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Washington DC
Executive Summary

The International Centre for Tax and Development (ICTD) organised a roundtable event on the 9th September 2014, to launch the ICTD Government Revenue Dataset (GRD) - a new dataset that was made by compiling and harmonising numerous existing datasets, together with the addition of primary data. The final product is the biggest, complete and most accurate dataset on government revenue, covering a period of over 30 years for almost 200 countries. 
The ICTD GRD project was started to overcome the weaknesses and limitations of existing datasets. This was with the realisation that despite the growing interest in the issues of taxation and government revenue, most of the research on this topic suffered from the use of low quality data, casting doubt on any final conclusions drawn from it. The ICTD GRD team therefore spent about three years to merge various datasets from different sources to improve data coverage and ensure the highest level of homogeneity. Particular emphasis was placed on accuracy and completeness, in order to avoid missing data. Consequently, the community of research on tax and development now has access to a powerful tool, which will support studies on the topic and allow for comparison across findings.

Regarding the relation between tax and foreign aid, the ICTD researchers tried to replicate the findings of important existing research and papers, and to compare the results with those obtained when using the GRD. Although findings depend - to a great extent - on the estimation method used, no proof of any meaningful negative relationship between the ratio of tax revenues over GDP and grant aid was found, contradicting Benedek et al. (2012).
When investigating the relationship between tax structure and GDP growth, it appeared that revenue neutral shifts away from trade taxes to consumption taxes has no negative effect on growth. However, revenue neutral shifts towards income, specifically personal income taxes are potentially harmful to GDP growth rates. The last paper presented analysed how tax and non-tax resource revenue may impact democracy. The reliance of the ICTD GRD to investigate the issue of the well-known resource curse theory yielded interesting results confirming this theory. 

Participants at the launch of the dataset - including senior statisticians from the IMF, World Bank and OECD - lauded the GRD and ICTD, and called for a deeper cooperation among organisations, in order to agree on common methodologies and avoid duplication of research.
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Introduction

A major obstacle to cross-country research on the role of revenue and taxation in development has been the weakness of available data. This has long stymied advances in both research and government policy - especially in developing countries.

The International Centre for Tax and Development (ICTD) sought to address this problem and has for the last 3 years been working on a global revenue dataset, which is not only more complete and accurate than others available, but also allows for comparability of government revenue across countries.
This new Government Revenue Dataset (ICTD GRD) was launched in Washington DC on the 9th September 2014, at a high-level roundtable event, organized in partnership with the Centre for Global Development (CGD), where the researchers involved in developing the dataset discussed its implications, as well as launching the first set of research papers that made use of the dataset.
The launch had 41 participants – who are representatives from various international organizations, key among them senior IMF, World Bank and OECD officials.

Session 1: The ICTD Government Revenue Dataset 

Presentation by Wilson Prichard (U. Toronto and Research Director, ICTD) 
Introduction
Over the last decade, the issue of taxation has benefited from a growing interest from researchers and policy makers, especially regarding its impact on key development components such as economic growth, governance and poverty reduction. However, for a long period, the low quality of available data significantly hindered the quality of the research on the topic and the robustness of the results. This led to the proliferation of small-scale datasets and impeded proper comparison and replication of studies. It is with the aim of coping with this observation that the ICTD developed the GRD. The GRD has been built by compiling and harmonizing numerous existing datasets from various sources, yielding a homogeneous set of data covering a large range of countries over a long period. In addition to expanding the coverage and the quality of the data, the GRD also includes a clear separation between resource and non-resource government revenue, allowing for precise analyses of non-resource tax collection. Although the GRD still suffers from imperfection - particularly because of the successive merging of databases realized from different collection methods - the fact remains that it represents a significant enhancement, which will enable for deeper and more accurate research and improve our understanding of taxation and its effect on economies.
Why this dataset is needed: The limitation of existing data.
The ICTD GRD is based on the understanding that the quality of international revenue data is not only poor, but also insufficient to sustain analysis, thereby leading to misleading or insufficiently robust findings on tax and development.
The ICTD’s goal therefore was to create a single composite dataset that is more complete and more accurate than alternatives, in which one could look up for every country year, any available source of data and compare them, thereby getting the best available source for that country year. Existing international sources (IMF GFS – Pre and post 1990, OECD, CEPALstat, OECDLatAm, OECD AEO, World Bank, Keen and Mansour) all suffer from substantial limitations – reflected in researchers relying increasingly on composite and ad hoc datasets, which are subject to errors, lack transparency and difficulties of comparability. This also makes them hard to replicate, and with huge scope for errors.
Indeed, most of the existing databases exhibit missing data stemming from incomplete range of revenue categories, and failure at consistently distinguishing natural resource wealth. Moreover, non-tax revenues are often not included in databases, thus giving an incomplete picture of government finances.
Finally, in many countries, GDP may be vastly under-estimated, leading to sizable overestimation of key variables as shares of GDP, hence a need to rebase. Equally, irregular rebasing exercises can lead to major breaks in time series data unless applied retroactive to earlier periods – which is frequently not the case.
This project therefore sought to prepare a single dataset that can be compared across countries and which provides complete, accurate and better data quality.
The Importance of this dataset

