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ABSTRACT. To evaluate critically the policy options available for tackling the
undeclared economy, this paper commences by evaluating the implications of four
hypothetical policy choices, namely doing nothing, de-regulating the declared economy,
eradicating the undeclared economy, or moving undeclared work into the declared
economy. Finding that a combination of all these is required, a typology of policy
measures for tackling the declared economy is then outlined. Drawing inspiration
from the literature on eliciting behavior change in organizations, this identifies that
the shift from direct controls (deterrents and incentives) to indirect controls (which
engender a commitment to individual self-governance) can be scaled up to the societal-
level to elicit behavior change in relation to undeclared work. To shift towards the
pursuit of individual self-governance as a means of achieving collective self-governance,
a multi-pronged approach is called for which seeks to change both the codified laws
and regulations of formal institutions and the norms, values and beliefs that con-
stitute the informal institutions of a society in order to create symmetry between them.
The paper concludes by discussing the various ways of combining and sequencing
direct and indirect controls in a manner that foregrounds the centrality of individual
self-governance to the achievement of collective self-governance.
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1. Introduction

Across the world, many people earn monetary income that they do not declare
to the state for tax, social security and/or labor law purposes. This undeclared
work is not some minor phenomenon. According to Schneider et al. (2011),
such activity represents the equivalent of 13.5 per cent of GDP in high-
income OECD nations, the equivalent of 25.1 per cent of GDP in South Asia,
27.23 per cent in the Middle East and North Africa, 34.7 per cent in Latin
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America and the Caribbean and 38.4 per cent in sub-Saharan Africa. In recent
years, there has been widespread recognition that the problems caused by
this undeclared economy far outweigh any potential benefits. There has been
a growing understanding that the undeclared economy not only lowers work
quality standards and creates risks for the health and safety of workers, but
also acts as a brake on economic growth, puts at greater risk the financial
sustainability of social protection systems and undermines the legitimate
business environment through unfair competition (European Commission,
2007; Gallin, 2007; Vanderseypen et al., 2013; Williams and Renooy, 2013).
The result is that greater attention has started to be paid to not only under-
standing the prevalence of, and reasons for, the undeclared economy, but
also what needs to be done to tackle this undeclared sphere (Dekker et al.,
2010; Dzhekova and Williams, 2014; Franic and Williams, 2014; Williams,
2014f; Williams and Renooy, 2013). The aim of this paper is to provide an
overview and critical evaluation of the policy options and approaches avail-
able for tackling the undeclared economy. In so doing, the intention is to
advocate a new approach for tackling the undeclared economy that fore-
grounds the centrality and importance of individual self-governance to the
achievement of collective self-governance.

To commence this critical evaluation of the policy options for tackling the
undeclared economy, the first section reveals how the problem of tackling
undeclared work needs re-framing as a wicked problem rather than a tame
one. The second section then reviews the range of potential hypothetical policy
choices available for tackling undeclared work. These are: doing nothing;
de-regulating the declared economy; eradicating the undeclared economy, or
moving undeclared work into the declared economy. Evaluating these policy
choices, the finding is that moving undeclared work into the declared eco-
nomy is the only logical solution, although doing nothing, de-regulating the
declared economy and eradicating the undeclared economy must remain
subsidiary strategies in relation to particular population groups and types of
undeclared work. The third section then draws upon advances in research in
eliciting behavior change in the workplace in order to develop a heuristic
conceptual framework for understanding the range of potential measures
available for tackling the undeclared economy. Highlighting the shift towards
indirect controls at the organizational level and the possibility for their use at
the societal level as a means of promoting individual self-governance as a
means of achieving collective self-governance when tackling undeclared work,
the fifth section then adopts an institutional approach for understanding how
such indirect controls can tackle this phenomenon. The sixth section will
then reveal the different ways in which these indirect controls can combine
with direct controls before the final section draws conclusions regarding the
way forward.



Before commencing however, undeclared work needs defining. Although
in many developing countries, enterprise-based and jobs-based definitions
have been widely employed (see Williams, 2013a), in developed economies
activity-based definitions are more common. The most widely used activity-
based definition, and the one adopted in this report, defines the undeclared
economy as: “all legal production activities that are deliberately concealed
from public authorities for the following kinds of reasons: to avoid payment
of income, value added or other taxes; to avoid payment of social security
contributions; to avoid having to meet certain legal standards such as mini-
mum wages, maximum hours, safety or health standards, etc.” (OECD, 2002:
139).

This definition has been widely adopted in advanced economies (see Baric
and Williams, 2012; Eurofound, 2013; European Commission, 2007; Schneider
and Williams, 2013; Williams, 2004a,b, 2007a,b, 2008a,b, 2014a,b,c,d,e;
Williams and Lansky, 2013; Williams and Nadin, 2012a,b,c, 2014; Williams
and Renooy, 2013, 2014; Williams and Round, 2008). The only absence from
undeclared work relative to declared work therefore, is that it is undeclared
to the authorities for tax, social security and/or labor law purposes. If eco-
nomic activities possess other absences, then it is not defined as undeclared
work. If the goods and services are illegal, it is defined as “criminal” activity
and if unpaid it is defined as part of the “unpaid economy.”

2. Reframing the Undeclared Economy: A Tame or Wicked Problem?

Until now, and similar to many contemporary societal problems, tackling the
undeclared economy has been beset by a tendency to conceptually frame it
as what Rittel and Webber (1973) call a “tame” problem, rather than as a
“wicked” one. A tame problem is one that may be complicated but is easily
resolvable, often with a discrete response that one can replicate at any time
and in any context. Conversely, wicked problems are complex, rather than
complicated, problems and are the outcome of a number of inter-related
drivers, each of which if addressed has unforeseen and unintentional knock-
on effects (Grint, 2010).

A tame problem therefore, may be a complicated problem but is resolv-
able through uni-linear acts and the problem is likely to have before occurred
so is a known problem. There is thus limited uncertainty and resolving it
akin to resolving a puzzle for which there is always an answer. In contrast, a
wicked problem is more complex, rather than complicated. Indeed, Rittel
and Webber (1973) identify ten primary characteristics of wicked problems:



1. There is no definitive formulation of a wicked problem.

2. Wicked problems have a no “stopping rule,” that is, no definitive solution,
no points at which the problem is entirely solved (e.g., undeclared work will
cease to exist because it has been resolved).

3. Solutions to wicked problems are not true-or-false, but good-or-bad.

4. There is no immediate and no ultimate test of a solution to a wicked
problem.

5. Every (attempted) solution to a wicked problem is a “one-shot operation;”
the results cannot be readily undone, and there is no opportunity to learn by
trial-and error.

6. Wicked problems do not have an enumerable (or an exhaustively de-
scribable) set of potential solutions, nor is there a well described set of
permissible operations that may be incorporated into the plan.

7. Every wicked problem is essentially unique.

8. Every wicked problem can be viewed as a symptom of another problem.
9. The existence of a discrepancy representing a wicked problem can be
explained in numerous ways.

10. The planner has no “right to be wrong” (i.e., there is no public tolerance
of experiments that fail).

Alternatively but similarly, the Australian Public Service Commission (2007)
outlines eight key features of wicked problems:

Difficult to clearly define.

Many interdependencies and multi-causal aspects.

Proposed measures may have unforeseen effects.

Problems may be unstable and continue evolving.

No clear and correct solution.

Problems are socially complex with many stakeholders.

Responsibility stretches across many organizations.

. Solutions may require behavioral changes by citizens and stakeholder

groups.

The contention in this paper therefore, is that tackling undeclared work is not
a tame problem but rather, a wicked one. When defining the problem of
undeclared work, there are multiple drivers which display interdependencies
and any attempt to tackle these drivers often has unforeseen and unintended
effects, meaning that there is no clear and correct solution that can be simply
implemented which necessarily results in the desired outcome. Responsibility
for tackling the problem moreover, is not confined to one organization but
rather often stretches across multiple stakeholders and requires profound
behavioral changes by both citizens as well as stakeholder groups in order to
address this problem.

NG~ E
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Wicked problems, in consequence, are tackled using “clumsy” approaches
rather than “elegant” solutions (Douglas, 1966). Elegant solutions to tame
problems are internally consistent ways of viewing the world based on partic-
ular cultural understandings. For hierarchists, stringent rules and punishments
are used, individualists design incentives and egalitarians cultivate the right
norms and cultural values. Wicked problems however, do not offer themselves
up to be solved by such “elegant” approaches. To address wicked problems,
so-called “clumsy” solutions are required that pragmatically draw from across
these contradictory framings of the problems and policies.

3. Reviewing the Policy Choices

When tackling the undeclared economy, various hypothetical choices are
available to policy-makers. Policy-makers might choose to: do nothing; erad-
icate the undeclared economy; move declared work into the undeclared eco-
nomy; or alternatively, seek to transfer work from the undeclared economy
into the declared economy. Although some of these hypothetical choices
might seem a little implausible at first glance, scholarship on the undeclared
economy has advocated all of them in recent decades. As such, it is not possible
to reject any of them without first reviewing and evaluating their implications.

Doing nothing
A first choice available to policy-makers is to do nothing. Governments could
choose to ignore the undeclared economy or put another way, to adopt a
“laissez-faire” approach towards such work. At first glance, it might seem
obvious that policy makers would wish to tackle the undeclared economy, not
least to stimulate economic growth, protect working conditions and raise tax
revenues in a fair and just manner to pay for wider social cohesion measures.
Nevertheless, there are clear rationales for doing nothing. Firstly, there are
significant costs associated with government deciding to tackle the undeclared
economy. Indeed, it might well be that when the undeclared economy is
relatively small in a country, the revenue-to-cost ratios become so low that it
is not worthwhile for governments to intervene to reduce its size. Secondly,
it might be that because the undeclared economy acts as breeding ground for
enterprise creation and test-bed for many nascent business ventures (Adom,
2014; Hudson et al., 2012; Williams, 2009b; Williams and Martinez, 2014a,b),
this sphere should be left alone. Thirdly, in many countries much of the
undeclared economy is composed of paid favors for close social relations
(Onoschenko and Williams, 2013; Pfau-Effinger, 2009; Round et al, 2008,
2010a,b; Vorley and Williams, 2012; Williams and Onoschenko, 2014a,b;
Williams, 2004a, 2009a), and this is a main vehicle for delivering active
citizenship. If deterred, governments will destroy precisely the active citizen-
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ship that it is otherwise seeking to foster. For these reasons, one might choose
to do nothing about the undeclared economy. The problem however, and as
Table 1 displays, doing nothing about the undeclared economy also has a wide
array of costs on declared businesses, undeclared businesses, those working
in the undeclared economy, customers and governments.

Reviewing these costs and benefits, most governments and scholars con-
clude that the costs of doing nothing outweigh the benefits. Few therefore
deem doing nothing to be a viable approach. Nevertheless, even if pursuing
solely this approach is not viable, this is not a reason to reject a laissez-faire
approach outright. It appears to have some role as part of a package of policy
approaches. For example, doing nothing might be adopted towards small-scale
one-off odd-jobs conducted as paid favors to help close social relations,
which is a primary source of active citizenship in contemporary monetized
market societies (White and Williams, 2010, 2012; Williams, 2009b), thus
freeing government resources to concentrate on larger-scale tax evasion by
businesses. It might also be that doing nothing is appropriate for business
start-ups, so that they can test-trade the viability of their enterprise (Williams
and Martinez, 2014a,b,c). In consequence, although doing nothing is not an
option with regard to all undeclared work, this approach has some role to
play in relation to specific types of undeclared work. Overall, nevertheless,
the costs of doing nothing outweigh the benefits, meaning that some form of
action is required. Three choices exist.

Table 1 Costs and benefits of the undeclared economy

Costs Benefits
For declared businesses:
Results in unfair competition for declared businesses Test-bed for business start-ups.

Declared businesses evade regulatory compliance to compete with
undeclared businesses resulting in a “race to the bottom”
For undeclared businesses:

Business expansion hindered by lack of access to the capital and Enables test-trading of the
business support available to declared businesses viability of business ventures.
Pressured into exploitative supply chain relationships with declared

businesses

Growing a husiness that cannot be openly advertised is difficult.
For undeclared workers:

Lack access to credit and financial services, due to undeclared Provides source of income.
income

Barriers of entry to formal labor market because unable to Reduces barriers to entry into
provide employment history to back up skills work because majority of such

work is for close social relations.
No labor rights (e.g., minimum wage, sick pay, redundancy
rights), access to health and safety standards as well as
bargaining rights and voice.
Cannot build-up rights to the state pension and other contributory
benefits, and access occupational pension schemes
For customers:
Lack legal recourse, insurance cover, guarantees in relation to the A more affordable product or
work undertaken, and certainty that health and safety regulations are  service is available to
followed customers
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For governments:

Causes loss of state revenue in terms of non-payment of direct and Acts as brake on government

indirect taxes developing burdensome
regulations

Has knock-on effects on attempts to create social cohesion by

reducing the money governments have at their disposal to pursue

social integration and mobility

Leads to a loss of regulatory control over the quality of jobs and

services in the economy

Such activity may encourage a more casual attitude towards the law

more widely

Source: derived from Williams (2014a: Table 4.1)

De-regulating declared work
One choice available to governments is to de-regulate declared work. Advocated
by a neo-liberal approach, this explains the undeclared economy to be a result
of over-regulation (Becker, 2004; De Soto, 1989, 2001; London and Hart,
2004; Nwabuzor, 2005; Small Business Council, 2004). Viewed through this
lens, undeclared workers voluntarily exit the declared realm to operate in the
undeclared economy due to the burdensome regulation in the declared realm
(e.g., Sauvy, 1984; De Soto, 1989). The undeclared economy, therefore, is
an expression of the existence of popular resistance to state over-regulation
and undeclared workers are a political movement. For these scholars therefore,
the undeclared economy directly results from high taxes, over-regulation and
state interference in the free market. The resultant policy approach is to pursue
tax reductions, de-regulation and minimal state intervention.

