APPENDIX 1

The Result of the Scoping Study: Implications for the Presumptive Tax Regime in details

	No
	Journal
	Method
	Country
	Implications for Tax Officials
	Implications for MSMEs 
	Implications for Other Taxpayers

	1
	Beca & Serban (2012)
	Quantitative: Entrepreneurial Index
	Romania
	 
	· Shifting legal status
· Suspending and doing 'dissolutions'
· Declaring lower turnover
· Reducing employees
· Increasing negative perception of the business environment
	 

	2
	Conceic ̧ão et al. (2018)
	Quantitative: A Survival Analysis and the Propensity Score Matching
	Brazil
	· Waiving tax revenue
	· Showing faster growth in terms of the number of employees with formal employment contract, the duration of employment relationships, and total salaries
· Showing lower probabilities of extinction (mortality)
	 

	3
	Bird & Wallace (2005)
	Case Study
	Ukraine and Russia
	· Decreasing tax revenue collection (Ukraine)
· Creating major problem for the VAT system (Ukraine)
· Increasing additional work due to additional required registrations and returns (Ukraine)
	· Feeling confused as there are multiple special tax regimes for MSMEs (in Ukraine: turnover tax and local lumpsum tax; in Russia: Single Tax and Uniform Tax)
	· Incentivising higher-income employees and well-informed professionals such as lawyers, engineers and consultants to become independent contractors / entrepreneurs to enter the system (Ukraine)
· Allowing a person to be simultaneously a wage earner (normal) taxpayer and a private entrepreneur for 'moonlighting' purposes (Ukraine)
· Large firms are likely morphed into entities so that they could be included within the special tax regime (Russia)

	4
	Engelschalk (2005)
	Case Study
	Georgia, Ukraine, Russia, Albania
	· Creating dispute over a revised threshold (Russia)
· Yielding low tax revenue (all countries)
· Creating unstable tax system due to frequent revision of the system, unclear definition of activities, creating dispute (Albania)
	· No altering the tax behaviour of SME operators (all countries)
· Incentivising the possibility of tax shopping between the unified tax and the fixed tax (Ukraine)
	· Large businesses are divested themselves to certain smaller operations (Ukraine)

	5
	Beca & Cozmei (2014)
	Comparative Analysis
	Romania
	 
	· Increasing the number of MSMEs
	 

	6
	Piza (2018)
	Quantitative Regression
	Brazil
	 
	· Not affecting formalisation rates
	 

	7
	Dolgih et al. (2015)
	Qualitative and Quantitative Case Study
	Russia
	 
	· Not incentivising individual taxpayers to move to the new system due to weak competitiveness compared to the uniform tax
	 

	8
	Araujo-Bonjean & Chambas (2005)
	Case Study
	Benin, Burkina Faso
	· Creating discussions between tax authorities and MSMEs (which are prone to discretionary decisions and corruption) due to uncertainty and complexity (Benin)
· Yielding low tax revenue (all countries)
	 
	 

	9
	Rocha (2018)
	Quantitative Regression
	Brazil
	 
	· Increasing formalisation rates (from existing informal businesses), but not increasing creation of new formal business nor imposing greater formal firm survival
	 

	10
	Fajnzylber et al. (2011)
	Quantitative Regression
	Brazil
	 
	· Increasing formalisation rates
· Increasing revenue and profits, fixed asset and employments
	 

	11
	Dâmaso & Martins (2015)
	Questionnaire applied to 315 chartered accountants
	Portugal
	 
	· Chartered accountants did not recommend the special tax regime because the tax system applied unfair coefficients, no simplifications and increased complexity in the relationship with tax authorities
	 

	12
	Bruhn & Loeprick (2016)
	Quantitative Regression
	Georgia
	 
	· Increasing registered micro-businesses during the first year of the reform, but not in subsequent years.
· Not affecting formal firm creation in any year.
	 

	13
	Agostini et al. (2018)
	Quantitative Regression
	Chile
	 
	· Increasing the registered MSMEs in the regime
	· Incentivising high-income taxpayers to apply the regime, and high-income taxpayers are more likely to hold a portfolio of businesses filing taxes under STRs.

