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Abstract
International tax governance is signiﬁcant societally as it impacts both inequality and the capacity of governments to deliver
on their social contracts. Tax experts forma key, under-researched, heterogeneous element of the tax ecosystem, subject to a
range of hard and soft governance inﬂuences. While problematic tax regimes are appropriately identiﬁed by reference to lax
regulation or ﬁnancial opacity, few empirical studies explore how operating in these jurisdictions affects the governance of tax
experts individually. Using international survey data, we ﬁnd that the inﬂuence of soft governance on tax experts varies across
conditions of secrecy or lax regulation. Soft governance, including that of the workplace and the profession, is most inﬂuential
in challenging regimes. Beyond a tipping point of economic freedom, regulatory knowledge and the threat of sanction become
less inﬂuential. Elements along the continuum between hard and soft governance interact in a non-homogenous way that indicates a role for professional bodies and ﬁrms in tax governance.
Keywords: expertise, governance, orchestration, profession, secrecy, tax.

1. Introduction
Taxation and its practice are key elements of the governance of nations, facilitating wealth distribution or concentration, motivating taxpayer behavior, curbing negative spillovers, and providing revenue to governments to fund
social support and public services. In this context, the propensity of some taxpayers, notably large multinational
ﬁrms and high net worth individuals to avoid or evade their tax liabilities has become a cause for international
concern. Tax evasion and avoidance can be seen as distinct – the former being illegal, the latter being compliant
but aggressive. Alternatively, they can be viewed as part of a continuum of harmful tax practices, which deplete
the public coffers, exacerbate inequality, erode the capacity for states to govern and ultimately, threaten the operation of democracy (Harrington 2016). In this context, the governance of the international tax system has been
the subject of a growing body of research. There is an emphasis in this literature on the harder regulatory variables, including the power of sanction over aberrant jurisdictions by more powerful governments and other
authorities, and on the propensity or otherwise of governments, which compete for Foreign Direct Investment
(FDI) to cooperate on tax regulation. The impact of such international sanction at a government level and the
way in which it is enacted between states, including the challenges of international tax cooperation have been
well-analyzed by work such as Rixen (2011a,b); Hakelberg (2016); Hakelberg and Schaub (2018), and others.
However, the growing focus on the impact and practice of tax avoidance, and the concerted response of regulators such as the OECD also illustrate how taxation may be viewed as a social practice with signiﬁcant implications for society as a whole, in which the work of tax practitioners is best seen as socially consequential (Sikka &
Willmott 2010; Radcliffe et al. 2018, pp. 46–47). Tax experts and intermediaries play a key role in the ecosystem
of international tax, acting as mediators of practice and sometimes pushing the bounds of the regulation. In their
daily work, they can generate new and signiﬁcant precedents, leading sometimes to new case law which augments
(or challenges) existing legislation. In this way, tax professionals play a quasi-regulatory role as well as intervening
between regulators and the targets of the regulation (Abbott et al. 2017). The interplay between externallyimposed rules and outcomes deriving from the decisions and actions of tax experts is complex and somewhat
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under-researched. This dynamic is particularly important since global tax avoidance is a transnational challenge,
a quality evident in the level of attention taxation has attracted from governments and policymakers (Radcliffe
et al. 2018). The response of regulators is most clearly seen in recent initiatives by the OECD to implement its
Base Erosion and Proﬁt Sharing (BEPS) action plan, an intervention “speciﬁcally directed at modernizing the
international tax system” and addressing perceived governance deﬁciencies in the taxation culture of multinational companies (MNCs) and their advisors (Radcliffe et al. 2018, p. 45; OECD 2019). This response is also
driven by the growing attention paid by the media, public, and NGOs to the tax behavior of large multinationals
and their taxation advisors (Sikka & Hampton 2005).
For this reason, and in response to calls for “more empirical work looking at the experience of tax-professionals” (Radcliffe et al. 2018, p. 47), there has been an increasing focus on the role of tax experts themselves and
the implications of their claims to disciplinary expertise in the context of decision-making, professional agency,
and ethical formation (Suddaby 2013; Viale et al. 2017; Anesa et al. 2019). On the one hand, this has highlighted
the socio-cultural nature of tax work and the broad parameters within which the tax professional operates (Sikka
& Hampton 2005; Suddaby and Viale 2011; Suddaby 2013). On the other, it has reinforced the extent to which
tax professionals “draw upon their resources of technical expertise in order to endogenise institutional change”
(Radcliffe et al. 2018, p. 47). This stream of literature reﬂects the increasingly international nature of tax work
and the extent to which the decision-making skills of tax practitioners must be alert to both transnational issues
as well as the exigencies of large MNC clients (Sikka & Hampton 2005; Dyreng et al. 2015; Radcliffe et al. 2018).
This approach, focusing on the experience of the individual tax expert, has a contribution to make to the global
regulation literature as a complement to work on harder sanctions. We situate our work in this space, drawing
on an international survey to explore the inﬂuences of a range of governance elements on tax experts working in
what are seen as problematic regimes. Our aim is to determine the strength of inﬂuence exerted by various elements of regulation and governance on the day-to-day decisions of tax experts working in varying levels of
secrecy/transparency, or high/low regulation levels. Using a ﬁeld study approach, we presented tax experts in a
number of jurisdictions with a range of governance factors and asked them to rate on a Likert scale how inﬂuential each is in their day-to-day work. The survey, therefore, elicits the direct self-perception of tax experts working
in the ﬁeld and reveals the heterogeneity of regulatory inﬂuences in differently-characterized jurisdictions.
Global tax avoidance and evasion is a problem for regulators, of the kind discussed in Black (2008), presenting greater challenges due to the multiplicity of regulatory and governance inﬂuences. Because tax work
involves actors in various settings, informed by professional bodies and workplace norms, responsive to different
regulations and guidelines, tax governance sits at the locus of a myriad of public and private regulation. While
tax rules per se are enacted nationally, tax professionals may work for domestically-based or multinational ﬁrms,
with local or international clients. They may also be responding to global trends in tax regulation and taking
advantage of mismatches in national regulation to shift proﬁt, tax allowances, or intellectual property across
boundaries. At the same time, the experts themselves are governed by professional codes as accountants and lawyers and are also guided by the ethos of their employing organizations. This reﬂects the mix of state and nonstate agents in regulation observed by Bennett and Raab (2018), and the need “to move beyond a state-centered
model of governance” (Poon et al. 2019, p. 55).
Hard governance is generally understood as legally binding regulation, imposed by an appropriate authority,
generally with power to impose compliance (Abbott & Snidal 2000). Soft governance can be seen as closer to
social norming, a way of steering behavior (Brandsen et al. 2006). However, the line between the two is not at all
clear, and the distinction and overlap between hard and soft governance are discussed in more detail in Section
Two of this paper. Recognition of the value of the softer elements of governance is a key element of the kind of
“public orchestration” proposed by Abbott et al. (2012) and Henriksen and Ponte (2018), which involves the
effective steering of expert networks. However, effective implementation of such orchestration is challenged by
the diversity of inﬂuences on the targets of regulation, in this case, tax experts. As noted in the editorial to this
special issue, regulation in the tax ﬁeld is increasingly indirect (Unger & Rixen 2020). The area is relatively
under-research; some work in accounting journals highlights how regulatory and governance concerns overlap,
and how concepts of accountability and transparency impact societally and professionally. This work links to professional claims of privilege based on both professional expertise and on “serving the public interest” (Sikka
et al. 1989; O’Regan & Killian 2014; Seabrooke & Wigan 2016). The work is also useful in identifying some of the
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challenges inherent in the reconciliation of agency and structural pressures in the broader intersection of social
and institutional priorities (Suddaby 2013; Radcliffe et al. 2018). However, this stream of research suffers from a
dearth of evidence-based knowledge of the day-to-day inﬂuences on tax experts themselves, which might enable
international regulators to better focus their efforts. We can hypothesize, for instance, that tax experts will be
inﬂuenced by the current tax regulation, by the risk of sanction by the taxing body (either domestic or foreign),
by their own professional body, and by the ethos of their workplace. However, we do not have a sense of the relative importance of these variables. More pertinently, we do not know how that importance might ﬂuctuate in distinct or problematic situations or jurisdictions. This paper aims to address this lacuna, basing our work on the
day-to-day realities of tax work, as reported by the tax workers themselves. By determining when and where a
range of softer governance variables are most impactful, we aim to provide support for the effective enrolment of
“soft” elements as part of an orchestrated governance strategy. We ﬁnd that the strength of various governance
inﬂuences varies in conditions of secrecy or loose regulation. These are both characteristics of problematic tax
jurisdictions, but we ﬁnd that their inﬂuence on tax experts are distinct. Our ﬁndings identify the conditions in
which elements of soft governance, notably the professional body and workplace, are more inﬂuential.
The issue of global tax avoidance and evasion is often framed in terms of such problematic jurisdictions,
sometimes called tax havens. In general, this is understood as referring to more than a country with low tax rates,
and also incorporates concerns about loose or accommodating forms of regulation (Eden & Kudrle 2005;
Wayne 2012; Palan et al. 2013) or high ﬁnancial secrecy (Murphy 2009; Cobham et al. 2015; Cobham & Janský 2018; Janský et al. 2018; Poon et al. 2019). A location with loose or ﬂexible regulation can lend itself to
aggressive tax avoidance while, as noted by Hassan and Giorgioni (2015), ﬁnancial secrecy can create the conditions for more illicit activity, which would include tax evasion. If we accept that jurisdictions with low regulation
or high ﬁnancial secrecy are problematic for a global tax and that tax experts are key inﬂuencers of tax practice,
responding to a range of hard and soft governance levers, then it is worth investigating how the inﬂuence of such
levers may vary in these kinds of problematic regimes. While the elimination of unacceptable levels of secrecy or
lax regulation would be an obvious and effective solution to the problem generated by such jurisdictions, this is
challenging to achieve given tax competition between countries (Rixen 2011a,b, 2013). A complementary (rather
than alternative) approach is to focus on the governance of tax mediators and experts operating in such environments. Aguilera et al. (2016) describe how institutional and jurisdictional logics can inﬂuence the relative effectiveness of governance levers. For individuals working in a country known to embrace light-touch regulation or
ﬁnancial secrecy, the peer norms of what is acceptable in terms of tax work may be different. Essentially, echoing
the observation in Aalbers (2018, p. 918) on the use of language around tax avoidance, working in such an environment may “naturalize” practices, which are seen as less mainstream elsewhere. What is still largely unknown
is which governance inﬂuences are most effective in these situations. For example knowing how the signiﬁcance
