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Abstract:  

This thesis originates in an ambition to understand the political process of how purpose and form were 

assigned to Country-By-Country Reporting (CBCR) in the European Commission’s proposals for the new 

Accounting Directive and the Transparency Directive. The Commission proposes to introduce 

requirement for companies in the extractive and logging industries to annually disclose payments to 

governments on a country- and project-level basis in a special report for the purpose of enabling citizens 

in resource-rich countries to hold their government to account for the revenues they obtain from 

natural resources. 

Taking a poststructuralist approach to reporting and drawing specifically on Discourse Theory in the 

tradition of Laclau and Mouffe, the thesis investigates the hegemonic projects struggling to produce 

dominant framings of CBCR in the process leading up to the Commission’s Directives proposals. Based 

on an examination of the responses to the Commission’s public consultation on CBCR and 13 interviews 

with organizations involved in this consultation, the first stage of the analysis finds two competing 

hegemonic projects. First, it finds a project exercising an expansive form of hegemony united around a 

demand for transparency. This project challenges the prevailing reporting order and its negation of the 

information needs of other financial statement users than investors and capital providers. To ameliorate 

the lack of transparency, this expansive hegemonic project promotes CBCR, revolving around a re-

articulation of the concept of materiality. Furthermore, the first stage of the analysis finds a defensive, 

transformistic hegemonic project. This project defends the current disclosure regime by rearticulating 

the common cause claimed by the expansive project and frames CBCR as a threat to the logic of efficient 

markets which is the organizing principle of the transformistic project’s discourse.  

The second stage analyzes the Commission’s Impact Assessment on CBCR and the degree to which the 

Commission’s framing of CBCR reproduces the discourse of the two competing hegemonic projects. It 

finds that the Commission reproduces the expansive projects’ demands for transparency measure to 

address government corruption in resource-rich developing countries. However, the expansive project’s 

demands for CBCR measures to improve investors’ decision-making and to address issues of global tax 

governance are framed in accordance with the transformistic project’s assertion that financial 

statements should provide information to investors based on a management perspective of materiality. 

However, interestingly the thesis finds that a bifurcation of the definition of materiality is introduced in 

the Commission’s proposals to require information on payments, the materiality of which is defined 

from the country and project perspective. 
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1. Introduction  

Whether it is hordes of people standing in line in front of Apple’s stores across the globe to celebrate 

the release of the Iphone 5, or going to IKEA with your wife on a Saturday afternoon, or watching the 

latest Disney film with your children, the pervasive presence of the multinational corporation (MNC) is 

striking. Regardless of whether one remains skeptical of their truly global nature (Thompson and 

Kaspersen 2012) or whether one finds MNCs to be the hallmark of globalization, their proliferation in 

the post WWII era, and in particular since the 1970s, is a key feature of the configuration of 

contemporary capitalism. External company reporting as “an element of the communicative structure of 

society” (Gallhofer and Haslam 2003:ix) is central in organizing this configuration.  

While Weber (2003) highlighted the importance of modern bookkeeping in establishing the kind of 

rationality that enabled internal control of resources and thereby the emergence of capitalism (Folke 

and Sevelsted 2010), external reporting constitutes an essential social technology, by means of which 

the company renders itself intelligible to the world around it. The information which is disclosed in 

reports of various kinds conditions how others relate to the company while the demands for 

information have important disciplinary effects on company behavior. The kind of information that is 

reported, the form in which it is conveyed, to whom it is target and the purpose of this constellation all 

form crucial dimensions of the interaction between the company and the world around it.  

The last element is especially important because the purpose of reporting inscribes it in efforts to serve 

a higher goal. The technology of reporting can thus be employed to address all kinds of purposes, be 

that to save the environment through sustainability reporting or to facilitate growth through financial 

reporting. Indeed, the social technology of reporting is not inherently associated with any specific 

purpose but can be employed to serve a multitude of purposes. This has important effects since 

“through inclusion by measurement and disclosure, importance and relevance are assigned to some 

matters and objects; and through exclusion, immateriality and insignificance are ascribed to others” 

(Young 2003:621). These features of reporting make it decisively political.  

Operating across borders, MNCs are embedded in a vast number of complex relations on various levels. 

Reporting is increasingly seen as a means to address a number of issues that arise from these complex 

relations, and different forms of reporting have developed for various purposes in order to deal with 

these issues. This thesis investigates an interesting, current example of how a country-by-country 

reporting (CBCR) framework is proposed for the specific purpose of promoting accountability and good 

governance in resource-rich countries in order to ensure that natural resources benefit the citizens of 

these countries.  
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1.1. The Commission’s Proposals 

On October 25, 2011, the European Commission (Commission) submitted two interlinked proposals to 

the European Parliament and to the Council of the European Union.  

First, a proposal for a new Accounting Directive on the annual financial statements, consolidated 

financial statements and related reports of certain types of undertakings (Accounting Directive). This 

proposal aims to repeal and merge into a single directive, the two existing Accounting Directives from 

1978 and 1983. Here it is proposed that the European Union (EU) introduces the following measures:  

“In order to promote governments' accountability and good governance, the proposal 
introduces new reporting requirements for companies active in the extractive industry or in 
the logging of primary forests. It is proposed that companies shall disclose the payments 
they make to governments in each country where they operate and for each project, where 
the payment has been attributed to a certain project and when material to the recipient 
government. In line with the overall objective and in order to limit the additional 
administrative burden, the new requirement is limited to large companies and public 
interest entities” (European Commission 2011a:8). 

The second proposal is for a new Transparency Directive on the harmonization of transparency 

requirements in relation to information about issuers whose securities are admitted to trading on a 

regulated market (Transparency Directive), amending the existing Transparency Directive from 2004. 

Referring to the Accounting Directive, the Commission proposes that the EU adopts the following: 

“In order to provide for enhanced transparency of payments made to governments, issuers 
whose securities are admitted to trading on a regulated market and which have activities in 
the extractive or logging of primary forest industries should disclose in a separate report on 
an annual basis payments made to governments in the countries in which they operate. The 
report should include types of payments comparable to those disclosed under the Extractive 
Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI) and provide civil society with information to hold 
governments of resource-rich countries to account for their receipts from the exploitation of 
natural resources” (European Commission 2011b:11, footnotes omitted). 

Hence in these two Directives, the Commission proposes to pursue the purpose of promoting the 

accountability and good governance of governments in resource-rich countries by means of introducing 

new reporting requirements providing transparency of payments to these governments. The 

requirements relate to large companies and public interest entities in the extractive and logging 

industries. These companies should, in a separate report and on an annual basis, disclose payments, 

when material to the host government, on a country-by-country and project-by-project level where 

payments can be attributed to a specific project. The payments should be aligned with those specified 

by the Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI).  
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1.2.  The Commission’s Consultation on CBCR – Context and Approaches 

Leading up to these proposals, the Commission conducted a public consultation1 to gather views on the 

possible introduction of policy measures to require CBCR of financial information on activities in non-EU 

and EEA-countries in the annual financial statements of MNCs. In the consultation document, the 

Commission discusses the relevant existing disclosure requirements and writes that:  

“Currently, the applicable accounting standards do not require issuers to disclose financial 
information on a country-by-country basis in their consolidated accounts, although the 
Accounting Directives do require issuers to identify subsidiaries, jointly controlled entities 
and associates” (European Commission 2010b:2).  

The “applicable accounting standards” that the Commission refers to are the International Financial 

Reporting Standards (IFRSs) developed by the International Accounting Standards Board (IASB) and 

applied in the EU through the endorsement process established in Regulation 1606/2002.  

The IASB is a private-sector organization, established in 1973 as the International Accounting Standards 

Committee and replaced by the IASB in 2001. The organization has become the most widely recognized 

international financial reporting standard-setter in the world as 120 countries either permit or require 

the use of its standards (IASB 2012). Its objective is to “develop a single set of high quality, 

understandable, enforceable and globally accepted financial reporting standards based upon clearly 

articulated principles” (IASB 2012:1).  

The IASB’s IFRS 8 Operating Segments2 is the prevailing standard which spells out how companies may 

disclose geographical information. It is based on the ‘management approach’ which centers on the 

principle that the information disclosed should match the internal reporting to the company’s chief 

operating decision maker (Deloitte 2006). The operating segment can be defined in terms of either ‘Line 

of Business’ or ‘geographical segment’ according to how the company is managed. Where the Line of 

Business principle may define an operating segment as for example “Iphones”, a geographical definition 

can for example refer to “Asia-Pacific” as operating segment but does not require disclosure for each 

country in which the company operates. 

  

                                                           
1
 Running throughout the period Oct 26 2010-Jan 09 2011 

2
 IFRS 8 was issued in November 2006 and became effective from January 2009 (Deloitte 2006).  
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In the context of this prevailing system of disclosure requirements, the Commission’s consultation 

document presents two types of disclosures which could be considered as approaches to introduce 

requirements of country-specific information; 1) General CBCR and 2) Specific requirements for 

extractive companies. The two approaches are presented in Boxes 1 and 2 respectively.  

 

Box 1. 

1) General country-by-country reporting by multinational companies. 

The main goals of such disclosure would be: (a) to help investors to better 
assess the different national activities of multinational companies; and (b) to 
enhance transparency about capital flows, for instance, to better enforce tax 
rules (European Commission 2010b:3). 

This approach is contextualized by the Commission by reference to its Communication on Tax and 

Development (European Commission 2010a), which suggests avenues for achieving domestic 

resource mobilization in developing countries through improved tax systems and administrations.  

The Commission also mentions the June 14, 2010 Council conclusions where a CBCR standard is 

considered relevant for consideration by the OECD in its Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises 

on good corporate citizenship (OECD 2008) and in its Principles of Corporate Governance which 

provide guidance on how governments may improve their corporate governance frameworks and 

how companies, investors and other stakeholders can play a role in these efforts (OECD 2004).  

Finally, the Council conclusions which the Commission cites, also express support for the IASB’s 

consultation work to include CBCR in IFRS 6 for the extractive sector and encourage an extension 

beyond this sector. IFRS 6 Exploration for and Evaluation of Mineral Resources was issued in 

December 2004 and effective from January 2006 and provides the principles for accounting for 

expenditures made in efforts to find natural resources and evaluate their potential from a 

technical and commercial perspective (Deloitte 2005).    
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1.3.  Development of the Research Question 

The Commission’s public consultation thus imagined two different approaches to CBCR. If indeed any 

disclosure should be required. In a footnote in the consultation document the Commission expresses an 

open notion of the possibility of introducing CBCR: 

“The Accounting Directives already require issuers to identify subsidiaries, jointly controlled 
entities and associates in other countries. There is, however, no consensus on what further 
financial data, if any, should be disclosed on a country-by-country basis” (European 
Commission 2010b:2). 

It is therefore interesting that while the Commission was clearly unresolved concerning CBCR at the time 

of the public consultation in October 2010, the Directives proposals in October 2011 define the purpose 

of the new reporting requirements in terms of the second approach, seeking to promote transparency 

Box 2. 

2) Specific transparency obligations for companies which are active in the 
extractive industry (minerals, oil, and gas) in third countries.  

