Doerrenberg et al.l 2015[) 90 90 Germany
Dulleck et al.| (2016 3,420 180 Australia
Etchart-Vincent and Taugourdeaul (12018I) 720 240 France
Fortin et al. (2007) 670 132 France
Guerra and Harrington| (2018) 1,620 180 multiple (2)
Hartl et al.| (2015) 26,880 726 Austria
Heinemann and Kocherl (12013') 1,600 80 Germany
Kogler et al.| (2016) 2,772 126 Austria
Malézieux (2016) 500 250 France
Ottone et al.| (]2018[) 18,930 2106 multiple (5)
Fisar et al. (2020) 1,100 220 Czech Republic
Zhang et al.| (2016) 18,930 2106 multiple (5)

Notes. One dataset can be the object of different publications.
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5.5 Countries and nationalities included

Table 11: Countries and nationalities

Country Nationalities # Obs || Country | Nationalities | # Obs
Australia 1,072 Afghanistan 3

Bhutan 76 Austria 3

China 722 Bulgaria 3

Colombia 19 Denmark 3

France 19 || Germany | Germany 3,473

Germany 57 Italy 3

Hong Kong 266 Poland 3

India 95 Russia 9

Iran 19 Tajikistan 3

Italy 19 Ukraine 6

Japan 19 Israel Israel 215

Malaysia 190 Albania 18

Australia Mexico 19 Egypt 6
Mongolia 19 Italy Italy 2,530

New Zealand 19 Nigeria 6

Norway 19 Switzerland 6

Peru 19 Venezuela 6

Philippines 38 Moldova 75

Salvador 19 || Romania | Romania 3,306

Singapore 171 Turkey 9

South Korea 38 Armenia 15

Sri Lanka 38 Belarus 9

Surinam 19 Belgium 9

Taiwan 209 Bulgaria 3

Thailand 57 Canada 9

United Kingdom 57 China 36

Vietnam 133 Colombia 9

Austria 18,440 Croatia 9

Austria Germany 6,480 Cuba 3
Ttaly 66 Denmark 21

Colombia Colombia 245 Sweden | Ecuador 6
Czech Republic | Czech Republic 815 Estonia 24
Slovakia 265 Ethiopia 3

Denmark Denmark 666 Finland 39
France France 2,388 France 33

24




Country | Nationalities # Obs || Country | Nationalities # Obs
Germany 48 China 45

Greece 9 Cyprus 6

Hungary 9 Egypt 6

India 30 Eire 9

Irak 12 France 36

Iran 39 Germany 54

Ttaly 15 Ghana 9

Kenya 3 Greece 9

Latvia 3 Hong Kong 54

Mexico 9 Hungary 18

Moldova 6 India 81

Sweden | Mozambique 9 Iran 6
Netherlands 12 Ivory Coast 9

Norway 3 Jamaica 6

Pakistan 3 Japan 27

Peru 6 Kenya 12
Philippines 24 South Korea 9

Poland 18 United Lithuania 6

Romania 15 || Kingdom | Luxembourg 9

Russia 75 Malaysia 51

Spain 6 Nepal 27

Sweden 3,053 Netherlands 9

Taiwan 9 New Zealand 9

Turkey 21 Nigeria 33

United Kingdom 9 Pakistan 15

United States 12 Philippines 42

Ukraine 39 Poland 54
Afghanistan 15 Romania 33

Australia 15 Russia 9
Bangladesh 10 Singapore 18

Belgium 9 Somalia 15

United | Brunei 6 South Africa 30
Kingdom | Bulgaria 24 Spain 9
Burundi 9 Sri Lanka 9

Cameroon 6 Trinidad and Tobago 12

Canada 9 Turkey 9
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Country | Nationalities # Obs || Country | Nationalities # Obs
United States 81 Nepal 6
United United Kingdom 4,600 Nigeria 15
Kingdom | Ukraine 27 Norway 15
Virgin Islands 6 Oman 9
Zimbabwe 17 Peru 12
Albania 15 Philippines 51
Argentina 9 United Puerto Rico 6
Armenia 9 States Russia 18
Australia 6 Saudi Arabia 6
Bangladesh 12 Singapore 9
Bolivia 6 Spain 9
Brazil 6 Taiwan 9
Canada 21 United States 6,493
Chile 24 United Kingdom 18
China 156 Ukraine 15
Colombia 15 Vietnam 12
Costa Rica 15
Dominican Republic 6
Ecuador 9
United Ethiopia 6
States France 6
Germany 18
Ghana 9
Haiti 6
Hong Kong 9
India 90
Indonesia 9
Israel 15
Italy 6
Jamaica 9
Japan 62
Kenya 6
South Korea 75
Malaysia 18
Mexico 72
Mongolia 6

Notes. This Table represents the 13 countries and the 95 nationalities gathered from the original published studies. Countries
with only natives (Denmark, Colombia, Israel...) are not included in native vs. immigrants analyses but are taken into account
in the tax morale analyses.
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