Although such scholars praise undeclared workers, their intention is not
to promote undeclared work. Instead, their view, as Castells and Portes (1989:
13) put it, is that “In an ideal market economy, with no regulation of any
kind, the distinction between formal and informal would lose all meaning
since all activities would be performed in the manner we now call informal.”
By stripping away regulations, the distinction between declared and undeclared
work would disappear and the declared and undeclared realms would become
inseparable since all activities would be undeclared work, although such
activity would be declared work since it would not be breaking any rules.

The problems with this policy option are manifold. Firstly, there is little
evidence that reducing taxes and de-regulating the declared economy reduces
the size of the undeclared economy. The emerging evidence is that reducing
taxes does not formalize the economy (Eurofound, 2013; Kus, 2010; Roberts,
2013; Vanderseypen et al., 2013; Williams, 2013b) and neither does reducing
the regulatory burden decrease the size of the undeclared economy (Kus,
2014; Williams and Renooy, 2014). Secondly, even if de-regulation did reduce
declared work, the outcome would be poorer quality working conditions and
widening inequalities (Williams, 2006a, 2013b).
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Just because pursuing solely this approach is not viable however, does
not mean that it cannot be part of a package of approaches. De-regulation,
such as in the form of simplifying compliance, could be a useful tool when
helping businesses start-up on a legitimate basis. If the regulatory burden is
high and complex, then de-regulation might have a role to play with regard
to specific problems facing particular types of undeclared work. On its own
however, de-regulation is not a viable approach since it would produce a
leveling down of working conditions.

Eradicating the undeclared economy

A third choice is to eradicate the undeclared economy. The rationales under-
pinning this approach are evident in Table 1. Given the problems for declared
and undeclared businesses, undeclared workers, customers and governments,
eradicating the undeclared economy appears a viable choice.

Yet in recent decades, multifarious problems have been found regarding
the practicability and desirability of pursuing eradication as an approach.
The practical problem is that beyond a certain point, the cost of seeking to
eradicate the remnants of the undeclared economy may well far outweigh the
benefits of doing so. There is thus a point beyond which it is difficult to
progress when eradicating the undeclared economy.

Examining how its eradication can be achieved moreover, the conven-
tional approach is to view those working in the undeclared economy as rational
economic actors who are non-compliant because the pay-off is greater than
the expected cost of being caught and punished (Allingham and Sandmo,
1972). As such, policies seek to change the cost/benefit ratio confronting
actual or likely participants. This is done by focusing on the cost side and
increasing the perceived or actual likelihood of detection and the penalties for
those caught (Grabiner, 2000; Richardson and Sawyer, 2001). This therefore,
is a “negative reinforcement” approach that elicits behavior change by using
“sticks” to punish “bad” (hon-compliant) behavior. In recent years however,
there have been questions regarding the efficiency and effectiveness of such
an approach. Many have found that increasing detection and/or penalties
leads to a growth, rather than decline, in the size of the undeclared economy
(Bergman and Nevarez, 2006; Murphy, 2005). This is because such an approach
decreases the willingness to comply by reducing the belief in the fairness of
the system, especially when the fines are high and/or they are treated in a
manner which they do not perceive as fair and just (Murphy, 2005).

Eradicating undeclared work is also perhaps not desirable. Not only may
eradication be a costly option for governments but in doing so, governments
will as mentioned above destroy precisely the entrepreneurial endeavor and
active citizenship with one hand that with other hands governments are seeking
to nurture and develop. The consequent challenge confronting governments
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is to join-up their approach towards the undeclared economy with their wider
policies towards entrepreneurship and active citizenship.

There is also a need to join up the approach towards the undeclared eco-
nomy with its wider policies on employment creation and social inclusion.
After all, governments do not seek simply to eradicate the undeclared eco-
nomy. Rather, eradication is a means to achieving particular ends. One of
these ends is the growth of the declared economy, such as declared jobs in
order to improve employment participation rates. Simply eradicating undeclared
work is not an effective and efficient way of achieving this end. Similarly, if
an end is to increase government tax revenue, not least to support wider
societal objectives, then again it is not obvious that eradicating undeclared
work is appropriate (Sallah and Williams, 2011; Williams, 2014a; Williams
et al., 2013Db).

Even if this policy choice is not on its own viable however, as part of a
package of approaches, it may have a useful supporting and subsidiary role.
When undeclared workers and businesses have received every opportunity to
declare their activities but have not done so, then governments must be able
to detect and punish those failing to comply. In these situations, the tools of
the eradication approach such as penalties are required. As such, although not
the cornerstone of any policy approach, it can be a necessary, albeit insuf-
ficient, part of a policy approach towards undeclared work.

Moving undeclared work into the declared economy

A fourth and final choice is for governments to move undeclared work into
the declared economy. The rationales for doing so differ according to whether
declared and undeclared businesses, undeclared workers, customers or the
government, are considered. Before reviewing the benefits of such an approach
however, possible costs need identifying. One cost is that undeclared sup-
pliers will no longer be able to use the undeclared economy to test-trade their
business when starting-up, although this issue is not relevant if this approach
recognizes that many business start-ups are on a journey to formalization and
it seeks to facilitate this journey. Customers of the undeclared economy,
meanwhile, will have to pay the full market price, since the function of the
undeclared economy in providing access to cheaper goods and services will
no longer be available. The benefits of moving undeclared work into the
declared economy however, far outweigh these costs.

For businesses, moving undeclared work into the declared economy
eliminates the unfair competitive advantage for undeclared businesses over
those who play by the rules (Evans et al., 2006; Renooy et al., 2004). It also
enables businesses to pursue a “high road” rather than “low road” approach
by moving towards greater regulatory standards on corporate social respon-
sibility and conditions of work such as health and safety and labor standards
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(Dibben and Williams, 2012; Grabiner, 2000; Renooy et al., 2004; Williams
and Windebank, 1998).

For businesses operating on an off-the-books basis, the key benefits of
moving into the declared economy are manifold. They can escape pressuri-
zation into exploitative relationships with the legitimate sphere (Gallin, 2001,
Williams and Windebank, 1998) and achieve the same levels of legal protec-
tion as legitimate businesses (Castells and Portes, 1989; ILO, 2002a; Morris
and Polese, 2014; Williams and Windebank, 1998). They are also able to
secure formal intellectual property rights to their products and processes (De
Beer et al., 2013) and overcome the structural impediments that constrain
their growth such as by gaining access to capital and secure advice and
support (ILO, 2002a).

Individuals working in the undeclared economy meanwhile, benefit from
shifting their work into the declared economy. They gain access to health
and safety standards in the workplace (Adom and Williams, 2014; Evans et
al., 2006; Gallin, 2001; ILO, 2002a), enjoy the same employment rights as
declared workers, such as annual and other leave, sickness pay, redundancy
and training (Evans et al., 2006). They are also able to gain access to mort-
gages and credit since their pay is official and recognized by lending institu-
tions (Kempson, 1996; Leonard, 1998; Williams, 2007a). They also benefit
from greater job security (Williams, 2001), are able to get an employer’s
reference (ILO, 2002a) and gain access to a range of other legal rights such
as the minimum wage, tax credits and the working hours directive (Leonard,
1998; Renooy et al, 2004; Williams and Windebank, 1998). Finally, they can
build-up rights to the state pension and other contributory benefits, and access
occupational pension schemes (Gallin, 2001; ILO, 2002b), enjoy bargaining
rights (ILO, 2002b), improve their employability by being able to evidence
their engagement in employment, and reduce their constant fear of detection
and risk of prosecution (Grabiner, 2000).

For customers, the advantages of moving work from the undeclared eco-
nomy into the declared economy are that they benefit from legal recourse if a
poor job is done, have access to insurance cover, enjoy guarantees in relation
to the work conducted, and have more certainty that health and safety
regulations have been followed (Williams and Martinez, 2014c).

Finally, for governments, the benefits of moving work from the undeclared
economy into the declared economy are again manifold. It improves gov-
ernment revenue, thus enable social integration and mobility to be pursued
(Williams and Windebank, 1998). It also allows more declared jobs to be
created and thus improvements in employment participation rates and enables
a joining-up of the policy approach towards the undeclared economy with
the policy approaches towards entrepreneurship, active citizenship and social
inclusion (Dekker et al., 2010; European Commission, 2007, Small Business
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Council, 2004). It also leads to greater control over the quality of jobs and
services provided in the economy (Gallin, 2001) and a more positive attitude
towards the law more widely (Polese, 2014; Renooy et al., 2004; Sasunkevich,
2014). For these reasons, moving undeclared work into the declared economy
appears to be the way forward. This is not to say however, that the other
policy options are entirely redundant.

Towards a mixed approach

This review of the four choices available reveals that the first option of doing
nothing is unacceptable. This is because it leaves intact the existing negative
impacts on legitimate businesses (e.g., unfair competition), undeclared busi-
nesses (e.g., the inability to gain access to credit to expand), customers (e.g.,
no guarantee of health and safety standards) and governments (e.g., taxes
owed are not collected). Secondly, de-regulating the declared economy is
unacceptable because it results in a leveling down rather than up of working
conditions and third and finally, eradicating the undeclared economy is
unacceptable because it leads to governments repressing through their approach
towards the undeclared economy precisely the active citizenship, enterprise
culture and social inclusion that they otherwise wish to nurture. Moving
undeclared work into the declared economy thus appears to be the most
viable policy choice. Nevertheless, this does not mean that the other choices
do not have a role to play.

Although moving undeclared work into the declared economy is the most
viable choice, it may be that doing nothing may sometimes have a support-
ing role to play such as in relation to small-scale paid favors because such
activity is not susceptible to conversion into declared employment. A de-
regulatory approach, meanwhile, may be in some instances useful when
seeking to simplify compliance in relation to business start-ups and an eradi-
cation approach when tackling those who fail to comply.

4. Policy Measures: A Heuristic Conceptual Framework

In the last section, the argument was that transferring undeclared work into
the declared economy is the most beneficial policy approach for the widest
range of actors affected by the undeclared economy, although the approaches
of doing nothing, de-regulating the declared economy and eradicating the
undeclared economy all have subsidiary roles to play. Based on this, the aim
of this section is to provide a conceptual framework of the policy measures
available for tackling the undeclared economy.

The starting point is the recognition that eliciting behavior change at a
societal level in order to tackle the undeclared economy is a relatively new
subject area that can perhaps learn much from more established academic
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disciplines, such as human resource management (HRM) and organizational
behavior, which have been promoting behavior change at the organizational
level for many decades. Here, therefore, the advances at the organizational
level in eliciting behavior change reveal a shift from the use of direct con-
trols to indirect controls. Shifting the scale of analysis from the organizational
to the societal-level, a conceptual framework is then developed of the range
of direct and indirect controls available to governments when tackling the
undeclared economy.

Direct and indirect controls: lessons from the organizational level

At the organizational level, there has been a long-standing shift away from
the use of direct controls and towards the use of indirect controls when seek-
ing to elicit behavior change in the workforce. This is variously referred to
as a shift from “hard” to “soft” human resource management or “bureau-
cratic” to “post-bureaucratic” management (Grey, 2005; Legge, 1995; Reed,
1992, 2005; Thompson and Alvesson, 2005). Here, this paradigmatic shift is
reviewed of how behavior change is being elicited at the organizational level
in order to consider what might happen if this was scaled-up to, and applied
at, the societal level to create “high commitment” societies.

To understand the direct controls approach (alternatively termed “hard”
HRM or bureaucratic management) and its successor, the indirect controls
approach (“soft” HRM or post-bureaucratic management), Table 2 provides
a useful summary of the two approaches. This reveals that conventional
bureaucratic work organizations when seeking to elicit behavior change
amongst the workforce focus upon direct controls or compliance via close
supervision and monitoring, tight rules, prescribed procedures and centralized
structures within the context of a low commitment, low trust and adversarial
culture. Post-bureaucratic organizations, meanwhile, emphasize the use of in-
direct control methods through loose rules, flexible procedures and decentralized
structures in the context of a high commitment, high trust culture of mutual
interest.

Table 2 Direct and indirect control approaches in work organizations

Direct control approaches Indirect control approaches

Close supervision and monitoring of activities Empowerment and discretion applied to activities
Tight rules Loose rules

Highly prescribed procedures Flexible procedures

Centralized structures Decentralized structures

Low commitment culture High commitment culture

Low trust culture High trust culture

Adversarial culture Culture of mutual interest

A tightly bureaucratic structure and culture A loosely bureaucratic structure and culture

Source: derived from Watson (2003: Table 5.2)

In the indirect controls approach in contrast, there is a shift from externalized
to internalized control by seeking to align the values of the workforce with
18



the values of the organization, rather than seeking rule following. In conse-
quence, while the direct controls approach conventionally sought compliance
using externally imposed bureaucratic control systems, generating reactive
rather than proactive behaviors, the indirect controls approach seeks commit-
ment through internalized belief, generating constructive pro-activity on the
part of people (e.g., Guest, 1987; Legge, 1989, 1995). As Watson (2003: 109)
states, “the single feature that distinguishes [this approach] ... is its concern
with developing a high level of psychological and social commitment towards
the employing organization.” This indirect controls approach is therefore con-
cerned with instilling emotions, values and world-views that are congruent
with the interests of the organization so as to generate internal control from
both the individual themselves and the team of people surrounding them
(Wilkinson and Willmott, 1994).

Until now, this turn towards an indirect controls approach when eliciting
behavior change has been largely at the organizational level. Here however,
attention turns to applying the same approach to the societal level and more
specifically, tackling the undeclared economy.