The ICTD GRD responds to major limits of existing sources for conducting cross-country tax research, with major improvements in data coverage and accuracy. The dataset has combined data from multiple sources including a more consistent approach to natural resource revenues. This project also sought to complement the work of international organizations - like the OECD, the IMF and the World Bank - to improve data over the long-term, as it offers a much-improved foundation for immediate research.

The ICTD GRD dataset takes a collective view of work on international tax questions over the past ten years, and has relied on composite ad hoc datasets. In particular, it gives a more consistent, accurate and clear distinction between handling of natural resource revenues, as the latter is rarely broken down into tax and non-tax resource revenues. Regarding social contribution, it has been noted that variation across sources in the inclusion of social contributions are likely to lead to inconsistencies.  All the ICTD GRD data is therefore reported inclusive and exclusive of social contribution, in order to create clarity and simplify the merging process. 
Another channel of poor data quality also stemmed from the issue of federal states with a high degree of devolution. Indeed, focusing exclusively on central government can vastly understate tax collection in federal states since both levels of governments (federal and state) have the competence for raising taxes. The ICTD GRD therefore adopts general government data where it is significantly different from central data, and consistent over time. Owing to differences across sources in sub-categories of taxation, the ICTD GRD calculates direct and indirect taxes for all country-years.
Finally, although data merging would, ideally, be automated, manual data cleaning was performed when merging the numerous different datasets. However, inconsistencies across sources – some reflecting different data collection methods, others reflecting simple data discrepancies – imply that automated processes result in incompatible and inconsistent time series. As such, it was necessary to manually clean the data to ensure consistency within countries between data sources, thus enabling cross-country time series analyses. Thanks to the homogenization of those different sources, the dataset is now more accurate than the existing options, with much larger data coverage of developing countries (the GRD has 50% more observations on developing countries than the IMF GFS dataset).
Limitations of the GRD
There are however inescapable limitations, which reflect the limits of any available sources, and the imperfections of merging data from multiple sources, as well as pointing at what remains to be done.
There is also the problem with underlying GDP series, which in many countries is vastly under-estimated, owing often to the failure to rebase GDP as economies change.

Despite the fact that the ICTD GRD has a lot more data than other sources, there is still a lot of data missing, reflecting a lack of capacity to collect data in certain countries. In particular, dealing with resource revenue happens to be quite challenging – in some countries, these data are insignificant, unavailable or excluded from analysis. In other cases, it is difficult to distinguish resource revenue from other non-tax revenue.

There is also the challenge of variation across sources with often inexplicable data, which is inherently imperfect. Similarly, merging choices is inevitably subjective.
Lessons and next steps
In order to continue improving the quality of data on taxation, standards and best practice in the collection and the treatment of the data needs to be widely adopted by the different organisations, in a bid to ensure homogeneity across the research.

