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Abstract

The article deals with the cost of tax compliance which arises for taxpayers from 
tax complexity and the constant changes in tax legislation. A socially responsible 
institution for the fiscal aggression is the Financial Administration of the 
Republic of Slovenia, as its powers and responsibilities creates the tax position 
of individuals, businesses and the entire economy. The aim of our research is to 
encourage socially responsible behaviour of legislation institutions in adopting 
the tax legislation, which will help to improve the social responsibility of 
taxpayers and increase tax compliance.

Keywords: social responsibility, tax compliance, changes in tax legislation, tax 
aggressiveness

Introduction

The concept of tax compliance can be explained as a fulfilment of tax obligations. 
Tax compliance is the willingness of taxpayers to act in accordance with tax leg-
islation. We believe that the concept of tax compliance should be used in terms of 
requisite integrity in the tax areas and, therefore, uses the notion of tax compliance 
which, in our view, includes more than just the stage of fulfilment of tax obliga-
tions or behaviour of the taxpayer towards taxes. In our view, the concept of tax 
compliance respects the principle of integrity in terms of treatment of all the factors 
and processes that are necessary to achieve the ultimate goal of paying taxes, in-
cluding tax social responsibility strategies. Recent studies (Lanis & Richardson, 
2011; Shafer & Simmons, 2008; Watson, 2012; Štager, 2014) confirm that socially 
responsible companies manage their tax aggressiveness positively, which is asso-
ciated with tax compliance. Many taxpayers are adopting and strengthening their 
corporate social responsibility strategies in recognition of a range of benefits for 
companies, such as: lower tax compliance costs, higher responsibility to regulators 
and government, and better tax loyalty, which are all linked to sustainable business 
success and tax compliance. The research purpose of this article is to examine the 
frequency of changing the tax rules, as one of the most common determinants of 
tax complexity. In the study, we examined the hypothesis H1: Tax regulations in 
Slovenia do not alter significantly more often than in the selected countries. 

After the introduction, we present in Section 2 the social responsibility of taxpay-
ers. In Section 3, we discuss the social responsibility of legislative institutions. 
Section 4 presents a description of the data used, with special research focus 
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on the frequency of changing the tax rules in the selected 
countries, namely: Slovenia, Austria, Great Britain, Croatia, 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Czech Republic, Romania and Poland. 
We restricted our research to the period from 1993 to 2014 
and on 10 different tax rules. In Section 5, we report research 
results. Section 6 represents conclusions and future research, 
follwed by remarks on the broader applicability of our 
results. 

Literature Review of Social Responsibility of 
Taxpayers

A taxpayer’s tax strategy can play an important part in their 
approach to social responsibility. Taxes are an important 
source of finance for the government, enabling them to 
meet economic and social objectives and helping to secure 
overall prosperity and stability. The role of the taxpayer in 
supporting tax systems should be limited to paying taxes in 
accordance with the law. 

Avi-Yonah (2014) advocates that the answer to the question 
of whether corporations should try to minimize their tax 
payments by any legally permissible means thus depends on 
our view of corporate social responsibility: 
• the first is the view that the corporation is primarily a 

creature of the state (the “artificial entity” view); 
• the second is that the corporation is an entity separate 

from both the state and its shareholders (the “real entity” 
view); 

• the third is that the corporation is merely an aggregate of 
its individual members or shareholders (the “aggregate” 
or “nexus-of-contracts” view); 

Each of these three views has different implications for the 
issue of taxes and corporate social responsibility.

Authors Lanis and Richardson (2011) carried out a com-
prehensive survey of tax aggressiveness in relation to 
social responsibility, which we have chosen as an example 
of the most important research. Corporate social responsi-
bility can potentially influence the fiscal aggressiveness of 
businesses, given how the company presents and manages 
its systems and processes in relation to social well-being. 
Taxes affect many business decisions in relation to the 
tax base and a commitment to pay taxes, which can be 
linked to tax aggression. Management measures designed 
solely to reduce corporate taxes through tax aggression are 
becoming an increasingly common feature of entrepre-
neurial behaviour around the world (Lanis & Richardson, 
2011, p. 2). Nevertheless, fiscal aggression can generate 
higher costs than benefits. From a social point of view, the 
payment of taxes provides financing of public goods. For 

businesses using negative tax aggression, it is generally not 
considered to be the case that they have paid their fair share 
of corporate taxes to the state budget. This deficit in tax 
revenues creates large and irreversible potential losses of 
society.

A company with negative tax aggression is defined as 
socially irresponsible. Companies with a good profile of 
social responsibility are expected to exercise positive tax 
aggressiveness. The survey of socially responsible behav-
iour and tax aggression from 2011 showed the following 
important findings (Lanis & Richardson, 2011, p. 12–14): 
• 86% of enterprises reported a net loss of business for at 

least three years in the six-year period studied prior to 
the first year of implementation of tax aggression. 

• In 55% of the companies, the president of the manage-
ment board simultaneously holds another managerial 
position. 

• The higher the level of corporate social responsibility, 
the lower the level of tax aggression. 

• The degree of ownership of internal managers does not 
affect tax aggression. 

• If the company reported a net loss of business for at least 
three years in the six-year period under review, there 
is a greater likelihood of tax aggression, which means 
that the company's poor financial performance causes 
them to rely too heavily on revenue and profits, thereby 
increasing the risk of tax aggression. 