	14
	Kamba-Kibatshi (2016)
	Case Study
	Congo
	 
	· Increasing the registered MSMEs in the regime
	 

	15
	Nyamwanza et al (2014)
	Quantitative study from questionnaires data 
	Zimbabwe
	 
	· Not affecting MSMEs because the regime was still perceived as too high
	 

	16
	Pashev (2006)
	Case Study
	Bulgaria
	· Imposing the system design that is susceptible to everlasting adjustments and growing complexity
· Creating around 900 rates in seven years
· Entailing higher enforcement because inspectors need to verify compliance with the corporate income legislation
· Imposing significant legislative and policy-making cost of its continual amendments
	· Not reducing the accounting costs, because MSMEs still needed to record net income according to the provisions of the accountancy law
	 

	17
	Monteiro & Assunção (2012)
	Quantitative Regression
	Brazil
	 
	· Increasing formalisation rates, only for retail sectors
	 

	18
	Dube & Casale (2017)
	Mixed-methods approach
	Zimbabwe
	 
	· Not affecting MSMEs as the tax regime is highly regressive and inequitable
· Increasing perceptions that the regime was unfair and resulted in low tax morale due to selective enforcement of the tax regime
	 

	19
	Dube (2018)
	Mixed-methods approach
	Zimbabwe
	 
	· Increasing perceptions that the regime was unfair and resulted in low tax morale due to selective enforcement of the tax regime, corruptions of tax officials, 'committees and touts
	 

	20
	Dube & Casale (2016)
	Case Study
	Ghana, Tanzania, Zambia and Zimbabwe
	· Yielding low tax revenue (all countries)
· Incentivising opportunities to utilise associations to collect taxes (Ghana)
· Creating opportunities to utilise block management system (Tanzania) 
	· Not affecting MSMEs because the tax regime systems are still perceived as inequitable to formal sector taxation and that they tend to be regressive due to the lack of minimum thresholds, the use of flat rates, and the reliance on presumed income. (Zimbabwe)
	 

	21
	Memon (2013)
	Case Study
	Pakistan
	· Not affecting tax revenue
	· Not affecting MSMEs: An insignificant increase in number of returns filed and tax paid by non-salaried class and no considerable increase in taxpayer registration
	 

	22
	Serbinenko (2016)
	Qualitative and quantitative analysis
	Ukraine
	 
	· Not affecting MSMEs: not reducing compliance costs, inefficient, and unfair
	 

	23
	Shonhiwa & Murangwa (2018)
	Qualitative: In-depth interviews and focus group discussions
	Zimbabwe
	 
	· Not affecting MSMEs: because they believe that the government abused tax money, the state did not plough back any of the collected taxes into the informal sector; and the informal sector did not generate enough money to pay taxes.
	 

	24
	Zivanai et al. (2014)
	Questionnaires, interviews and observations
	Zimbabwe
	 
	· Not affecting MSMEs: they think they still pay other taxes and levies: toll gate fees, road licenses and others; presumptive tax is perceived as not equitable by commuter operators; presumptive tax negatively affects the viability of commuter operators
	 

	25
	Camille & Yona (2016)
	Quantitative Regression
	Seychelles
	 
	· Not affecting compliance of MSMEs
	 

	26
	Joshi & Ayee (2008)
	Case Study
	Ghana, Peru
	· Incentivising opportunities to utilise associations to collect taxes (both countries)
· Gaining limited additional revenues (Peru)
	 
	 

	27
	Abdellatif et al. (2021)
	Case Study
	Egypt
	· Simplifying tax compliance procedures but is limited only to MSMEs registered with the MSME authority
· Reducing tax revenue collected from MSMEs which represents a tax expenditure arising from the MSME regime
	· Reducing the tax burden on SMEs, thus allowing to them to compete with larger businesses
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	No
	Country
	Journal
	Eligibility
	Tax base
	Tax rate

	1
	Romania
	Beca & Serban (2012); Beca & Cozmei (2014)
	Eligibility based on number of employees and level of turnover; Exempt consultancy & management
	Lump-sum tax (May 2009-October 2010) then replaced by turnover tax
	Progressive taxes according to annual incomes; turnover tax rate 3%