As has been previously mentioned, natural resource revenues are of critical importance, especially in the case of some developing countries, thus need to be integrated with international databases in compliance with a common framework. Similarly, particular attention to GDP series is equally critical and greater transparency is required in this regard.
Distinction between tax and non-tax revenues is also salient to draw real conclusions about problems of government tax and public finance. Therefore, future datasets should clearly provide disaggregated data with both tax and non-tax revenues, in order to be analytically useful for research, while also adopting a consistent approach to social contributions.
Merging datasets from multiple sources to come up with a composite dataset for research is a difficult process, extremely time intensive and often fraught with risks, thus placing a premium on establishing a single accepted source. This calls for transparency and providing resources for long-term maintenance of the dataset.

Finally, Strong cooperation and coordination between the different actors is therefore key to ensuring comparison across studies and preventing disparate results. Indeed, there remains opportunities for much improved international cooperation, as there is currently major overlap and duplication – sometimes even within organizations – and new initiatives have tended to address some, but not all, of the challenges noted here.
Discussant: Michael Ross (UCLA)
Michael Ross appearing on video as a discussant, highlighted the importance of good data and pointed out the risks of using substitutes for data. He asserts that we are on the threshold of a data revolution – a revolution in terms of how seriously people should be using data and how seriously they need to take the data they use.
He pointed out that from the new ICTD GRD, one is able to see that the effects of aid on tax are mistaken, or at least misrepresented in serious ways. He also applauds the ICTD GRD, which he says provides reliable time series for comparisons moving backward and looking forward.
Discussions:
Mike Seiferling of the IMF noted that the ICTD GRD is not increasing accuracy of data but rather creating more observations. He also pointed out that the biggest challenge in the data industry is the lack of capacity to collect good data. He called for the need for international organizations to work closely together, so as to have a common methodology and template to have better data and avoid replication.

Morten Jerven, author of Poor Numbers praised the ICTD for the great job presenting the dataset but still recognizing the underlying limitations. He also asked for a clear distinction between validity and reliability of the data, arguing that what the ICTD GRD is trying to do is to harmonise the errors in the existing datasets. 

He also sought to know whether the dataset would be going backwards to bring the data back in time, since the 1980’s is a short time frame, noting that maybe interesting trends would be discovered if the dataset went up to the colonial era. He also noted that the GRD relies very much on the share of GDP, and proposed that the ICTD seeks innovation in terms of coming up with other ratios other than GDP.
James Michael applauded the efforts of the ICTD, saying that the ICTD GRD adds a lot of value that will be very important to researchers. He also argued that sometimes data is bad because people are happy to have bad data, therefore calling for political incentives of data collection that transcends just capacity building.

Steve Rozner of USAID commended the ICTD for producing the GRD, terming it ‘a great contribution’. He also asked about the process used to identify and classify resource revenues and taxes and asked that the data be made publicly available and accessible.

Jocelyn, OECD pointed out that the ICTD GRD had better coverage and better accuracy, since it checked consistency between sources. She also requested to be provided with precise bridges between the IMF, the World Bank and the OECD, so that they are able to compare bridges between coverage and accuracy of different datasets.
Anne Brockmeyer brought to the ICTD’s attention - similar efforts by other institutions like the LSE and Berkeley – International Growth Centre on tax administration practices and features and Georgia State University composite dataset which tries to match OECD and possibly the IMF. She also asked the ICTD to think of partnerships so as to avoid duplication of efforts.
Response: Wilson Prichard

Wilson pointed out that the ICTD GRD is not perfect data, but better and more accurate than other composite datasets. It is thus an attempt to spur attention on the importance of collecting good data, because despite there being bad data out there, people are still doing research.

Regarding having the dataset going further back in time, he noted that the further one tries to go back, the worse the data gets as country coverage declines by half going from the 90’s to the 80’s.

Regarding an alternative ratio to share of GDP, he admitted that tax administrations in developing countries are not always happy with comparison of this, noting that there could be assumptions that maybe they (developing countries) collect tax less well, or that they actually measure GDP accurately unlike their neighbours.