• There is a high motivation for managers to inflate the 
value of share prices by participating in tax aggression 
activities. 

• The combination of the positions of members of the 
management board and other management positions 
actually increases the likelihood of fiscal aggressive-
ness, mainly due to ineffective supervision, as the man-
agement functions of the managerial staff are in conflict 
of interest. 

• Companies with a high share of inventories in the 
balance sheet are less tax-aggressive than capital-inten-
sive companies. 

• Companies with high R & D costs are more taxingly 
aggressive, as these costs are tax-deductible expenses, 
and thus, companies are more prone to tax aggression 
activities.

• Companies engaged in activities related to energy, ma-
terials, industry, unlimited consumption, healthcare, 
information technology, telecommunications and public 
companies are more intense in the activities of tax 
aggression. 

• The factors on the basis of which the tax aggressive-
ness of companies could be assessed are accounting 
indicators. 

• Certain factors are not indicators of the company's tax 
aggressiveness. 
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• If the president of the management board performs 
another managerial function at the same time, the possi-
bility of fiscal aggressiveness increases. 

• Companies with a disclosed corporate social responsi-
bility strategy in annual reports are less tax-aggressive. 

• Companies with a higher market value than the book 
value are more taxingly aggressive. 

The survey confirmed the basic hypothesis, when the 
company performs several activities of social responsibil-
ity (political cooperation; environmental protection; social 
and local development; investment; promotion of prosperity 
and development of employees; implementation of policies 
for maintaining good relations with customers, suppliers 
and government bodies), there is less likelihood of tax 
aggression.

In connection with company management and correlation 
with tax aggression, authors Waegenaere, Sansing, and 
Wielhouwer (2013, p. 34–35) found that the compensation 
system in terms of rewards to the company's management 
for lower tax exposure and without the reward for unrec-
ognizing the potential for lower tax liabilities, provides the 
right incentives for tax managers. Measurement of fiscal 
aggressive positions depends on the ability and capability of 
tax authorities in determining inadequate and illegal fiscally 
aggressive behaviours.

The research of Lanis and Richardson (2011) is associated 
with the study of authors Marshall, Smith, and Armstrong 
(2010), since social responsibility is related to ethical 
behaviour. A 2010 study of ethical behaviour in Austral-
ia (Marshall, Smith, & Armstrong, 2010, p. 214–215) 
showed that the most important ethical problem for the 
Western Australian tax authorities is confidentiality, 
followed by professional qualifications, problems associ-
ated with by providing misleading customer advice and 
technical skills. The survey shows concerns in tax practice 
at all levels, with increasing social responsibilities in a 
complex and rapidly changing environment. Addition-
ally, Marshall, Smith, and Armstrong (2010) found that 
the introduction of a structured, continuing professional 
education has provided broad support to the tax profession 
in terms of improving tax compliance and corporate social 
responsibility.

Shafer and Simmons (2008, p. 699–702) studied the follow-
ing hypotheses in the survey on corporate social responsibil-
ity and tax avoidance: 
• Taxpayers who strongly believe in the importance 

of corporate ethics and corporate responsibility will 
be negatively assessed by aggressive tax avoidance 
schemes (negative tax aggression) and label them as 
less ethical and socially responsible behaviour.

• Taxable persons who condemn the negative tax aggres-
sion will be less likely to participate in such systems. 

• Taxpayers who tend toward negative tax aggression will 
less faithfully believe in the importance of ethical be-
haviour and corporate social responsibility. 

• Taxable persons inclined to negative fiscal aggressive-
ness will evaluate aggressive tax evasion schemes more 
leniently. 

• The attitude toward the importance of ethical and 
socially responsible behaviour will influence the assess-
ment of positive and negative tax aggression. 

Therefore, the more taxpayers perceive the importance of 
ethics and corporate social responsibility, the greater and 
more important impact they will have on their ethical and 
social responsibility, which affects their behavioural inten-
tions. The results also show that those taxpayers who give up 
in the sense of ethical and socially responsible leadership are 
more likely to tolerate aggressive tax avoidance schemes, 
which is a negative tax aggression. Watson (2012) studied 
the relationship between tax avoidance and corporate social 
responsibility to determine whether socially responsible 
companies accept the values   of corporate social responsi-
bility and take them into account when choosing a fiscal 
strategy or simply increase profits. Watson (2012, p. 5, 13) 
notes that less socially responsible companies exhibit lower 
effective tax rates and more unrecognized tax benefits than 
other companies, in line with socially responsible compa-
nies that use aggressive fiscal strategies to reduce effective 
tax rates. The findings reject the theory of interest groups, 
which argues that corporate social responsibility is causing 
the interests of many stakeholders to be considered when 
making business decisions. Instead, the results support the 
theory of shareholders in which corporate social responsi-
bility means increasing their profits. The level of corporate 
social responsibility disclosure and environmental perfor-
mance can be an indicator of company tax aggressiveness 
(Sari & Tjen, 2016).