The main goal of such disclosure would be to provide more transparency 
about the payments made by the extractive industry to governments in 
third countries (European Commission 2010b:3, footnote omitted).  

This approach is put in the context of not only the possible introduction of CBCR through IFRS 6, 

which would become mandatory in the EU through the endorsement process. The relevance of 

Section 1504 of the Dodd-Frank Act (Dodd-Frank) in the US is also emphasized. This act from 

July 2010 US requires listed companies in the extractive industries to disclose payments to each 

government and for each project (Securities and Exchange Commission 2010:845). 

Dodd-Frank makes explicit reference to the payments definitions developed by the EITI (see 

Appendix 1 for EITI’s payments definitions) which was launched in 2002 and aims to promote 

transparency and good governance in the extractive sector (EITI 2013). The EITI is a global 

standard to which governments sign up and which subsequently applies to all extractive 

companies in the country. It consists of two main elements; the EITI report where the 

congruence between the payments declared by companies and the revenues received by 

governments is independently verified, and the national multi-stakeholder group overseeing the 

process (EITI, 2013). 
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and accountability in the extractive and logging industries. As discussed above, the construction of the 

purpose of reporting is a highly political issue.  

Therefore this thesis originates in an ambition to understand the political process of how purpose and 

form was assigned to Country-By-Country Reporting in the case of the Commission’s proposals for two 

new Directives; The Accounting Directive and the Transparency Directive. Thus it asks the research 

question:  

How do discursive power struggles produce meaning about Country-By-Country Reporting in the case of 

the European Commission’s proposals for the new Accounting and Transparency Directives? 

Specifically it undertakes an analysis of how the organizations involved in the public consultation 

struggle to produce discourses about CBCR and frame it as purposeful or not. Furthermore it analyzes 

the extent to which these discourses are reproduced in the Commission’s framing of CBCR in order to 

understand how the Commission came to propose requirements along the lines of the second approach 

to CBCR discussed in the consultation document.    

1.4. Thesis Outline 

Having developed the research question and specified the analytical step taken to try and answer it, this 

thesis then develops in the following way.  

Chapter 2 presents the literature review, positioning the present research project within the literature 

on the political economy of accounting which is highly critical of the mainstream approach and its de-

contextualized conception of accounting. It then argues that while neo-Gramscian approaches provide 

important insights to the way power, conflict and politics are inherent to the configuration of accounting 

and financial reporting, a poststructuralist approach establishes a more convincing avenue for grasping 

the operation of political processes.  

The specific poststructuralist theoretical framework is then developed in Chapter 3, drawing on 

Discourse Theory in the tradition of Laclau and Mouffe and its analysis of hegemony. The theoretical 

framework develops a number of key concepts of the analysis of hegemony.  

Chapter 4 provides the methodological foundations of the poststructuralist approach chosen, 

positioning the ontological and epistemological assumptions within alternative positions to philosophies 

of science. Defending an empty, critical ontology, it argues for a displacement of the preoccupation with 

methods in favor of a concern with analytical strategy. Finally, it discusses the empirical material and the 

limitations to which this thesis is subject.  
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The first stage of the analysis then examines the responses to the EU’s public consultation on CBCR, as 

well as 13 interviews with organizations involved with this consultation, finding two competing 

hegemonic projects struggling to frame CBCR.  

Chapter 5.1 investigates the first hegemonic project, involved in an offensive, expansive form of 

hegemony in its contestation of the prevailing disclosure regime. 

Chapter 5.2 then analyzes the second hegemonic project which defends the prevailing order of 

disclosures through a restorative, transformistic form of hegemony.   

The second stage of the analysis proceeds in Chapter 6 by analyzing how the discourses of the two 

competing hegemonic projects are reproduced in the Commission’s framing of CBCR, allowing us to 

appreciate the contingent nature of the two Directives proposals. 

Finally the conclusion sums up the findings of the analysis and discusses this thesis’s aim to contribute to 

the IPE literature on accounting, as well as the suggestions for future research. 
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2. Literature Review 

By analyzing the power struggle to frame CBCR, it is the ambition of this thesis to contribute to the 

literature on the political economy of accounting. This literature argues that accounting is decisively 

political and is highly critical of the mainstream view of accounting as a neutral, documentary technique. 

This literature review therefore progresses in the following way. First, a presentation of the main tenets 

of mainstream accounting theory is offered. Insisting on the contextual and political nature of 

accounting, the second section discusses the main features of neo-Gramscian approaches. While neo-

Gramscian approaches are important in their insistence on focusing on the conflictual nature of 

accounting and accounting standard-setting, they fail to offer convincing frameworks for grasping how 

power and politics operate. The third section therefore presents the main features of the 

poststructuralist position defended by this thesis, forming the backdrop against which the theoretical 

framework will be developed. The final section discusses the existing work concerning CBCR and 

positions this thesis within this limited body of work. 

2.1.  The Mainstream Approach to Accounting  

The main issues that the mainstream accounting literature deals with are problems of measurement 

(Macintosh 2002). Questions of how to accurately deal with the measurement of risk, assets and costs 

are at the center of concerns. As will be explained in the Methodology chapter, this position derives 

from a realist ontology and a positivist epistemology (Baker 2011). A crucial assumption is that we can 

describe risk, revenue, etc. with increasing documentary accuracy by refining the social technology of 

accounting. Accounting is exclusively concerned with this sphere of economic facts, perceived as 

separate from its social context (Gallhofer and Haslam 2007). Drawing mainly on marginalist, 

neoclassical economic theory, mainstream accounting theory assumes human beings to be rational, 

utility-optimizing actors, and the evolution of accounting and accounting rules as a functional, context-

independent and rational process, devoid of political, ethical and moral concerns (Tinker 1980; Perry 

and Nölke 2006). Finally, the literature also assumes the role of the professional accountant to be 

asocial, apolitical and functional, mainly concerned with the measurement of economic facts and 

“telling it like it is” (Gallhofer and Haslam 2007:642).  

2.2.  For a Political Economy of Accounting 

The mainstream accounting literature’s view that accounting is essentially a documentary technique 

implies that social and political relations are conceived as external to accounting and the practice of 

accountants (Tinker 1991; Miller 1994). It is this externalization that the critical accounting literature 
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challenges, although in different ways by arguing that accounting must be contextualized (Miller 1994; 

Gallhofer and Haslam 2003).  

Within this contextualized view of accounting, the political economy literature is united by an approach 

to accounting which centers on how accounting is intertwined with power and conflict (Ordelheide 

2004): 

“In place of a view of accounting as the provision of neutral technical information for 
decision-making, a political economy approach insists that accounting systems are often a 
mechanism through which power is exercised…And in place of an abstract notion of market 
equilibrium, a political economy approach highlight issues of social welfare and distribution” 
(Miller 1994:16-17).  

The process of standard-setting is central in this regard as it concerns how financial reporting rules are 

produced. The following sections present first the neo-Gramscian approach to the political economy of 

accounting standard-setting, before introducing the common features of Poststructuralism within which 

this thesis is positioned. 

2.2.1. Neo-Gramscian Approaches to Standard-setting 

Many critical scholars draw on Gramsci’s neo-marxist and neo-Machiavellian thinking, although others 

also draw on the work of critical scholars, such as Habermas. Gramsci is central for his introduction of 

the concept of hegemony explaining how the working class might be led to accept relations of 

domination as the natural order of things. Thus the capitalist class might ‘capture’ the way phenomena 

are perceived and frame them in ways that cover up the real antagonisms which are structurally 

inherent in the capitalist system (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002). Inspired by the work of neo-

Machiavellians such, as Mosca and Sorel and their focus on the political effect of political formulas, 

social types and myths (van der Pijl 2009), Gramsci’s concept of hegemony thus added a second element 

to the historical materialist model by seeing politics as a matter of both the hegemony of production 

and the production of hegemony (Ryner 2006). 

Applying this framework to the political economy of accounting, neo-Gramscians seek to uncover the 

mechanisms through which capitalist hegemony works. Accounting has been a central case for neo-

Gramscians as it is perceived to have been captured by corporations and the accounting profession in 

the defense of capitalist interests (Sikka 2008). Indeed accounting standards are argued to be a crucial 

mechanism through which capitalism as a system of structural domination and exploitation is 

reproduced. Further, initiatives to introduce social and environmental accounting, such as Corporate 

Socially Responsible reporting, are scrutinized as cases in which the imperatives of the capitalist logic 

intervene to dominate and change the progressive potential of such alternative programs (Spence 2007; 
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Gray 2010). With respect to governance in the international realm, neo-Gramscians regard EU’s 

Regulation 1606/2002 as the star example of how states transfer authority to a private actor, the IASB, 

thereby effectively sidetracking the democratic process in favor of corporate interests (Perry and Nölke 

2005; 2006).  

Neo-Gramscians are explicitly critical in their ambition to expose the mechanisms by which the capitalist 

class installs hegemony, thereby masking the real facts of exploitation. Hence, although a phenomenon 

like capitalism is ontologically deep and multilayered, it is nevertheless possible to uncover a real and 

economically determined fixed point of reference (Ryner 2006), which can serve as the vantage point of 

critique and the justificatory source of the struggle for emancipation.  

While the focus on struggle over the production of meaning and the concern with critique are two 

crucial elements of the legacy of Marx and Gramsci, these two aspects are radically re-inscribed in a 

poststructuralist framework by Laclau and Mouffe who explicitly acknowledge their Gramscian heritage. 

As the following two chapters will develop, this radical re-inscription rests upon to the poststructuralist 

rejection of a realist ontology, not only holding that any production of meaning is contingent on its 

historical, social and political context, but also that this realization forces us to recognize that there are 

no privileged historical agents or classes that can emancipate society (Baker 2011). Rather there are only 

power struggles between social forces attempting to fix meaning and purpose to phenomena such as 

reporting and since that is persistent, the struggle will never cease in an emancipated end stage.  

2.2.2.  Main Features of Poststructuralist Thought  

Poststructuralism builds on the so-called “linguistic turn”. This refers to the preoccupation with 

language in the analytical programs of both Structuralism and Poststructuralism. The central theory, 

which spurred the linguistic turn and which is developed further by Poststructuralism, was the Structural 

Linguistics or Structuralism of Saussure who established an analytical focus on the structure of language 

in the context of which each sign derives its meaning.  

The key insight from Structuralism is that the meaning of a word does not derive from an inherent 

quality of the phenomenon it refers to. Rather “words are the result of the socially constructed linguistic 

conventions of a particular community” (Macintosh 2002:12). Meaning is therefore conceived as a 

construct within the language of a particular community. Analyzing the linguistic networks within which 

each sign could be seen as meaningful Structuralism employed a static framework, arguing such 

networks are structured around a center which lends itself as overarching ordering signifier (Esmark, 

Laustsen and Andersen 2005).  