Tackling undeclared work: direct and indirect control approaches
Examining the literature on tackling undeclared work, there are two contrast-
ing policy approaches. Firstly, there is a dominant direct controls approach,
which detects and punishes hon-compliance and/or provides rewards for those
engaging in compliant behavior. Secondly, there is an indirect controls ap-
proach. This fosters internalized control in order to nurture commitment to
acting in a compliant behavior. These have been variously labeled a “chau-
vinistic” versus “softy” approach (Cullis and Lewis, 1997), “regulatory
formalism” versus “responsive regulation” (Braithwaite, 2002), “deterrence”
versus “tax morale” (Ahmed and Braithwaite, 2005) and “command and
control” versus “responsive regulation” (Commonwealth Association of Tax
Administrators, 2006).

Figure 1 provides a conceptual framework for understanding these direct
and indirect control approaches when tackling undeclared work. In the direct
controls approach, the intention is to seek compliant behavior by ensuring that
benefits of operating in the declared economy outweigh the costs of working
in the undeclared economy. This is accomplished either by using deterrence
measures to increase the costs of non-compliance (“sticks™) and/or by making
the conduct of declared work more beneficial and easier (“carrots”). In the
indirect controls approach meanwhile, attention shifts away from using “sticks”
and “carrots” to elicit behavior change and instead focuses on developing the
psychological contract (or what might also be called the social contract)
between the state and its citizens by fostering a high trust high commitment
culture. Here therefore, each of these approaches is reviewed in turn.

19



Figure 1 A typology of policy measures for tackling undeclared work
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Direct controls

The use of direct controls is the conventional policy approach adopted for
tackling the undeclared economy. As the OECD (2008: 82) put it, “Com-
bating informal employment requires a comprehensive approach to reduce
the costs and increase the benefits to business and workers of operating
formally.” To outline this direct controls approach therefore, firstly, the use
of deterrence measures to detect and punish non-compliant (“bad”) behavior
is reviewed followed secondly, the use of incentives to make it easier to
undertake, and reward, compliant (“good”) behavior.

Direct controls: deterrence measures
The origins of the deterrence approach to elicit behavior change lies in the
work of Jeremy Bentham (Bentham, 1788) and Cesare Beccaria (Beccaria,
1797) on the classic utilitarian theory of crime. The premise is that people are
rational actors who behave in a manner to maximize their expected utility. In
other words, they disobey the law if the expected penalty and probability of
detection is small relative to the profits gained. Based on this premise, gov-
ernments must seek to deter these supposedly rational economic actors by
making the benefits of non-compliance smaller than the benefits of compliance.
In criminological studies, this rational actor approach was subsequently
popularized by Becker (1968) who argued that governments must find the
appropriate balance between the costs of non-compliance and the benefits of
compliance to make compliance the rational choice for people. According to
him, by increasing the probability of detection and the sanctions, non-
compliance becomes irrational behavior. Prior to this rational economic
actor approach, the dominant view was that criminal behavior resulted from
mental illness and/or the social environment, and that criminals are simply
victims of their circumstances. Becker’s work thus signaled a paradigm shift.
During the early 1970s, Allingham and Sandmo (1972) applied this Beck-
erian economics of crime approach to the study of tax non-compliance to
bring about a similar paradigmatic shift. In a seminal paper, they argued that
the non-compliant are rational economic actors who evade tax when the pay-
off is greater than the expected cost of detection and punishment. To deter
engagement therefore, the goal is to change the cost/benefit ratio facing those
participating or considering participation in non-compliance (e.g., Bernasconi,
1998; Grabiner, 2000; Gramsick and Bursik, 1990; Hasseldine and Li, 1999;
Job et al., 2007; Lewis, 1982, Milliron and Toy, 1988; Rani et al., 2013;
Richardson and Sawyer, 2001; Sandford, 1999). In this deterrence approach,
this was achieved by focusing on the cost side of the equation and increasing
the actual and perceived risks and costs associated with participation by
firstly, raising the perceived or actual likelihood of detection and/or secondly,
raising the penalties and sanctions for those caught.
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This, therefore, is a “negative reinforcement” approach; it seeks behavior
change by using “sticks” that punish non-compliant (“bad”) behavior. In many
other spheres however, punishing people for doing something wrong (i.e.,
negative reinforcement) is recognized as relatively ineffective at changing
behavior in the ways desired compared with rewarding good behavior (i.e.,
positive reinforcement). Indeed, few parents today would believe that smack-
ing their children for doing something wrong is the best way to change their
behavior. Instead, rewarding good behavior is seen as more effective. Despite
this, when it comes to tackling the undeclared economy, this same recognition
does not appear to exist, at least so far as those adopting the dominant
deterrence approach is concerned.

A substantial and growing body of literature on the use of deterrents to
tackle the undeclared economy nevertheless, is not supportive of the effective-
ness of this deterrence approach (see Williams, 2008a,b, 2014a; Williams et
al., 2013c). A growing body of literature for example, reveals that increasing
penalties either leads to a growth in undeclared work, has no effect, or only a
short-term effect, on compliance (Elffers et al., 1987; Feld and Frey, 2002;
Friedland, 1982; Murphy, 2005; Spicer and Lunstedt, 1976; Varma and Doob,
1998; Webley and Halstead, 1986). There is also a large body of evidence that
increasing the probability of detection does not lead to greater compliance
(e.g., Dubin et al., 1997; Dubin and Wilde, 1988; Elffers et al., 1987; Shaw
et al., 2008; Webley and Halstead, 1986). Instead, it increases non-compliance,
not least due to a breakdown of trust between the state and its citizens (Ayres
and Braithwaite, 1992; Blumenthal et al., 1998; Brehm and Brehm, 1981;
Kagan Scholz, 1984; Murphy and Harris, 2007; Tyler et al., 2007; Williams,
2001). Indeed, the most telling rebuttal of deterrents is the finding that many
voluntarily comply even when the level of penalties and risks of detection
would suggest that they should act in a non-compliant manner if they were
truly rational economic actors (Baldry, 1986; Erard and Feinstein, 1994;
Murphy, 2008). Obviously therefore, other factors must be at work engender-
ing this commitment to compliant behavior that lie beyond the level of
deterrents.

This deterrence approach has not only been criticized due to questions
being raised about its effectiveness but a range of unintended and unwanted
broader impacts of using deterrence measures have also been identified. As
highlighted above, the outcome of a deterrence approach is that one hand of
government suppresses precisely the enterprise culture and active citizenship
that other hands of government wish to foster. When this is combined with
the recognition that punishing non-compliant (“bad”) actions is not neces-
sarily the most effective means of changing behaviour, the outcome has been
that many have begun to question the value of this approach. New approaches
have thus emerged.
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Direct controls: incentive measures

When using direct controls, the deterrence approach focuses upon increasing
the costs of operating in the undeclared economy. With the growing recog-
nition across governments that the goal is to move undeclared work into the
declared economy however, a shift has begun to take place. Rather than
detect and punish non-compliance, there has been a shift towards incen-
tivizing declared work by making it easier and more beneficial to engage in
declared work (Renooy et al., 2004; Small Business Council, 2004; Slemrod,
1992; Williams, 2006a).

Unlike the deterrence approach which uses negative reinforcement by
punishing “bad” (non-compliant) behavior, this approach uses positive rein-
forcement by rewarding “good” (compliant) behavior, rather than taking it as
given. This recognizes that compared with rewarding good behavior, punish-
ing bad behavior is relatively ineffective. Indeed, evidence of this is found in
studies ranging from effective leadership in organizations (e.g., Prewitt, 2003;
Romero and Kleiner, 2000), toilet training young children (Cicero and Pfadt,
2002), smoking cessation (Glautier, 2004), the personal management of dia-
betes (e.g., Parra-Medina et al., 2004) and tackling anti-social behavior in
schools (Beaman and Wheldall, 2000; Luiselli et al., 2002). In these and many
other fields, it is now rare to find an emphasis on negative reinforcement
when changing behavior.

When tackling the undeclared economy, this positive reinforcement ap-
proach can take at least three forms, as displayed in Figure 1 above. Firstly,
it can be made easier and/or more beneficial for businesses to engage in
compliant behavior. Secondly, it can be made easier and/or more beneficial
for individuals supplying undeclared work to engage in compliant behavior.
Third and finally, it can be made easier and/or more beneficial for customers
to use the declared rather than the undeclared economy to source goods and
services.

Indirect controls
The problem with changing behavior using direct controls to alter the cost/
benefit ratio confronting businesses and people is that these actors are not
always rational economic actors with perfect information available. They are
limited in their ability to compute the costs and benefits, often misperceive
or do not perceive the real costs of their actions, have limited self-control
and are influenced by social context. Most importantly, they are not just
motivated by self-interest and what is most profitable for them but by addi-
tional motives, including redistribution, fairness, reciprocity, social customs,
norms and morality (Alm, 2011).

Based on this recognition, the indirect controls approach moves away
from the use of “sticks” and “carrots” to change behavior. Instead, the focus
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is on the use of indirect controls that improve the psychological contract
between the state and its citizens in order to nurture a high trust high com-
mitment culture (Alm et al., 1995; Andreoni et al., 1998; Torgler, 2003,
Weigel et al., 1987; Wenzel, 2002). The intention is to engender willing or
voluntary commitment to compliant behavior rather than force citizens to
comply using threats, harassment and/or incentives (see for example, Kirchler,
2007; Torgler, 2007, 2011).

To understand the tools used in this approach, it is necessary to recognize
that there exists an institutional incongruity between the laws, codes and
regulations of formal institutions and the norms, beliefs and values of in-
formal institutions. Work in the undeclared economy occurs where the norms,
values and beliefs differ to the laws and regulations, resulting in what formal
institutions deem to be illegal activities being legitimate in terms of the
norms, values and beliefs of the society or particular population groups. To
tackle the undeclared economy therefore, there is a need to reduce this insti-
tutional incongruence. This can be achieved either by changing the informal
institutions and/or the formal institutions.

On the one hand, therefore, policy can seek to change the norms, values
and beliefs of the population regarding the acceptability of working in the
undeclared economy so that these informal institutions align with the laws,
regulations and codes of formal institutions. This commitment approach views
individuals and businesses not as rational economic actors but as social actors
ordinarily inclined to comply with the law because of their belief in the rule
of law and understanding that it is in their self-interest (Kagan and Scholz,
1984; Murphy, 2008). As such, their cooperation rather than coercion is
pursued by changing their attitudes towards compliance. This is achieved
using awareness raising campaigns about the costs of undeclared work and
benefits of declared work, tax education campaigns and normative appeals.

On the other hand, policy can also seek to change the formal institutions
to align with the norms, values and beliefs of society. Two options exist in
this regard. Firstly, this can involve internal process changes in the formal
institutions to improve the perception that there is tax fairness, procedural
justice and redistributive justice. Fairness here refers to the extent to which
people believe they are paying their fair share compared with others (Wenzel,
2004a). Redistributive justice refers to whether they receive the goods and
services they believe that they deserve given the taxes that they pay (Richard-
son and Sawyer, 2001) and procedural justice to the degree to which they
believe that the tax authority has treated then in a respectful, impartial and
responsible manner (Braithwaite and Reinhart, 2000; Murphy, 2005).

Secondly, this can involve changing the products of formal institutions
by pursuing wider economic and social developments. For the moment, the
economic and social developments required to reduce the undeclared economy
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are left aside. Here, all that is necessary is to recognize that using indirect
controls to engender a greater commitment of citizens to compliance requires
changes in both formal and informal institutions to reduce institutional
incongruence. If pursued, a reduction in the undeclared economy can result
through a shift towards greater self-regulation brought about by an intrinsic
psychological and social commitment to the value of the declared economy.
Below, therefore, how this can be achieved is outlined.

5. An Institutional Perspective on the Way Forward

To advance understanding of how this indirect controls approach can tackle
undeclared work, this section provides an institutional perspective on the
way forward. In many societies, that is, the laws, codes and regulations of
the formal institutions are incongruent with the norms, beliefs and values
that comprise the informal institutions. To tackle undeclared work therefore,
a reduction in this institutional incongruence is required. Two options exist.
On the one hand, one can seek to change the norms, values and beliefs of the
population regarding the acceptability of working in the undeclared economy
so that these informal institutions align with the laws, regulations and codes
of formal institutions. On the other hand, one can change the formal institu-
tions to align with the norms, values and beliefs of the wider society.

The aim of this section is to review and evaluate how to achieve this so
that there is an intrinsic psychological and social commitment to the value of
the declared economy and thus a reduction in undeclared work. Firstly,
therefore, this section will evaluate the varying degree to which formal and
informal institutions align across European societies. Secondly, policy mea-
sures that seek to change the norms, values and beliefs of the population so
that these informal institutions align with the laws, regulations and codes of
formal institutions, are outlined. This will include a review of tax education
initiatives, awareness raising campaigns and normative appeals that seek to
improve the level of tax morality. Thirdly, policy measures are reviewed that
seek to change the formal institutions so that they align more with the norms,
values and beliefs of the wider society. On the one hand, this involves process
changes in formal institutions. These include improving procedural justice
(i.e., whether citizens believe the authorities are treating them in a respectful,
impartial and responsible manner), procedural fairness (i.e., whether citizens
believe they are paying their fair share compared with others) and redis-
tributive justice (i.e., whether citizens believe they are receiving the goods
and services they deserve given the taxes they pay). On the other hand, this
includes changes in the products of formal institutions by pursuing wider
economic and social developments. The outcome will be a fuller understand-
ing of the measures available in the indirect controls approach.
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The asymmetry of formal and informal institutions

All societies have codified laws and regulations that define the legal rules of
the game (Baumol and Blinder, 2008; North, 1990; Webb et al., 2013, 2014;
Williams and Vorley, 2014). Informal institutions meanwhile, are the norms,
values and beliefs that shape what is socially acceptable (North, 1990, Webb
et al., 2013, 2014). When formal and informal institutions are unaligned, one
finds the existence of economic activities not aligned with the laws and
regulations of formal institutions but that are within the boundaries of what
informal institutions deem acceptable (De Castro et al., 2014; London et al.,
2014; Webb et al., 2009, 2013, 2014). An exemplar is undeclared work which
is “illegal” in the eyes of formal institutions but often seen as “legitimate”
from the viewpoint of the norms, values and beliefs comprising a society’s
informal institutions. The level of tax morale measures this gap between
formal and informal institutions. When the discrepancy is large, tax morale
is low. When the formal and informal institutions closely align meanwhile,
tax morale is high.