Most previous research as a key factor that affects tax 
complexity, and consequently, tax compliance, includes 
tax morality; research (Halla, 2010) has identified a causal 
link between the tax morality and behaviour of the taxpayer 
in terms of tax compliance, which implies that tax policy 
makers can alter the degree of tax compliance with the 
fiscal management of tax morale1. We detected a survey 
of tax compliance knowledge management, which leads to 

1 There is an open question of good instruments for tax reform. 
Various institutional arrangements are associated with high 
levels of tax morale, such as direct democracy. It stresses the im-
portance of respectful treatment of taxpayers from the financial 
administration. The tax should be persistent if it is inherited from 
more tax compliant and moral generations, and the latter could 
take some time (Halla, 2010, p. 10).
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changes in behaviour, attitudes and thoughts of the taxpayer 
in the direction of socially responsible companies (Shafer 
& Simmons, 2008; Frank, Lynch, & Rego, 2008; Hanlon, 
Krishnan, & Mills, 2009; Hasseldine, Holland, & Pernil, 
2009; Hanlon & Heitzman, 2010; Marshall, Smith, & Arm-
strong, 2010; Lanis & Richardson, 2011; Lennox, Lisowsky, 
& Pittman, 2012; Donohoe & Knechel, 2012; Guenther, 
Matsunaga, & Wiliams, 2013; Waegenaere, Sansing, & 
Wielhouwer, 2013; Cvrlje, 2015; Bahovec, Cvrlje, & Palić, 
2014; Štager, 2014).

Measures of tax aggressiveness intended exclusively for the 
reduction of corporate taxes and contributions are becoming 
an increasingly common feature of corporate responsible 
behaviour worldwide. Tax aggression can be positive when 
it comes to optimization of tax obligations of companies 
using legally permissible conduct and represents benefits 
for society as a whole. Tax aggression can also be negative, 
such as when it comes to optimization of tax obligations of 
companies using illegal practices and adversely reducing 
the tax liability of companies. Knowledge management in 
our opinion could enable the implementation of positive tax 
aggressiveness—tax compliance; awareness of the negative 
consequences of the implementation of the tax aggressive-
ness; and consequently, reduction in the amount of negative 
tax aggressiveness, which represents social responsibility. 

From the corporate social responsibility point of view, ag-
gressive tax planning can be defined as actions taken by tax-
payers which are in the line of requirements of tax law, but 
which do not meet the reasonable and justified expectations 
and requirements of the stakeholders (Knuutinen, 2014). 

A recent study by authors Lanis and Richardson (2011, p. 1) 
confirms that socially responsible companies manage their 
tax aggressiveness positively (Shafer & Simmons, 2008; 
Watson, 2012), which is associated with tax compliance. 
Therefore, we believe that the introduction of knowledge 
management would have a positive impact on tax compli-
ance and deliver benefits for society—particularly in terms of 
equal tax compliance of taxpayers and for companies—and 
in terms of financial impact, for an individual company sus-
tained in the event of negative tax aggressiveness. A socially 
responsible institution for fiscal aggression is the Financial 
Administration of the Republic of Slovenia, as its powers 
and responsibilities creates the tax position of individuals, 
businesses and the entire economy, which lead to corporate 
social responsibility of taxpayers.

Tax complexity and the frequency of changes in tax legis-
lation have caused an increasing use of taxpayers` time for 
the dissemination of tax legislation and compliance with 
tax innovations, resulting in high costs of tax compliance 
(Batrancea et al., 2012, p. 104). Tax complexity is the 

result of the increased complexity of tax laws, caused by 
the calculation complexity or the complexity of accounting 
for certain types of taxes, the complexity of tax forms, the 
complexity of compliance with tax legislation, legal com-
plexity, process complexity and low level of readability 
of legislation, which are key indicators of tax complexity 
(Evans & Tran-Nam, 2013; Vaillancourt, Roy & Lammam, 
2015). The frequency of changes was studied in a number 
of researches: Delgado, Salinas-Jiminez and Sanz, 2001; 
Hasseldine and Hansford, 2002; Stavrianos and Greenland, 
2002; Blažič, 2004; Shaw, Slemrod and Whiting, 2007; 
Klun, 2004; Laffer, Winegard and Childs, 2011; SBA, 2011; 
Lopes and Martins, 2013; Vaillancourt, Edison and Barros, 
2013; AAT, 2015; Batkins, 2015; NTUF'S, 2015; PwC and 
The World Bank Group, 2015; and English and Hammond, 
2015. Most of these studies are focused on measuring tax 
compliance on the area of the Value Added Tax, Income 
Tax, salaries tax and Corporate Income Tax. None of these 
surveys included research into the number of changes in tax 
legislation like our research is exploring nor presents new 
scientific research findings. So, we examined the hypothesis 
H1: Tax regulations in Slovenia do not alter significantly 
more often than in the selected countries. 

Literature Review of Social Responsibility 
of Legislative Institutions 

A socially responsible institution for fiscal aggression is the 
Financial Administration of the Republic of Slovenia, as its 
powers and responsibilities create the tax position of individ-
uals, businesses and the entire economy. Also, a socially re-
sponsible institution for tax laws and tax complexity, which 
leads to high costs of tax compliance, is the Ministry of 
Finance and Government. There is now pressure from some 
legislative institutions on stakeholders that they comply with 
the spirit and letter of relevant tax laws, and in many cases, 
this means an expectation around both tax payments and the 
disclosure of relevant financial information. 