15 

 

Against this static framework, which is unable to deal with change, Poststructuralism developed a 

dynamic framework which holds that discourse centers are never stable and that ordering signifiers are 

historically contingent (Macintosh 2002). The production of meaning is thus conceptualized as a 

contingent result of historical struggles to create signifiers that are assigned symbolic status as centers 

around which other signs are structured and derive meaning (Esmark, Laustsen and Andersen 2005). We 

must therefore abandon the notion that accounting can deliver stable discourses that refer to a reality 

waiting to be measured and accounted for with increasing precision (Hines 1988; Mattessich 2000; 

Macintosh 2002). Rather accounting is constructed by power and accounting frameworks are inscribed 

into contingent and inherently political discourses around symbolic centers.  

Among poststructuralist analyses of accounting, the Governmentality approach, building on the work of 

Foucault, has most successfully established itself within the critical accounting literature. Mainly 

connected to the London School of Governmentality, this approach focuses on the Foucauldian theme 

of scrutinizing what is “thinkable and doable” (McKinlay and Pezet 2010:488) and investigates how 

accounting as a social technology is central in the constitution of governable, calculable individuals 

(Rose and Miller 1992; Dean 2010b: McKinlay and Pezet 2010).  

However, as Dean and Villadsen (2012) argue, the Governmentality school’s preoccupation with the 

political rationalities of Neoliberalism is problematic because it tends to assign a positive role for civil 

society, as a domain of resistance. By affording a progressive role to civil society the Governmentality 

School comes close to the neo-Gramscian claim of a fixed normative point of reference in accordance 

with which, we might exercise a critique of the neoliberal discourse. This thesis rejects this concept of 

critique and commit to a “criticism” which is inspired by the Foucauldian assertion that there can be no 

emancipation from power since power is pervasive (Torfing 1999). Criticism is therefore an exercise of 

concerned with the disturbance of what renders itself stable and taken for given (Dean 2010b), exposing 

how that what is “given” was once “taken”, i.e. developed from a specific historical and socio-political 

context (Young 2006).    

While Foucault has been the great inspiration to the Governmentality literature, only a limited number 

of accounting scholars have drawn on Discourse Theory. Few of these scholars seem committed to 

criticism in their discussion of the contingent and partial nature of any discourse (Spence 2007; Carter 

and Spence 2011). Rather I argue that the contradictory focus on emancipation, which also haunts 

Laclau and Mouffe’s commitments to the political Left, is replicated by a number of the scholars that use 

Discourse Theory. The result is that the radical break from neo-Gramscianism to Post-Gramscianism is 

not unfolded, leading to a preoccupation with critique rather than criticism and a concern with the 
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emancipation from the dominant discourse of business (Archel, Spence and Husillos 2011). Gallhofer 

and Haslam (2003), for example, argue that accounting is not exclusively repressive and that this 

ambiguous quality might lead it to serve emancipatory projects that seek to design a better accounting 

in a better society. While I agree with their focus on the non-alignment of accounting with any specific 

hegemonic project, I find that their concern with emancipation is less than fruitful. This problem also 

relates to their work on segmental reporting to which the final section turns, seeking to position this 

thesis in relation to the limited body of existing work concerning CBCR.  

2.3. Previous Work Concerning CBCR  

A number of studies examine the issue of the level of disaggregation of data and its relation to profit 

performance (Nichols, Street and Gray 2000; Nichols and Street 2007). They focus on the disaggregation 

level at which analysts can access information on company performance and thereby model returns on 

investment (Aleksanyan and Danbolt 2012). However, besides the conflicts between preparing 

companies and investors and analysts, this literature does not concern itself with the general political 

process by which segments and thus the level of disaggregation are defined. However, a few 

contributions to the political economy of accounting literature do concern themselves with cases 

relating to this issue. 

Kwok and Sharp (2005) offer an interesting analysis of the struggle between users, preparers, regulators 

and accountants concerning the ‘management approach’ and the ‘risk-and-rewards approach’ to 

segmental reporting. However, their argument that accounting should not necessarily be political seems 

to fail to grasp the pervasiveness of the political which conditions the social world.  

Another study which relates directly to the present research endeavor is Gallhofer and Haslam’s (2007) 

study of the politics of accounting disaggregation concerning the creation of IFRS 6 and IFRS 8. Drawing 

on Discourse Theory and analyzing a number of the same organizations as those engaged in the 

Commission’s public consultation on CBCR, they argue that the notion of ‘public interest’ has been 

captured by particular business interests. However, they argue that this capture is unstable and 

contingent and that the IASB can be made to serve civil society. I find this study very inspirational, yet, 

as argued in the previous section, I find problematic the focus on the emancipatory potential of the IASB 

as it breaks from a commitment to criticism rather than critique. 

With respect to studies that investigate how the framework of CBCR is fought over, there are, to the 

best of my knowledge, no published pieces. However, in a forthcoming article Wójcik, offers a review of 

political economy approaches that address different aspects of the politics of CBCR. I very much 
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welcome this contribution and concur with many of his findings concerning the Constructivist approach. 

However, he assumes that there is a disaggregation problem instead of exploring its conditions of 

existence, which is the aim of this thesis. Furthermore, his assertion that the four different approaches 

are complementary begs the question of the conditions for this complementarity. 

A final contribution which is closer aligned with the commitment to criticism defended in this thesis is 

Haufler’s (2010) study of the process leading to the launch of the EITI. Revolving around the interrelated 

concerns with the formation of ideas and their institutionalization, she analyzes the EITI in terms of the 

intersection of complementary agendas promoted by different policy entrepreneurs working for conflict 

prevention, corporate social responsibility and anti-corruption and an environment conducive to 

transparency instruments. I strongly support this focus on the formation of ideas and their 

institutionalization. However, I argue that Discourse Theory’s emphasis on the production of chains of 

equivalence in the case of an expansive form of hegemony provides a more appropriate framework for 

understanding how agendas intersect, since it centers on the contingent conditions of complementarity 

between such agendas. 

Having reviewed the literature within which this thesis is positioned the following chapter develops the 

theoretical framework. 
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3. Theoretical Framework  

The following chapter progresses from the Literature Review’s introduction of the common features of 

Poststructuralism and develops the specific poststructuralist theoretical framework which informs the 

analysis of the discursive struggle over CBCR. It presents the post-Gramscian Discourse Theory and its 

analysis of hegemony as a potent framework to conceptualize how politics plays out as eternal struggles 

to produce hegemonic discourses organized around symbolic centers. The main part of this chapter will 

thus be concerned with developing concepts to grasp how these struggles operate. Therefore the 

chapter concludes with a specification of how the framework is operationalized in the analysis of the 

struggle to attach meaning to CBCR, laying out the steps of the analysis.      

3.1.  Discourse Theory 

The starting point for Laclau and Mouffe’s Discourse Theory is the poststructuralist development of 

Structuralism, which was introduced in the previous chapter. The dynamic poststructuralist framework, 

which is preoccupied with the historically and culturally contingent construction of the center of the 

network of signs, entails a move from a focus on language to a focus on discourse (Hansen 2005). Hence 

the contingent nature of meaning becomes a condition of the social (Esmark, Laustsen and Andersen 

2005). Laclau and Mouffe place this contingency at the heart of their discourse theory as the impossible 

but also necessary attempt to “stop the sliding of the signs in relation to one another and hence create a 

unified system of meaning” (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002:27). 

While the impossible dimension refers to the ontological condition of contingency, the important 

dimension of necessity relates to the concept of the subject. Žižek’s critique of their 1985 book 

“Hegemony and Socialist Strategy” has led Laclau and Mouffe to alter their conceptualization of the 

subject entailing a move from an Althusserian focus on overdetermination to the psychoanalysis of 

Lacan.  

The central argument of Lacan’s concept of the traumatized, barred subject is that the subject is defined 

by a traumatic, constitutive lack (Torfing 1999; Torfing 2005). This refers to the fundamental condition 

that “the subject is a bearer of signification which is desperately searching for a signifier that can express 

its identity within the symbolic order” (Torfing 1999: 150). Hence the subject seeks to ameliorate this 

lack and achieve a full identity through identification within a symbolic order with the conceptual 

consequence that the identity of the subject can only be grasped in its relation to the structure, i.e. 

discourse. However, this is fundamentally denied by the constitutive lack. The full identity of the subject 

is impossible although the process of identification is necessary. Hence, “the subject is internal to the 
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structure, but it has neither a complete structural identity nor a complete lack of structural identity. 

Rather it has a failed structural identity” (Torfing 2005:17).  

This impossible and necessary condition also relates to society as a whole which is conceived as “a 

relational space unable to constitute itself as such…a field dominated by the desire for structure that was 

always finally absent” (Laclau and Mouffe 2001:113). The teleological promise of a fully achieved 

community is thus radically denied. Hence the impossibility of full identity of the subject and society 

results from the conditions of the constitutive lack of the subject and the contingency and non-fixation 

of any discourse. 

We thus have a schema of a political dynamic in which discourses try to construct a center which 

promises to function as a point of identification for the subject and the organizing principle on which the 

impossible object “society” is sought constituted as a sutured space (Laclau and Mouffe 2001). The 

impossibility of fixating this center thus becomes the very condition for politics because if a single 

transcendental and eternal center did exist with which subject could identify, then there would be 

nothing to struggle over as it would all be determined by the center (Andersen 1999).  

This is the main point of critique against Gramsci, whose concepts influence Discourse Theory 

immensely but which must be reinserted into a radically contingent poststructuralist framework where 

no class or group can be given a privileged political role a priori because such a claim would not allow for 

contingency but merely delegate determinism to the relations to the forces of production (Laclau and 

Mouffe 2001). Discourse Theory thus argues for a change of Gramsci’s central concept of hegemony 

which allows the unfolding of “all of its deconstructive effect on the theoretical terrain of classical 

Marxism” (Laclau and Mouffe 2001:85).  

The next section presents this re-inscribed concept of hegemony which provides a potent analytical tool 

to investigate how politics operates through struggles between social forces seeking to produce and 

defend discourse centers. The relation between hegemony and discourse is then that “the coherence 

that a discursive formation can have is only a hegemonic coherence and it is, indeed, on the level of the 

discursive formations that hegemonic logics are fully operative” (Laclau 2000:284, original italics). Thus 

the ability of social forces to hegemonically construct discourse centers determines whether they will be 

successful in producing meaning about such phenomena as CBCR.  
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3.2.  Laclau and Mouffe’s Concept of Hegemony 

According to Torfing “hegemony brings us from the undecidable level of non-totalizable openness to a 

decidable level of discourse” (1999:102). Hence hegemony refers to the political process by which social 

agents produce and defend symbolic centers around which meaning can be organized, promising 

subjects to ameliorate their constitutive lack and thereby achieve full identity and the establishment of 

a sutured society. Specifically, Laclau defines hegemony in the following way: “The fullness of society is 

an impossible object which successive contingent contents try to impersonate through catachrestical 

displacements. This is exactly what hegemony means” (2000:79).  

Drawing on Gramsci’s framework it is possible to distinguish two different forms of hegemony; 

‘expansive hegemony’ and ‘transformism’ (Torfing 1999). Expansive hegemony is of an offensive, 

revolutionary nature (Torfing 1999) and can be understood in terms of its predominant employment of 

two hegemonic operations; “the logic of equivalence…[and]…the assumption by a particularity of a 

function of universal representation” (Laclau 2000:304). Transformism on the contrary is defined by its 

defensive, restorative character (Torfing 1999) and is mainly associated with a third hegemonic 

operation; “the logic of difference” (Laclau 2000:304). These two forms of hegemony constitute the 

central categories employed in this thesis to understand the features of the struggle between different 

groups over the production of meaning about CBCR. Hence the next two sections develop the dynamics 

of the two forms of hegemony and the role of the three hegemonic operations. 