	2
	Brazil
	Conceic ̧ão et al. (2018); Piza (2018); Rocha (2018); Fajnzylber et al. (2011); Monteiro & Assunção (2012)
	Eligibility based on turnover
	Turnover tax
	Progressive rates according to annual gross revenue; multiple rates according to a list of types of economic activity

	3
	Ukraine
	Bird & Wallace (2005); Engelschalk (2005); Serbinenko (2016)
	Eligibility based on number of employees and level of turnover
	Turnover tax
	For sole proprietor, fixed rates set for different activities by local councils.
For companies, a simplified system pay a single tax of 6% on sales (plus VAT) or 10% (and no VAT)

	4
	Russia
	Bird & Wallace (2005); Engelschalk (2005); Dolgih et al. (2015)
	Eligibility of SME taxation are based on selected industries, indexed threshold for gross receipts and number of employees.
	Combination of Turnover tax and Lumpsum Fees
	Single rate

	5
	Georgia
	Engelschalk (2005); Bruhn & Loeprick (2016)
	Six taxpayer segments: traders, goods production and services, transportation, jewellery shops, watches repair, and restaurants; Eligibility based on turnover and total employees
	Combination of Lumpsum tax and Turnover tax
	For turnover tax, dual rates (3% and 5%)

	6
	Albania
	Engelschalk (2005)
	Categories of taxable activities
	Combination of turnover tax and a fixed tax
	Multiple rates in accordance to business activity

	7
	Benin
	Araujo-Bonjean & Chambas (2005)
	 
	Turnover tax
	 

	8
	Burkina Faso
	Araujo-Bonjean & Chambas (2005)
	Eligibility based on turnover
	 
	 

	9
	Portugal
	Dâmaso & Martins (2015)
	Eligibility based on annual revenues, total assets, and micro-entities accounting standards
	Turnover tax
	Multiple rates/coefficient applies to different activity

	10
	Chile
	Agostini et al. (2018)
	Eligibility based on sectors: agriculture, mining and transport services
	Tax based on net assets
	 

	11
	Congo
	Kamba-Kibatshi (2016)
	Eligibility based on turnover and total employees
	Turnover tax
	 

	12
	Zimbabwe
	Nyamwanza et al (2014); Dube (2018); Dube & Casale (2017); Dube & Casale (2016); Shonhiwa & Murangwa (2018); Zivanai et al. (2014)
	Applies to specific sector: transport operators, hairdressing salon, informal traders, small-scale miners, cross-borders traders, restaurants, cottage industry and commercial waterborne 
	Lump-sum tax
	Multiple taxes in accordance to each industry segments

	13
	Bulgaria
	Pashev (2006)
	Eligibility based on turnover and specific groups
	Combination of Lumpsum tax and minimum insurance income thresholds
	Multiple rates differentiated by economic activity, location and the service or output capacity of the business unit

	14
	Ghana
	Dube & Casale (2016); Joshi & Ayee (2008)
	Eligibility based on occupation and specific sector activities
	Lump-sum tax
	 

	15
	Tanzania
	Dube & Casale (2016)
	Eligibility based on turnover
	Turnover tax
	Progressive taxes according to annual turnover

	16
	Zambia
	Dube & Casale (2016)
	Eligibility based on turnover and specific sector activities
	Combination of Turnover tax and Lumpsum Tax
	Progressive taxes according to annual turnover

	17
	Pakistan
	Memon (2013)
	Eligibility based on specific sector activities
	Turnover tax
	Multiple rates in accordance to business activity

	18
	Seychelles
	Camille & Yona (2016)
	Eligibility based on turnover
	Turnover tax
	Single rate (1.5%)

	19
	Peru
	Joshi & Ayee (2008)
	Eligibility based on turnover
	Turnover tax
	Single rate

	20
	Egypt
	Abdellatif et al. (2021)
	Eligibility based on turnover
	Combination of Turnover tax and Lumpsum Tax
	Progressive rates according to annual turnover