Tax morality refers to a person’s internal or intrinsic motivation to pay
taxes owed (McKerchar et al., 2013; Torgler, 2005a, 2007, 2012; Torgler and
Schneider, 2007) and studies reveal a strong correlation between the propen-
sity to engage in undeclared work and the level of tax morality (Alm et al.,
1995; Riahi-Belkaoui, 2004; Richardson, 2006). What, therefore, is the current
level of institutional incongruence between formal and informal institutions
so far as paying taxes are concerned. To measure this, the current level of tax
morality across Europe can be evaluated using data from the 2013 Euro-
barometer survey (European Commission, 2014). In this survey, participants
were asked to rate how acceptable they felt various behaviors relating to tax
non-compliance were, using a 10-point scale where 1 means *“absolutely un-
acceptable” and 10 means “absolutely acceptable.” The six behaviors examined
were:

Someone receives welfare payments without entitlement;

A firm is hired by another firm and does not report earnings;

A firm hires a private person and all or part of their salary is not declared;
A firm is hired by a household and doesn’t report earnings;

Someone evades taxes by not or only partially declaring income; and

A person hired by a household does not declare earnings when it should
be declared.

To analyze the level of tax morality and thus institutional incongruence on
paying taxes, the 10-point scale is condensed into three groups: a respondent
rating of 1-4 is deemed “unacceptable;” a rating of 5-6 as “fairly accept-
able” and a rating of 7-10 classified as “acceptable.” Figure 2 reports the
aggregate findings across all six behaviors in terms of the share of the
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population who deem participation in these forms of undeclared work to be
“unacceptable.”

As Figure 2 reveals, strong cross-national variations exist in the level of
tax morality and thus the level of institutional incongruence between formal
and informal institutions. Examining firstly the countries where there is the
greatest symmetry between formal and informal institutions in terms of the
willingness to pay taxes owed, the finding is that participants in Cyprus are
the least tolerant of the undeclared economy among the 28 countries, followed
by two Nordic countries (Finland and Sweden) and two Southern European
nations (Greece and Malta). The countries most tolerant of undeclared work
meanwhile, and where the greatest institutional incongruence exists between
formal and informal institutions, are East-Central European nations, with
participants in Latvia the most likely to view the undeclared economy as
acceptable, followed by Lithuania, the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland and
Estonia. The remaining countries, including all Western European countries,
fall between these two extremes.

Given this assessment of the size of the gap between the formal and in-
formal institutions regarding tax non-compliance, attention now turns towards
the various policy measures that can reduce this institutional asymmetry.

Figure 2 Share of population deeming undeclared work 'unacceptable’, by
European country 2013
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Changing the informal institutions

To tackle undeclared work, one option is to change the norms, values and
beliefs of informal institutions to align better with the codified laws and regu-
lations of formal institutions. To achieve this, firstly, one can seek to improve
tax knowledge, secondly, pursue awareness-raising campaigns and third and
finally, normative appeals.

Improving tax knowledge

Educating citizens about taxation is important if the norms, values and beliefs
are to align with the codified laws and regulations of formal institutions. To
do this, two types of education are required. Firstly, there is the need to
educate citizens about what the current tax system requires of them by
providing easily consumable information on their responsibilities. Secondly,
and more widely, there is the need to educate citizens about the value and
benefits of paying taxes in order to elicit an intrinsic motivation to comply.

The first type of education thus requires easily consumable knowledge on
the current tax system so that citizens understand their responsibilities. A
large body of research is critical of the complexity of tax systems and the
problems this poses for achieving high rates of compliance (Andreoni et al.,
1998; Natrah, 2013; Tanzi and Shome, 1994). A significant portion of supposed
tax evasion is unintentional, resulting from lack of knowledge, misunder-
standing and ambiguous interpretation of tax law (Hasseldine and Li, 1999;
Natrah, 2013). One way forward therefore, is to provide greater information
to taxpayers (Internal Revenue Service, 2007; Vossler et al., 2011).

The second type of education more broadly educates citizens about the
value and benefits of paying their taxes. In many countries for example, sub-
stantial voluntary donations to private charities occur but at the same time,
citizens are reticent about paying their taxes, despite private charities often
having parallel missions to government. This is doubtless because they know
what happens to voluntary donations given to private charities but not what
happens to their taxes (Li et al., 2011). A way forward therefore, is to educate
citizens about what happens to their taxes. This can be done by informing
citizens of the current and potential public goods and services received (Bird
et al., 2006; Saeed and Shah, 2011). Signs such as “your taxes are paying for
this,” for example on public construction projects (e.g., new roads), are one
way of doing this by conveying a clear message to the public that money
collected is paying for public goods and services.

Awareness-raising campaigns

A further tactic to change attitudes towards the undeclared economy and to
nurture commitment to tax morality is to run awareness-raising campaigns.
Such campaigns can either inform: undeclared workers of the costs and risks
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of undeclared work; potential users of undeclared labor of the risks and costs;
undeclared workers of the benefits of being declared, and/or potential users
of undeclared work of the benefits of declared labor.

Indeed, the evidence suggests that advertising campaigns are effective
and cost efficient. In the UK for example, an evaluation of the advertising
campaigns run by HMRC reveals that some 8300 additional people had
registered to pay tax who would otherwise not have done so who will pay
tax of around £38 million over three years, providing a return of 19:1 on the
expenditure of £2 million. This compares with an overall return of 4.5: 1 on
the £41 million a year spent on all its undeclared economy work in 2006-07
(National Audit Office, 2008).

Use of normative appeals

Normative appeals to citizens to declare their undeclared activities are another
potential way forward. Their effectiveness however, depends in part on the
nature of the appeal made. Although Blumenthal et al. (2001) in Minnesota
reveal that normative appeals only affected some groups of taxpayer, Chung
and Trivedi (2003) examine the impact of normative appeals on a friendly
persuasion group who were required to both generate and read a list of
reasons why they should comply fully and compared with a control group
not asked to do so. The participants in the friendly persuasion groups report
higher earnings than the control group. Hasseldine et al. (2007), meanwhile,
examine 7,300 sole proprietors in the UK. Comparing the effect of five
different letters from a simple offer of assistance to a letter advising that
his/her tax return had been already pre-selected for audit, they find that
appeals resulted in greater compliance.

Changing the formal institutions

Besides changing the norms, values and beliefs in order to synchronize
formal and informal institutions, another option is to change the formal
institutions. On the one hand, this involves pursuing process changes. On the
other hand, this can involve changing the products of formal institutions by
pursuing wider economic and social developments.

Changing processes within formal institutions

Changing the processes within formal institutions to create greater symmetry
with informal institutions requires at least three changes. Firstly, procedural
justice can be improved which refers to the degree to which citizens believe
that the tax authority has treated then in a respectful, impartial and respon-
sible manner (Braithwaite and Reinhart, 2000, Murphy, 2005; Taylor, 2005;
Tyler, 1997, Wenzel, 2002). Secondly, procedural fairness can be enhanced
which is the extent to which people believe they are paying their fair share
compared with others (Kinsey and Gramsick, 1993; Wenzel, 2004a,b). Third
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and finally, redistributive justice can be improved which refers to whether
citizens receive the goods and services they believe that they deserve given
the taxes that they pay (Kinsey and Gramsick, 1993; Kinsey et al., 1991;
Richardson and Sawyer, 2001; Thurman et al., 1984). Here, a review of each
policy measure is undertaken.

Procedural justice

The extent to which citizens perceive the government to have treated them in
a respectful, impartial and responsible manner has a significant effect on
compliance. If they view the tax administration as treating them in such a
manner, then they will be more likely to engage in compliant behavior
(Hanousek and Palda, 2003; Hartner et al, 2008; Murphy, 2003; Murphy et
al., 2009; Torgler and Schneider, 2007; Wenzel, 2002). Leventhal (1980)
formulated the following six rules regarding procedural justice:

(i) the consistency rule means that procedures should be consistent across
people and time; nobody should be favored or disadvantaged;

(ii) bias suppression rule points out that egoistic intentions and prejudice on
the part of the decision-makers should be avoided;

(iii) accuracy rule says that all relevant sources of information should be
exhausted, in order that decisions are based on well-founded information;
(iv) correctability rule refers to the possibility of the adjustment or revision
from decisions made;

(v) representativeness rule means that the opinions and interests of all parties
should be considered, and

(vi) ethicality rule emphasizes that procedures should be in accord with the
prevailing moral and ethical values.

Leventhal’s rules deal primarily with the decision-making process. However,
Bies and Moag (1986) emphasize the importance of additionally considering
interpersonal interactions. People want respectful and fair treatment (i.e.,
interactional fairness). As Wenzel (2006) finds, the compliance rate was sig-
nificantly higher among taxpayers who perceived there to be interactional
fairness. Being treated politely, with dignity and respect, being given a say,
and having genuine respect shown for one rights and social status all enhance
compliant behavior (Alm et al., 1993; Feld and Frey, 2002; Gangl et al.,
2013; Hartner et al., 2008; Murphy 2005; Tyler, 1997, 2006; Wenzel, 2002).

Procedural fairness

This refers to the extent to which people believe they are paying their fair
share compared with others (Wenzel, 2004a,b). People who receive proce-
durally fair treatment by an organization will be more likely to trust that
organization and will be more inclined to accept its decisions and follow its
directions (Murphy, 2005). The fairness of the tax system is one of the most
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important determinants of tax morale (Bobeck and Hatfield, 2003; Hartner et
al., 2007, 2011; Kirchgdassner, 2010, 2011; McGee, 2005, 2008; McGee et
al., 2008; Molero and Pujol, 2012). Conversely, where there is grievance by
citizens that they are not receiving fair treatment, non-compliance increases
(Bird et al., 2006).

Redistributive justice
This refers to whether citizens receive the goods and services they believe that
they deserve given the taxes that they pay (Richardson and Sawyer, 2001).
Taxes are prices for the goods and services provided by the government. The
question for the moral evaluation of taxes is whether the price corresponds to
the value of these services (i.e., whether it is seen as “just”), namely whether
there is a “just price” (Kirchgéssner, 2010). Citizens see themselves as more
justified being non-compliant and breaking the psychological contract between
the state and its citizens, the less they perceive the tax system as fair. If tax
compliance is to be high therefore, the tax system should be perceived as fair.
If citizens view their interests as properly represented in formal institu-
tions and they receive what they view as appropriate public goods and services
for the taxes they pay, their identification with the state increases and their
willingness to contribute is greater. If however, citizens do not receive the
goods and services that they believe they deserve given the taxes that they
pay, then non-compliance increases (McGee, 2005). This may occur for
example, when corruption is rampant and the citizen has little trust in formal
institutions. In such situations, there will be a low incentive to cooperate.
Corruption generally undermines the tax morale of the citizens, causing them
to become frustrated. Taxpayers will feel cheated if they believe that corrup-
tion is widespread and their tax burden is not spent well (McGee, 2005;
Torgler, 2007, 2012; Uslaner, 2007). As Kirchgéssner (2010: 28) thus put it,
“If the willingness to pay taxes is to be enforced, a responsible use of tax
revenue by the public authorities is necessary as well as a partnership relation
(and not a magisterial one) between them.” The result is that governments
need to educate citizens about where their taxes are spent. In situations
where citizens do not know, or do not fully understand that public goods and
services are due to taxes, then compliance will be lower than in situations
where citizens are fully aware of the public goods and services they receive
for their taxes and agree with how their taxes are spent (Lillemets, 2009). In
recent years therefore, many governments have sought to explain to tax-
payers how their money is spent.
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Changing the products of formal institutions:

wider economic and social developments

To achieve a high-commitment culture and self-regulation by citizens, there
is also a need to change the products of formal institutions by pursuing wider
economic and social developments (Vanderseypen et al., 2013; Williams and
Renooy, 2013, 2014). Until now, there have been three contrasting theoretical
standpoints regarding what broader economic and social policies might en-
courage citizens to pursue legitimate behavior and not to engage in work in
the undeclared economy.

Firstly, the “modernization” thesis purports that the undeclared economy
decreases as economies modernize and develop and therefore that economic
development and growth is required to reduce the undeclared economy (ILO,
2012). Secondly, the “neo-liberal” thesis argues that its prevalence is a direct
result of high taxes, public sector corruption and state interference in the free
market and therefore that tax reductions, resolving public sector corruption
and reducing the regulatory burden are the ways forward (De Soto, 1989,
2001; London and Hart, 2004; Nwabuzor, 2005; Sauvy, 1984; Schneider and
Williams, 2013). Third and finally, the “political economy” thesis argues that
its pervasiveness is the outcome of inadequate levels of state intervention in
work and welfare, meaning that workers are unprotected. The focus there-
fore should be less upon formalizing work and more upon introducing social
protection for workers, reducing inequality and pursuing labor market inter-
ventions to help vulnerable groups (Castells and Portes, 1989; Davis, 2006;
Gallin, 2001; Hudson, 2005; Sassen, 1996; Slavnic, 2010; Taiwo, 2013).