Capaldi (2008) highlights that the first taxation practices 
were developed in Mesopotamia, ancient Egypt, Palestine 
and the Hittitie Empire by looking at ancient documents, so 
it can be said that the authority of taxation in these ancient 
and important civilizations depended in the state rulerʼs 
actual power rather than having a legal basis. Gribnau (2015) 
confirms that through tax incentives, the tax legislator often 
tries to steer citizens’ behaviour to achieve policy goals. This 
way, the tax legislator stimulates taxpayers to adopt a calcu-
lating attitude towards the tax system, breeding a rule-based 
mindset focused on tax planning. Taxpayers turn around the 
rules to their advantage. The tax legislator usually reacts 
with refined or new rules that add to the existing complexity 

Vesna Štager: Changes in Tax Legislation and Social Responsibility of Taxpayers and Legislative Institutions
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of tax law. Armstrong and Green (2014) say that despite 
explanations by Adam Smith, Friedrich von Hayek, Milton 
Friedman and others, the idea that people should be free to 
make contracts as they see fit (the so-called “invisible hand” 
of the market) is counter-intuitive for many people. They 
cannot believe such a system can work because it lacks a 
coordinator and, they argue, the parties are motivated by 
greed. Adam Smith (Smith, 2008, p. 25) addressed this 
concern: “It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the 
brewer, or the baker, that we can expect our dinner, but from 
their regard to their own interest”. In contrast, mandates and 
subsidies aimed at promoting corporate social responsibility 
and reducing corporate social irresponsibility are based on 
the belief that governments must provide a guiding hand 
(Armstrong & Green, 2014).

Four aspects are important for the complexity of the tax 
system: Predictability, enforceability, complexity and ma-
nipulation. Predictability and enforceability relate to the 
tax legislation, while the difficulty of manipulation refers to 
the response of taxpayers to tax legislation (Evans & Tran-
Nam, 2013, p. 5). To insure high tax compliance among 
taxpayers, legislative institutions rely on two measures: 
power measures, such as audits and fines; and trust related 
measures, such as fair procedures (Allingham & Sandmo, 
1972; Feld & Frey, 2007; Srinivasan, 1973). Gangl, 
Hofmann and Kirchler (2015) identified that tax compliance 
represents a social dilemma in which the short-term self-in-
terest to minimize tax payments is at odds with the collective 
long-term interest to provide sufficient tax funds for public 
goods. This social dilemma can be solved and tax compli-
ance can be guaranteed by the power of tax authorities and 
public trust in them, which can be achieved through socially 
responsible adoption of tax legislation.

Data 

Among the most common causes of tax complexity are 
ambiguities in tax legislation and tax returns and frequen-
cy of changes in tax laws. In our research, we focused on 
one of the causes of tax complexity, that is, the frequency 
of changing tax legislation. The purpose of this article is 
to examine the frequency of changing the tax rules, as one 
of the most common determinants of tax complexity. The 
frequencies of changing the tax rules were compared in the 
selected countries, namely: Slovenia, Austria, Great Britain, 
Croatia, Bulgaria, Hungary, Czech Republic, Romania and 
Poland. In the sample of analysed countries, we covered 
European countries with comparable tax systems based on 
prior consultation with tax experts advising taxpayers of the 
selected countries. We restricted our research to the period 
from 1993 to 2014 and on 10 different tax rules, namely: 

The Companies Act (hereinafter: CA); Value Added Tax Act 
(hereinafter: VATA); The Distress for Customs and Excise 
Duties and Other Indirect Taxes Regulations (hereinafter: 
DCED); Personal Income Act (hereinafter: PIA); Corpora-
tion Taxes Act (hereinafter: CTA); Taxation of Pensions Act 
(hereinafter: TPA); Health and Social Care Act (hereinafter: 
HSCA); Tax Management Act (hereinafter: TMA); Offences 
Act (hereinafter: OA); and The Accounting Standards 
(hereinafter: AS). According to the Office for Tax Simpli-
fication (OTS, 2015, p. 9), it is necessary to consider the 
measurement period for a period of more than ten years. 
In accordance with the recommendation of the Office for 
Tax Simplification, we covered a period of 20 years. In this 
article, we restricted the research to a qualitative survey of 
the frequency of changing the tax rules. 

Empirical Results

To verify hypothesis H1, we used a qualitative review of the 
number of changes in tax regulations across countries and 
years. We prepared a summary statement (Table 1) in which 
we have delimited the period of time to the period since the 
adoption of the regulation after the independence of Slovenia 
to the EU accession (1993–2003), and to the period from EU 
membership to the end of 2014 (2004–2014). The reason 
for delimiting the time period is because we assume that 
after the year 2003, all the researched States needed time for 
adjustment of their domestic legislation with EU legislation 
and changing legislation during the EU membership. Due 
to the excessive volume of used sources and literature (tax 
regulations), a list of all official regulations in force across 
the countries and selected years of our research is not subject 
to publication2.

By comparing the ten-year period prior to entry into the EU 
and ten years after joining the EU (Table 1), we find that:
• Slovenia, with entry to the EU, changes all ten of tax 

regulations more often; 
• Poland, with entry into the EU, also changes all ten re-

searched tax rules more often; 
• Bulgaria, Hungary, Czech Republic and Romania, after 

joining the EU, have changed nine out of the ten re-
searched tax rules frequently; 

• The United Kingdom, since 2004, has changed eight tax 
rules frequently, while Croatia has changed seven tax 
rules and Austria has changed five tax rules.