of the professional body might be affected by, say, ﬁnancial secrecy should assist in the formulation of more effective orchestration of regulation of tax experts. In order to move toward policy solutions that address the issue of
global tax loss, an understanding of how the relative inﬂuence of hard and soft governance levers vary by jurisdiction type is required.
The characteristics of problematic tax jurisdictions – loose or low regulation and ﬁnancial secrecy – often
occur together or are grouped together in discussions about tax regimes. We aim in this paper to unpick this coupling, following work such as that of Meinzer and Cobham (2013); Janský et al. (2018). Rather than focusing on
tax havens or countries on a gray list or blacklist, we seek to explore the different inﬂuences of the regulatory
environment itself, expressed in the two dimensions of economic freedom and ﬁnancial secrecy. These can be
characterized, following Brandsen et al. (2006), as hard governance elements – the conditions created by formal
regulators that impact on transparency or tightness of regulation. We are interested in the interaction of these
well-studied facets of regulation with others that are on the spectrum between hard and soft, including those
emanating from the ﬁrm, the professional body, the tax experts’ knowledge of regulation or regulatory trends,
and the threat of sanction from the taxing body. Our core question can, therefore, be expressed as follows: how
does operating in ﬁnancial secrecy or low regulation environments affect the felt inﬂuence of a range of regulatory inﬂuences on tax experts that derive from a mix of hard and soft governance elements?
Tax experts operate in a range of diverse settings. Without directly interrogating the experts themselves, it is
difﬁcult to assess the power of these inﬂuences. We address this question by engaging directly with tax experts
© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.
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through a large-scale international survey in which we collect their self-reported rating of the signiﬁcance of a
range of governance elements in their daily work. Drawing on responses from 1,061 professionals working in taxation in corporate and public practice settings across 59 countries, we explore variation in the level of felt inﬂuence of these potential governances and regulatory inﬂuences across jurisdictions characterized by high or low
ﬁnancial secrecy, and by high or low levels of economic freedom. In doing so, we follow the call by Black (2008,
p. 137) “to pay far greater attention to the dynamics of accountability and legitimacy relationships, and to how
those in regulatory regimes respond to them,” in order to identify, which key levers are most effective in the regulation of tax experts in regimes that are perceived as problematic. This analysis ultimately aims to inform new
ways for public regulators to use enrolling, steering, or public orchestrating strategies (Abbott & Snidal 2013) to
move this loose and diverse network of tax professionals toward closer compliance. The results also shed some
light on how hard and soft regulations interact.
The rest of this paper is set out as follows. The next section discusses tax governance, and the range of factors
that make up the governance of working tax experts, followed by an outline of relevant jurisdictional issues,
focusing speciﬁcally on what we understand by “ﬁnancial secrecy” and “economic freedom.” Section 3 describes
our method and data. Section 4 gives the key ﬁndings. Section 5 discusses the implications and concludes.
2. Tax governance and jurisdictional issues
Soft governance can be understood as “an approach to policy implementation in which the central government
relies less on hierarchy than on information to steer local organizations” (Brandsen et al. 2006, p. 546). Using this
deﬁnition, the EU has engaged with the idea of soft governance as an “alternative to hierarchical ‘command and
control’ approaches, to involving cooperation and co-production of norms by various partners, rather than coercion” (Dehousse 2016, p. 20). The beneﬁt of this approach is that it “allows for a combination of formal accountability and professional autonomy that improves the quality of public services in both the short and the long
term” (Brandsen et al. 2006, p. 546). Soft governance can facilitate an improvement in performance “without having to alter the formal regulatory framework (which often carries with it ﬁnancial, political, and administrative
burdens)” (Brandsen et al. 2006, p. 546). Globally, soft governance may also have the potential to partly address
asymmetry in regulation, particularly between more or less developed economies. Given the globalized nature of
market forces in today’s world, “there is already a wide consensus on basic principles and norms [that] suggests
the desirability and feasibility of moving to a single set of global soft law standards” (Kirton & Trebilcock 2017,
p. 26).
This is often contrasted with hard governance, which has been deﬁned as “precise, legally binding obligations
with appropriate third-party delegation” (Abbott & Snidal 2000, p. 421). However, the distinction is not always
clear, and the hard-soft distinction can be best framed as a continuum rather than a binary categorization
(Kalimo & Staal 2014; Oberthür 2019). Furthermore, even where they can be clearly distinguished, the relationship between hard governance in the form of legally-enforceable rules, and soft governance in the form of quasivoluntary standards or professional norms, is often more intertwined at both national and international levels,
“in part because it is typically impossible to write a complete set of hard rules without softer supporting arrangements regarding implementation” (Abbott et al. 2017, p. 17).
Trends over the last 30 years that have seen already unequal wealth distribution worsen in terms of the disparity between the upper and lower tiers are widely believed to have been facilitated, in part, by aggressive tax
evasion and avoidance strategies. A “rapacious tax avoidance industry” (Sikka & Hampton 2005, p. 326) is identiﬁed as a key agent in this process, both facilitating and perpetuating a view of social responsibility that eschews
notions of sustainability and fairness in favor of ever-more aggressive attachment to ideas of “total shareholder
value”. One consequence, as outlined earlier, is increased attention to the role and actions of what has become
known as the tax avoidance industry, and to the place of tax experts and their professional bodies in this ecosystem. This is especially relevant in a context in which, as “commercial concerns, accountancy ﬁrms prioritize private proﬁts and encourage competitive individualism” (Sikka & Hampton 2005, p. 331). A key enabler of this
trend is the growth of “organizational cultures and practices that place increasing emphasis upon the commercial
acumen of their staff” (Sikka & Hampton 2005, p. 329). The consequence is a working environment that encourages tax aggression or avoidance while simultaneously deploying the language of “public interest,”
4
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“sustainability,” and “corporate social responsibility” in a manner intended to occlude broader commercial interests (Bourdieu 2005; Carter & Spence 2014; Addison & Mueller 2015).
Tax advisors have a role to play in regulation, especially as part of the orchestration of hard and soft governance elements discussed in the previous section. However, the institutional logics, which demand a focus on
proﬁt (Spence & Carter 2014) and the simultaneous professional focus on public interest, can create sites of conﬂict in this role. Murphy and Stausholm (2017) identify opacity or secrecy as an element of this conﬂict. Such
complexity is difﬁcult to observe in totality, and so this paper aims to complement work that focuses on the Big
Four accounting ﬁrms or on national policy, by a direct exploration of the key decision-making drivers under
which tax experts operate. This is particularly pertinent in environments in which the regulatory culture is mutable, or in which there is little oversight of how the public interest is balanced with what are essentially commercial imperatives (Robson et al. 1994; Sikka & Hampton 2005). In these circumstances, both the individual
decision-making capacity of the tax expert and the formative inﬂuences of the wider profession (Sikka & Hampton 2005) converge to produce outcomes that, on the one hand, conform to widely accepted regulatory expectations, while simultaneously delivering on the expectations of MNCs seeking aggressive taxation beneﬁts. In such
circumstances, “[i]n addition to cementing jurisdictional claims (Abbott 2014) and increasing the partners’ share
of proﬁts” (Burrows & Black 1998), these inﬂuences have the effect of prioritizing private proﬁts under the cover
of serving the public interest (Sikka & Hampton 2005, p. 329).
Tax experts increasingly operate, therefore, in contexts that can be best understood as focused on commercial
logics (Spence & Carter 2014), while ostensibly serving the public interest and satisfying the highest requirements
of international regulation and governance expectations. This poses particular challenges for regulators. Broadly,
the regulation of expert professionals can be seen as having moved to a combination of hard and soft regulatory
elements, requiring regulators to have a better knowledge of the multiplicity of inﬂuences bearing on practitioners
(Black 2001). Despite this, there is considerably less work on how individual tax experts respond to the interplay
of hard and soft governance inﬂuences on their daily work.
The factors considered here are a mix of hard and soft regulation – workplace ethos and professional
norming on the one hand, and sanction and regulation on the other. We see these as necessarily operating
together in a form of orchestration (Abbott et al. 2012), particularly in the regulation of tax experts in large
accounting and law ﬁrms, which have international reach. As noted by Ruggie (2018) in the context of corporate
social responsibility, “in light of the multinational’s power, authority, and relative autonomy, the time-worn mandatory/voluntary dichotomy inhibits rather than advances our coming to grips with the challenges posed by corporate globalization” (p. 329). However, despite their interweaving, by examining how the relative inﬂuence of
these governance components varies in the presence of tight regulation and ﬁnancial transparency, we go some
way to exploring the interaction of the hard and soft elements.
Fotaki et al. (2019) ﬁnd a strong role for workplace ethos in inﬂuencing compliance with corporate governance codes among employees. There are several reasons why this may be so. Linderberg and Foss (Lindenberg
& Foss 2011, p. 500) posit that the ethos and organizational structure can create a series of “cues in the environment”, which affect the goals and attitudes of workers. In turn, this has the potential to cause them to think in
terms of joint organizational goals rather than individual goals, adopting a “we frame” rather than an “I frame”
in day-to-day decisions (Bacharach 2006). Assuming this to be the case among tax workers, this “we frame” could
be particularly relevant to the governance of tax experts operating in problematic regimes, where there is a perception that decisions are made, which may push the boundaries of tax compliance. If workplace ethos, for
instance, were to be more of an inﬂuence in countries broadly designated as tax havens or secrecy jurisdictions,
then this would be a signal for regulators to focus their efforts on the ﬁrm rather than on the individual expert,
as a more efﬁcient way of shifting the governance ecosystem.
For tax experts, their own professional body is also a potential source of soft governance. Professions claim a
public interest mandate, which in the case of tax planning could be expected to moderate tax aggression although
the introduction of a more social focus. It is unclear how effective such bodies are in inﬂuencing tax experts in
jurisdictions with high economic freedom or secrecy. Carter and Mahallati (2019) consider the role of a professional association in norming behavior, and so acting as a soft governance mechanism. Professional associations
are considered to be inﬂuential because they offer networking, “training and education that develops shared
understanding … and may play an important role in establishing and enforcing collective standards for
© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.
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appropriate behavior” (p. 51) and so can “inﬂuence or mediate the authorized relationships between regulatory
agencies and intermediaries” (p. 64). While professional associations are not completely synonymous with professional bodies, these functions are close to those performed by accounting bodies, for example. Professional bodies