In recent years, there have been evaluations of which economic and social
policies are associated with smaller undeclared economies (Vanderseypen et
al., 2013; Williams, 2013a,b, 2014a,b,c; Williams and Renooy, 2013, 2014;
Williams et al., 2013a). Analyzing the relationship between cross-national
variations in the size of the undeclared economy and cross-national varia-
tions in the various aspects of the broader economic and social environment
deemed important by each of the above perspectives, there has been a rejec-
tion of all of the tenets of the neo-liberal thesis. However, there is support
for the tenets of both the modernization and political economy theses. The
outcome has been a call for a new neo-modernization thesis. This argues that
larger undeclared economies are associated with under-development and
lower levels of taxation, expenditure on social protection and labor market
intervention to protect vulnerable groups (Williams, 2013a.b, 2014a.b; Will-
iams and Renooy, 2013, 2014).

This more nuanced neo-modernization explanation for the cross-national
variations in the size of undeclared economies has clear practical policy
implications in terms of pinpointing the additional economic and social
developments required. Wealthier economies, with stable high quality govern-
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ment bureaucracies and those with lower poverty levels, more equality,
greater levels of social protection, more effective redistribution via social
transfers and greater state intervention in the labor market to protect vulner-
able groups, have smaller undeclared economies.

6. Synthesizing the Direct and Indirect Control Approaches

The undeclared economy and low tax morality occurs when there is incon-
gruity between the codified laws and regulations of formal institutions and
the norms, values and beliefs that constitute informal institutions. To tackle
the undeclared economy therefore, a reduction in this institutional incongruence
is required. To achieve this, one can either change the formal institutions or
one can change the norms, values and beliefs so that they better align with each
other. These two options however, are not mutually exclusive. In practice,
institutional incongruence and therefore poor tax morality and the existence of
undeclared work, require that both change rather than one or the other.

Indeed, there has been growing recognition that the eliciting of internalized
commitment to tax morality through indirect control measures that change
formal and informal institutions, although necessary, is insufficient on its own
as a means of engendering tax compliance (Williams, 2014a; Williams and
Renooy, 2013). Instead, and given the multiple influences on the undeclared
economy, a multi-pronged approach is required of which engendering inter-
nalized commitment is one facet. For example, governments might seek to
change the culture of government departments towards a more customer-
oriented approach and introduce public campaigns to elicit greater commit-
ment to tax morality, whilst simplifying regulatory compliance and introduc-
ing incentives (e.g., amnesties, tax deductions) to enable undeclared work to
move into the declared realm. At the same time, and in relation to those who
fail to comply, they may also pursue improvements in the probability of
detection and tougher sanctions for those subsequently caught.

The result is that there is recognition that both direct and indirect control
measures need to be used together to tackle the undeclared economy. The
current debate therefore, is not over whether to use direct or indirect con-
trols. There is a consensus that both are required. Rather, the major problems
involve working out which specific policy measures in each approach are
most effective and what is the most effective way of putting these policy
measures together in various combinations and sequences to engender com-
pliance. At present for example, measures to improve detection through
inspections are often combined with campaigns aimed at raising awareness
or warning customers that inspections are about to occur. Tougher sanctions,
moreover, follow amnesties and voluntary disclosure schemes. However,
whether these combinations are more effective than other sequences and
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combinations needs evaluating. In recent years nevertheless, two particular
approaches have come to the fore in the literature that provide ways of
combining these policy approaches in particular sequences, namely the re-
sponsive regulation approach and the slippery slope framework.

Responsive regulation

Braithwaite (2002) distinguishes between “regulatory formalism” and “re-
sponsive regulation.” The former is where an agency lists its problems in
advance, specifies the appropriate response and generates manuals of rules to
achieve these responses. This arguably enables process efficiency and outcome
consistency. In recent years, and as discussed above, the nature of regulatory
formalism has shifted away from reliance mostly on deterrents and towards
the use of incentives to engage in declared work. There has also been a
greater consideration of the fair and respectful treatment of taxpayers. Such
“humanizing” of regulatory formalism however, is not the same as respon-
sive regulation.

Responsive regulation openly engages taxpayers to think about their
obligations and accept responsibility for regulating themselves in a manner
consistent with the law. It is about winning their “hearts and minds” so as to
engender a culture of commitment to tax morality in order that people will
regulate themselves rather than need to be regulated by external rules. How-
ever, although it gives primacy to the use of indirect controls, it does not
exclusively confine itself to such measures for engendering tax compliance.
For Braithwaite (2009), responsive regulation means influencing the com-
munity’s commitment to paying tax through respectful treatment, through
attending to resistance and reforming faulty processes, through fairly directed
and fully explained disapproval of non-compliant behavior, through prepared-
ness to administer sanctions and to follow through to escalate regulatory
intervention in the face of continuing non-compliance. Indeed, since responsive
regulation was first proposed, it has enjoyed widespread support from both
many scholars (Abbott and Snidal, 2013; Braithwaite, 2007, 2010; Dwenger
et al., 2014; Grabosky, 2013; Hashimzade et al., 2013; Parker, 2013; Wood
et al., 2010) as well as tax administrations (see Job et al., 2007).

The Australian government for example has adopted this “responsive
regulation” approach. As Figure 3 displays, in the first instance indirect con-
trols facilitate voluntary self-regulated compliance, followed by persuasion
and only then punitive measures to tackle tax non-compliance (Braithwaite,
2009; Job et al., 2007). Put another way, this responsive regulation approach
envisages a regulatory pyramid with various options that a tax authority can
use to engender compliance, sequenced from the least intrusive at the bottom
and used first to the most intrusive at the top.

34



The view is that a tax authority does not need in most cases to pursue the
coercion option at the top of the pyramid to engender compliance. Instead, it
can commence with the indirect control measures at the bottom of the pyramid
and if these do not work with some groups, then the level of intrusiveness can
escalate up the pyramid until it reaches the policy intervention that elicits the
desired response. The outcome is recognition of a continuum of attitudes
towards compliance and different policy responses that can be temporally se-
quenced starting with commitment measures and moving through to sanctions.

Whether this is the most appropriate combination and temporal sequencing
of measures is open to debate. Until now, no evaluation has occurred of
whether this sequencing of the policy measures used by the ATO is the most
appropriate and/or effective sequencing combination to use to engender
compliance. Neither has there been any testing of whether this particular
sequential approach would also be the most appropriate to use elsewhere to
tackle the undeclared economy. In other words, although it appears an appro-
priate and effective way of tackling the undeclared economy, there is cur-
rently no evidence-base of whether this is the case.

Figure 3 The responsive regulation approach
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Use full force of law
to comply

Don’'t want to Deter by

comply detection
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Try to, but don't
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Slippery slope framework

Another way of combining the direct and indirect control approaches is by
adopting the “slippery slope framework” (Kirchler et al., 2008) which has
started to be widely discussed (Alm and Torgler, 2011; Alm et al., 2012;
Kastlunger et al., 2013; Khurana and Diwan, 2014; Lisi, 2012; Muehlbacher
et al., 2011a,b; Prinz et al., 2013). This distinguishes between two types of
compliance, namely voluntary compliance and enforced compliance. Voluntary
compliance occurs where there is trust in the authorities. Enforced compliance,
meanwhile, occurs where authorities have power (i.e., the ability to get
citizens to do what they were before not going to do, in the way in which the
authorities wish them to do it). When there is neither trust in authorities and
authorities do not have power, then undeclared work is rife.

To tackle undeclared work, therefore, one can either increase the power of
authorities and/or trust in the authorities. The direct controls approach tends
to put the emphasis on increasing the power of authorities, whilst the indirect
controls approach places greater emphasis on increasing the trust of author-
ities. In practice, however, these are not mutually exclusive. It is possible to
use both to engender compliance. The slippery slope framework displays that
these choices are available as well as that both approaches can be combined
in order to elicit behavior change.

To evaluate the basic assumptions of the slippery slope framework, Wahl
et al. (2010) randomly presented participants with one of four different
descriptions of a fictitious country, in which the authorities were depicted as
either trustworthy or untrustworthy on the one hand and as either powerful
or powerless on the other hand. Their results show that participants paid
significantly more taxes when both power and trust were high, as suggested
by the slippery slope framework. They also found that voluntary compliance
was highest when the authorities were both trustful and powerful, while en-
forced compliance was highest when authorities were portrayed as powerful,
but not trustworthy. This has been since further reinforced by two surveys of
real-world taxpayers (Muehlbacher et al., 2011a,b). The outcome is that a
combination of both greater trust in authorities and the greater power of
authorities is seen as a potent combination in ensuring compliant behavior.
Based on this, the suggestion is that it is not a matter of simply increasing
trust or increasing the power of authorities. Rather, both in combination is
argued to be the most effective approach.

7. Conclusions

The aim of this paper has been to provide a conceptual framework for under-

standing the policy approaches for tackling undeclared work. Akin to many

other contemporary societal problems, tackling the undeclared economy has
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perhaps previously been conceptually framed as a “tame” problem (i.e., a
problem that is complicated but easily solvable, often with a discrete response
that can be replicated anywhere). Here however, the undeclared economy is
reframed as a “wicked” problem which is complex, rather than complicated,
and the outcome of a number of inter-related drivers, each of which if
addressed has unforeseen and unintentional knock-on effects. Responsibility
for tackling the problem moreover, stretches across multiple stakeholders
and profound behavioral changes across both citizens and stakeholders are
required to address the issue. Such wicked problems therefore, have to employ
“clumsy” approaches rather than “elegant” solutions.

Four hypothetical policy choices exist in relation to addressing undeclared
work: do nothing; de-regulate the declared economy; eradicate the undeclared
economy, or move undeclared work into the declared economy. Reviewing
these choices, the first option of doing nothing is revealed to be unacceptable
because it leaves intact the existing negative impacts on legitimate busi-
nesses (e.g., unfair competition), undeclared businesses (e.g., the inability to
gain access to credit to expand), customers (e.g., no guarantee that health and
safety standards have been followed) and governments (e.g., taxes owed are
not collected). Secondly, de-regulating the declared economy is unacceptable
because it results in a leveling down rather than up of working conditions
and third and finally, eradicating the undeclared economy is unacceptable
because it leads to governments repressing through their approach towards
the undeclared economy precisely the active citizenship, enterprise culture and
social inclusion that they otherwise wish to nurture. Moving undeclared work
into the declared economy thus appears to be the most viable policy choice.

Nevertheless, this does not mean that the other choices are not useful.
Although moving undeclared work into the declared economy is the most
viable in terms of the overarching thrust of policy, it may be that doing
nothing sometimes will have a supporting role to play such as in relation to
small-scale paid favors because such activity is not susceptible to conversion
into declared employment. A de-regulatory approach, meanwhile, may be in
some instances useful when seeking to simplify compliance in relation to
business start-ups, and an eradication approach when tackling those who fail
to comply.

To provide a conceptual framework of the policy measures available for
tackling the undeclared economy therefore, the starting point and inspiration
underpinning this paper has been the advances in eliciting behavior change
at the organizational level amongst the workforce. Revealing how there has
been a shift from the use of direct controls to indirect controls to elicit be-
havior change at the organizational level, this paper has applied this approach
at the societal level to tackling undeclared work. The result has been a call
for a shift away from using solely direct controls (deterrents and incentives)
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and for an exploration of the range of indirect controls that might also elicit
behavior change.

To develop this societal-level indirect controls approach towards tackling
undeclared work, this paper has employed an institutional perspective. In many
societies, there is incongruence between the laws, codes and regulations of
the formal institutions and the norms, beliefs and values that comprise the
informal institutions. The result is that what formal institutions deem illegit-
imate are licit in terms of the norms, values and beliefs. To tackle undeclared
work therefore, a reduction in this institutional incongruence is required.
Two approaches exist for doing so.

Firstly, one can change the norms, values and beliefs of the population
regarding the acceptability of working in the undeclared economy so that these
informal institutions align with the laws, regulations and codes of formal in-
stitutions. This requires tax education initiatives, awareness raising campaigns
and normative appeals that seek to improve the level of tax morality. Sec-
ondly, one can change the formal institutions to align with the norms, values
and beliefs of the wider society. On the one hand, this requires changes in
the processes of formal institutions. This includes seeking improvement in
procedural justice (i.e., whether citizens believe the authorities are treating
them in a respectful, impartial and responsible manner), procedural fairness
(i.e., whether citizens believe they are paying their fair share compared with
others) and redistributive justice (i.e., whether citizens believe they are receiv-
ing the goods and services they deserve given the taxes they pay). On the
other hand, this requires changes in the products of formal institutions by
pursuing wider economic and social developments. This includes the creation
of wealthier economies, with stable high quality government bureaucracies
that seek to reduce poverty levels, pursue equality, greater levels of social
protection, more effective redistribution via social transfers and greater state
intervention in the labor market to protect vulnerable groups.

However, indirect control measures that change formal and informal insti-
tutions, although necessary, are insufficient on their own to tackle undeclared
work. Given that undeclared work is a wicked problem with multiple drivers,
a multi-pronged approach is required that uses both direct and indirect controls.
For example, governments might seek to change the culture of government
departments towards a more customer-oriented approach and introduce public
campaigns to elicit greater commitment to tax morality, whilst simplifying
regulatory compliance and introducing incentives (e.g., amnesties, tax deduc-
tions) to enable undeclared work to move into the declared realm. At the
same time, and in relation to those who fail to comply, they may also pursue
improvements in the probability of detection and tougher sanctions for those
subsequently caught.
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The debate therefore, is not so much over whether to use direct or indirect
controls. Rather, the major discussion concerns which specific policy mea-
sures are most effective and what is the most effective way of putting these
policy measures together in various combinations and sequences to elicit
behavior change. The “responsive regulation” approach and “slippery slope”
framework provides two options. Whether these are more effective than other
sequences and combinations now needs evaluation. If this paper therefore
encourages greater research into which sequences and combinations are
effective in which contexts, then it will have achieved its objective. If it also
leads to the wider adoption of this conceptual framing for understanding the
policy approaches for tackling undeclared work, then it will have achieved
its wider intention.