He however agreed that indeed there are parallel datasets on tax and administration practices that would be a great complementary to the ICTD work; hence the ICTD would be looking for an international organization that would spearhead that work.

He also confirmed that the dataset is publicly accessible and with room for feedback, so that it can be made even better.

He noted that the ICTD GRD team had learnt a lot while they worked on this project and saw that the potential for iteration and learning as very important.

Session 2: New Findings on Tax and Aid
i) Foreign Aid and Domestic Tax: Multiple Sources, One Conclusion 
Presentation by Paul Clist (University of East Anglia)
The relation between taxes and foreign aid in developing countries has been vastly investigated in the literature. Indeed, in the short term, aid inflows may be seen as a substitute for tax revenues in the eyes of recipient countries, thus lowering the incentive of the latter at increasing their revenues from taxation. However, in the long run, relying on foreign aid with no or marginal taxing of the people might affect governance of the countries, as it breaks the social contract between the citizen and the state. One common finding in the literature is the negative impact of grant type of aid on recipients’ government revenues. This paper therefore sought to replicate existing studies, adding new inputs in order to see whether this assertion would remain true.

The paper by Paul Clist failed at replicating Benedek et al. (2012), which concluded that there is a negative association between domestic tax mobilization and grants, though this relationship appears to have weakened as the original dataset exhibits some discrepancies. Clist and Morrissey (2009) extended Gupta et al. (2004) study over the period 1970-2005 (against 1970-2000). Although they found a significant negative impact of grant aid on government revenue, this effect happened to be driven by the period 1970-1985, when the IMF data was at its worst. When focusing on the period 1986-2005, results are reversed with a robust positive relationship between grant aid and tax revenues. 
In terms of limitation, one of the main issues stem from the fact that most of the previous studies were conducted using data from different sources, where key variables had different definitions. Endogeneity is also a major concern as poor tax collection performance and increased aid grant can simultaneously respond to the same shock such as natural disasters.

Four strategies to cope with those problems are established in the paper, including one year and two year lagged aid variables, multiple indicators with multiple causes (MIMIC) models and the use of the new ICTD GRD. In most of the cases, the statement that aid grant has a negative impact on tax revenue is rejected and, as the new data shows, there is no negative effect of aid grants on tax revenue at all. 
The conclusion that can be drawn from this is that the negative relationship between tax revenue and grants is driven by bad quality data, making the ICTD GRD not only better, but also much needed.

ii) Aid and Taxation: Exploring the Relationship Using New Data 
Presentation by Wilson Prichard (U. Toronto and Research Director, ICTD) 

This paper aimed at re-examining cross-country evidences of the impact of aid on tax collection, by attempting to replicate Benedek et al. (2012) and Gupta et al. (2004); and conducting a new analysis, using the ICTD GRD. Indeed, the main limitations of the previous work on this topic were related to the poor quality of the data, and in some cases, failure at capturing the fact that change in tax collection is behavioural, thus arises in the medium term.

In order to correct the caveats of the existing literature, this paper tries to be innovative in many ways. First of all, the use of the ICTD GRD greatly enhances the quality of the data, thus reducing measurement error. Particular attention is given to the relationship between foreign aid, tax collection, exports and imports. Indeed, aid, by providing foreign currency, is likely to positively impact imports. Similarly, the role of non-tax revenue is clearly emphasised, which is of prior importance, especially in the case of resource-rich countries. Finally, both contemporaneously and lagged aid specifications are estimated, in order to capture the time required for behavioural changes toward tax collection.
The main conclusion ensuing from the data analyses it that the evidence of a relationship between aid (grants and loans) and tax is not robust and therefore general inferences cannot be made. This result could stem from the high heterogeneity of aid in the countries investigated, but also from the fact that aid may impact tax collection through different ways, some of them conflicting. If additional revenues from aid might dampen incentives to collect taxes, conditionality or technical assistance are features, which could also help improve efficiency at raising revenue from taxes.