Based on a qualitative review of the number of changing 
tax regulations in Slovenia in comparison with the selected 

2 The list may be obtained on the basis of the written submissions 
of the author of this paper. 
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Table 1. The number of tax law changes

Country CA PIA VATA DCED CTA TPA HSCA TMA OA AS

The number of tax law changes in the period 1993–2003

Slovenia 16 24 24 13 13 18 12 11 15 15

Austria 22 49 23 9 31 91 91 27 20 22

Great Britain 1 - 1 1 - - - - - 1

Croatia 4 13 24 - 6 10 13 1 4 -

Bulgaria 29 29 30 19 35 35 43 17 15 11

Hungary 18 27 31 45 33 66 66 43 22 15

Czech Republic - 76 12 9 76 16 23 7 35 6

Romania 1 7 1 7 7 14 - 7 20 3

Poland 16 88 50 8 77 42 50 35 29 29

The number of tax law changes in the period 2004–2014

Slovenia 17* 44* 48* 2* 27* 32* 18* 31* 19* 34*

Austria 16 60* 21 10* 28 97* 97* 29* 24 16

Great Britain 9* 2* 7* 35* 3* 1* 26* 2* - 1

Croatia 5* 10 13 16* 8* 19* 27* 5* 2 4*

Bulgaria 34* 52* 50* 39* 46* 101* 143* 63* 25* 2

Hungary 44* 107* 63* 79* 83* 49* 57 134* 58* 47*

Czech Republic 1* 92* 47* 27* 92* 47* 42* 8* 49* 24

Romania 21* 28* 17* 28* 28* 74* 7* 28* 11 5*

Poland 29* 158* 51* 38* 97* 60* 119* 90* 37* 35*

The cumulative number of tax law changes in the period 1993–2014

Slovenia 33 68 72** 34 40 50 30 42 34 49**

Austria 38 109** 44 19 59 188** 188** 56** 44** 38**

Great Britain 10 2 8 36** 3 1 26 2 - 2

Croatia 9 23 37 16 14 29 40 6 6 4

Bulgaria 63* 81 80** 58** 81** 136** 186** 80** 40 13

Hungary 62** 81 80** 58** 81** 136** 186** 80** 40 13

Czech Republic 1 168** 59 36** 168** 63 65 15 84** 30

Romania 22 35 18 35 35 88 7 35 31 8

Poland 45** 246** 101** 46** 174** 102** 169** 125** 66** 64**

Note: CA – Companies Act; PIA – Personal Income Act; VATA – Value Added Tax Act; DCED – The Distress for Customs and Excise 
Duties and Other Indirect Taxes Regulations; CTA – Corporation Taxes Act; TPA – Taxation of Pensions Act; HSCA - Health and Social 
Care Act; TMA – Tax Management Act; OA – Offences Act; SA –Accounting Standards.
*The number of changes in the tax regulation in the period 2004-2014 is higher than the number of changes in the decade prior to joining 
the EU (1993-2003).
**Top three countries of the maximum number of tax law changes.
Source: Authors’ calculations, extracted from SPSS.

countries researched in the two ten-year periods, we found 
out, that tax regulations in Slovenia do not alter signif-
icantly more often than in the selected countries, so the 
hypothesis H1 can be confirmed. This is evident from the 
higher number of changes in tax regulations in Bulgaria, 
Hungary, Romania, Poland and Austria than the number of 
changes in Slovenia. Also, the total number of changes in 
both researched periods is higher in those countries than the 
number of changes in tax regulations in Slovenia. Changing 

legislation after 2004, when most countries joined the EU3, 
is characterised by frequently changing laws when they 

3 Slovenia became an EU member on 01.05.2004; Austria on 
01.01.1995; the UK on 01.01.1973; Croatia on 01.07.2013; 
Bulgaria on 01.01.2007; Hungary on 01.05.2004; the Czech 
Republic on 01.05.2004; Romania on 01.01.2007; and Poland on 
01.05.2004. Source: https://europa.eu/european-union/about-eu/
countries/member-countries/poland_sl. 

Vesna Štager: Changes in Tax Legislation and Social Responsibility of Taxpayers and Legislative Institutions
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Figure 1. Index of tax law changes by country in the period 1993–2014

100

–2 4 82 6 10 120

Romania

108,00

Poland

110,00

Hungary

104,00

Croatia

100,00

Austria

Czech Republic

106,00

Bulgaria

102,00

Great Britain

98,00

Slovenia

102 104 106 108 110 112

 CA

 PIT

 VATA

 DCED

 CIT

 TPA

 HSCA

 TMA

 OA

 AS

 CA

 VATA

 CIT

 HSCA

 OA

implemented EU legislation into national legislation, as in 
the period from 1993 to 2004.

The calculation of the average number of changes in tax 
regulations irrespective of the country shows that the 
most common changes are restricted to the following 

regulations: Health and Social Care Act (4.67), Offences 
Act (4.35) and Personal Income Act (4.15). The minimum 
number of changes can be detected in Accounting Stand-
ards (1.89) and Corporate Taxes Act (2.45). To calculate 
the index of tax law changes, we used the base year 1993. 
The calculated index for all countries and all tax rules is 



55

the same as, or greater than, 100. Figure 1 shows that the 
largest and at the forefront are indexes for OA, HSCA, CA 
and VATA.