3.2.1. Expansive Hegemony  

As mentioned above, the category of expansive hegemony is essentially revolutionary. It is a form of 

hegemony which seeks to challenge the current dominant order and introduce an alternative 

hegemonic discourse. The condition for expansive hegemony is thus that the dominant order is unable 

to ameliorate the constitutive lack of subjects and that it thereby negates certain subjects. In other 

words, the center of the dominant discourse fails to totalize the meaning of the social, rendering politics 

possible.  

3.2.1.1. Crisis 

The moment of exposure of this negation is characterized by Discourse Theory as dislocation. It refers to 

an external event which the current hegemonic discourse is unable to provide a meaningful frame to 

cope with. Hence the symbolic role of the structure as a point of identification for subjects breaks down. 

Social forces will then struggle exercise articulatory practices that can produce new symbolic centers 

which can account for the new events and provide new points of identification.  
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As Torfing states: “articulations that manage to provide a credible principle upon which to read past, 

present and future events, and capture people’s hearts, become hegemonic” (2005:15). In these terms, 

the openness of the Commission’s understanding of CBCR, as expressed in the consultation document, 

can be understood as a moment of dislocation and the starting point of the present analysis.  

However, I agree with Hansen (2005) who argues that the conceptualization of dislocation as an extra-

discursive (Howarth 2000) and therefore pre-analytical event is problematic. I find that Bastow and 

Martin (2005) offer a fruitful approach with their concept of crisis which internalizes the dislocating 

rupture by establishing it as a narrative which is told by social agents. The concept of crisis which 

involves “the diagnosis of failure and the recommendation of intervention to resolve it” (Bastow and 

Martin 2005:220), thus establishes the pivotal importance of the articulatory practices by social agents. 

These articulations not only strive to fill the gap (Torfing 1999) brought on by crisis but also produce the 

very rupture in the sense that they call into question the prevailing situation. I therefore argue that we 

must start our analysis with accounting for these social agents, and it is therefore crucial to clarify their 

nature.  

3.2.1.2. Policy Entrepreneurs  

Laclau defends Gramsci’s concept of organic intellectuals as agents “engaged in the practice of 

articulation as the essential component in the construction of the hegemony of a group” (Laclau 

2000:287). These include among others journalists, technicians and consciousness-raising groups. They 

may therefore be conceptualized as the strategically placed policy entrepreneurs (Griggs 2005:120) 

These policy entrepreneurs are seek to construct discourse coalitions (Griggs; Hajer 2005) with other 

agents in hegemonic projects to make their articulation successful.  

However, as discussed above, the radical re-inscription of Gramsci’s concept is associated with a 

rejection of Gramsci’s ultimate economic determinism which gave the proletariat a privileged role as 

articulatory agent. Hence, while the ability to become policy entrepreneur of a hegemonic project is 

uneven and depends on the structural position of the particular group striving for hegemony, this is a 

privileged position in the practical sense, not the ontological sense of being determined by the relations 

of production (Torfing 2005). 

3.2.1.3. Chains of Equivalence 

We are now ready to develop the dynamic of expansive hegemony and to establish the role of the two 

hegemonic operations. It consists of policy entrepreneurs seeking to form discourse coalition around 

hegemonic projects by producing a general diagnosis of lack or failure of the prevailing order. Hence 
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these entrepreneurs articulate equivalential links between their own crisis and other particular crises, 

producing a chain of equivalance where different groups are constructed as equally negated by the 

system in place. The hegemonic operation, the logic of equivalence, thus confers upon different groups 

a meaning that transcends the particularity of their negation (Laclau 2000). As Bastow and Martin, 

writing about the Third Way discourse, argue: “A series of particular disappointments, short-term 

difficulties, and accumulated anxieties are metaphorically fused into a single argument pronouncing the 

total failure of existing institutions and options” (2005:220). Hence, we can conceive how, employing the 

logic of equivalence, policy entrepreneurs produce a coalition of groups who are all equally negated by 

the prevailing hegemonic system. This equivalence does not do away with these groups’ particularity, 

however, and should therefore not be confused with collapse into one identity (Laclau 2000). The 

particular crises and negations are thus linked to form a diagnosis of a general lack and failure. This 

leads us to the concept of social antagonism.  

3.2.1.4. Social Antagonism 

The concept of social antagonism addresses the exclusion that inevitably follows from the production of 

equivalential chains. Hence the production of a discourse coalition through equivalential links 

necessarily involves the increasing dichotomization of the political space in terms of those who form 

part of the revolutionary hegemonic project and those who are on the side of the dominant order 

(Howarth 2000). Hence, the stronger and more extensive the chain of equivalence between particular 

struggles, forming part of the same cause, the stronger the antagonism (Torfing 1999).  

The articulation of an antagonistic ‘Other’ functions as the constitutive outside which serves to stabilize 

the discourse of the expansive hegemonic project as it delineates its limits (Torfing 1999; 2005). Further, 

the Other provides the function of a scapegoat which is held responsible for the subject’s experience of 

lack (Howarth and Stavrakakis 2000). Hence, “the antagonistic force is held responsible for the blockage 

of our full identity, and this permits the externalization of our constitutive lack as subjects to the 

negating Other which thus becomes the positive embodiment of our self-blockage” (Torfing 1999:129). In 

this sense the overthrowing of the Other is closely tied to an eschatological imaginary that the end of 

the Other will fill the gap of the constitutive lack and leave to the fullness of society (Torfing 2005; Dean 

and Villadsen 2012).  

The final aspect of antagonism, which Laclau and Mouffe (2001) argue is a central consequence of the 

rejection of economic determinism which haunts Gramsci’s thinking, is that social antagonisms are not 

objective frontiers given by the relations to the forces of production. Instead the production of such 

frontiers is a central concern for any analysis drawing on Discourse Theory. 
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3.2.1.5. Tendentially Empty Signifiers and Their Incarnation 

However, the articulation of general lack, crisis and antagonism only establishes negativity. In order to 

succeed politically, a hegemonic project must produce a tendentially empty signifier which can function 

as the universal organizing principle for a new order that promises to end the constitutive lack and 

provide the fullness of society. An order which empowers the agency of subjects and allows them to 

mitigate the risks they face (Dean 2010b:196). It is worth quoting at length:  

“This positivization of the negative is what I have called the production of tendentially 
empty signifiers, which is the very condition of politics and political change. They are 
signifiers with no necessary attachment to any precise content, signifiers which simply name 
the positive reverse of an experience of historical limitation; ‘justice’, as against a feeling of 
widespread unfairness; ‘order’, when people are confronted with generalized social 
disorganization; ‘solidarity’ in a situation in which antisocial self-interest prevails, and so 
on” (Laclau 2000:185).  

The crucial role that tendentially empty signifiers play in shifting the power balance in society is that 

they function as surfaces of inscription for political change. They establish the logic in which new 

demands will be inscribed (Laclau 2000). They form social imaginaries which provide points of 

identification and establish the condition for what can be meaningfully articulated within the discourse. 

Thereby they constitute “powerful instruments in the displacement of the relations of force in society” 

(Laclau 2000:211). This entails a dimension of ideological totalization as an imaginary of the universal 

good for society (Torfing 2005).  

However, for the leading policy entrepreneurs to succeed, they must not only produce a tendentially 

empty signifier. They must establish themselves as able to incarnate this universal good (Torfing 2001). 

As the universal good will bring an end to the lack of all the groups making up the chain of equivalence, 

this will enable the leaders of a hegemonic project to establish its particular incarnation of the 

tendentially empty signifier as representative of the entire discourse coalition’s desire for achieving a 

full identity (Laclau 2000). This is what Laclau calls the second hegemonic operation, namely “the 

assumption by a particularity of a function of universal representation” (2000:304).  

We are now in a position to understand how “the very possibility of domination is made dependent on 

the ability of a limited historical actor to present its own ‘partial’ emancipation as equivalent to the 

emancipation of society as a whole” (Laclau 2000:47). Indeed, to have any kind of political effect, this 

transcendence of particularity and assumption of a universalizing function is necessary (Laclau 2000). 

Hence we can appreciate the significance of the two hegemonic operations. First, that the universality of 

the tendentially empty signifier is contingent as it does not exist prior to its production through chains of 

equivalence in accordance with the logic of equivalence (Torfing 1999). And second, that this 
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universality is contaminated by the particularity that seeks to incarnate it by assuming a symbolic 

universal function.  

This contingency also allows us to appreciate how the production of an expansive hegemonic project 

will fail to bring end to the constitutive lack and non-fixation. Hence the expansive project’s articulations 

will inevitably lead to negations of subjects (Torfing 1999) which will be the antagonistic starting point 

for new expansive hegemonic projects that will articulate these negations in terms of a general crisis, 

struggling to produce new tendentially empty signifiers that promise the fullness of society and the end 

of the constitutive lack. Hence, rather than conceiving the course of history as a progression towards of 

emancipation this is an analytical figure of an eternal struggle3.  

However, the form of expansive hegemony only accounts for the revolutionary thrust in this eternal 

struggle. To understand the defensive strategy employed by the prevailing order to combat the 

antagonisms of expansive hegemonic projects, we must turn to the second form of hegemony; 

transformism. 

3.2.2. Transformism  

As the particular group that dominates the prevailing order is concerned with preserving the existing 

discourse, it will not challenge it by articulating current affairs in terms of a diagnosis of general crisis. 

Rather the groups involved will seek to perpetuate the perception that the current order is delivering on 

its promise to deliver the fullness of society and the end of the constitutive lack.  

Instead of articulating the prevailing order in antagonistic terms, it establishes threats to the prevailing 

order as the constitutive outside of its discourse. Hence, “the hegemonic force, which is responsible for 

the negation of individual or collective identity, will tend to construct the excluded identity as one of a 

series of threatening obstacles to the full realization of chosen meanings and options” (Torfing 

1999:120). As such it defends the articulation of the negated groups as radically excluded from the 

system, thereby stabilizing the prevailing discourse.  

3.2.2.1. The Logic of Difference 

While the defense of the negation of excluded demands and subjects is an important element of 

transformism, a defining feature of this form of hegemony is its predominant reliance on the 

employment of Laclau’s third hegemonic operation, the logic of difference. This logic is the exact 

                                                           
3
 Foucault was also sensitive to this eternal struggle in his discussion of the ‘historico-political discourse’ (Foucault 

2004).  
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opposite of the logic of equivalence and destabilizes the frontier produced by antagonistic expansive 

hegemonic projects challenging the hegemonic order (Laclau 2000). It works to break equivalential 

chains by articulating the difference between particular groups and demands. Thereby it produces a 

more complex and extended political space in contrast to the expansive hegemony which simplifies this 

space in terms of the failing hegemonic system and the coalition that seeks to overthrow it (Laclau and 

Mouffe 2001). As Laclau puts it: “If the logic of equivalence universalizes the demands by making them 

all bearers of a meaning which transcends their particularities, the transformistic operation 

particularizes the demands by neutralizing their equivalential potential” (2000:303). This method is also 

referred to as co-optation which not only breaks the equivalential links but also neutralizes antagonism 

by absorbing some of the particular demands within the dominant order hence preventing the radical 

overthrow of the hegemonic order as particular crises in the equivalential chain are attended to (Norval 

2000). 