1st Discussant : Sanjeev Gupta – IMF
Mr. Gupta argued that Clist’s paper has unverified statements and raised the question of technique used by Clist to get the findings that there is no relationship between tax revenue and grants. He also cited Gupta et al. (2014), a paper recently published by the IMF, which supports Gupta, and noted that IMF’s Fiscal Affairs new database - using different sources - still hold the original findings that there is a negative association between domestic tax mobilization and grants.
He also referred to a second paper by Gupta, which disaggregates tax types, thereby giving interesting results depending on tax types, thus noting that the ICTD cannot ignore what aid is doing to different kinds of taxes eg VAT. He however pointed out that the papers by Clist and Prichard et al. ignore these relationships.

In terms of data coverage, Sanjeev argued that central or government choice is irrelevant as long as one stays consistent. He mentioned that it would be incorrect to say that the ICTD GRD has greater coverage, noting that the IMF has 20 per cent greater coverage than the ICTD GRD.

Sanjeev also pointed out that the IMF has published two papers using the same dataset as the ICTD GRD where the results conflicts the ICTD’s, especially in terms of the relationship between resource and non-resource revenues. He however promised that the IMF would use the ICTD GRD in the future, alongside the IMF dataset, in order to demonstrate that the results do not depend on datasets but rather the technique used.

All notwithstanding, he noted that the IMF agrees that one of the strongest components and contributions of the ICTD GRD, is the disaggregation of tax and non-tax revenue as well as resource revenues from non-resource revenues. “In that case, the ICTD has done a great job”, he added.

2nd Discussant : Ernesto Crivelli – IMF

Mr. Crivelli concurred with Mr. Gupta, that the ICTD authors were getting different results because of techniques used and not data. He noted that Gupta et al. (2004), was criticized for not addressing endogeneity as it only used fixed effects. However, a new paper published by the IMF (Gupta et al. 2014) tests using different techniques and all methods known to deal with endogeneity, like strong negative effects of aid (grants) as well as total aid on tax revenue. He added that this holds with many robustness checks (total tax revenue, all main taxes, level of income, quality of institutions, regions etc).
He also pointed out that in the second paper (Prichard et al.), the effect of aid on revenue performance is reducing because of revenue conditionality. 

He also reiterated the importance of applying different techniques and methods, noting that though they (IMF) are thankful for the ICTD for the new dataset, they have tried to replicate the dataset but the results are very robust and negative for grants of total tax revenues, for all the methods that used fixed effects. It therefore seems clear that according to the IMF, the difference in the results is not driven by the data but by the technique and methodology used to derive the findings.
Discussions:
Alex Cobham noted that it was encouraging to see arguments regarding types of techniques used, rather than questions about trying to replicate datasets. This is a clear indication that there should be more discussions about a common dataset that everyone is happy with - that borders on all the appropriate techniques instead of struggling to replicate datasets.
Paul Clist pointedly asked why the IMF is finding robust negative impacts of aid on tax, which he could not replicate in his paper. He stressed the fact that he found no single relationship between aid and tax revenue, and requested the IMF to share the code and dataset they used to find the very robust negative impacts of aid, which his paper was not able to replicate, so that he could test the data again.
Wilson Prichard also pointed out the fact that it took him 2 years to know what database the IMF uses, thereby raising questions of transparency and accessibility of data on the part of the IMF.

Ernesto Crivelli and Sanjeev Gupta promised that they would use the IMF dataset and the ICTD GRD, to see if the result is different. They also promised to share their dataset with the ICTD team.
Session 3: New Findings on Tax
i) Tax Structures and Economic Growth and development
Presentation by Kyle McNabb (University of Heriot-Watt)
This paper investigates the relationship between tax structures and economic growth in a panel of developed and developing countries, using the new ICTD GRD. It sought to understand the effects of tax structure on GDP growth, since many previous studies have only focused on OECD countries. 

It is also motivated by the IMF Policy prescription (IMF 2011), of on-going shift from reliance on trade taxes to VAT, especially in low income countries. It further sought to understand the implications of such structural shifts with studies showing that revenue recovery following trade liberalisation has been poor in low- and middle- income countries (Baunsgaard & Keen, 2010). 