Acknowledgements

This paper is an outcome of the European Commission’s Framework 7 Industry-
Academia Partnerships Programme (IAPP) grant no. 611259 entitled “Out of the
shadows: developing capacities and capabilities for tackling undeclared work in
Bulgaria, Croatia and FYR Macedonia” (GREY). The author would like to thank the
funders for providing the financial support to enable the research and writing of this
paper. The usual disclaimers apply.

REFERENCES

Abbott, K. W., and D. Snidal (2013), “Taking Responsive Regulation Transnational:
Strategies for International Organisation,” Regulation and Governance 7(1): 95—
113.

Adom, K. (2014), “Beyond the Marginalization Thesis: An Examination of the Moti-
vations of Informal Entrepreneurs in Sub-Saharan Africa — Insights from Ghana,”
International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation 15(2): 113-125.

Adom, K., and C. C. Williams (2014), ‘Evaluating the Explanations for the Informal
Economy in Third World Cities: Some Evidence from Koforidua in the Eastern
Region of Ghana,” International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal 10
(2): 427-445.

Ahmed, E., and V. Braithwaite (2005), “Understanding Small Business Taxpayers:
Issues of Deterrence, Tax Morale, Fairness and Work Practice,” International
Small Business Journal 23(5): 539-68.

Allingham, M., and A. Sandmo (1972), “Income Tax Evasion: A Theoretical Analysis,”
Journal of Public Economics 1(2): 323-38.

Alm, J. (2011), “Designing Alternative Strategies to Reduce Tax Evasion,” in M.
Pickhardt and A. Prinz (eds.), Tax Evasion and the Shadow Economy. Chelten-
ham: Edward Elgar, 13-32.

Alm, J., and B. Torgler (2011), “Do Ethics Matter? Tax Compliance and Morality,”
Journal of Business Ethics 101: 635-51.

39



Alm, J., B. Jackson, and M. McKee (1993), “Fiscal Exchange, Collective Decision
Institutions and Tax Compliance,” Journal of Economic Behaviour and Organi-
zation 22: 285-303.

Alm, J., I. Sanchez, and A. De Juan (1995), “Economic and Non-economic Factors
in Tax Compliance,” Kyklos 48: 3-18.

Alm, J., E. Kirchler, M. Muelhbacher, K. Gangil, E. Hofmann, C. Logler, and M.
Pollai (2012), “Rethinking the Research Paradigms for Analyzing Tax Compliance
Behavior,” CESifo Forum 10: 33-40.

Andreoni, J., B. Erard, and J. Fainstein (1998), “Tax Compliance,” Journal of
Economic Literature 36(2): 818-60.

Australian Public Service Commission (2007), Tackling Wicked Problems. Sydney:
APCS.

Ayres, 1., and J. Braithwaite (1992), Responsive Regulation: Transcending the De-
regulation Debate. New York: Oxford University Press.

Baldry, J. C. (1986), “Tax Evasion Is Not a Gamble: A Report on Two Experiments,”
Economics Letters 22(1): 22-25.

Baric, M., and C. C. Williams (2012), “Combatting the Undeclared Economy in
Montenegro,” Journal of Economy and its Applications 2(2): 40-62.

Baumol, W. J., and A. Blinder (2008), Macroeconomics: Principles and Policy.
Cincinnati, OH: South-Western Publishing.

Beaman, R., and K. Wheldall (2000), ““Teachers’ Use of Approval and Disapproval
in the Classroom,” Educational Psychology 20(4): 431-46.

Beccaria, C. (1797) [1986], On Crimes and Punishment. Indianapolis: Hackett Pub-
lishers.

Becker, G. S. (1968), “Crime and Punishment: An Econometric Approach,” Journal
of Political Economy 76(1): 169-217.

Becker, K. F. (2004), The Informal Economy. Stockholm: Swedish International
Development Agency.

Bentham, J. (1788) [1983], “Principles of Penal Law,” reprinted in J. H. Burton
(ed.), The Works of Jeremy Bentham. Philadelphia: Lea and Blanchard.

Bergman, M., and A. Nevarez (2006), “Do Audits Enhance Compliance? An Em-
pirical Assessment of VAT Enforcement,” National Tax Journal 59(4): 817-32.

Bernasconi, M. (1998), “Tax Evasion and Orders of Risk Aversion,” Journal of
Public Economics 67(1): 123-34.

Bies, R. J., and J. S. Moag (1986), “Interactional Fairness,” in R. J. Lewicki, B. M.
Sheppard and M. H. Bazerman (eds.), Research on Negotiations in Organiza-
tions. Greenwich, CT: JAI, 43-55.

Bird, R., J. Martinez-Vazquez, and B. Torgler (2006), “Societal Institutions and Tax
Effort in Developing Countries,” in J. Alm, J. Martinez-Vazquez, and M. Rider
(eds.), The Challenges of Tax Reform in the Global Economy. New York:
Springer, 283-338.

Blumenthal, M., C. Christian, and J. Slemrod (1998), “The Determinants of Income
Tax Compliance: Evidence from a Controlled Experiment in Minnesota,” Massa-
chusetts: National Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper No. 6575.

40



Blumenthal, M., C. Christian, and J. Slemrod (2001), “Do Normative Appeals Affect
Tax Compliance? Evidence from a Controlled Experiment in Minnesota,” National
Tax Journal 54(1): 125-36.

Bobeck, D. D., and R. C. Hatfield (2003), “An Investigation of the Theory of Planned
Behaviour and the Role of Moral Obligation in Tax Compliance,” Behavioural
Research in Accounting, 52 (1): 13-38.

Braithwaite, J. (2002), Restorative Justice and Responsive Regulation. New York:
Oxford University Press.

Braithwaite, V. (2007), “Responsive Regulation and Taxation: An Introduction,” Law
and Policy 29(1): 121-39.

Braithwaite V. (2009), Defiance in Taxation and Governance: Resisting and Dis-
missing Authority in a Democracy. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Braithwaite, V. (2010), “Criminal Prosecution within Responsive Regulatory Prac-
tice,” Criminology and Public Policy 9(3): 85-99.

Braithwaite, V., and M. Reinhart (2000), “The Taxpayers’ Charter: Does the Aus-
tralian Tax Office Comply and Who Benefits.” Canberra: Centre for Tax System
Integrity Working Paper no.1, Australian National University.

Brehm, S. S., and J. W. Brehm (1981), Psychological Reactance: A Theory of
Freedom and Control. New York: Academic Press.

Castells, M., and A. Portes (1989), “World Underneath: The Origins, Dynamics and
Effects of the Informal Economy,” in A. Portes, M. Castells, and L. Benton (eds.),
The Informal Economy: Studies in Advanced and Less Developing Countries.
Baltimore, MD: John Hopkins University Press, 1-19.

Chung, J., and V. U. Trivedi (2003), “The Effect of Friendly Persuasion and Gender
on Tax Compliance Behaviour,” Journal of Business Ethics 47(2): 133-45.

Cicero, F. R., and A. Pfadt (2002), “Investigation of a Reinforcement-based Toilet
Training Procedure for Children with Autism,” Research in Developmental Dis-
abilities 23(5): 319-31.

Commonwealth Association of Tax Administrators (2006), Tax Evasion and Avoid-
ance: Strategies and Initiatives for Tax Administrators. London: Commonwealth
Association of Tax Administrators.

Cullis, J. G., and A. Lewis (1997), “Why Do People Pay Taxes: From a Conven-
tional Economic Model to a Model of Social Convention,” Journal of Economic
Psychology 18 (2/3): 305-21.

Davis, M. (2006), Planet of Slums. London: Verso.

De Beer, J., K. Fu, and S. Wunsch-Vincent (2013), “The Informal Economy, In-
novation and Intellectual Property: Concepts, Metrics and Policy Considerations.”
Geneva: Economic Research Working Paper no. 10, World Intellectual Property
Organization.

De Castro J. O., S. Khavul, and G. D. Bruton (2014), “Shades of Grey: How Do
Informal Firms Navigate between Macro and Meso Institutional Environments?,”
Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal 8(1): 75-94.

De Soto, H. (1989), The Other Path: The Economic Answer to Terrorism. London:
Harper and Row.

De Soto, H. (2001), The Mystery of Capital: Why Capitalism Triumphs in the West
and Fails Everywhere Else. London: Black Swan.

41



Dekker, H., E. Oranje, P. Renooy, F. Rosing, and C. C. Williams (2010), Joining Up
the Fight against Undeclared Work in the European Union. Brussels: DG
Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

Dibben, P., and C. C. Williams (2012), “Varieties of Capitalism and Employment
Relations: Informally Dominated Market Economies,” Industrial Relations: A
Review of Economy & Society 51(S1): 563-82.

Douglas, M. (1966), Purity and Danger. London: Routledge.

Dubin, J., and L. Wilde (1988), “An Empirical Analysis of Federal Income Tax
Auditing and Compliance,” National Tax Journal 16: 61-74.

Dubin, J., M. Graetz, and L. Wilde (1987), “Are We a Nation of Tax Cheaters? New
Econometric Evidence on Tax Compliance,” The America Economic Review 77:
240-45.

Dwenger, N., H. Kleven, I. Rasul, and J. Rincke (2014), “Extrinsic and Intrinsic
Motivations for Tax Compliance: Evidence from a Field Experiment in Ger-
many,” available at http://www2.warwick.ac.uk/fac/soc/economics/news_events/
calendar/henrik_kleven.pdf(accessed 11 May 2014).

Dzhekova, R., and C. C. Williams (2014), “Tackling Undeclared Work in Bulgaria:
A Baseline Report.” Sheffield: GREY Working Paper no. 1, Sheffield University
Management School, University of Sheffield.

Elffers, H., R. H. Weigel, and D. J. Hessing (1987), “The Consequences of Different
Strategies for Measuring Tax Evasion Behaviour,” Journal of Economic Psychology
8: 311-37.

Erard, B., and J. S. Feinstein (1994b), “Honesty and Evasion in the Tax Compliance
Game,” Rand Journal of Economics 25(1): 1-20.

Eurofound (2013), Tackling Undeclared Work in 27 European Union Member States
and Norway: Approaches and Measures since 2008. Dublin: Eurofound.

European Commission (2007), Stepping Up the Fight against Undeclared Work.
Brussels: European Commission.

European Commission (2014), Special Eurobarometer 402: Undeclared Work.
Brussels: European Commission.

Evans, M., S. Syrett, and C. C. Williams (2006), Informal Economic Activities and
Deprived Neighbourhoods. London: Department of Communities and Local Gov-
ernment.

Feld, L. P., and B. Frey (2002), “Trust Breeds Trust: How Taxpayers Are Treated,”
Economics of Government 3(2): 87-99.

Franic, J., and C. C. Williams (2014), “Undeclared Work in Croatia: A Baseline
Assessment. Sheffield: GREY Working Paper no. 2, Sheffield University Man-
agement School, University of Sheffield.

Friedland, N. (1982), “A Note on Tax Evasion as a Function of the Quality of
Information about the Magnitude and Credibility of Threatened Fines: Some Pre-
liminary Research,” Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 12: 54-9.

Gallin, D. (2001), “Propositions on Trade Unions and Informal Employment in
Time of Globalisation,” Antipode 19(4): 531-49.

Gangl, K., S. Muehlbacher, M. de Groot, S. Goslinga, E. Hofmann, C. Kogler, G.
Antonides, and E. Kirchler (2013), “How Can | Help You?: Perceived Service

42



Orientation of Tax Authorities and Tax Compliance,” Public Finance Analysis
69(4): 487-510.

Glautier, S. (2004), “Measures and Models of Nicotine Dependence: Positive Rein-
forcement,” Addiction 99(1): 30-50.

Grabiner, Lord (2000), The Informal Economy. London: HM Treasury.

Grabosky, P. (2013), “Beyond Responsive Regulation: The Expanding Role of Non-
state Actors in the Regulatory Process,” Regulation and Governance 7: 114-23.

Gramsick, H., and R. Bursik (1990), “Conscience, Significant Others and Rational
Choice: Extending the Deterrence Model,” Law and Society Review 24: 837-61.

Grey, C. (2005), A Very Short, Fairly Interesting and Reasonably Cheap Book about
Studying Organizations. London: Sage.

Grint, K. (2010), “The Cuckoo Clock Syndrome: Addicted to Command, Allergic to
Leadership,” European Management Journal 28(4): 259-73.

Guest, D. (1987), “Human Resource Management and Industrial Relations,” Journal
of Management Studies 27(4): 377-97.

Hanousek, J., and F. Palda (2003), “Why People Evade Taxes in the Czech and
Slovak Republics: A Tale of Twins,” in B. Belev (ed.), The Informal Economy in
the EU Accession Countries. Sofia: Center for the Study of Democracy, 19-42.

Hartner, M., S. Rechberger, E. Kirchler, and A. Schabmann (2008), “Procedural
Justice and Tax Compliance,” Economic Analysis and Policy 38(1): 137-152.

Hartner, M., S. Rechberger, E. Kirchler, and M. Wenzel (2011), “Perceived Dis-
tributive Fairness of EU Transfer Payments, Outcome Favourability, Identity and
EU-tax Compliance,” Law and Policy 33(1): 22-31.

Hashimzade, N., G. D. Myles, and B. Tran-Nam (2013), “Applications of Behav-
ioural Economics to Tax Evasion,” Journal of Economic Surveys 27(5): 941-77.

Hasseldine, J. and Z. Li (1999), “More Tax Evasion Research Required in New
Millennium,” Crime, Law and Social Change 31(1): 91-104.

Hudson, R. (2005), Economic Geographies: Circuits, Flows and Spaces. London: Sage.

Hudson, J., C. C. Williams, M. Orviska, and S. Nadin (2012), “Evaluating the Im-
pact of the Informal Economy on Businesses in South East Europe: Some Lessons
from the 2009 World Bank Enterprise Survey,” The South-East European Journal
of Economics and Business 7(1): 99-110.