3.3.  Steps of the Analysis 

Now, we are in a situation where we can appreciate how groups struggle over the privilege to install and 

defend discourses by employing either a transformistic or expansive form of hegemony. Thus we have 

the conceptual tools to understand how the logics of hegemony operate in the production and defense 

of competing hegemonic projects.  

As stated in the introduction to this chapter, the development of the theoretical framework has sought 

to provide the key analytical concepts and categories which will be used in the forthcoming analysis. 

However, these concepts have not been related to the analysis at hand. Therefore it is crucial to 

conclude with a concrete account of how these concepts and categories are operationalized and applied 

in this specific analysis in this thesis. How do we become empirically sensitive to how meaning is 

produced about Country-By-Country Reporting? To account for this, Box 3 presents the steps taken in 

the analysis.  
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Box 3 

Stage I of the analysis 

Step 1 - Detection of forms of hegemony: Do we find expressions of crisis and lack, or 

articulations that defend the current order of affairs in the expressions concerning CBCR?  

Step 2 - Location of policy entrepreneurs: Do we find evidence of particular groups 

assuming leadership? 

Step 3 – The employment of hegemonic operations: Informed by the detection of the 

forms of hegemony, how are the three hegemonic operations employed?  

How do the policy entrepreneurs of an expansive hegemonic project produce chains of 

equivalence and tendentially empty signifiers around experiences of lack and crisis? How 

does this process produce antagonisms against the failing hegemonic system? How does 

this leadership seek to universalize its particular demands in order to incarnate the 

tendentially empty signifier which can deliver a new and better order? 

Or on the contrary, how does a dominant discourse construct threats to the prevailing 

order? How is the logic of difference employed to strategically intervene and break 

equivalential chains, thereby neutralizing antagonisms? And how are certain of these 

particularized demands absorbed within the prevailing discourse through means of co-

optation? 

 

Stage II of the analysis  

Stage II of the analysis then investigates the extent to which the Commission’s framing of 

CBCR reproduces the hegemonic projects found in Stage I. Do we find an articulation of 

crisis and a need for a new order of disclosures along the lines of the two types of CBCR 

presented in the consultation document? Or do we find an articulation of threats to the 

prevailing order and the support for the status quo?  
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4. Methodology 

This chapter presents the methodology on which the theoretical framework is based. Throughout the 

chapter, the poststructuralist position of this thesis is presented by way of contrasting it to the two 

alternative research paradigms Positivism and Critical Realism. The ontological and epistemological 

assumptions of the philosophical position defended here are developed around three fundamental 

turns: ‘the linguistic turn’, ‘the historical-cultural turn’ and ‘the relativistic turn’. Importantly, the 

implications of these three turns concern the shift from a focus on ontology to a concern with 

epistemology, a shift from critique to criticism and finally a shift from methods to analytical strategy. 

The choices underlying the analytical strategy are then accounted for in light of these shifts before the 

empirical material is presented. The chapter concludes with a discussion of the limitations pertaining to 

this research project. 

4.1.  Research Paradigm Position 

This thesis works within an explicitly constructivist research paradigm (Pedersen 2009). It is thus 

positioned in opposition to the alternative two research paradigms of Positivism and Critical Realism 

(Grix 2004; Delanty 2005). Critical Realism and Positivism both maintain the essentialist, realist 

ontological assumption that we may gain knowledge about the objective essence of reality, independent 

of human consciousness. In opposition to this claim, the poststructuralist position employed in this 

thesis holds that the social world is socially constructed in historically contingent ways and that it is 

impossible to come to know the essence of reality. Hence in contract to the epistemological 

constructivism of Critical Realism, the constructivism defended here relates to the ontological 

assumptions about the unfixity of reality (Dyrberg, Hansen and Torfing 2001). This position is crucially 

informed by three turns within the philosophy of science; the linguistic turn, the historical-cultural turn 

and the relativist turn (Delanty and Strydom 2003).  

4.1.1.  The Linguistic Turn and the Historical-Cultural Turn 

The linguistic turn has been mentioned earlier and is often related to the seminal work by Saussure’s 

Structuralism. The key tenet of the linguistic turn was to elaborate skepticism towards the possibility of 

accessing reality independently of the structures of language – while objective reality might exist, we 

will always be left to understand and describe reality through language which is socially constructed.  

However, as discussed in the two previous chapters above, the poststructuralists radicalized the insights 

of Structuralism by making the construction of organizing centers a central analytical problem, thereby 

turning to the study of discourse instead of language structure (Esmark, Laustsen and Andersen 2005). 
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This historical-cultural turn entails that the construction of reality is seen as a historically contingent 

result of conflicts played out between different cultural groups, which are themselves constructed in 

historical processes (Delanty and Strydom 2003).  

4.1.2.  The Relativistic Turn 

A central consequence of the historical-cultural turn is that it leads to rejection of any version of a 

correspondence theory of truth as held by Positivism. Hence this thesis adopts a consensus theory of 

truth which holds that what is constituted as “true” is based on historically contingent discourses 

produced by hegemonic projects in accordance with the analytical figure of eternal struggle. This 

processual conceptualization of meaning as intertwined with power struggles allows us to acknowledge 

“a displacement in terms of philosophy of science, from ontology to epistemology. From first order 

observations of ‘that out there’ to second order observations of where we look from when we observe 

‘that out there’. From ‘being’ to ‘becoming’’’(Andersen 1999:12, my translation). I therefore pursue my 

research within a communicative scheme (Thyssen 2012), wishing to investigate how phenomena 

emerge through historically contingent and conflicting discourses. Thus I am not set on finding some 

transcendental or natural “essence” of CBCR or “the disaggregation problem” that exists outside social 

discourse (Dyrberg, Hansen and Torfing 2001). Instead, I aim to “de-ontologize” these phenomena in 

order to see how they are socially constructed by hegemonic projects (Andersen 1999).  

The commitment to de-ontologize assumes an ‘empty ontology” (Andersen 1999) or an ‘ontology of lack 

(Wullweber 2013). This negative, empty ontology marks a radical alteration of the conceptualization of 

critique which might be termed as a relativistic turn (Delanty and Strydom 2003). As there is no 

“argumentative platform wherefrom one can be critical in a universal sense” (Andersen 1999: 20, my 

translation), we should accept the Foucauldian commitment to a criticism which endeavors to question 

the givens of our social world rather than a critique that puts forward discourse commentaries based on 

an alternative normative foundation (Dean 2010b). In this regard, it is clearly at odds with the Critical 

Realist paradigm, which works with a two-level ontology: a) reality and b) our discourse about reality 

and holds that critique might be made from this fixed reference to reality (Dean 2010a). I am not 

interested in commenting on the normative value of the hegemonic projects found in the analysis since 

that would mean reducing the possible meanings of CBCR.  

This is a crucial point since a number of Governmentality scholars share the tendency of neo-Gramscians 

to assign an a priori value to civil society as a progressive force (Dean and Villadsen 2012). In contrast, I 

agree with Dean and Villadsen (2012) that the poststructuralist research endeavor should be informed 

by the Foucauldian assertion that there is no emancipation from power since power is constitutive. 
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The task is therefore to keep the phenomenon under investigation open and de-ontologized. Hence, 

rather than siding with civil society discourses, we must be sensitive to how they produce discourses 

and what the political consequences are of those contingent discourses.  

4.2. The Role of the Researcher 

With the acknowledgement of the impossibility of describing reality beyond our discourses comes the 

realization of our own role as social scientists, seeking to describe the world. This entails not only a 

rejection of the critique of critical theory but also a rejection of the possibility of Positivism’s claim to 

value freedom, which underlies the mainstream approach to accounting (Tinker 1991). The central 

ambition is to practice the criticism which is committed to the task of de-ontologizing but accepting that 

we will fail to do so. Reality is not demanding to be looked at in a specific way or to be discovered by use 

of a specific method (Andersen 1999). Rather we must accept that our research is a first order 

observation of other first order observations. In other words; the way we analyze articulations of CBCR 

is itself a first order activity which constructs the social phenomena (Andersen 1999; Thyssen 2012)  

This paradox refers to our embeddedness in discursive structures from which we are unable to abstract. 

Although I accept that my claims cannot be true in any essential sense, I paradoxically make assertions 

about patterns of discourse and these claims are made within a scientific discourse that maintains the 

meaningfulness of analyzing the world by means of the fundamental distinction discursivity/discourse as 

developed below (Wullweber 2013). Hence it is a political and contingent act to analyze hegemonic 

projects through this fundamental distinction since there is nothing inherent in the articulations 

concerning CBCR that demands to be analyzed in this way.  

4.3.  From Methods to Analytical Strategy 

Andersen (1999) develops the tensions between the commitment to de-ontologizing and the 

embeddedness of the researcher, into an argument in favor of a shift from a concern with methods to a 

concern with analytical strategy, i.e. from a method-driven approach to a problem-driven approach 

(Howarth 2005). Whereas concerns with methods stress the correct procedures for producing first order 

knowledge of an ontologized phenomenon, a displacement towards analytical strategy denies that the 

social construction of identities can be solved methodologically. Rather, it is a concern with the choice of 

perspectives from which social phenomena and identities are sought de-ontologized (Andersen 1999). 

Indeed, the investigation of the categories provides for a greater sensitivity to the empirical material 

than 1st order approaches that aim to apply those categories (Andersen 1999). 
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The assertion that all knowledge is produced means that the centrality of methodological procedures is 

displaced. It does not mean, however, that concerns with the justifications for the claims made in a 

thesis like the present one are abandoned. Indeed, it demands stringent reflection on the strategic 

choice of perspective which underlies the researcher’s analytical gaze. Hence, “the development of an 

analytical strategy is about forming a specific gaze which can make the world emerge as constituted by 

the observations of others” (Andersen 1999:151, my translation). The following section therefore 

presents my analytical strategy and the choices that underlie it.  

4.4.  Analytical Strategy  

According to Andersen (1999), the development of an analytical strategy involves four choices, the 

consequences of which must be accounted for: 1) Choice of fundamental distinction; 2) Conditioning of 

fundamental distinction; 3) Choice of point of observation; 4) Potential choice of combination of 

analytical strategies. To establish a clearer picture of the composition of my analytical strategy, I will 

discuss, point 4 (my combination of discourse analysis of hegemony and a deconstructivist analytic), 

after the discussion of my choice of fundamental distinction. 

4.4.1.  Choice of Fundamental Distinction  

The fundamental distinction is the distinction that determines how the world can be observed and 

serves to discipline the analytical gaze to avoid making  first order descriptions and discourse 

commentaries (Andersen 1999). Its fundamental nature refers to the fact that it entails a choice that 

cannot be derived from something more fundamental. Laclau and Mouffe’s Discourse Theory 

fundamental distinction between discourse and discursivity, which can be understood in the terms of 

floating and fixed (Andersen 1999). 