Results suggest that shifts away from trade and consumption toward income taxes have had a negative impact on GDP growth rates in developing countries. This negative effect is of greater magnitude through personal income taxes (PIC). Consequently, this study provides new evidence of potentially harmful effect of trade liberalisation on the GDP growth rates. The study also gives a clear picture of the lesser reliance on indirect taxes in low-income countries.

Revenue neutral shifts away from trade taxes to consumption taxes have no discernible negative effect on growth. However, revenue neutral shifts towards income, specifically personal income taxes are potentially harmful to GDP growth rates. Key findings hold following the exclusion of resource-rich countries and after controlling for degree of openness.
Discussant:  Santiago Acosta-Ormaechea (IMF)

Mr. Acosta-Ormaechea summarised the paper’s main objective as seeking to study the growth effects of revenue-neutral tax re-allocations, using the new ICTD GRD.
He noted that the paper addressed two pertinent questions, first being the extent to which the tax and growth nexus depend on the countries’ development levels and as such, it was great that the authors extended the analysis beyond the OECD, and second being the relevance of trade taxes in terms of their effects on growth - a topic that has not been analysed in various literature.
He pointedly asked whether there would be a cross-country heterogeneity in how results affect growth in terms of the development levels of countries (considering LIC and HIC separately) and in terms of parameter homogeneity (considering different statistical approaches). 

According to Mr. Acosta-Ormaechea, this is a very important and interesting paper, since there is limited research on tax structures and growth in non-OECD countries, and since limited literature looks at the link between trade taxes and development/growth.

He noted that an interesting result in this paper, is that it confirms the IMF findings that there is no significant effect in terms of corporate income taxation, which is different from the previous OECD research.
He noted that the paper finds some (weak) evidence suggesting that a reduction in trade taxes compensated by consumption taxes (IMF typical view) may even be bad for growth. This is important from a policy perspective, e.g., IMF recommendations on benefits of VAT vis-à-vis trade taxes (Baunsgaard and Keen, 2010).

He mentioned that it was not clear how the authors correct for endogeneity and even though they acknowledge this, there is no attempt to deal with this problem in the paper, adding that there could be additional discussions around this (IMF and authors) since this is a missing part in the paper.
To complement the missing policy perspective of the paper, Santiago asked about the intuition of why trade taxes could be worse for growth relative to PIT and CIT or the VAT.
He urged the authors to pay more attention in how to reconcile some of the results in Acosta-Ormaechea and Yoo (2012) on trade and taxation, with what is in the ICTD working paper, which found that in some cases there is no significant effect of trade taxes on growth (as in Table 5 (col. 3) of the paper.  He also mentioned that the lack of significance of Corporate Income Tax could be emphasized further. 

One missing part, though already addressed, is the coverage level of the government vis-à-vis the general government. He noted that it would be interesting to look at the way the government coverage level (CG vs GG) may affect results. 
Mr. Acosta-Ormaechea concluded by saying that the paper was good, since it addressed the missing gaps owing to the fact that the issue of taxes and growth in MIC and LIC has not been explored

ii) Taxation, Non-Tax Revenue and Accountability: New Evidence Using New Cross-Country Data. 
Presentation by Wilson Prichard (U. Toronto and Research Director, ICTD) 
Resource curse, i.e. the theory stating that natural resource-rich countries that heavily rely on resource revenues are more likely to develop autocratic or dictatorial regimes, has been vastly investigated in the literature.
However, although there exists numerous numbers of cross-country studies of the political resource curse, conflicting results and inconsistencies continue to emerge after more than a decade. These inconsistencies can be attributed to imprecise indicators and poor data quality, inconsistent estimation methods, and failure at distinguishing alternative causal processes, linked to tax and non-tax revenue.
The main innovation of this paper is the use of the ICTD GRD to re-investigate the relationship between government revenues and democracy. Indeed, this new dataset allows for a clear decomposition of government revenue into tax and non-tax revenue, the latter being mainly composed of natural resource revenues. Then, multiple econometric estimation methods are employed to ensure better robustness of the results (including GMM, Mean-Group, Random and Fixed-Effect, and Logit Error Correction Model). Finally, a whole set of robustness checks are run with the inclusion of longer lags on the revenue variables, alternative measures of democracy and different time periods among others.