also act as intermediaries of regulation of the kind noted by Bothello and Mehrpouya (2019), enacting the selfregulatory role afforded to the profession in implicit exchange for a public interest focus. Since this public interest
element is particularly challenged in situations of low regulation or high secrecy, the potential for the professional
body to moderate tax aggression in such circumstances is important to examine.
As well as the softer levers of workplace ethos and professional norming, tax experts respond to hard regulations such as the risk of sanction by the taxing authority. Kirchler et al. (2008), while proposing a framework in
which voluntary compliance is higher in situations of trust, nonetheless acknowledge the response of taxpayers to
hard regulation and the power of the taxing authority. They deﬁne this as “taxpayers’ perception of the potential
of tax ofﬁcers to detect illegal tax evasion, for example by conducting frequent and thorough tax audits, and to
punish evasion, for example by ﬁning evaders to a noticeable extent” (p. 212). We frame this as the risk of sanction by the taxing authority, which includes sanctions from international bodies. While tax havens are generally
not expected to have a high-risk of domestic sanction, it is worthwhile to explore whether or not this is something that inﬂuences individual tax experts in their daily work in such jurisdictions. Hakelberg and Schaub (2018),
for example found that even in tax havens and secrecy havens, the threat of sanction can be an effective inﬂuence.
This is an important ﬁnding, given the “black box” nature of tax and secrecy havens. It may be, however, that this
is more or less effective in conditions of secrecy, or of low regulation and economic freedom. More fundamentally, an international sanction may be more inﬂuential on ofﬁcial policy than on practice, having a signiﬁcant
normalizing impact on jurisdictions, which are blacklisted or otherwise publicly isolated (Sharman 2009), while
not necessarily being on the daily radar of tax experts working in the country, even where their tax work may
generate new precedents and case law.
The interaction of national tax legislation and case law, tax treaties, and international law produce a complex
and dynamic web of ever-changing regulation. Knowledge of these rules and of the trends in regulation affords a
tax expert a signiﬁcant advantage in framing tax planning on behalf of their employer or client, even beyond that
of directly inﬂuencing regulation as noted by Galland (2017). Because at any given time, so much of tax law is
new, tax experts often ﬁnd themselves in the situation described by Paiement (2019) of implementing the ﬁrst
enactment of regulation. In this case, actors who are aware of a wider context can, through their actions, create
precedent and practice that will become signiﬁcant and lasting; “intermediaries may themselves partake as
jurisgenerative actors, proffering their own interpretations of how a text should apply to the situation before
them” (Paiement 2019, p. 285). This can happen at an individual or a ﬁrm level and points to the signiﬁcance for
regulators of having an understanding of the degree to which tax experts are aware of emerging trends in tax
regulation.
As previously noted, much of the discourse on tax avoidance as a global problem centers on countries, which
engage in problematic tax competition (Killian 2006; Genschel & Schwarz 2011), and which are often included
on blacklists or gray lists by transnational bodies, or labeled as tax havens. The characteristics that lend themselves to a jurisdiction being used as part of a multinational ﬁrm’s tax avoidance strategy (Desai et al. 2006)
include low tax rates, ﬁnancial secrecy, and a generally low level of regulation. This can create an environment,
which lends itself to large capital ﬂows and very much reduced global tax liabilities for multinational ﬁrms
(Dyreng et al. 2013). In turn, this has a knock-on impact on the ability of other countries, notably developing
countries, to mobilize domestic revenue (Killian 2006; Hearson 2018). In part, the problem with tax havens and
problematic tax jurisdictions arise because, even where international regulation or directives are in place, the
manner in which they are enacted or transposed into domestic legislation can vary by country (Dörrenbächer &
Mastenbroek 2019).
Beyond this government-level transposition, Sikka and Hampton (2005) note the signiﬁcant role of accountants and accounting ﬁrms in this process. The governance and regulation of tax experts, including self-regulation
by professional bodies, cannot be assumed to be uniform in these environments. In this paper, we focus on two
elements – ﬁnancial secrecy and light-touch regulation – and explore how working in these conditions impacts
on the landscape of governance levers.
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Secrecy is problematic for a number of reasons, not least because it clouds the lines of accountability, which
are especially important in areas with a signiﬁcant societal impact such as international taxation. Certainly, transparency itself will not automatically generate accountability (Gupta & van Asselt 2019), and the propensity of
ﬁrms to avoid accountability is well documented (see Ahrens & Rixen 2020, e.g. in this issue). Nonetheless, a lack
of transparency around the transactions of multinational ﬁrms creates a rich environment for aggressive tax
avoidance or tax evasion (OECD 2019). Challenges to institutionalized secrecy are inherently political, and transparency itself, and notably its antonym, secrecy, can be seen “as a terrain of political conﬂict” in terms of governance (Ciplet et al. 2018, p. 131). Financial secrecy locations have been implicated in a range of ﬁnancial
wrongdoing, including corruption, money laundering, and tax evasion. The focus of this paper is more narrowly
deﬁned, addressing tax avoidance more than evasion, and focusing on how those working in the area of tax, and
their self-reported level of inﬂuence from a range of hard and soft governance variables. The countries in which
our respondent’s work can be categorized according to their level of ﬁnancial opacity. In order to achieve this, we
use the Financial Secrecy Index (FSI) developed by the Tax Justice Network (TJN, www.taxjustice.net), which
“ranks countries and jurisdictions according to their contribution to opacity in global ﬁnancial ﬂows” (Cobham
et al. 2015, p. 281). This index has proven effective in prior work in identifying problematic jurisdictions
(Cobham & Janský 2018), and has been described as the “best-researched source” of such jurisdictional secrecy
data (Murphy & Stausholm 2017). The detail on the way in which the index has been compiled is included in
TJN (2013 and 2019). We use this index, as described further in the methodology section below, to identify those
respondents to our survey who are working in the highest or lowest secrecy locations.
Secrecy, while signiﬁcant, is not present in all countries, which are considered to be tax havens (Cobham &
Janský 2019). A second important characteristic of such problematic jurisdictions, which often goes hand in hand
with secrecy, is lax regulation (Christensen 2012). This can be a rather nebulous concept, loosely aligned with
neoliberalism and free-market orientation, translating into a business-friendly environment with slight oversight,
low compliance burden, and minimal government or regulatory intervention into private business transactions.
In a world of global tax mobility, countries displaying these characteristics can be used as a base for international
tax arbitrage or to exploit mismatches in international taxation. As a way of capturing this variable, we use the
Index of Economic Freedom (IEF) developed by the Heritage Foundation (www.heritage.org), a US think tank
dedicated to conservative public policies, limited government, and free enterprise (www.heritage.org). The IEF is
a holistic measure based on 12 factors, including government spending, taxes, business freedom, etc. the detail on
the methodology behind the index is available at Heritage Foundation (2019). We use the IEF to identify the
responses to our survey that come from high or low economic freedom locations, in the same way as we use the
FSI to locate those operating in conditions of high or low ﬁnancial secrecy.
It is important to note that indices such as the IEF and FSI can in themselves act as a form of governance
and that the inclusion of jurisdiction on an index of problematic countries can be seen as a way to nudge greater
transparency or compliance with international norms. Sharman (2009, p. 573) argues that inclusion on such
blacklists can force “otherwise recalcitrant states” into greater compliance. Seabrooke and Wigan (2015, p. 887)
see such benchmarks as “weapons of symbolic violence”, useful for activists, distinguishing between those which
are characterized as a reformist, and those, including the FSI, which can be understood as revolutionary because
they challenge public perception of the basic logic of the system. This “weaponizing” property of an index is
acknowledged as “the capacity of global benchmarks to cloak normative agendas in languages of neutral and technocratic assessment” (Broome & Quirk 2015, p. 814).
While NGOs and other interest groups use indices to both “neutralise and universalise a range of overlapping,
normative values and agendas” (Broome & Quirk 2015a, p. 819), critics charge that these indices “often simplify
complex public policy issues” (Cooley & Snyder 2015, p. 102) and are open to manipulation. This disquiet has
been expressed largely in relation to the use of such indices to frame policy, but it is also a valid concern where
indices are used, as we do in this paper, as a way to identify those jurisdictions in which the operating environment of tax experts is characterized by opacity or loose regulation. As noted above, the indices we use are the IEF
developed by the Heritage Foundation (IEF), and the FSI developed by the TJN (FSI). The IEF has few equivalents, but has been compared to the Fraser Institute economic freedom measures by previous researchers, including Heckelman (2000) and Ott (2018). While noting that at the time the IEF had only four years of historical
data available, researchers opted to use it as a primary measure of economic freedom largely because of the
© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.
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robustness of measurement, the regularity with which the index is updated, and the fact it is based on policy factors controlled by the individual governments. Ott (2018) directly tests the IEF against some alternative measures
of economic freedom and ﬁnds that it can be used as an equivalent to the main alternative, that developed by the
Fraser Institute. The IEF is also used in recent work on issues as varied as macro-economic stability (Yevdokimov
et al. 2018), press freedom (Bjørnskov 2018), and FDI (Imtiaz & Bashir 2017). We are, therefore, satisﬁed that it
is a suitable measure of economic freedom for the purposes of this study. The FSI is a far more recent development, and so is less cited in the academic literature than the IEF. Unlike the IEF, there is no real equivalent index
that can be deployed as an alternative. There is, however, a range of peer-reviewed work, which uses the index,
including Emmenegger (2014); Schjelderup (2016); Janský (2015); Cobham et al. (2015); Janský et al. (2018);
Cobham and Janský et al. (2018); Phillips et al. (2020), and we follow this stream in using the FSI as a way to categorize countries. In doing so, we add to the range of work, which deploys these indices and provides an indication of their usefulness in research.
3. Methodology
Our primary data derives from a survey of professionals working in the ﬁeld of taxation and was designed, inter
alia, to determine to what extent they felt that a range of potential governance variables was inﬂuential in their
day-to-day work. The survey instrument was designed and built on the Qualtrics platform, which is secure and
General Data Protection Regulation (EU GDPR) compliant. Ethical clearance for the survey was obtained from
our university’s Research Ethics Committee. For the purposes of this study, we were primarily interested in the
degree of inﬂuence of a range of hard and soft governance variables. Our underlying assumption following
Rest (1986) is that awareness is the foundational level of inﬂuence. Directly interrogating tax experts on their
awareness of the inﬂuence of various factors involves capturing their own self-perception, accepting the degree of
subjectivity that this entails. Respondents to the survey were asked to indicate on a ﬁve-point Likert scale the signiﬁcance of a range of factors. In all cases, one (to the left) indicates low inﬂuence or applicability of the factor,
while ﬁve (to the right) indicates high. The relevant question for this study was the following:
In your day-to-day tax work, how inﬂuential are the following factors? (one is very low inﬂuence; ﬁve is
very high)
•
•
•
•
•