Discursivity refers to the relational character of signs. These signs are polysemic in the sense that they 

are not assigned a fixed meaning in the social realm (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002:27). Such polysemic 

signs are conceptualized as elements. Elements are given meaning through articulation which refers to 

“every practice that establishes a relation between elements such that their identity is modified as a 

result of the articulatory practice” (Laclau and Mouffe 2001:105). While elements will always be 

assigned meaning through articulatory practices which put them in a relation to other signs, the key to 

understanding the concept of discourse is the pattern of these articulatory practices whereby the 

meaning of certain identities becomes sedimented. Thereby the polysemy of elements is reduced and 

they are then transformed into moments (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002). Hence a successful hegemonic 

project is one that produces a discourse around a tendentially empty signifier, in relation to which 
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elements are transformed into moments. For example a hegemonic project fighting climate change 

might be seen as successful to the extent that it turns rising temperatures into a moment in its discourse 

whereby alternative interpretations of rising temperatures are reduced.  

The crucial function of the fundamental distinction of discourse/discursivity is that it determines how 

this thesis observes the struggle over the fixation of meaning to CBCR. Had I chosen for example a 

Luhmannian fundamental distinction of system/environment then I would be constructing a very 

different notion of this struggle (Andersen 1999). My choice discursivity/discourse thus means that I will 

be approaching my empirical material with a gaze that focuses on the non-fixation or fixation of signs in 

terms of the pattern in articulations of equivalential links or of the logic of difference (Andersen 1999). I 

am therefore not focused on drawing out the exotic expressions but in the recurring articulations whose 

pattern indicates sedimentation. This brings us to the choice to combine discourse analysis of hegemony 

with an analytics of deconstruction.  

4.4.2.  Combination of Analytical Strategies 

By centering on the incommensurability of universality and particularity around which the analytical 

figure of Discourse Theory revolves, I make the contingency inherent in logic of the incommensurable 

the guideline for my discourse analysis. The universals in the form of tendentially empty signifiers which 

serve as organizing principles for meaningful articulations concerning CBCR are deconstructed as 

deriving from particular hegemonic projects. These moves entail placing discourse analysis and 

deconstruction in a complementary relation to one another (Andersen 1999). It is worth quoting Laclau 

at length:  

“deconstruction and hegemony are the two essential dimensions of a single theoretico-
practical operation. Hegemony requires deconstruction: without the radical structural 
undecidability that the deconstructive intervention brings about, many strata of social 
relations appear as essentially linked by necessary logics and there would be nothing to 
hegemonize. But deconstruction also requires hegemony, that is a theory of the decision 
taken in an undecidable terrain: without a theory of decision, that distance between 
structural undecidability and actuality would remain untheorised” (Laclau 1996:102). 

Hence we can understand how the incommensurability between universality and particularity forms the 

deconstructive dynamic input for the hegemony analysis. The hegemony analysis then provides for a 

theory of how actors involved in the consultation process concerning CBCR are engaged in impossible 

and necessary struggles to fix meaning to CBCR by inscribing it into the surface of inscription of 

tendentially empty signifiers.  



32 

 

4.4.3.  Conditioning of Fundamental Distinction 

The conditioning of the fundamental distinction concerns the specification of the criteria which 

determine the empirical sensitivity of the employment of the fundamental distinction. Essentially it 

provides the parameters for what constitutes a discourse and what constitutes discursivity (Andersen 

1999). While Andersen (1999) argues that this is an aspect which Discourse Theory does not deliver 

much guidance on, I argue that Laclau and Mouffe deal with this in their discussion of the concept of 

‘formation’. Indeed they ask “if what characterizes a formation is regularity in dispersion, how then is it 

possible to determine the limits of that formation?” (2001:145-146) and go on to assert that “there must 

exist certain logics which produce effects of totality capable of constructing the limits, and thus of 

constituting the formation… this is the role fulfilled by the logics of equivalence” (Laclau and Mouffe 

2001:146). Hence the antagonism that is produced as part of equivalential chains’ constitutive outside 

serves to delineate the limits of the discourse formation, i.e. hegemonic project.     

4.4.4.  Choice of Point of Observation 

The choice of point of observation essentially entails a designation of discourse reference (Andersen 

1999). It has significant consequences that I focus on CBCR with reference to the discourse of company 

reporting and accounting, whereby it emerges as a contested framework between different 

communicative programs for corporations. Had I referred to a state discourse, CBCR could have 

emerged as a technology for reproducing the conditions for the state.  

4.5.  Empirics 

In accordance with the replacement of methods with analytical strategy, all the empirical material has 

been analyzed in terms of the fundamental distinction discourse/discursivity. While the following 

sections will discuss the generation and use of this empirical material, I make no claim that reliability 

and validity are ensured in any fundamental sense through the procedure via which this material is 

obtained. As argued above, the findings of this thesis is a political and contingent production, disciplined 

by the choices that configure the analytical strategy.  

4.5.1.  Official Documents 

Besides the Commission’s consultation document and the proposals for the new Accounting Directive 

and Transparence Directive and the Commission’s “Impact Assessment for Financial Disclosures on a 

Country-by-Country Basis”, all published on October 25, 2011. While the Directives are the central 

concern in terms of being the crystallization of the Commission’s articulations of CBCR, the main 
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document dealt with in the second stage of the analysis is the Impact Assessment since it offers the 

extensive articulation of the framing of CBCR underlying the texts of the Directives. 

4.5.2.  Consultation Replies and Interviews 

Among the 74 responses to the Commission’s public consultation on CBCR, 58 were analyzed excluding 

responses submitted in German and French (See Appendix 2 for the list of responses). The consultation 

responses were chosen because they provide a rich archive of articulations about CBCR. 

To get obtain articulations of CBCR that were not responses to the Commission’s consultation 

document, however, all non-anonymous organizations that responded to the public consultation were 

contacted for the purpose of requesting interviews. Furthermore, the Commission was contacted for an 

interview. A total of 13 interviews were conducted in the time period June-July 2012 (see Appendix 3 for 

list of interviews). All interviews followed a semi-structured interview guide (see Appendix 4 for the 

interview guide) covering a limited number of themes while allowing for the probing of other relevant 

aspects (Saunders, Lewis and Thornhill 2007). The interviews were conducted with deliberate 

consideration of both the thematic dimension (the substantive content of the conversation) and the 

dynamic dimension (the interaction between interviewer and interviewee) in order to explore the 

meaning assigned to CBCR by the interviewees (Phillips and Jørgensen 2002). Throughout the analysis of 

the interviews, great attention was given to the fact that the interviews were conducted in 2012 after 

the Directives proposals were published. 11 interviews were recorded and transcribed4 for analysis, 

while notes were taken from the phone interview. One interviewee requested for the interview not to 

be recorded and no notes were taken in this case. Furthermore, 4 interviewees requested that the 

interviews not be made public. Since the thesis does not quote any of them and since I wish to make this 

thesis publicly available, they are only listed as interviewees but the recordings are not submitted. The 

recordings which are cleared for public use are available on the attached CD-ROM.    

4.6.  Limitations 

Before progressing to the analysis it is important to address the limitations to which this thesis is 

subject. These limitations result from limited resources available to a thesis project like this as well as 

the research design choices made and the choice of empirical material. 

                                                           
4
 The interview transcripts that are cleared for public use can be obtained from the author at 

(adambaden@hotmail.com) 
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The chosen longitudinal section is a central limitation to any analysis that is interested in exploring the 

historical and cultural contingency of hegemonic discourse formations. I have chosen to concentrate on 

the one-year interval from the Commission’s public consultation in October 2010 to its proposals for the 

new Directives in October 2011. Thus, while I could have extended the time period under investigation 

to explore and understand more fully the formation of the dominant transformistic discourse, this 

would have extended the scope beyond what can feasibly be covered in the limited time and space 

available for this thesis. 

Furthermore, as I argue that identity is the result of processes of identification by which subjects try to 

ameliorate the constitutive lack, I am acutely aware that my discussion of organizations as articulating 

agents ignores the hegemonic processes of the formation of these organizations as a constituted by 

individuals. 

Finally, the exclusion of responses in French and German is a clear limitation only aggravated by the fact 

that most interviews were conducted with UK based organizations.   
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5.  Analysis Stage I - Hegemonic Projects Struggling over CBCR 

This first stage of the analysis investigates the two hegemonic projects found in the empirical material in 

terms of the form of hegemony they employ and in terms of the tendentially empty signifier functioning 

as the organizing principle for meaning in each hegemonic formation as well as its particular incarnation. 

Hereby the aim is to offer insights into how these two projects struggle to produce meaning about 

CBCR.  

The first chapter examines the hegemonic project organized around the tendentially empty signifier 

‘transparency’. It finds the policy entrepreneurs at the core of the discourse coalition promoting this 

project, and argues that this hegemonic project is essentially engaged in an expansive form of 

hegemony. This core leading group articulates the lack of transparency as a general crisis frustrating not 

only their demands for revenue transparency for development and global tax justice but a wide chain of 

demands. This crisis is perceived to be brought on by the failures of the existing reporting regime which 

produce a lack of transparency. CBCR is then put forward as a particular demand assuming the symbolic, 

universalized function of incarnating the promise of transparency which is the organizing principle of the 

new order that the project seeks to install. The last part of the chapter then explores CBCR in terms of 

how a number of elements constituting the current reporting regime are re-articulated by their 

inscription in the logic of transparency and finally the regulatory measures promoted by the expansive 

project. 

The second chapter investigates the hegemonic project in defense of the current disclosure regime, 

organized around the tendentially empty signifier ‘efficient markets’. Finding little consistent reference 

to a core of policy entrepreneurs but rather a naturalized perception of the current state of affairs, the 

chapter moves on to explore the constitutive features of this discourse and the threats it articulates. 

Arguing that that this hegemonic project is engaged in a transformistic form of hegemony, the chapter 

finds a number of interventions seeking to  neutralize the antagonisms produced by the expansive 

project’s challenge of the present order. Employing the logic of difference, this transformistic project 

seeks to break the chain of equivalence produced by the expansive project and inscribe CBCR in the logic 

of efficient markets, co-opting particular demands in strategy to maintain the current order. 
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5.1.  The Expansive Hegemonic Project in the Name of Transparency 

5.1.1.  Policy Entrepreneurs 

The consultation responses and all the interviews with organizations within the discourse coalition 

promoting the expansive project, point to the Publish What You Pay (PWYP) coalition and the Tax Justice 

Network (TJN) as the key policy entrepreneurs driving the demand for increased transparency. 

According to the PWYP coalition, it is: 

“a network of over 600 NGO civil society organizations from resource-rich developing 
countries and international NGOs working to ensure that oil, gas and mining revenues are 
used for economic development and poverty reduction through greater transparency and 
accountability” (Publish What You Pay 2010b:1). 