The authors find stronger evidence of the resource curse than previous studies as the impact of either tax reliance or non-tax revenue on democracy is negative and significant in all the specifications and methods.
The relationship between tax and democracy is more ambiguous, sometimes positive but most often insignificant. This may reflect a greater complexity of causal processes between those two variables. An important finding is that this relationship happens to operate over the long term, i.e. results are stronger with estimators that focus on longer-term changes in composition of government revenue, rather than short-term variation. Finally, the paper has been made easy to be replicated in order to allow for future comparisons using the ICTD GRD. 
Discussant: Verena Fritz, World Bank 

Verena agreed with the quality of the paper, and highlighted the main conclusion that resource wealth prevents transition to democracy.
She raised key questions, which needed further clarification, including at what point a country is considered wealthy in natural resources as well as the causal mechanism that is motivating these countries not to go into democratic transitions
On the technical side, she pointed out other factors than government revenue, not captured by the controls in the paper, such as religious affiliation of the countries, greater fear or more control of autocrats, which may prevent transitions to democracy, noting that it is however difficult to get these using the ICTD dataset.

She also raised interesting question on whether resource rich countries could ever increase taxation with resource revenues (example of South Sudan volatility of resource flows and the need to look elsewhere), and how this impacts democratic transition. This also applies to Nigeria, which would like to increase non-oil revenue, but this does not necessarily increase democracy/accountability

She pointed out the need to distinguish between different accountability pressures within different countries (example of copper mining in Mongolia and Zambia, where though Mongolia is able to get good revenue from copper mining, Zambia is not able to do so.

She noted that the binary variable to account for democracy couldn’t capture situations where countries slide into non-government, i.e. civil war or tribal organisations. Finally, she concluded that going forward, it would be interesting to ask whether resource increase improves democracy and how much the resource-rich countries are getting from resources.
Session 4: Directions for data

i) OECD Presentation

Jocelyn Pierre, Advisor, Centre for Tax Policy and Administration - OECD

Ms. Pierre began by acknowledging the ICTD GRD project as it not only helps stimulate the comparative and global research on data and econometrics, but also since it made enormous efforts to overcome the lack of data, and merge the various sources to come up with this dataset which is comparable.

She also mentioned that the OECD would be expanding its flagship publication “Revenue Statistics”, which defines and classifies public revenue from what are regarded as taxes- an expansion driven by the desire to improve the comparability, consistency, quality and accessibility of revenue statistics and tax indicators in developing and emerging economies. She added that the OECD would partner with regional organizations to have them join the OECD Revenue Statistics project, and to support data collection.

Ms. Pierre also stressed that one of the key challenges faced by statisticians working towards getting better data, is the lack of capacity, since the statisticians are usually the least well resourced. She thus called for cooperation and non-duplication, as well as diversity, as this would push researchers to think outside of the box.
In conclusion, she agreed that this project would therefore allow the international organizations to see their collective weaknesses and work together, as this would go a long way in helping not only with research, but also policymaking.
ii) IMF Presentation

Claudia Dziobek, Division Chief, Government Finance Statistics - IMF
Ms. Dziobek started her speech by thanking the ICTD and the CGD for organizing the event, noting that the IMF welcomed that sort of dialogue since it was an opportunity to engage with researchers, who work on improving the quality of data on public finance. She also acknowledged the work that the ICTD GRD researchers had put in deeply going though complicated data, merging and picking out very interesting issues such as data inconsistencies among others, as a great contribution to the field of research in government revenue and public finance in general.

She pointed out that the IMF institutional methodological framework is based on the SNA, but that the IMF owns the section of database on Government Finance Statistics. She therefore concurred that this dataset is not only important but also is fully based along the lines of what the IMF does. In this context, she congratulated the ICTD for having produced a wonderful dataset, though highlighting that it only represents a subset of government finance statistics – in this case government revenues.