Workplace ethos
Your professional body
Knowledge of regulations
Risk of sanction by taxing body
Trends in tax regulation

The logic behind the question is that without a day-to-day awareness of these levers, they are unlikely to be
effective in governing behavior. Note that we are not in any way inferring the nature of this inﬂuence, positive or
negative in terms of tax aggression or avoidance. Neither can we preclude the possibility that other inﬂuences are
in play. However, the data does speak directly to the felt inﬂuence of these levers in the governance of tax professionals in different types of jurisdictions, and so is potentially valuable to regulators. The ﬁve key governance variables in the survey are on the spectrum of hard and soft regulatory inﬂuences. As well as considering the
absolute Likert scores given to these variables, we also used this data to generate rank variables, isolating how
each respondent ranked each of the ﬁve governance variables relative to a wider list of potential inﬂuences. For
robustness, we ran all tests on both the absolute scores and the rank variables, and the score variables and rank
variables produced compatible results.
The ﬁve variables point to the potential levers, which might be deployed by regulators intending to inﬂuence
tax experts in their daily work. As noted earlier, this cohort forms an important part of the regulatory ecosystem,
given the jurisgenerative potential of tax professionals as intermediaries of policy and practice. The ﬁrst two of
the ﬁve relate to potential pathways of soft regulation, through the employing ﬁrms (workplace ethos) or through
the professional bodies. The next two relate to both regulation as it currently stands (knowledge of regulation)
and the tax expert’s awareness of the direction of future regulation (trends in tax regulation). The ﬁnal variable
relates to the threat of sanction from the taxing body and should shed light on the power of regulatory penalties.
8

© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.

Regulating Havens

S. Killian, P. O’Regan, R. Lynch, M. Laheen, and D. Karavidas

In all cases, we are interested in how the relative felt the inﬂuence of these variables varies in conditions of high
or low secrecy, or high or low economic freedom. In combination, this informs the discussion on how regulatory
efforts could best be deployed in problematic regimes.
Following a pilot phase that led to the reﬁning of some questions, the survey was rolled out internationally.
Several large ﬁrms and professional bodies agreed to distribute it internally, and responses were also gathered at
conferences of tax practitioners. The survey data were anonymous, but asked for some basic demographics,
including the country where the respondent worked. The survey design included some tests of internal validity,
and these were used to eliminate unsuitable responses. We also eliminated very incomplete responses.
To test for differences across high or low ﬁnancial secrecy and high or low regulation, we coded each country
by reference to its position on the FSI and IEF described in the previous section. Prior to this we tested for correlation between the indices and found very small and no signiﬁcant correlation (Pearson Correlation of −0.042, P
= 0.184). We calculated the 20th and 80th percentiles of the index and isolated those responses in our dataset
coming from the countries in the top and bottom quintile of each of ﬁnancial secrecy and economic freedom.
This gave us a usable group of 497 responses from countries falling into either high or low secrecy and 561
responses from countries with high or low economic freedom.
Table 1 summarizes the number of observations within each group and shows how each subgroup relates to
the sample overall.
We used crosstabs to check that the sample was sufﬁciently balanced by reference to key demographic variables. We wanted to ensure that our sample, when partitioned into high and low levels of ﬁnancial secrecy and
economic freedom, included a good spread of age and gender, as well as respondents from small as well as large
ﬁrms. Figures 1–3 below shows the results for gender, age, and ﬁrm size.
We concluded that the data are sufﬁciently well-balanced for the interpretation of our results to be precise
and not skewed by these demographic variables. It is particularly useful to note that a reasonable proportion of

Table 1

Data as partitioned by high and low FSI and IEF

High ﬁnancial secrecy (HFS)
Low ﬁnancial secrecy (LFS)
High economic freedom (HEF)
Low economic freedom (LEF)

Number of responses

% of subsample

% of overall sample

282
215
345
216

56.7
43.3
61.5
38.5

26.6
20.3
32.5
20.4

FSI, Financial Secrecy Index; IEF, Index of Economic Freedom.

Figure 1 Balance in sample: gender.
© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.
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Figure 2 Balance in sample: age.

respondents come from smaller ﬁrms, deﬁned as those with fewer than 100 employees in total.1 This is relevant
given the dominance of studies that are based solely on the Big Four accounting ﬁrms and the fact that we are
testing for the relative inﬂuence of some local factors, which could be perceived as being less impactful in large
multinational ﬁrms. Our aim is to test for differences in the Likert score and rank governance variables across the
boundaries of high or low ﬁnancial secrecy and again across high or low economic freedom. Because our data are
not normally distributed, we use the non-parametric Mann Whitney U test for this purpose to test for differences
between the level and ranking of the ﬁve key governance variables in high or low secrecy and in high or low economic freedom. For added robustness, these tests were repeated using quartiles rather than quintiles to partition
the data, and the results were consistent.
Our ﬁndings are presented in the next section.

Figure 3 Balance in sample: ﬁrm size.
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4. Findings
In this section, we present the results of Mann Whitney U tests across the groups of high or low ﬁnancial secrecy
and high or low economic freedom, testing for differences in the level of self-reported inﬂuence of the key governance variables identiﬁed above. As noted earlier, tests are done using both the absolute Likert score given by
each respondent to show the level of inﬂuence the variable had on their day-to-day work and using a derived
rank variable. The rank variable is used for robustness and shows how the score allocated to a given variables
ranks among scores given to other inﬂuence variables by each respondent.
Table 2 presents the results for the tests for differences between respondents from countries with the highest
and lowest levels of ﬁnancial secrecy. The ﬁrst column lists the ﬁve key governance variables. The second two columns show the direction of difference in the results of the Mann Whitney U tests across countries with high or
low levels of ﬁnancial secrecy for both the score and rank for each variable. The ﬁnal two columns give the statistical signiﬁcance of the Mann Whitney U test and highlight those with strongly signiﬁcant results.
The Mann Whitney U tests indicate that in countries with high levels of ﬁnancial secrecy, tax experts report
the inﬂuence of the workplace ethos and the professional body to be signiﬁcantly higher than in countries with
low levels of ﬁnancial secrecy. These are both soft governance levers. The tests indicate no signiﬁcant differences
between high or low ﬁnancial secrecy jurisdictions in the self-reported inﬂuence of the tax expert’s knowledge of
regulations, or of trends in tax regulation. In contrast, the power of the taxing authority is felt slightly more
keenly in countries with low ﬁnancial secrecy, although this result is statistically less signiﬁcant, and does not
apply in the tests based on rank variables.
These results indicate that soft regulatory levers are more signiﬁcant in countries with high ﬁnancial secrecy,
with no signiﬁcant differences across the boundary of ﬁnancial secrecy for the relative inﬂuence of harder regulatory variables.
Table 3 presents the results of the tests for differences between respondents from countries with the highest
and lowest levels of economic freedom, following the same format as for ﬁnancial secrecy above. The ﬁrst column
lists the ﬁve key governance variables. The second two columns show the direction of difference the results of the
Mann Whitney U tests across countries with high or low levels of economic freedom for both the score and rank

Table 2

Mann Whitney U test for differences across high and low ﬁnancial secrecy
Most inﬂuence in countries where secrecy is:

Signiﬁcance

Governance variables

Score

Rank

Score

Rank

Workplace ethos
Your professional body
Knowledge of regulations
Trends in tax regulation
Risk of sanction by taxing body

High
High
—
—
Low

High
High
—
—
—

0.043**
0.000***
0.832
0.954
0.091*

0.013**
0.000***
0.386
0.837
0.014

*P ≤ 0.1; **P ≤ 0.05; ***P ≤ 0.01.
Table 3

Mann Whitney U test for differences across high and low economic freedom
Most inﬂuence in countries where economic freedom is:

Signiﬁcance

Governance variables

Score

Rank

Score

Rank

Workplace ethos
Your professional body
Knowledge of regulations
Trends in tax regulation
Risk of sanction by taxing body

High
—
Low
Low
Low

High
—
Low
Low
Low

0.058*
0.934
0.001***
0.004***
0.003***

0.003***
0.704
0.001***
0.034**
0.002***

*P ≤ 0.1; **P ≤ 0.05; ***P ≤ 0.01.
© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.