The PWYP coalition is united around a commitment to combat the so-called “resource curse”, which 

refers to an experienced failure of resource-rich developing countries to mobilize resources from their 

own extractive resources. PWYP regards this failure as the result of a lack of transparency about the 

payments made by extractive companies to governments in return for the permission to operate in the 

country and a failure of transparency of the subsequent spending of these funds on policies that benefit 

the population:  

“A lack of transparency has been a key barrier to progress in the effective mobilization of 
domestic resources and their use for development. In many countries in developing regions 
that are rich in natural resources, citizens have little or no information about the terms of 
deals signed between extractive companies and their governments, and how much money is 
being paid to their countries in revenue” (Publish What You Pay 2010a:3).  

This focus on the resource curse marks a general change in discourse concerning the causalities leading 

to development. This change displaced the notion that development aid will lead to long-term progress, 

with a focus on how developing countries can develop through their own resources, thereby obtaining 

more sustainable results. As Brendan O’Donnell from one of the leading NGOs in the PWYP coalition 

puts it:  

“developing countries...needed to maximize their own resource revenue to end their 
challenging issues, to develop. Alongside this is a shift in the agenda about aid…that aid is 
very unsustainable in the long term. So there is a growing emphasis on how can countries 
best benefit from their own natural resource, their own resources...and that inevitably leads 
you to look at transparency and corruption”  
(Interview, Brendan O’Donnell, Global Witness). 

We can therefore appreciate how this new discourse on development, which establishes a causal link 

between domestic resource mobilization and development, leads to a problematization of experiences 

of lack of transparency and corruption and the failure of economic development in resource-rich 
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developing countries. However, in order to understand the constitution of the core groups of policy 

entrepreneurs of this discourse coalition and the specific claim for CBCR to provide the solution for the 

PWYP coalition, we must also appreciate the experienced failure of a number of instruments already in 

place to enhance transparency, fight corruption and mobilize domestic resources for development.  

5.1.1.1. Failure of Existing Mechanisms 

First, PWYP expresses disappointment in the EU member states’ lack of provisions in accordance with 

Recital 14 of the existing Transparency Directive which fails to do more than encourage measures to 

improve transparency. The lack of results is thus diagnosed as a failure of the Transparency Directive to 

obligate member states to introduce mandatory disclosure for the extractive industry.  

This experience of a crisis of transparency resulting from the lack of mandatory disclosure is also a key 

tenet of the disenchantment with voluntary MNC disclosures through different versions of Corporate 

Social Responsibility (CSR) reporting schemes. The experienced failure of voluntary approaches is 

twofold as these schemes fail to commit a satisfactory number of MNCs and therefore have an impact in 

terms of density, and furthermore fail to enable meaningful comparison since information is not 

provided consistently among companies and over time.  

This frustration also applies to the conception of the failure of the EITI. While the PWYP coalition is a 

strong supporter of the EITI and was decisive in creating this measure, it is clear that they perceive the 

results of this initiative to have been disappointing in terms of delivering transparency. The articulation 

concerning EITI is interesting as it is an initiative which the PWYP regards as part of its project. Hence its 

failure relates to the lack of mandatory disclosure and not to the purpose of the voluntary initiative: 

“the EITI system is very good but it has a number of limitations and our perspective has been 
that to really effectively address those limitations, you need a mandatory disclosure” 
(Interview, Brendan O’Donnell, Global Witness). 

It appears that the PWYP coalition found an instrument to address the failure of the current 

Transparency Directive, CSR reporting and the EITI to deliver mandatory transparency measures for 

resource mobilization by linking their demand for development with a struggle for corporate 

transparency and tax justice, spearheaded by the Tax Justice Network (TJN). 
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5.1.1.2. Linking Publish What You Pay and Tax Justice Network 

While the PWYP coalition mainly consists of NGOs engaged in the cause for resource mobilization for 

developing countries and with little experience in the field of accounting, the TJN has economists and 

accountants in leading positions of the organization. In their own words:  

“TJN promotes transparency in international finance and opposes secrecy. We support a 
level playing field on tax and we oppose loopholes and distortions in tax and regulation, and 
the abuses that flow from them. We promote tax compliance and we oppose tax evasion, 
tax avoidance, and all the mechanisms that enable owners and controllers of wealth to 
escape their responsibilities to the societies on which they and their wealth depend. Tax 
havens, or secrecy jurisdictions as we prefer to call them, lie at the centre of our concerns, 
and we oppose them.” (Tax Justice Network International Secretariat 2010a:1).  

TJN struggles against a crisis of transparency which they perceive not only as a feature in developing 

countries but a general lack in the current configuration of the contemporary international economic 

system, epitomized in the failure of the current regime of financial reporting to “hold globalization to 

account locally” (Interview, Richard Murphy, Tax Justice Network International). Richard Murphy, who is 

recognized by several interviewees as the originator of the accounting framework for CBCR, recalls the 

establishment of the strategic alliance between the policy entrepreneurs who constitute the core of the 

discourse coalition demanding transparency: 

“the Publish What You Pay coalition were looking for a way to make the EITI work in the 
sense of…were requiring companies to disclose the data that was necessary to complete EITI 
returns in a consistent fashion. And I said that CBCR could be used for that purpose…it 
became adopted by the PWYP coalition and it is they who have driven right up to this point 
in terms of demanding it for the extractive industries so they have been extremely important 
in driving that process” (Interview, Richard Murphy, Tax Justice Network International). 

We thus see how a crucial equivalential link is produced whereby the failure of the resource curse is 

linked to the fight against tax evasion, and tax havens by the equivalential demand for transparency. It 

also displays the difference in focus within the core of the hegemonic project. While the PWYP coalition 

explicitly argues that it supports general transparency for all sectors and countries and refers to TJN in 

this regard, all the responses from the NGOs in the PWYP coalition stress the crisis experienced by 

resource-rich developing countries in prospering from their own resources. In contrast TJN states: 

“for the purposes of working in a coalition with Publish What You Pay which is a very 
powerful and well-established coalition, it was helpful to have an extractive industries focus 
to begin with. But we saw it as our mission within Tax Justice Network to keep the 
multisectoral focus, to keep a multilateral focus, to keep pushing for this as a financial 
reporting standard, which takes it into the level of corporate transparency, corporate 
governance, corporate accountability“ 
(Interview, John Christensen, Tax Justice Network International Secretariat). 
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As will be explained below, this difference is detectable in a significant difference in PWYP’s and TJN’s 

articulations of the demand for project-level reporting. However, for now, it is important to notice that 

the struggle against corruption and underdevelopment in developing countries and the struggle against 

global tax evasion and tax havens are put in an equivalential relation in the sense that they are equally 

impeded by a lack of transparency resulting from the current disclosure regime.  

Importantly, we find that the much larger PWYP coalition is the main strategic leader driving the 

momentum of this discourse coalition. However, it is crucial to appreciate that the focus on the 

accounting avenue for delivering transparency, came through the link with the much smaller TJN, which 

had expertise within accounting. Thus with its focus on transparency through the means of an 

alternative accounting framework, TJN added an accounting dimension to PWYP’s particular claims for 

payment disclosure. Thereby the demands for transparency became articulated in terms of opposing the 

prevailing accounting regime rather than in terms of making an alternative reporting scheme outside the 

financial statements as is the case with the EITI.  

However, the alliance between PWYP and TJN only forms one equivalential link. To fully appreciate the 

hegemonic operations that PWYP and TJN are engaged in, it is necessary to explore the variety of 

particular demands that are put in an equivalential relation with the struggles of the policy 

entrepreneurs, united in a fight for alleviating the general lack of transparency. How are other demands 

included in this struggle by being articulated as equally blocked by the lack of transparency?  

5.1.2.  Chains of Equivalence 

5.1.2.1. Tax Authorities’ Inability to Evaluate Appropriate Tax Charge 

An important link is produced to the inability of tax authorities to estimate the taxes due from 

corporations. PWYP stresses how the lack of transparency is preventing tax authorities in resource-rich 

developing from being able to combat illicit capital flows which are perceived to be one the main causes 

of the resource curse. The money flowing out of these developing countries is preventing development 

and state-building since the establishment of effective tax systems are perceived as a prerequisite for 

state-building. It is, however, important to appreciate that, although the need for enhancing the 

capacity of tax authorities in developing countries is crucial, it is considered insufficient to resolve these 

problems. The lack of transparency prevents any insight into transfer pricing practices and the extent to 

which it these are in accordance with to the arm’s length principle for intra-group trading.  

This diagnosis of a systematic failure is indicative of TJN’s general concern with the inability of tax 

authorities all over the world to estimate the correct taxes due from corporations operating in their 
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jurisdiction. This problem is understood as the result of the failure of the current accounting system, the 

inter-state tax information exchange system, tax havens and the arm’s length formula to enable tax 

authorities from to deal effectively with tax evasion and transfer pricing abuses.  

We can therefore appreciate how the current system for financial reporting is conceived as failing to 

provide tax authorities with sufficient transparency for them to achieve their full potential in dealing 

with the activities of MNCs. And importantly, we find different emphases between PWYP and TJN in 

how this is framed. 

5.1.2.2. Investors’ and Capital providers’ Lack of Information 

A central equivalential link that is afforded pivotal importance by the expansive project is the 

equivalential relation with the demands of investors and capital providers5. The current accounting 

system is perceived to prevent them from living out their full potential as decision-makers in capital 

markets, thereby leading to sub-optimal, inefficient markets. The main deficiency is the IFRS 8 which is 

perceived as a step backwards with regard to enabling investors to compare company performance on a 

jurisdictional level because it does not specify a geographical disclosure framework that enables 

investors to locate risk on a country-level: 

“most investors would be interested in knowing more in details the trends in geographic spread of the 
company’s activities over time, indicating diversity or absence thereof (Eurodad 2010:4).  

Furthermore, investors lack adequate disclosure of the company’s exposure to country-specific risks, 

such as reputational risks arising from the use of tax havens, the presence in zones of conflict or the risk 

of a transfer pricing abuse challenge. Investors are therefore hindered in their capacity to appraise risks 

and model their returns in investment.  

This is an important link since it diagnoses a lack of transparency experienced by investors, which is the 

group to whose needs the current order claims to be highly sensitive. However, for now it is important 

to note that the country-specific risks that the investors are exposed to arise from the activities of the 

company in particular local settings. This leads us to the penultimate equivalential link produced by 

PWYP and TJN, namely how the lack of transparency affects companies.   

5.1.2.3. Companies’ Risk of Losing Their License to Operate 

The most pressing problem claimed to face companies because of the lack of transparency of their 

activities in various jurisdictions is the risk of jeopardizing their “license to operate”. While TJN frames 

                                                           
5
 Throughout this analysis, the term ’investors’ will refer to both investors and capital providers.  
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this license as a privilege enjoyed by all limited liability companies as juridical persons recognized by law, 

PWYP stresses that this particularly applies to extractive operations in resource-rich developing 

countries. As PWYP coalition member ONE states:  

“Excluded from decision-making and denied any meaningful information about who is 
earning what, and where it is going, disgruntled local populations can prevent or interrupt 
extraction… .Without trust that extraction will bring benefits to the producing country and 
its population, blocks to extraction can also occur at the national level” (ONE 2010:6). 