However, she mentioned that the ICTD needed to demonstrate the accuracy of the ICTD GRD - and the extent to which it represents a general improvement in government finance statistics. Indeed, according to her, the fact that the ICTD filled data gaps using the Article IV consultation report does not assert the quality or the accuracy of the data, hence calling on the ICTD to market the dataset based on its completeness, since its main objective was to avoid the data gaps. She recalled that GFS collects official statistics reported by governments while the objective of the Article IV report is to assess economic output of countries, thus allowing for adjustments to be made by the countries as a matter of harmonisation.
Ms. Dziobek also reminded the ICTD to seriously take into account the resources required for data revisions since some countries may revise data quarterly or even more often. She also pointed out that the ICTD needed to be careful not to neglect data completeness to the profit of data accuracy, noting that the ICTD GRD’s main objective was to avoid data gaps. She reiterated that the IMF’s greater inaccuracy of the data is mainly due to the use of projected and/or estimated data in order to ensure the completeness of databases.

Regarding future direction for data, Ms. Dziobek said that the interest in government data has been rising very much and that the IMF is very interested in the emphasis that the ICTD GRD has placed on natural resource revenue, as is it a very important issue. She however noted that, together with the IMF, several non-state agencies are currently actively working on producing and providing data on government revenue. The IMF and the EITI are also currently working on a template, where they are finding that it is very difficult to properly disentangle various revenues and to identify what is truly government revenue from natural resource. 
In terms of methodology, she emphasised on the need for clarity on the concepts used, urging organisations working on data to rely on the existing statistical standards in order to ensure homogeneity of the data collection and computation methods. She noted that in the future, emphasis is going to be more on data collection and as such, the IMF is already working with the OECD, EUROSTAT, the UN and the World Bank to put more emphasis on data collection rather than on developing new standards and methodologies.

She also reiterated the importance of developing and encouraging engagements and dialogue and between data producers and data users, as it would greatly enhance the quality and availability of the data. She also pointed out that in the area of government revenue, statisticians are usually the least well resourced, hence a dire need to build their capacity, a gap that the IMF has been trying to fill by visiting different countries to help them develop government statistics as well as fill data gaps.

She also noted that though the interest in data has increased and that the ICTD GRD helps provide such information, she agrees that the limitation of official data will not go away quickly, hence a need for a global database that allows for comparability across countries, which currently does not exist. She suggested that a working group on revenue dataset producers, for cases of comprehensive datasets like ICTD’s would be a good initiative, and that the ICTD should pursue this further.
Finally, Ms. Dziobek reiterated that the IMF is working on making its data more usable and is currently migrating the entire database to a much more user-friendly system, which should facilitate a more general public access. She also announced that the IMF would be moving toward free data in the near future.  
Regarding any partnership between the IMF and the ICTD, she praised the dialogue between the two institutions and invited the ICTD to further pursue this dialogue. However, she clarified that the IMF would call upon the ICTD to prove the integrity of the data, to show that it carried the required quality checks before taking any decision regarding a further collaboration. Consequently, the IMF took no commitment keep up the ICTD GRD.
CONCLUSION
The ICTD Government Revenue Dataset (GRD) marks an important step towards ensuring the availability of high quality government revenue data from around the world. Irrespective of minor imperfections, the ICTD GRD provides both researchers and policymakers, with a dataset that has more comprehensive coverage and greater accuracy than existing datasets, thereby offering a unique opportunity for a substantially stronger policy research base. 

One recurring point at the meeting was that indeed the limitation of official data would not go away quickly, hence a major focus would now be turned on regional and national institutions to improve the accuracy of original data. There are many other institutions working on similar datasets as the ICTD GRD, hence talks about institutionalizing a data-working group on revenue dataset, to complement the process and avoid duplication of efforts
In the coming months, the ICTD together with partners and like-minded institutions, will be thinking through the options for partnership and potential synergy, to ensure that the ICTD dataset, or any other dataset like the GRD that meets the needs of researchers is developed and maintained as a resource for researchers and policymakers.
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