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Background

B 904 = Increased Al-use by tax
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= Despite GDPR and Al act; a lot of
decision-making freedom

= Importance of citizen perceptions




Background:
Citizens’ perceptions
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I.Mi;}«. , y: o ‘ = Al appreciation (Logg et al., 2019)

= Context-specific results (starke et al., 2022)

= Transparency explanations (schiff et al.,
2022)

What are citizen fairness perceptions of
Al practices in a high-stakes context?
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Study set-up

= RQ: Does Al use impact fairness perceptions?
= Study 1: Professionals & students
= Study 2: Representative sample

= Actual tax decision-making practices

= Al use for compliance
= Not fully automated
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Study 1

Baseline information Condition example study 1

One of the responsibilities of the Federal Tax
Administration is to check the tax returns of
citizens.

[Proportion]

Imagine the following situation:

These checks are performed annually by tax
auditors. They base this on their accumulated
expertise.

100 people are chosen to check for fraud.

The tax auditor may select 20 people,

i _ the Al system may select 80 people.
In addition, tax auditors are supported by

artificial intelligence (Al). The Al system relies
on information from past fraudsters to make
recommendations for audits of new returns.

l} University of Antwerp
I Antwerp Tax Academy



Overview

Vignette levels Sudy L Sudr

M geTeJolgile]y Welle [T I EL -4 High human (20 vs. 80)
Average (50 vs. 50)
High Al (80 vs. 20)

Transparency No transparency X
Transparency

Explanation No transparency + Explanation X
Transparency + Explanation
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Study 2

Baseline information Condition example study 2

One | c?f th-e .responsibilities of the Fed.e.ral Tax [TRANSPARANCY]
Administration is to check the tax returns of citizens.

The tax administration is not transparent about the specific

These checks are performed annually by tax auditors. data the Al takes into account

They base this on their accumulated expertise.
- _ | [EXPLANATION]
In addition, tax auditors are supported by artificial
intelligence (Al). The Al system relies on information
from past fraudsters to make recommendations for
audits of new returns.

because they do not want tax payers to be able to evade
fraud detection based on this information.

[PROPORTION]
Imagine the following situation:

100 people are chosen to check for fraud....
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Questionnaires

= Fairness

= Procedural fairness (Camps et al., 2023 — adapted to tax context):
e Ethicality
* Accuracy
* Bias suppression
* Consistency

= |ldeal proportion Al versus human decision making

u University of Antwerp
I Antwerp Tax Academy



Questionnaires

= Trust

= Trust in the tax administration (Grimmelikhuijsen & Knies, 2015)
= Trust in government (Hamm et al., 2019)

= General perception of Al (eurobaromater 460)

= Extra control variables
= Professional involvement with Al/big data (kleizen et al., unpublished)

= Demographics

-c
= 3.
E
=3
s
S&
22
=



Study 1: Results

= Experimental manipulation:
= Main effect on procedural fairness (r(4,272) = 2.24, p < .03)

- Bias suppression: high Al (m=4.88,sp=1.26) versus high human (m=3.87,sp=1.47)

= Professionals vs students:
= Same trends
= Professionals

* Lower procedural fairness scores overall
* Higher ideal percentage: 72.13% (sb = 27%) vs. 54.54% (sD = 24%)
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Study 2: Results

Sample of 2366 respondents — average of 158 per vignette

Replication main effect on procedural fairness (r(s,4772) = 12.18, p < .001)
= Bias suppression: low Al (M =4.42, SD = 1.23), 50/50 (M = 4.63, SD = 1.21), and high Al (M = 4.82, SD = 1.22)

m Consistency: low Al (M =4.36,SD = 1.22), 50/50 scenario (M =4.47,SD = 1.21), and high Al (M =4.64, SD =1.23)

No main effect of transparency

No main effect of explanation

Additional analyses:
= |deal % Al: M =52.79%; SD = 24.97%
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Conclusions

= Higher selection by Al is preferred

= Small effects

= Important covariates:
= Trust in the tax administration (3-7x)
= General attitude toward Al (1-7x)
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