The comparative analysis of the number of changes in tax 
rules in the two studied periods shows that: 
• In all countries, the number of changes of DCED, TPA 

and TMA are higher in the period after joining the EU, 
which is also true for Austria and Great Britain;

• Eight of the nine countries researched after joining the 
EU changed CA, PIA, CTA and HSCA frequently, as 
is the case in Austria for PIA and HSCA, and also for 
Great Britain in the case of the CA, PIA, CTA, HSCA; 

• All countries (except Austria and Great Britain, which 
joined the EU before the period researched), after 
joining the EU, changed eight out of ten rules fre-
quently, namely: CA, PIA, VATA, DCED, CTA, TPA, 
HSCA and TMA. Irrespective of the date of accession 
of Austria and Great Britain to the EU, both countries 
also changed the majority of tax regulations frequently 
after 2004; 

• The OA and DCED have rarely been subject to change 
(regardless of the number of changes) after joining the 
EU. 

In Table 1, we have combined all the changes in tax reg-
ulations for the period 1993-2014. Comparative analysis 
showed that the higher number of changes in tax regula-
tions are: For CA in Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland and Austria: 
For PIA in Poland, the Czech Republic, Austria, Bulgaria 
and Hungary; for VATA in Poland, Bulgaria, Hungary and 
Slovenia; for DCED in Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland, Great 
Britain and the Czech Republic; for CTA in Poland, the 
Czech Republic, Bulgaria and Hungary; for TPA, HSCA 
and TMA in Austria, Bulgaria, Hungary and Poland; for 
OA in the Czech Republic, Poland and Austria; and for 
AS in Poland, Slovenia and Austria. Changes occurring 
most often among the first four countries according to 
the number of changes in the two studied periods were in 
Bulgaria, Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic. 

Conclusions 

The more taxpayers perceive the importance of ethics and 
corporate social responsibility, the greater and more im-
portant impact they will have on their ethical and social 
responsibility, which affects their behavioural intentions. 
Tax compliance knowledge management leads to changes 
in behaviour, attitudes and thoughts of the taxpayer in the 
direction of socially responsible companies. Knowledge 
management, in our opinion, could enable the implemen-
tation tax compliance; raise awareness of the negative 

consequences of the implementation of the tax aggressive-
ness; and, consequently, reduce the amount of negative 
tax aggressiveness, which represents social responsibility. 
Socially responsible companies should manage their tax 
aggressiveness positively, which is associated with tax 
compliance. Therefore, we believe that the introduction of 
knowledge management would have a positive impact on 
tax compliance and deliver benefits for society—particu-
larly in terms of equal tax compliance of taxpayers—and 
for companies, in terms of financial impact, for example by 
an individual company sustained in the event of negative 
tax aggressiveness and to higher tax social responsibility.

Based on our qualitative review of the number of changing 
tax regulations in Slovenia in comparison with the selected 
countries researched in the two ten-year periods, we found 
out that tax regulations in Slovenia do not alter signif-
icantly more often than in the selected countries, so the 
hypothesis H1 can be confirmed. That is, it can be seen 
from the higher number of changes in tax regulations in 
Bulgaria, Hungary, Romania, Poland and Austria, than in 
Slovenia. Also, the total number of changes in both periods 
researched is higher in those countries than the number of 
changes in tax regulations in Slovenia. Nevertheless, leg-
islative institutions should be more tax social responsible 
when adopting legislation and lower the costs of tax com-
pliance. None of previous surveys included research into 
the number of changes in tax legislation that our research 
is exploring, and that we present as new scientific research 
findings.

Based on our empirical research, it is possible to carry out 
extensive research, therefore, is a contribution to science 
seen in the quantitative research, which also includes 
other variables of tax law complexity and correlation to 
the variables of tax social responsibility. The research can 
be extended to other comparable countries. Future research 
should be oriented to a statistical model, which provides 
a certain degree of correlation of the selected explanatory 
variables on firms' costs and can also be evaluated. The 
proposed research is unique, since a similar research in 
Slovenia has not yet been carried out and our findings are 
original.

Acknowledgment 

This work was supported by the Ministry of Educa-
tion, Science and Sport, Republic of Slovenia. Program 
MARTINA, OP20.00369 and Zlatarna Celje d.o.o. 
Slovenia. Thanks to the Ministry of Education, Science 
and Sport, Republic of Slovenia (Program Eureka, 
E!11198 PRO-NANO), which enabled the research with 
co-financing.

Vesna Štager: Changes in Tax Legislation and Social Responsibility of Taxpayers and Legislative Institutions



56

NAŠE GOSPODARSTVO / OUR ECONOMY Vol. 64 No. 1 / March 2018

References 

Allingham, M. G. & Sandmo, A. (1972). Income tax evasion: A theoretical analysis. Journal of Public Economics, 1, 323–338. https://doi.
org/10.1016/0047-2727(72)90010-2

Armstrong, J. S. & Green, K. C. (2014). Effects of corporate social responsibility and irresponsibility policies: Conclusions from evi-
dence-based research. FacultyWharton, September 14, 2012-R116. 