11

S. Killian, P. O’Regan, R. Lynch, M. Laheen, and D. Karavidas

Regulating Havens

for each variable. The ﬁnal two columns, as before, give the statistical signiﬁcance of the Mann Whitney U test
and highlight those with strongly signiﬁcant results.
The results for economic freedom differ in a number of key ways from those for ﬁnancial secrecy. The Mann
Whitney U tests show that the workplace ethos is more inﬂuential for tax experts working in jurisdictions with
high economic freedom, but there is no signiﬁcant difference across the boundaries of high and low economic
freedom for the inﬂuence of the professional body. The “harder” governance variables of regulations, regulatory
trends, and risk of sanction by the taxing authority are all felt signiﬁcantly more strongly in countries that are
low on the IEF. These results apply to tests using both score and rank variables.
We discuss the implications of these ﬁndings in the ﬁnal section.
5. Discussion and conclusions
In this paper, we have separately explored the impact on governance levers of ﬁnancial secrecy and economic
freedom. While both are “tax haven” characteristics, they behave differently in terms of their relative inﬂuence on
regulatory or governance variables. This indicates that problematic regimes could usefully be characterized separately by reference to ﬁnancial secrecy, and by reference to the wider regulatory environment. Such an approach
would empower regulators to act in a targeted way in individual jurisdictions by emphasizing different elements
of governance. Most pertinently in this domain, we ﬁnd that beyond a certain level of economic freedom, tax
experts are less inﬂuenced by the traditional levers of regulatory trends and sanction by the taxing authority, and
more inﬂuenced by the ethos of their workplace. In jurisdictions characterized by a lack of transparency, the
workplace and the professional body are more inﬂuential.
Results for the relative inﬂuence of the professional body present challenges to the profession. They are considered more inﬂuential in the day-to-day work of tax experts in countries with high ﬁnancial secrecy, and this
inﬂuence is unaffected by conditions of economic freedom. It is an interesting result since ﬁnancial secrecy is
associated with a general lack of accountability, but it may indicate that tax experts and professionals operating
in such locations are more conscious of their professional body as a source of ethical guidance or ethical norming.
Alternatively, the profession may fulﬁll a risk management function, or operate as a form of secondary regulation.
In either of these cases, the profession may occupy a governance position. It is also possible that the increased
inﬂuence of the profession in conditions of high secrecy is less positive in terms of the regulation of tax avoidance. In either case, however, the profession is shown as inﬂuential in “harder to reach” jurisdictions, and in the
absence of “harder” regulatory forces at play, it should not be ignored by regulators as a vector of inﬂuence for
tax experts.
Workplace ethos is signiﬁcantly more inﬂuential on the day-to-day work of tax experts in high-risk jurisdictions, both those with light-touch regulation and those with high ﬁnancial secrecy. This may be because the ethos
of ﬁrms operating in such jurisdictions is more controlling because of high-value and conﬁdential tax work carried on there. It may also be due to the workplace ﬁlling a governance vacuum created by the lack of other forms
of external oversight. In either case, this result could provide a cue to regulators to focus energy on the accounting and law ﬁrms operating in these jurisdictions as a potentially inﬂuential lever to guide the actions of individual tax experts. This needs to be tempered by an awareness of the role of large accounting ﬁrms (Fransen &
LeBaron 2019) in seeking to inﬂuence regulation in a way that could focus on self-interest rather than public
interest, the “jurisgenerative role” described in another context by Paiement (2019, p. 280). Abbott et al. (2017)
outline the complex impact of soft, intermediary-led regulation on regulatory capture. This is a signiﬁcant concern for state bodies involving both professional bodies and large tax ﬁrms. However, this risk may be outweighed
by the potential beneﬁts of their involvement. For example researching a similar dynamic in an unrelated ﬁeld,
Van der Heijden (2017) found that involving intermediaries in regulation “muddies the visibility of [regulatory]
capture” (Van der Heijden 2017, p. 221), but nevertheless concludes that “while the model of intermediation is
sometimes ﬂawed, regulators and targets are generally better off with the involvement of regulatory intermediaries
than without it.” (Van der Heijden 2017, p. 207).
Knowledge of regulations is most important in jurisdictions with low economic freedom, as is an awareness
of future trends in tax regulation. It is not surprising that regulation will be relatively more important where there
is a lot of regulation, but it is interesting that there is more of a focus on the horizon-scanning or trend-awareness
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in such jurisdictions. This ﬂags potential interactions between intermediaries and regulators and highlights the
political role of intermediaries. The fact that trends in tax regulation are a less signiﬁcant inﬂuence in countries
with high economic freedom suggests a certain level of complacency among tax experts about the longevity of
such environments. It may also be that there is a tipping point of low regulation, which moves tax experts beyond
being conscious of regulatory trends. Further research on this ﬁnding would be welcome. The risk of sanction by
a taxing body is more on the minds of tax experts in highly regulated environments, and to a lesser extent, in less
secretive ones. This may tell us something about the low level of such sanction in jurisdictions labeled as having
high economic freedom, and again suggests a level of comfort among tax experts with the power of tax authorities there.
The results highlight the way in which a set of regulatory variables – either transparency and accountability
or tight regulation – impacts on the overall landscape of regulation, affecting the relative importance of other elements. We have examined a mix of hard and soft governance elements, following Kalimo and Staal (2014) and
Oberthür (2019) in seeing these as points along a spectrum rather than a binary categorization. The ﬁndings in
this paper support the utility of the FSI and suggest that indices of economic freedom could be a useful complement in identifying distinct sub-ﬁelds of international taxation. We ﬁnd that economic freedom and ﬁnancial
secrecy foster very different governance landscapes in terms of the felt inﬂuence of key levers of regulation and
governance for tax experts. If regulators are to deploy an effective orchestration of a wide range of governance
elements, they need to be aware of the non-homogeneity of this landscape. The results also indicate that tax
experts working in countries considered problematic for global tax avoidance for different reasons report a significantly different degree of inﬂuence on their day-to-day work of what can loosely be characterized as hard or soft
regulation. The workplace ethos emerges as a key factor, which is felt as more inﬂuential in situations of high
ﬁnancial secrecy or loose regulation.
Our core ﬁndings are that workplace ethos and the professional body are perceived as more inﬂuential in
conditions of secrecy; that regulations, regulatory trends, and risk of sanction are less effective where there is high
economic freedom, and that in that circumstance, again, workplace ethos comes to the fore. This supports a signiﬁcant role for law and accounting ﬁrms and their professional bodies in norming the culture around tax and
tax decisions within their organizations. The ﬁndings in this paper may provide cues for regulators as to the value
of focusing and tailoring the concentration of effort with regard to soft governance levers appropriate to the characteristics of the jurisdiction.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT
This research has been supported by funding from the H2020 European Union framework program for research
and innovation under the COFFERS project.