ILO (2002a), Women and Men in the Informal Economy: A Statistical Picture.
Geneva: International Labour Office.

ILO (2002b), Decent Work and the Informal Economy. Geneva: International Labour
Office.

ILO (2012), Statistical Update on Employment in the Informal Economy. Geneva:
International Labour Organisation.

Internal Revenue Service (2007), “Understanding Taxes,” available at http://www.
irs.gov/app/understandingTaxes/jsp/ (accessed 14 May 2014)

Job, J., A. Stout, and R. Smith (2007), “Culture Change in Three Taxation Adminis-
trations: From Command and Control to Responsive Regulation,” Law and Policy
29(1): 84-101.

Kagan, R. A., and J. T. Scholz (1984), “The Criminology of the Corporation and
Regulatory Enforcement Strategies,” in K. Hawkins and J. M. Thomas (eds.),
Enforcing Regulation. Boston, MA: Kluwer-Nijhoff, 62—84.

43



Kastlunger, B., E. Lozza, E. Kirchler, and A. Schabmann (2013), “Powerful Author-
ities and Trusting Citizens: The Slippery Slope Framework and Tax Compliance
in Italy,” Journal of Economic Psychology 34(1): 36-45.

Kempson, E. (1996), Life on a Low Income. York: York Publishing Services.

Khurana, P., and U. Diwan (2014), “A Comparison of Psychological Factors for Tax
Compliance: Self-employed versus Salaried People,” International Journal in
Management and Social Science 2(3): 107-24.

Kinsey, K., and H. Gramsick (1993), “Did the Tax Reform Act of 1986 Improve
Compliance?: Three Studies of Pre- and Post-TRA Compliance Attitudes,” Law
and Policy 15: 239-325.

Kinsey, K., H. Gramsick, and K. Smith (1991), “Framing Justice: Taxpayer Evalu-
ations of Personal Tax Burdens,” Law and Society Review 25: 845-73.

Kirchgéssner, G. (2010), “Tax Morale, Tax Evasion and the Shadow Economy,” St
Gallen: Discussion Paper No. 17, Department of Economics, University of St.
Gallen.

Kirchgassner, G. (2011), “Tax Morale, Tax Evasion and the Shadow Economy,” in
F. Schneider (ed.), Handbook of the Shadow Economy. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar,
347-74.

Kirchler, E. (2007), The Economic Psychology of Tax Behaviour. Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Kirchler, E., E. Hoelzl, and 1. Wahl (2008), “Enforced versus Voluntary Tax Com-
pliance: The “Slippery Slope’ Framework,” Journal of Economic Psychology 29:
210-25.

Kus, B. (2010), “Regulatory Governance and the Informal Economy: Cross-national
Comparisons,” Socio-Economic Review 8(3): 487-510.

Kus, B. (2014), “The Informal Road to Markets: Neoliberal Reforms, Private
Entrepreneurship and the Informal Economy in Turkey,” International Journal
of Social Economics 41(4): 278-93.

Legge, K. (1989), “Human Resource Management: A Critical Analysis,” in J. Storey
(ed.), New Perspectives in Human Resource Management. London: Routledge,
29-52.

Legge, K. (1995), Human Resource Management: Rhetorics and Realities. Basing-
stoke: Macmillan.

Leonard, M. (1998), Invisible Work, Invisible Workers: The Informal Economy in
Europe and the US. London: Macmillan.

Leventhal, G. S. (1980), “What Should Be Done with Equity Theory? New Ap-
proaches to the Study of Fairness in Social Relationships,” in K. Gergen, M.
Greenberg, and R. Willis (eds.), Social Exchange: Advances in Theory and
Research. New York: Plenum Press, 27-55.

Lewis, A. (1982), The Psychology of Taxation. Oxford: Martin Robertson.

Li, S. X,, C. C. Eckel, P. J. Grossman, and T. L. Brown (2011), “Giving to Govern-
ment: Voluntary Taxation in the Lab,” Journal of Public Economics 95: 1190-1201.

Lillemets, K. (2009), ‘Maksumoraal maksukaitumise kujundajana ja selle peamised
isikupbhised mdjutegurid,” available at http://mww.riigikogu.ee/rito/index.php?
id=14002&op=archive2 (accessed 11 May 2014).

44



Lisi, G. (2012), ‘Unemployment, Tax Evasion and the Slippery Slope Framework,”
International Review of Economics 59: 297-302.

London, T., and S. L. Hart (2004), “Reinventing Strategies for Emerging Markets:
beyond the Transnational Model,” Journal of International Business Studies
35(5): 350-70.

London, T., H. Esper, A. Grogan-Kaylor, and G.M. Kistruck (2014), “Connecting
Poverty to Purchase in Informal Markets,” Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal
8(1): 37-55.

Luiselli, J., R. F. Putnam, and M. Sunderland (2002), “Longitudinal Evaluation of
Behaviour Support Intervention in a Public Middle School,” Journal of Positive
Behaviour Interventions 4(3): 184-91.

McGee, R. W. (2005), “The Ethics of Tax Evasion: A Survey of International Busi-
ness Academics,” paper presented at the 60" International Atlantic Economic
Conference, New York, October 6-9.

McGee, R. W. (2008), Taxation and Public Finance in Transition and Developing
Countries. New York: Springer.

McGee, R. W., J. Alver, and L. Alver (2008), “The Ethics of Tax Evasion: A Survey
of Estonian Opinion,” in R. W. McGee (ed.), Taxation and Public Finance in
Transition and Developing Countries. Berlin: Springer, 119-36.

McKerchar, M., K. Bloomquist, and J. Pope (2013), “Indicators of Tax Morale: An
Exploratory Study,” eJournal of Tax Research 11(1): 5-22.

Milliron, V., and D. Toy (1988), “Tax Compliance: An Investigation of Key Fea-
tures,” The Journal of the American Tax Association 9(1): 84-104.

Molero, J. C., and F. Pujol (2012), “Walking inside the Potential Tax Evader’s Mind:
Tax Morale Does Matter,” Journal of Business Ethics 105: 151-162.

Muehlbacher, S., C. Kogler, and E. Kirchler (2011a), “An Empirical Testing of the
Slippery Slope Framework: The Role of Trust and Power in Explaining Tax
Compliance.” Vienna: University of Vienna Department of Economics Working
Paper.

Muehlbacher, S., E. Kirchler, and H. Schwarzenberger (2011b), “Voluntary versus
Enforced Tax Compliance: Empirical Evidence for the “Slippery Slope’ Frame-
work”, European Journal of Law and Economics 32: 89-97.

Murphy, K. (2003), “Procedural Fairness and Tax Compliance,” Australian Journal
of Social Issues 38(3): 379-408.

Murphy, K. (2005), “Regulating More Effectively: The Relationship between Pro-
cedural Justice, Legitimacy and Tax Non-compliance,” Journal of Law and Society
32(4): 562-89.

Murphy, K. (2008), “Enforcing Tax Compliance: To Punish or Persuade?,” Economic
Analysis and Policy 38(1): 113-35.

Murphy, K., and N. Harris (2007), “Shaming, Shame and Recidivism: A Test of Re-
integrative Shaming Theory in the White-collar Crime Context,” British Journal
of Criminology 47: 900-17.

Murphy, K., T. Tyler, and A. Curtis (2009), “Nurturing Regulatory Compliance: Is
Procedural Fairness Effective when People Question the Legitimacy of the Law?,”
Regulation and Governance 3: 1-26.

45



National Audit Office (2003), Tackling Fraud against the Inland Revenue. London:
Stationary Office.

Natrah, S. (2013), “Tax Knowledge, Tax Complexity and Tax Compliance: Tax-
payers’ View,” Procedia: Social and Behavioural Sciences 109: 1069-76.

North, D. C. (1990), Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Nwabuzor, A. (2005), “Corruption and Development: New Initiatives in Economic
Openness and Strengthened Rule of Law,” Journal of Business Ethics 59(1/2):
121-38.

OECD (2002), Measuring the Non-Observed Economy. Paris: OECD.

OECD (2008), OECD Employment Outlook. Paris: OECD.

Onoshchenko, O., and C. C. Williams (2013), “Paying for Favours: Evaluating the
Role of Blat in Post-Soviet Ukraine,” Debatte: Journal of Contemporary Central
and Eastern Europe 21(2/3): 259-77.

Parker, C. (2013), “Twenty Years of Responsive Regulation: An Appreciation and
Appraisal,” Regulation and Governance 7(1): 2-13.

Parra-Medina, D., A. D’Antonio, S. M. Smith, S. Levin, G. Kirkner, and E. Mayer-
Davis (2004), “Successful Recruitment and Retention Strategies for a Randomized
Weight Management Trial for People with Diabetes Living in Rural, Medically
Underserved Counties of South Carolina: The POWER Study,” Journal of the
American Dietetic Association 104(1): 7-75.

Pfau-Effinger, B. (2009), “Varieties of Undeclared Work in European Societies,”
British Journal of Industrial Relations 47(1): 79-99.

Polese, A. (2014), “Drinking with Vova: An Individual Entrepreneur between Illegality
and Informality,” in J. Morris and A. Polese (eds.), The Informal Post-Socialist
Economy: Embedded Practices and Livelihoods. London: Routledge, 85-101.

Prewitt, V. (2003), “Leadership Development of Learning Organisations,” Leadership
and Organization Development Journal 24(2): 58-61.

Prinz, A., S. Muehlbacher, and E. Kirchler (2013), “The Slippery Slope Framework
on Tax Compliance: An Attempt to Formalization,” Journal of Economic Psy-
chology 40(1): 20-34.

Rani, U., P. Belser, M. Oelz, and S. Ranjbar (2013), “Minimum Wage Coverage and
Compliance in Developing Countries,” International Labour Review 152(3/4):
381-410.

Reed, M. (1992), The Sociology of Organisations: Themes, Perspectives and Pros-
pects. Hemel Hempstead: Harvester Wheatsheaf.

Reed, M. (2005), “Beyond the Iron Cage? Bureaucracy and Democracy in the Knowl-
edge Economy and Society,” in P. du Gay (ed.), The Values of Bureaucracy.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 19-42.

Renooy, P., S. lvarsson, O. van der Wusten-Gritsai, and R. Meijer (2004), Undeclared
Work in an Enlarged Union: An Analysis of Shadow Work — An In-depth Study
of Specific Items. Brussels: European Commission.

Riahi-Belkaoui, A. (2004), “Relationship between Tax Compliance Internationally
and Selected Determinants of Tax Morale,” Journal of International Accounting,
Auditing and Taxation 13(2): 135-43.

46



Richardson, G. (2006), “Determinants of Tax Evasion: A Cross-country Investigation,”
Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation 15(2): 150-69.

Richardson, M., and A. Sawyer (2001), “A Taxonomy of the Tax Compliance Liter-
ature: Further Findings, Problems and Prospects,” Australian Tax Forum 16(2):
137-320.

Rittel, H., and M. Webber (1973), “Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning,”
Policy Sciences 4(2): 155-169.

Roberts, A. (2013), “Peripheral Accumulation in the World Economy: A Cross-
national Analysis of the Informal Economy,” International Journal of Com-
parative Sociology 54(3): 420-44.

Romero, J., and B. H. Kleiner (2000), “Global Trends in Motivating Employees,”
Management Research News 23(78): 14-17.

Round, J., C. C. Williams, and P. Rodgers (2010), “The Role of Domestic Food
Production in Everyday Life in Post-Soviet Ukraine,” Annals of the Association
of American Geographers 100(5): 1197-1211.

Round, J., Williams, C. C., and Rodgers, P. (2010), “Coping with the Social Costs of
‘Transition’: Everyday Life in Post-Soviet Russia and Ukraine,” European Urban
and Regional Studies 17(2): 183-196.

Round, J., Williams, C. C., and Rodgers, P. (2008), “Corruption in the Post-Soviet
Workplace: The Experiences of Recent Graduates in Contemporary Ukraine,” Work,
Employment & Society 22(1): 149-166.

Saeed, A., and A. Shah (2011), “Enhancing Tax Morale with Marketing Tactics: A
Review of the Literature,” African Journal of Business Management 5(35):
13659-65.

Sallah, A., and C. C. Williams (2011), “The Illusion of Capitalism in Contemporary
Sub-Saharan Africa: A Case Study of the Gambia,” Foresight 13(3): 50-63.

Sandford, C. (1999), “Policies Dealing with Tax Evasion,” in E. Feige and K. Ott
(eds.), Underground Economies in Transition: Unrecorded Activity, Tax Evasion,
Corruption and Organized Crime. Aldershot: Ashgate, 169-82.

Sassen, S. (1996), “Service Employment Regimes and the New Inequality,” in E.
Mingione (ed.), Urban Poverty and the Underclass. Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
142-61.

Sasunkevich, O. (2014), “Business as Casual: Shuttle Trade on the Belarus-Lithuania
Border,” in J. Morris and A. Polese (eds.), The Informal Post-Socialist Economy:
Embedded Practices and Livelihoods. London: Routledge, 135-51.

Sauvy, A. (1984), Le Travail Noir et I’Economie de Demain. Paris: Calmann-Levy.

Schneider, F., A. Buehn, and C. E. Montenegro (2011), “Shadow Economies All Over
the World: New Estimates for 162 Countries from 1999 to 2007,” in F. Schneider
(ed.), Handbook on the Shadow Economy. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar, 9-77.

Schneider, F., and C. C. Williams (2013), The Shadow Economy. London: Institute
of Economic Affairs.

Shaw, J., J. Slemrod, and J. Whiting (2008) Administration and Compliance. London:
Institute for Fiscal Studies.

Slavnic, Z. (2010), “Political Economy of Informalization,” European Societies
12(1): 3-23.