AAT – Association of Accounting Technicians. (2015). Complexity of tax system and lack of financial incentive hampering entrepreneurs 
and SMEs around the country. Retrieved from https://www.aat.org.uk/about-aat/press-releases/Complexity-of-tax-system-hamper-
ing-SMEs

Avi-Yonah, R. S. (2014). Corporate taxation and corporate social responsibility. New York University Journal of Law & Business,11(1), 1-29.
Batkins, S. (2015). Regulatory burden of tax day 2015. Retrieved from http://americanactionforum.org/insights/regulatory-bur-

den-of-tax-day-2015 
Batrancea, L., Ramona - Anca, N. & Batrancea, I. (2012). Tax non-compliance behavior in the light of tax law complexity and the relation-

ship between authorities and taxpayers. Annals of the Alexandru Ioan Cuza University - Economics, 59(1): 97–106. 
Bahovec, V., Cvrlje, D. & Palić, I. (2014). Testing the effects of financial literacy on debt behavior of croatian financial consumers using 

multivariate analysis methods. Book of Abstracts 15th International Conference on Operational Research KOI, 24-26.
Blažič, H. (2004). Tax Compliance Costs of Companies in Croatia. Occasional Paper, 1: 1–13.
Capaldi, N. (2008). The Ashgate Research Companion to Corporate Social Responsibility. Routledge: Taylor & Francis Group.
Cvrlje, D. (2015). Tax literacy as an instrument of combating and overcoming tax system complexity, low tax morale and tax non-com-

pliance. The Macrotheme Review, 4(3), 156-167.
Delgado, L. M., Salinas-Jiminez, J. & Sanz Sanz, J. (2001). Hidden tax burden of the personal income tax: Evidence from recent tax reform 

in Spain. Australian Tax Forum, 16: 463–482.
Donohoe, M. P. & Knechel, R. W. (2012). Does corporate tax aggressiveness influence audit pricing? Contemporary Accounting Research, 

Forthcoming, 10(12), 1-41. 
English, S. & Hammond, S. (2015). Cost of Compliance. United Kingdom: Thomson Reuters.
Evans, C. & Tran-Nam, B. (2013). Towards the development of a tax system complexity index. UNSW Australian School of Business Research 

Paper, TABL 1001, 1-24.
Feld, L. P. & Frey, B. S. (2002). Trust breeds trust: How taxpayers are treated. Economics of Governance, 3, 87–99. https://doi.org/10.1007/

s101010100032
Frank, M. M., Lynch, L. J. & Rego, S. O. (2008). Tax reporting aggressiveness and its relation to aggressive financial reporting. Working 

Paper Series, 3(10), 1-49. 
Gangl, K., Hofmann, E. & Kirchler, E. (2015). Tax authorities' interaction with taxpayers: A conception of compliance in social dilemmas 

by power and trust. New Ideas Psychology, 2(37), 13–23. DOI: 10.1016/j.newideapsych.2014.12.001 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.new-
ideapsych.2014.12.001

Gribnau, H. (2015). Corporate social responsibility and tax planning. Social and Legal Studies, 24(2), 225-250, DOI: https://doi.
org/10.1177/0964663915575053

Guenther, A. D., Matsunaga, S. R. & Williams B. M. (2013). Tax Avoidance, Tax Aggressiveness, Tax Risk and Firm Risk. USA: Lundquist College 
of Business, University of Oregon.

Halla, M. (2010). Tax morale and compliance behavior: First evidence on a causal link. Retrieved from https://ideas.repec.org/p/iza/
izadps/dp4918.html

Hanlon, M. & Heitzman, S. (2010). A review of tax research. Journal of Accounting and Economics 2-3(50), 127-178. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jacceco.2010.09.002

Hanlon, M., Krishnan G. V. & Mills, L. F. (2009). Audit fees and book-tax differences. Retrieved from http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=1474529. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1474529

Hasseldine, J. & Hansford, A. (2002). The compliance burden of the VAT: Further evidence from the UK. Australian Tax Forum, 17 (4): 
369–388.

Hasseldine, J., Holland, K. & Pernil van der R. (2009). The management of tax knowledge, ACCA: Research Report, 142, 1-55.
Klun, M. (2004). Tax compliance costs for companies in Slovenia. Economic and Business Review for Central and South- Eastern Europe, 6 

(4): 325–336. 
Knuutinen, R. (2014). Corporate social responsibility, taxation and aggressive tax planning. Nordic Tax Journal, 1, 36-75. DOI: 10.1515/

ntaxj-2014-0003 https://doi.org/10.1515/ntaxj-2014-0003
Laffer B. A., Winegarden, W. H. & Childs, J. (2011). The Economic Burden Caused by Tax Code Complexity. United Kingdom: Laffer Institute.
Lanis, R. & Richardson, G. (2011). The effect of board of director composition on corporate tax aggressiveness. Journal of Accounting and 

Public Policy, 30(1), 50-70. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2010.09.003
Lennox, C., Lisowsky, P. & Pittman, J. (2012). Tax aggressiveness and accounting fraud. Working Paper Series, 51(4), 739-778. https://doi.

org/10.2139/ssrn.2016166
Lopes, C. & Martins, A. (2013). The psychological costs of tax compliance—Some evidence from Portugal. Journal of Applied Business and 

Economics, 14(2): 53–61.