Endnote
1

Note that due to the anonymity of the survey, responses from Big Four ﬁrms are not separately identiﬁable

REFERENCES
Aalbers MB (2018) Financial Geography I: Geographies of Tax. Progress in Human Geography 42(6), 916–927.
Abbott A (2014) The system of professions: An essay on the division of expert labor. University of Chicago press.
Abbott KW, Genschel P, Snidal D, Zangl B (2012) Orchestration: Global Governance Through Intermediaries. Available from
URL: https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2125452.
Abbott KW, Snidal D (2000) Hard and Soft Law in International Governance. International Organization 54(3), 421–456.
Abbott KW, Snidal D (2013) Taking Responsive Regulation Transnational: Strategies for International Organizations. Regulation & Governance 7(1), 95–113.
Abbott KW, Levi-Faur D, Snidal D (2017) Enriching the RIT Framework. The Annals of the American Academy of Political
and Social Science 670, 280–288.
Addison S, Mueller F (2015) The Dark Side of Professions: The Big Four and Tax Avoidance. Accounting, Auditing &
Accountability Journal 28(8), 1263–1290.
© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.

13

S. Killian, P. O’Regan, R. Lynch, M. Laheen, and D. Karavidas

Regulating Havens

Aguilera RV, Florackis C, Kim H (2016) Advancing the Corporate Governance Research Agenda. Corporate Governance: An
International Review 24(3), 172–180.
Ahrens H, Rixen T (2020) Resistant Tax Evaders: Dodging the Common Reporting Standard with Golden Visas and Corporate Shells. Regulation & Governance forthcoming.
Anesa M, Gillespie N, Spee AP, Sadiq K (2019) The Legitimation of Corporate Tax Minimization. Accounting, Organizations
and Society 75, 17–39.
Bacharach M (2006) Beyond Individual Choice: Teams and Frames in Game Theory. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.
Bennett CJ, Raab CD (2018) Revisiting the governance of privacy: Contemporary policy instruments in global perspective.
Regulation & Governance.
Bjørnskov C (2018) The Hayek–Friedman Hypothesis on the Press: Is there an Association between Economic Freedom and
Press Freedom? Journal of Institutional Economics 14(4), 617–638.
Black J (2001) Decentring Regulation: Thee Role of Regulation and Self-Regulation in a Post-Regulatory World. Current Legal
Problems 54, 103–146.
Black J (2008) Constructing and Contesting Legitimacy and Accountability in Polycentric Regulatory Regimes. Regulation &
Governance 2(2), 137–164.
Bothello J, Mehrpouya A (2019) Between Regulatory Field Structuring and Organizational Roles: Intermediation in the Field
of Sustainable Urban Development. Regulation & Governance 13(2), 177–196.
Bourdieu P (2005) The Social Structures of the Economy. Cambridge, UK: Polity.
Brandsen T, Boogers M, Tops P (2006) Soft Governance, Hard Consequences: The Ambiguous Status of Unofﬁcial Guidelines.
Public Administration Review 66(4), 546–553.
Broome A, Quirk J (2015) The Politics of Numbers: The Normative Agendas of Global Benchmarking. Review of International
Studies 41(5), 813–818.
Broome A, Quirk J (2015a) Governing the World at a Distance: The Practice of Global Benchmarking. Review of International
Studies 41(5), 819–841.
Burrows G, Black C (1998) Proﬁt Sharing in Australian Big 6 Accounting Firms: An Exploratory Study. Accounting, Organizations and Society 23(5–6), 517–530.
Carter DP, Mahallati N (2019) Coordinating Intermediaries: The Prospects and Limitations of Professional Associations in
Decentralized Regulation. Regulation & Governance 13(1), 51–69.
Carter C, Spence C (2014) Being a Successful Professional: An Exploration of Who Makes Partner in the Big 4. Contemporary
Accounting Research 31(4), 949–981.
Christensen J (2012) The Hidden Trillions: Secrecy, Corruption, and the Offshore Interface. Crime, Law and Social Change 57
(3), 325–343.
Ciplet D, Adams KM, Weikmans R, Roberts JT (2018) The Transformative Capability of Transparency in Global Environmental Governance. Global Environmental Politics 18(3), 130–150.
Cobham A, Janský P, Meinzer M (2015) The Financial Secrecy Index: Shedding New Light on the Geography of Secrecy. Economic Geography 91(3), 281–303.
Cobham A, Janský P (2018) Global Distribution of Revenue Loss from Corporate Tax Avoidance: Reestimation and Country
Results. Journal of International Development 30(2), 206–232.
Cobham A, Janský P (2019) Measuring Misalignment: The Location of US Multinationals’ Economic Activity Versus the
Location of Their Proﬁts. Development Policy Review 37(1), 91–110.
Cooley A, Snyder J (2015) Rank Has its Privileges. Foreign Affairs 94(6), 15.
Dehousse R (2016) Has the European Union Moved Towards Soft Governance? Comparative European Politics 14(1), 20–35.
Desai MA, Foley CF, Hines JR Jr (2006) The Demand for Tax Haven Operations. Journal of Public Economics 90(3), 513–531.
Dörrenbächer N, Mastenbroek E (2019) Passing the Buck? Analyzing the Delegation of Discretion after Transposition of
European Union Law. Regulation & Governance 13(1), 70–85.
Dyreng SD, Lindsey BP, Thornock JR (2013) Exploring the Role Delaware Plays as a Domestic Tax Haven. Journal of Financial Economics 108(3), 751–772.
Dyreng SD, Lindsey BP, Markle KS, Shackelford DA (2015) The Effect of Tax and Nontax Country Characteristics on the
Global Equity Supply Chains of US Multinationals. Journal of Accounting and Economics 59(2–3), 182–202.
Eden L, Kudrle RT (2005) Tax Havens: Renegade States in the International Tax Regime? Law & Policy 27(1), 100–127.
Emmenegger P (2014) The Politics of Financial Intransparency: The Case of Swiss Banking Secrecy. Swiss Political Science
Review 20(1), 146–164.
Fotaki M, Lioukas S, Voudouris I (2019) Ethos Is Destiny: Organizational Values and Compliance in Corporate Governance.
Journal of Business Ethics, 1–19. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04126-7.
Fransen L, LeBaron G (2019) Big Audit Firms as Regulatory Intermediaries in Transnational Labor Governance. Regulation &
Governance 13(2), 260–279.
Galland JP (2017) Big Third-Party Certiﬁers and the Construction of Transnational Regulation. The Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science 670(1), 263–279.
Genschel P, Schwarz P (2011) Tax Competition: A Literature Review. Socio-Economic Review 9(2), 339–370.
Gupta A, van Asselt H (2019) Transparency in Multilateral Climate Politics: Furthering (or Distracting from) Accountability?
Regulation & Governance 13.1, 18–34.
Hakelberg L (2016) Coercion in International Tax Cooperation: Identifying the Prerequisites for Sanction Threats by a Great
Power. Review of International Political Economy 23(3), 511–541.
Hakelberg L, Schaub M (2018) The Redistributive Impact of Hypocrisy in International Taxation. Regulation & Governance
12(3), 353–370.
14

© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.