47



Slemrod, J. (1992), “Why People Pay Taxes: Introduction,” in J. Slemerod (ed.),
Why People Pay Taxes. Ann Arbor, MI: University of Michigan Press, 1-19.
Small Business Council (2004), Small Business in the Informal Economy: Making

the Transition to the Formal Economy. London: Small Business Council.

Spicer, M. W., and S. B. Lunstedt (1976), “Understanding Tax Evasion,” Public
Finance 31: 295-305.

Taiwo, O. (2013), “Employment Choice and Mobility in Multi-sector Labour Mar-
kets: Theoretical Model and Evidence from Ghana,” International Labour Review
152(3/4): 469-92.

Tanzi, V., and P. Shome (1994), “A Primer on Tax Evasion,” International Bureau
of Fiscal Documentation June/July: 328-337.

Taylor, N. (2005), “Explaining Taxpayer Noncompliance through Reference to Tax-
payer ldentities: A Social Identity Perspective,” in C. Bajada and F. Schneider
(eds.), Size, Causes and Consequences of the Underground Economy: An Interna-
tional Perspective. Aldershot: Ashgate, 39-54.

Thompson, P., and M. Alvesson (2005), “Bureacracy at Work: Misunderstandings and
Mixed Blessings,” in P. du Gay (ed.), The Values of Bureaucracy. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 121-42.

Thurman, Q. C., C. St. John, and L. Riggs (1984), “Neutralisation and Tax Evasion:
How Effective Would a Moral Appeal Be in Improving Compliance to Tax Laws?,”
Law and Policy 6(3): 309-27.

Torgler, B. (2003), “To Evade Taxes or Not: That Is the Question,” Journal of Socio-
Economics 32: 283-302.

Torgler, B. (2005), “Tax Morale in Latin America,” Public Choice 122: 133-57.

Torgler, B. (2007), “Tax Morale in Central and Eastern European Countries,” in N.
Hayoz and S. Hug (eds.), Tax Evasion, Trust and State Capacities: How Good Is
Tax Morale in Central and Eastern Europe? Bern: Peter Lang, 155-86.

Torgler, B. (2011), “Tax Morale and Compliance: Review of Evidence and Case
Studies for Europe.” Washington, DC: World Bank Policy Research Working
Paper 5922.

Torgler, B. (2012), “Tax Morale, Eastern Europe and European Enlargement,” Com-
munist and Post-Communist Studies 45(1): 11-25.

Torgler, B., and F. Schneider (2007), “Shadow Economy, Tax Morale, Governance
and Institutional Quality: A Panel Analysis.” Bonn: IZA Discussion Paper No.
2563.

Tyler, T. (1997), “The Psychology of Legitimacy: A Relational Perspective in Volun-
tary Deference to Authorities,” Personality and Social Psychology Review 1(4):
323-45.

Tyler, T. R., (2006) Why People Obey the Law. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press.

Tyler, T. R., L. Sherman, H. Strang, G. Barnes, and D. Woods (2007), “Reintegrative
Shaming, Procedural Justice and Recidivism: The Engagement of Offenders’ Psy-
chological Mechanisms in the Canberra RISE Drinking and Driving Experiment,”
Law and Society Review 41: 533-86.

48



Uslaner, E. (2007), “Tax Evasion, Trust, and the Strong Arm of the Law,” in N.
Hayoz and S. Hug (eds.), Tax Evasion, Trust and State Capacities: How Good Is
Tax Morale in Central and Eastern Europe? Bern: Peter Lang, 187-225.

Vanderseypen, G., T. Tchipeva, J. Peschner, P. Rennoy, and C. C. Williams (2013),
“Undeclared Work: Recent Developments,” in European Commission (ed.), Em-
ployment and Social Developments in Europe 2013. Brussels: European Com-
mission, 231-74.

Varma, K., and A. Doob (1998), “Deterring Economic Crimes: The Case of Tax
Evasion,” Canadian Journal of Criminology 40: 165-84.

Vorley, T., and C. C. Williams (2012), “Evaluating the Variations in Undeclared Work
in the EU-27,” Journal of Economy and its Applications 2(2): 20-39.

Vossler, C. A., M. McKee, and M. Jones (2011), “Some Effects of Tax Information
Services Reliability and Availability on Tax Reporting Behaviour,” available at
http://mpra.ub.uni-muenchen.de/38870/ (accessed 11 May 2014).

Wahl, 1., B. Kastlunger, and E. Kirchler (2010), “Trust in Authorities and Power to
Enforce Tax Compliance: An Empirical Analysis of the “Slippery Slope Frame-
work,”” Law and Policy, 32: 383-406.

Watson, T. J. (2003), Sociology, Work and Industry. 4" edn. London: Routledge.

Webb, J. W., G. D. Bruton, L. Tihanyi, and R. D. Ireland (2013), “Research on
Entrepreneurship in the Informal Economy: Framing a Research Agenda,” Journal
of Business Venturing 28: 598-614.

Webb, J. W., R. D. Ireland, and D. J. Ketchen (2014), “Towards a Greater Under-
standing of Entrepreneurship and Strategy in the Informal Economy,” Strategic
Entrepreneurship Journal 8(1): 1-15.

Webb, J. W., L. Tihanyi, R. D. Ireland, and D. G. Sirmon (2009), “You Say Illegal, |
Say Legitimate: Entrepreneurship in the Informal Economy,” Academy of Man-
agement Review 34(3): 492-510.

Webley, P. and S. Halstead (1986), “Tax Evasion on the Micro: Significant Stimu-
lations per Expedient Experiments,” Journal of Interdisciplinary Economics 1:
87-100.

Weigel, R., D. Hessin and H. Elffers (1987), “Tax Evasion Research: A Critical Ap-
praisal and Theoretical Model,” Journal of Economic Psychology 8(2): 215-35.

Wenzel, M. (2002), “The Impact of Outcome Orientation and Justice Concerns on
Tax Compliance: The Role of Taxpayers’ Identity,” Journal of Applied Psychology
87: 639-45.

Wenzel, M. (2004a), “An Analysis of Norm Processes in Tax Compliance,” Journal
of Economic Psychology 25(2): 213-228.

Wenzel, M. (2004b), “The Social Side of Sanction: Personal and Social Norms as
Moderators of Deterrence,” Law and Human Behaviour 28: 547-67.

Wenzel, M. (2006), “A Letter from the Tax Office: Compliance Effects of Infor-
mational and Interpersonal Fairness,” Social Fairness Research 19: 345-64.

White, R. (2009), “Explaining Why the Non-commaodified Sphere of Mutual Aid Is
So Pervasive in the Advanced Economies: Some Case Study Evidence from an
English City,” International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy 29(9/10):
457-72.

49



White, R., and C. C. Williams (2010), “Re-thinking Monetary Exchange: Some
Lessons from England,” Review of Social Economy 68(3): 317-38.

White, R., and Williams, C. C. (2012), “The Pervasive Nature of Heterodox Economic
Spaces at a Time of Neo-liberal Crisis: Towards a ‘Post-neoliberal” Anarchist
Future,” Antipode 44(5): 1625-44.

Wilkinson, A., and H. Willmott (1994), “Introduction,” in A. Wilkinson and H.
Wilmott (eds.), Making Quality Critical: New Perspectives on Organisational
Change. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 140-65.

Williams, C. C. (2001), “Tackling the Participation of the Unemployed in Paid In-
formal Work: A Critical Evaluation of the Deterrence Approach,” Environment
and Planning C 19(5): 729-49.

Williams, C. C. (2004a), Cash-in-Hand Work: The Underground Sector and the
Hidden Economy of Favours. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Williams, C. C. (2004b), Small Businesses in the Informal Economy: The Evidence
base. London: Small Business Service.

Williams, C. C. (2006) The Hidden Enterprise Culture: Entrepreneurship in the
Underground Economy. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Williams, C. C. (2007a), Rethinking the Future of Work: Directions and Visions.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.

Williams, C. C. (2007b), “The Nature of Entrepreneurship in the Informal Sector:
Evidence from England,” Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship 12(2):
239-54.

Williams, C. C. (2008a), “A Critical Evaluation of Public Policy towards Unde-
clared Work in the European Union,” Journal of European Integration 30(2):
273-90.

Williams, C. C. (2008b), “Evaluating Public Sector Management Approaches towards
Undeclared Work in the European Union,” International Journal of Public Sector
Management 21(3): 285-94.

Williams, C. C. (2009a), “Repaying Favours: Unravelling the Nature of Community
Exchange in an English Locality,” Community Development Journal 44(4): 488—
99.

Williams, C. C. (2009b), “The Motives of Off-the-books Entrepreneurs: Necessity-
or Opportunity-driven?,” International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal
5(2): 203-17.

Williams, C. C. (2013a), “Evaluating Cross-national Variations in the Extent and
Nature of Informal Employment in the European Union,” Industrial Relations
Journal 44(5/6): 479-94.

Williams, C. C. (2013b), “Tackling Europe’s Informal Economy: A Critical Evalu-
ation of the Neo-liberal De-regulatory Perspective,” Journal of Contemporary
European Research 9(3): 261-79.

Williams, C. C. (2014a), Confronting the Shadow Economy: Evaluating Tax Com-
pliance and Behaviour Policies. Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Williams, C. C. (2014b), The Informal Economy and Poverty: Evidence and Policy
Review. York: Report prepared for Joseph Rowntree Foundation.

Williams, C. C. (2014c), “Tackling Enterprises Operating in the Informal Sector in
Developing and Transition Economies: A Critical Evaluation of the Neo-liberal

50



Policy Approach,” Journal of Global Entrepreneurship Research 2(9), http://
www.journal-jger.com/content/2/1/9.

Williams, C. C. (2014d), “Out of the Shadows: A Classification of Economies by
the Size and Character of Their Informal Sector,” Work, Employment and Society
28(5): 735-53.

Williams, C. C. (2014¢), “Uncoupling Enterprise Culture from Capitalism: Some
Lessons from Moscow,” Journal of Enterprising Communities 8(2): 111-25.
Williams, C. C. (2014f), “Public Policy Approaches towards the Undeclared Economy
in European Countries: A Critical Overview,” European Labour Law Journal

5(2): 132-55.

Williams, C. C., and Lansky, M. (2013), “Informal Employment in Developed and
Developing Economies: Perspectives and Policy Responses,” International Labour
Review 152(3/4): 355-80.

Williams, C. C., and A. Martinez (2014a), “Do Small Business Start-ups Test-trade
in the Informal Economy? Evidence from a UK Small Business Survey,” Inter-
national Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business 22(1): 1-16.

Williams, C. C., and A. Martinez (2014b), “Is the Informal Economy an Incubator
for New Enterprise Creation? A Gender Perspective,” International Journal of
Entrepreneurial Behaviour and Research 20(1): 4-19.

Williams, C. C., and A. Martinez (2014c), “Why Do Consumers Purchase Goods and
Services in the Informal Economy?,” Journal of Business Research 67(5): 802-6.

Williams, C. C., and S. Nadin (2012a), “Joining-up the Fight against Undeclared Work
in Europe,” Management Decision 50(10): 1758-1771.

Williams, C. C., and S. Nadin (2012b), “Tackling Entrepreneurship in the Informal
Economy: Evaluating the Policy Options,” Journal of Entrepreneurship and
Public Policy 1(2): 111-24.

Williams, C. C., and S. Nadin (2012c), “Tackling the Hidden Enterprise Culture:
Government Policies to Support the Formalization of Informal Entrepreneur-
ship,” Entrepreneurship and Regional Development 24(9/10): 895-915.

Williams, C. C., and S. Nadin (2014), “Evaluating the Participation of the Unem-
ployed in Undeclared Work: Evidence from a 27 Nation European Survey,”
European Societies 16(1): 68-89.

Williams, C. C., and O. Onoshchenko (2014a), “Evaluating the Role of Blat in
Finding Graduate Employment in Post-Soviet Ukraine: The ‘Dark Side’ of Job
Recruitment?,” Employee Relations 36(3): 254-65.

Williams, C. C., and O. Onoshchenko (2014b), “Evaluating the Prevalence and
Nature of Blat in Post-Soviet Societies: A Case Study of the Education Sector in
Ukraine,” International Journal of Social Economics 41(9): 747-59.

Williams, C. C., and P. Renooy (2013), Tackling Undeclared Work in 27 European
Union Member States and Norway: approaches and measures since 2008. Dub-
lin: European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and Working Conditions.

Williams, C. C., and P. Renooy (2014), Flexibility@Work 2014: Bringing the Un-
declared Economy out of the Shadows — the Role of Temporary Work Agencies.
Amsterdam: Randstad.

Williams, C. C., and J. Round (2008), “A Critical Evaluation of Romantic Depic-
tions of the Informal Economy,” Review of Social Economy 66(3): 297-323.

51



Williams, C. C., and J. Windebank (1998), Informal Employment in the Advanced
Economies: Implications for Work and Welfare. London: Routledge.

Williams, C. C., S. Nadin, A. Kedir and T. Vorley (2013a), “Evaluating the Extent
and Nature of the Informalisation of Employment Relations in South-East Europe,”
European Journal of Industrial Relations 19(2): 91-107.

Williams, C. C., J. Round, and P. Rodgers (2013b), The Role of Informal Economies
in the Post-Soviet World: The End of Transition? London: Routledge.

Williams, C. C., J. Windebank, M. Baric, and S. Nadin (2013c), “Public Policy In-
novations: The Case of Undeclared Work,” Management Decision 51(6): 1161-75.

Williams, N., and Vorley, T. (2014), “Institutional Asymmetry: How Formal and
Informal Institutions Affect Entrepreneurial Behaviour in Bulgaria,” International
Small Business Journal, doi: 10.1177/0266242614534280.

Wood, C., M. lvec, J. Job, and V. Braithwaite (2010), “Applications of Responsive
Regulatory Theory in Australia and Overseas.” Canberra: Occasional paper No.
15, Regulatory Institutions Network, Australian National University.

52