https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2727(72)90010-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2727(72)90010-2
https://www.aat.org.uk/about-aat/press-releases/Complexity-of-tax-system-hampering-SMEs
https://www.aat.org.uk/about-aat/press-releases/Complexity-of-tax-system-hampering-SMEs
http://americanactionforum.org/insights/regulatory-burden-of-tax-day-2015
http://americanactionforum.org/insights/regulatory-burden-of-tax-day-2015
http://econpapers.repec.org/article/vrsaicuec/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s101010100032
https://doi.org/10.1007/s101010100032
http://splet03.izum.si:2105/docview/189891462/140DE7D071A25CBF5E/33?accountid=31309
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Gangl%20K%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25859096
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Hofmann%20E%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25859096
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Kirchler%20E%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25859096
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC4381354/
https://dx.doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.newideapsych.2014.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2014.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.newideapsych.2014.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663915575053
https://doi.org/10.1177/0964663915575053
https://ideas.repec.org/p/iza/izadps/dp4918.html
https://ideas.repec.org/p/iza/izadps/dp4918.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2010.09.002
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1474529
http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1474529
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1474529
https://doi.org/10.1515/ntaxj-2014-0003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2010.09.003
http://splet03.izum.si:2105/docview/1095352611/140DE7D071A25CBF5E/3?accountid=31309
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2016166
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2016166


57

Marshall, R., Smith, M. & Armstrong, R. (2010). Ethical issues facing tax professionals: A comparative survey of tax agents and practition-
ers in Australia. Asian Review of Accounting, 18(3), 197-220. https://doi.org/10.1108/13217341011089621

NTUF'S – National Taxpayers Union Foundation's. (2015). A Complex Problem: The Compliance Burdens of the tax Code. Retrieved from 
http://www.ntu.org/foundation/detail/a-complex-problem-the-compliance-burdens-of-the-tax-code 

OTS – Office of Tax Simplification. (2015). Developing a Tax Complexity Index for the UK. Retrieved from https://www.gov.uk/government/
publications/tax-complexity-project.

PwC & The World Bank Group. (2015). Paying Taxes 2015: The Global picture – A Comparison of tax systems in 189 economies worldwide. 
Retrieved from http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/paying-taxes/ 

Sari, D. & Tjen, C. (2016). Corporate social responsibility disclosure, environmental performance, and tax aggressiveness. International 
Research Journal Business Studies, 9(2), 93-104. https://doi.org/10.21632/irjbs.9.2.93-104

SBA – Office of Advocacy. (2011). Measuring and Modeling the Federal Income Tax Compliance Burden of Small Businesses. USA: Office of Advocacy.
Shafer, W. E. & Simmons, R. S. (2008). Social responsibility, Machiavellianism and tax avoidance: A study of Hong Kong tax professionals. 

Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal, 21(5), 695-720. https://doi.org/10.1108/09513570810872978
Shaw. J., Slemrod, J. & Whiting, J. (2007). Administration and Compliance. Retrieved from http://election2015.ifs.org.uk/uploads/mirr-

leesreview/dimensions/ch12.pdf 
Smith, A. (2008). An Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations. Hamburg, Germany: Management Laboratory.
Srinivasan, T. N. (1973). Tax evasion: A model. Journal of Public Economics, 2, 339–346.https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2727(73)90024-8
Stavrianos, M. & Greenland, A. (2002). Design and Development of the Wage and Investment Compliance Burden Model. US: IRS Research 

Conference.
Štager, V. (2014). Davčna agresivnost v soodvisnosti z managementom znanja. Celje: Mednarodna fakulteta za družbene in poslovne vede.
Waegenaere, De A., Sansing, R. & Wielhouwer, J. L. (2013). Financial accounting effects of tax aggressiveness: Contracting and 

measurement. Tuck School of Business Working Paper, 10(83), 1-46.
Vaillancourt, F., Édison R. C. & Barros, M. S. (2013). The compliance and administrative costs of taxation in Canada. USA: Fraser Institute.
Vaillancourt, F., Roy, M. & Lammam, C. (2015). Measuring tax complexity in Canada. USA: Fraser Institute.
Watson, L. (2012). Corporate social responsibility, tax avoidance, and tax aggressiveness. Working Paper Series, 11(12), 1-22.

Author

Vesna Štager holds an M.Sc. degree in Management Sciences from the International School for Social and Business Studies, 
Celje. She earned her two Bachelor’s degrees in Economics (Entrepreneurship; Accounting and Auditing) from the Faculty 
of Economics and Business, University of Maribor, Slovenia, where she graduated with distinction. She is currently a Ph.D. 
student of Economic Policy at the Faculty of Economics and Business, University of Maribor. Scientific interest: auditing, 
accounting, finance and taxes.

Spremembe davčnih predpisov in družbena odgovornost 
davčnih zavezancev ter zakonodajnih ustanov

Izvleček

Članek obravnava stroške davčne skladnosti, ki davčnim zavezancem nastajajo zaradi davčne kompleksnosti in nenehnih 
sprememb davčnih predpisov. Finančna uprava Republike Slovenije je družbeno odgovorna za davčno agresivnost, saj je 
odgovorna za davčni položaj posameznikov, podjetij in celotnega gospodarstva. Cilj raziskave je vzpodbuditi družbeno 
odgovorno ravnanje zakonodajnih ustanov pri sprejemanju davčnih predpisov, kar lahko pomembno vpliva na družbeno 
odgovornost davčnih zavezancev in poveča davčno skladnost.

Ključne besede: družbena odgovornost, davčna skladnost, spremembe davčnih predpisov, davčna agresivnost
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