Information Sheet 1

· Over $55m was invested during 2012. Thus, we can conclude that foreign firms benefitting from this tax holiday did invest a significant amount.
· However, we cannot – using only the information in Sheet 1 – conclude that the tax holiday provided a boost. We don’t yet know anything about trends in FDI before or after.  

· Over 10,000 individuals are employed – today - in firms that benefitted from the tax holiday. This tells us that a lot of people are employed by these firms, but it does not tell us if the jobs are well paid or high quality.  
· However, the objectives did not provide a level of employment that would indicate ‘success’. It might be that policymakers had expected many more than 10,000 jobs would be created. 

· Firm #88 received the tax holiday but did not meet the investment threshold. This is indicative of some kind of administrative failure! Yet, they created over 2,000 jobs. 

Information Sheet 2

· The additional information allows us to better understand the trends in FDI.  

· Firstly, the chart shows that in the majority of years, FDI into Ghana was lower than the weighted average into other West African economies. 
· Perhaps these economies offered more generous tax incentives to foreign investors. 
· There may also be other structural reasons why this trend emerges. 

· Secondly, we learnt in Sheet 1 that beneficiaries of the incentive invested a total of US$55m. The total FDI into Ghana in 2012 was US$70m. Thus, it does look like the incentive helped to account for an uptick in FDI, vis-à-vis the surrounding years. 	
· However, we do not have enough evidence to say for sure that the offer of the tax holiday was the cause of the investment (e.g., perhaps these firms would have invested anyway). 

Information Sheet 3

· This sheet shows us the average salaries of those employed by firms benefitting from the tax holiday. 

· At first, it looks like the objective of high-paid, good quality jobs might have been met; on average the average monthly salary is higher than the annual average GDP per capita. 
· However, the average salary data tells us nothing of the distribution of earnings within these firms. 

Information Sheet 4 / PAYE Data

· The data contained within the PAYE returns tells a different story entirely. The vast majority of employees of firms that benefitted from the tax holiday are paid very low wages.	
· The averages shown in information sheet 3 were being skewed (or biased) upward by some very high salaries (likely to business owners or executives). 

	
	Average Wage
	Median wage
	Wage @ 90th percentile
	Wage @ 25th percentile
	Wage @ 10th percentile

	Recipients
	$3,973 
	$313 
	$500 
	$250 
	$188 

	Non-Recipients
	$2,391 
	$2,125 
	$3,750 
	$1,750 
	$1,250 



· We can see from the table that the median wage in beneficiary firms is just $313 per month, whilst in non-beneficiaries it was $2,125. Even the wage at the 90th percentile was just $500 per month (i.e., 90% of workers in the beneficiary firms earned $500 or less per month). 

· If we interpret the non-recipient group as representative of the job market more generally, then it is clear that, on average, the jobs created in beneficiary firms are not high-quality or well-paid. 


Conclusions

We can say that FDI did occur, and it looks to have increased during the year the tax holiday was offered, but we do not have enough evidence to for certain that this was due to the tax holiday.

We can say that whilst jobs were created with good salaries on average, we eventually find out that these are mostly low-wage jobs and not the type envisaged by Government when the tax holiday was granted (high-quality, well paid). 

It is difficult to draw conclusions from highly aggregated data or averages. You can get a more complete picture of the effectiveness or efficiency of TE by asking for more detailed data!