Regulating Havens

S. Killian, P. O’Regan, R. Lynch, M. Laheen, and D. Karavidas

Harrington B (2016) Capital Without Borders: Wealth Managers and the One Percent. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard
University Press.
Hassan OA, Giorgioni G (2015) Analyst Coverage, Corruption and Financial Secrecy: A Multi-country Study. Corruption and
Financial Secrecy: A Multi-Country Study (February 18, 2015). Available from URL: https://ssrn.com/abstract=2566848
Hearson M (2018) The Challenges for Developing Countries in International Tax Justice. The Journal of Development Studies
54(10), 1932–1938.
Heckelman JC (2000) Economic Freedom and Economic Growth: A Short-run Causal Investigation. Journal of Applied Economics 3(1), 71–91.
Henriksen LF, Ponte S (2018) Public Orchestration, Social Networks, and Transnational Environmental Governance: Lessons
from the Aviation Industry. Regulation & Governance 12(1), 23–45.
Heritage Foundation (2019) “About the Index.” Heritage Foundation, Washington DC. [Last accessed June 2019.] Available
from URL: www.heritage.org/index/about
Imtiaz S, Bashir MF (2017) Economic Freedom and Foreign Direct Investment in South Asian Countries. Theoretical &
Applied Economics 24(2), 281–294.
Janský P (2015) Updating the Rich countries’ Commitment to Development Index: How they Help Poorer Ones through
Curbing Illicit Financial Flows. Social Indicators Research 124(1), 43–65.
Janský P, Meinzer M, Palanský M (2018) Is Panama Really Your Tax Haven? Secrecy Jurisdictions and the Countries They
Harm. COFFERS EU Working Paper, available online at http://coffers.eu/wp-content/uploads/2019/11/D2.4-ConferencePaper.pdf
Kalimo H, Staal T (2014) “Softness” in International Instruments: The Case of Transnational Corporations. Syracuse Journal
of International Law and Commerce 41(2), 259–334.
Killian S (2006) Where’s the Harm in Tax Competition?: Lessons from US Multinationals in Ireland. Critical Perspectives on
Accounting 17(8), 1067–1087.
Kirchler E, Hoelzl E, Wahl I (2008) Enforced Versus Voluntary Tax Compliance: The “Slippery Slope” Framework. Journal of
Economic Psychology 29(2), 210–225.
Kirton JJ, Trebilcock MJ (2017) Hard Choices, Soft Law: Voluntary Standards in Global Trade, Environment and Social Governance. Oxfordshire, UK: Routledge.
Lindenberg S, Foss NJ (2011) Managing Joint Production Motivation: The Role of Goal Framing and Governance Mechanisms. Academy of Management Review 36(3), 500–525.
Meinzer M, Cobham A (2013) The Financial Secrecy Index: Shedding New Light on the Geography of Secrecy?.
Deconstructing Offshore Finance Seminar, St Peter’s College, Oxford.
Murphy R (2009) Deﬁning the Secrecy World: Rethinking the Language of ‘Offshore’. Tax Research, London. [Last accessed
June 2019.] Available from URL: https://www.ﬁnancialsecrecyindex.com/Archive2009/Notes%20and%20Reports/
SecrecyWorld.pdf
OECD (2019) Tax Transparency Portal. [Last accessed June 2019.] Available from URL: https://www.oecd.org/tax/beps/taxtransparency
Oberthür S (2019) Hard or Soft Governance? The EU’s Climate and Energy Policy Framework for 2030. Politics and Governance 7(1), 17–27.
O’Regan P, Killian S (2014) ‘Professionals Who Understand’: Expertise, Public Interest and Societal Risk Governance.
Accounting, Organizations and Society 39(8), 615–631.
Ott J (2018) Measuring Economic Freedom: Better Without Size of Government. Social Indicators Research 135(2), 479–498.
Paiement P (2019) Jurisgenerative Role of Auditors in Transnational Labor Governance. Regulation & Governance 13(2),
280–298.
Palan R, Murphy R, Chavagneux C (2013) Tax Havens: How Globalization Really Works. Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press.
Phillips R, Petersen H, Palan R (2020) Group Subsidiaries, Tax Minimization and Offshore Financial Centres. Journal of International Business Policy, forthcoming, 45.
Poon JP, Tan GKS, Hamilton T (2019) Social Power, Offshore Financial Intermediaries and a Network Regulatory Imaginary.
Political Geography 68, 55–65.
Radcliffe VS, Spence C, Stein M, Wilkinson B (2018) Professional Repositioning during Times of Institutional Change: The
Case of Tax Practitioners and Changing Moral Boundaries. Accounting, Organizations and Society 66, 45–59.
Rixen T (2011a) From Double Tax Avoidance to Tax Competition: Explaining the Institutional Trajectory of International
Tax Governance. Review of International Political Economy 18(2), 197–227.
Rixen T (2011b) Tax Competition and Inequality: The Case for Global Tax Governance. Global Governance 17, 447–467.
Rixen T (2013) Why Reregulation after the Crisis Is Feeble: Shadow Banking, Offshore Financial Centres, and Jurisdictional
Competition. Regulation & Governance 7(4), 435–459.
Robson K, Willmott H, Cooper D, Puxty T (1994) The Ideology of Professional Regulation and the Markets for Accounting
Labour: Three Episodes in the Recent History of the UK Accountancy Profession. Accounting, Organizations and Society
19(6), 527–553.
Ruggie JG (2018) Multinationals as Global Institution: Power, Authority and Relative Autonomy. Regulation & Governance 12
(3), 317–333.
Schjelderup G (2016) Secrecy Jurisdictions. International Tax and Public Finance 23(1), 168–189.
Seabrooke L, Wigan D (2015) How Activists Use Benchmarks: Reformist and Revolutionary Benchmarks for Global Economic
Justice. Review of International Studies 41(5), 887–904.
Seabrooke L, Wigan D (2016) Powering Ideas through Expertise: Professionals in Global Tax Battles. Journal of European Public Policy 23(3), 357–374.
© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.

15

S. Killian, P. O’Regan, R. Lynch, M. Laheen, and D. Karavidas

Regulating Havens

Sharman JC (2009) The Bark Is the Bite: International Organizations and Blacklisting. Review of International Political Economy 16(4), 573–596.
Sikka P, Willmott H, Lowe T (1989) Guardians of Knowledge and Public Interest: Evidence and Issues of Accountability in
the UK Accountancy Profession. Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal 2(2), 47–71.
Sikka P, Hampton MP (2005) The Role of Accountancy Firms in Tax Avoidance: Some Evidence and Issues. Accounting
Forum 29(3), 325–343.
Sikka P, Willmott H (2010) The Dark Side of Transfer Pricing: Its Role in Tax Avoidance and Wealth Retentiveness. Critical
Perspectives on Accounting 21(4), 342–356.
Spence C, Carter C (2014) An Exploration of the Professional Habitus in the Big 4 Accounting Firms. Work, Employment and
Society 28(6), 946–962.
Murphy R, Stausholm SN (2017) The Big Four—A Study of Opacity. GUE/NGL - European United Left/Nordic Green Left,
Brussels Available from URL: https://openaccess.city.ac.uk/id/eprint/20066.
Rest J (1986) Moral Development: Advances in Research and Theory, p. 1986. Praeger, New York.
Suddaby R (2013) Institutional Theory. In: Kessler E (ed) Sage Encyclopedia of Management Theory, pp. 379–384. Sage,
London.
Suddaby R, Viale T (2011) Professionals and ﬁeld-level change: Institutional work and the professional project. Current Sociology, 59(4), 423–442.
TJN (Tax Justice Network) (2013). Financial Secrecy Index 2013. London: Tax Justice Network. Available from URL: http://
www.ﬁnancialsecrecyindex.com
TJN (Tax Justice Network) (2019) [Last accessed June, 2019.] Available from URL: http://www. ﬁnancialsecrecyindex.com
Unger B, Rixen T (2020) Editorial. Regulation & Governance, forthcoming.
Van der Heijden J (2017) Brighter and Darker Sides of Intermediation: Target-Oriented and Self-Interested Intermediaries in
the Regulatory Governance of Buildings. The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 670(1),
207–224.
Viale T, Gendron Y, Suddaby R (2017) From “Mad Men” to “Math Men”: The Rise of Expertise in Digital Measurement and
the Shaping of Online Consumer Freedom. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal 30(2), 270–305.
Wayne L (2012) How Delaware Thrives as a Corporate Tax Haven. The New York Times, 30. published date July 1, 2012.
Yevdokimov Y, Melnyk L, Lyulyov O, Panchenko O, Kubatko V (2018) Economic Freedom and Democracy: Determinant
Factors in Increasing Macroeconomic Stability. Problems and Perspectives in Management 16(2), 279–290.

16

© 2020 The Authors. Regulation & Governance published by John Wiley & Sons Australia, Ltd.