This clearly relates to the failure experienced by citizens and governments as their interruption of 

operations is due to their inability to evaluate company behavior. Hence the prevailing lack of 

transparency puts companies at risk of being perceived as illegitimate even if they are behaving as good 

corporate citizens in the country. The lack of transparency might therefore expose “well-behaving” 

companies to the risk of sanctions and fail to impose competitive disadvantage on abusive companies.  

This relation between the lack of transparency and the risk facing MNCs of either sanctions or violent 

obstructions of operations is connected to these companies’ ability to attract investments. Stability of 

operations is crucial for investors to provide the company with resources as instability puts investors’ 

returns at risk. This brings us to the last equivalential link produced by the expansive project, namely 

how these risks in turn can have consequences for the EU economy. 

5.1.2.4. Risking Energy Supply and Sub-optimal Capital Markets in the EU 

Just as investors are affected by company activities, the energy supply of the EU member states is also 

claimed to be threatened if companies lose their license to operate in resource-rich countries. Hence 

the lack of transparency is linked to important indirect harmful effects on EU’s ability to ensure energy 

security:  

“what is good for accountability and governance in resource-rich host countries will also be 
good for the EU as a consumer of energy and minerals” (Publish What You Pay 2010b:6). 

Finally, the lack of transparency affecting investors is linked to detrimental effects on the well-being of 

the EU’s population due to sub-optimal markets. Articulating this as unspecific to resource-rich 

developing countries, the TJN stresses that the lack of information to investors leaves them unable to 

estimate agency shirking by company directors, thereby leading to inefficient markets and capital flows 

with detrimental effects on EU well-being.  

Although the crisis of lack of transparency thus applies to a great variety of groups forming the chain of 

equivalence, this chain does not extend to all demands. We can therefore see how the expansive 

hegemony is linked to the production of social antagonisms with political frontier effects. Hence before 
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progressing to see how transparency becomes the tendentially empty signifier for all these experiences 

of lack and how CBCR is promoted as the particular demand that can incarnate transparency, it is crucial 

that we analyze what is perceived as the causes of the lack of transparency. The next section therefore 

analyzes the constitutive outside which is produced as the antagonistic dimension of the equivalential 

chain, enabling us to appreciate what the expansive project’s discourse opposes.  

5.1.3.  Social Antagonism 

The general crisis of transparency is perceived to be caused by a dominant system which negates the 

needs of all the particular groups forming the equivalential chain and blocks their identity.  

First, it is clear that there is severe frustration with the IASB and the OECD which are both key actors in 

the international governance of accounting and in setting the guidelines for MNCs: 

“the OECD and the IASB have demonstrated significant problems in following due process in 
responding to the views of an appropriate range of stakeholders... . The IASB has been 
particularly unresponsive to the needs of users of financial data other than investors, 
despite its mandate to act in the ‘public interest’” (Publish What You Pay 2010b:7).  

These two bodies are perceived to obstruct the demands for transparency and fail to act in the public 

interest in which they are allegedly working. Instead they negate the interests of other groups than 

investors, articulating the particular information needs of investors as representative of the entire 

groups of account users and the public interest.  

However, it is not only the obstructive stance taken by the IASB and the OECD that are the cause of 

considerable antagonism. A high degree of antagonism also pertains to secretive, corrupt governments 

that do not support the EITI and who seek to avoid transparency of their use of revenues from MNCs.  

As for the EITI it is clear that although voluntary CSR measures might be well intended, they are seen as 

part of an order which fails to deliver transparency and are therefore excluded from the expansive 

project’s discourse.  

Furthermore, it is clear that abusive MNCs are also articulated in antagonistic terms. This is an important 

part of the difference between the PWYP coalition and TJN. TJN frames the antagonism in terms of all 

tax evading MNCs and while the PWYP coalition explicitly supports the TJN’s demands, it stresses its 

expertise within corruption in the extractive sectors and focuses on this sector.  
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Another difference between TJN and PWYP is their emphasis on the antagonism against the prevalence 

of secretive tax havens. While PWYP does not stress this blockage of transparency, TJN explicitly 

opposes tax havens, regarding them as a systemic feature which prevents transparency, facilitates 

transfer pricing abuse and tax evasion and thus expresses this exclusion of tax havens from the 

expansive project: 

“All governments, excluding those of tax havens, would benefit as a consequence”  
(Tax Justice Network International Secretariat 2010b:24).  

Hence the excluded side of the chain of equivalence of this expansive hegemonic project is a 

constitutive part of the project’s identity as the agents on the other side of this frontier are framed as 

perpetrators of crimes against transparency. Thus what PWYP and TJN essentially oppose is a failed 

system, mainly identified with the IASB and the OECD who allegedly act in the name of the universal 

public interest, but exclude other stakeholders than investors. This system encourages tax haven 

strategies by jurisdictions and provides amble opportunity for MNCs to abuse their cross-border 

mobility and influence in host countries, leaving any transparency initiative to voluntary measures.  

5.1.4.  Transparency and its Particular Representation 

We have seen how the crisis of lack of transparency becomes the general equivalent for a long chain of 

demands; for development, good governance and accountability in resource-rich developing countries; 

for citizens and tax authorities in all countries concerned with corporate tax evasion, tax havens and 

abusive transfer pricing; for investors’ demands for improved risk appraisal; for “well-behaving” 

companies’ concerns with losing their license to operate; for the EU’s need for efficient markets and 

energy security. We have also seen how these demands result from a dominant discourse that negates 

them. 

This general equivalent of a common lack is articulated as negativity, in the sense that it signifies the 

absence of a Utopian universal order and the blockage of full identity. The tendentially empty signifier 

transparency thus becomes the catalyst of vast number of causalities and the promise which is able to 

address all the demands in the chain. Transparency will break the resource curse, lead to tax justice, 

improve risk modeling and reduce the cost of capital, result in stable operations, and secure European 

well-being through more efficient capital markets and improved energy security.  
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However, this tendentially empty signifier of the expansive project must produce a representation 

which can function as the incarnation of the promise to end the general crisis brought on by the 

prevailing order. A key argument of this chapter is that the demand for CBCR as promoted by PWYP and 

TJN performs that function in the expansive project. As TJN states:  

“The data that many of those requesting country-by-country reporting want, whether they 
are concerned about the extractive industries or not, relates to the dues paid by companies 
are paid to governments with a right to receive them. Other data relates to local trading 
within a country. Governments are by definition jurisdiction specific. Only country-by-
country data can meet these needs in that case” 
(Tax Justice Network International Secretariat 2010b:42). 

CBCR may then be understood in terms of a particular claim taking on a symbolic meaning in the sense 

that it is universalized through the production of chains of equivalence. Thus, it comes to symbolize 

transparency, thereby representing the universal needs of all the groups in the discourse coalition. 

How then is CBCR specifically articulated as the incarnation of the promise of transparency in the face of 

opposition from the groups that deny transparency? What re-articulations of accounting terms are 

involved, and how are the particular demands in the equivalential chain met by CBCR promises to 

resolve their lack of full identity?  

5.1.5.  Articulation of CBCR  

The central re-articulation that the expansive hegemonic project promotes in the name of transparency 

is assigning a number of different groups an identity as users of financial statements. Contesting the 

singular rights of investors, it seeks to expand the claims to disclosures to a wide range of stakeholders. 

It is then essentially a democratic claim that seeks to overthrow the suppressive notion that the 

population of relevant account users only consists of investors. 

The operation through which this claim is made is by re-articulating the prevailing interpretation of the 

concept of materiality. Within financial reporting, materiality is considered the central principle to 

determine the relevance of information and hence whether or not to disclose it. The frameworks for 

determining materiality are of pivotal importance as they define the information that will be collected 

and disclosed. The current reporting regime which centers on the particular information needs of 

investors, establishes the concept of materiality as the information that is material to the economic 

decision-making of this privileged group of users.  

The prevailing interpretation of the principle to provide such information to investors is according to the 

management approach presented in the Introduction. The key principle is that, if information is material 

to decision-making for management, it is assumed to be material to investors and should be disclosed. If 
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investors demand additional information, this is also disclosed, but the main principle is to communicate 

a management perspective of the corporation in the annual audited financial statements, assuming that 

this provides investors with the information that is material to their decision-making. 

It is this exclusive perspective that the PWYP and TJN challenge and re-articulate by acknowledging a 

wider number of users of financial statements who also make decisions based on the information 

provided in the financial statements. In a bullet-point summary, TJN argues that: 

“the existing accounting rules of the EU do not supply data on a country-by-country 
reporting basis, meaning that data is not available to make appropriate decisions at the 
local level within the EU; • That this prejudices the needs of the users of accounts, who are: 
o The equity investor group (shareholders); o The loan creditor group (banks and 
bondholders); o The analyst-adviser group who advise the above groups; o Business 
partners; o Consumers; o Employees; o The surrounding community i.e. the public at large; o 
Civil society organizations; and o Governments and their institutions. • That all these users 
need country-by-country reporting data” 
 (Tax Justice Network International Secretariat 2010a:2). 

By stressing the decision-making potential of CBCR for a wide variety of users, the expansive project 

challenges the conception of materiality deriving only from a notion of what is material to investors. 

Acknowledging only the decision-making and information needs of investors, the current financial 

reporting regime is suppressing the capacities of all these groups to make decisions and mitigate the 

risks they face. Hence, a concept of materiality only defined by what investors need for making decisions 

is not meaningful in the discourse of transparency.  

Instead, CBCR offers an approach to materiality which defines the concept from the perspective of 

jurisdictions:  

“A company’s performance in a jurisdiction is immaterial for the company but material to 
the well-being of the locations in which it is incorporated or trades” (Eurodad 2010:8)   

The disclosure of country-specific information therefore offers the groups who are all experiencing the 

failures of a general lack of transparency, a chance to enhance their agency and to be empowered to 

mitigate their own risks thereby achieving full identity. Tax authorities can make decisions with regards 

to which tax evasion cases to pursue, investors can make country-specific risk models and earn higher 

returns on capital, “well-behaving” companies can improve their long term and short terms results due 

to the reduced risk of losing their license to operate, and the EU can mitigate the risk of energy shortage 

and suboptimal market operations. Finally, citizens can make decision on whether the money received 

from companies is fair and whether their government is spending it in a responsible and accountable 

fashion.  
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It is important to notice that this promise extends to the very group of privileged users and the reporting 

companies. Hence, CBCR also addresses a crisis experienced by investors to appraise risk and model 

their returns properly and engenders a stronger license to operate for companies. 

Furthermore, with respect to resource-rich developing countries, it is interesting that there is a 

divergence in the interpretation of how to empower them to mitigate their own risks. PWYP suggests 

that a country-view of materiality is not enough in the case of the extractive industries which are singled 

out as a high risk sector: 

“within the extractive industries we actually saying…the stakes are so high as well...for 
some countries, natural resources can represent 80% of government revenues 90% of 
exports...massive dependence. And given how important that is, how big that is, and also 
given the real big history of corruption in that industry, then we are saying there needs to be 
more than Country-by-Country Reporting, there needs to be project-level reporting” 
(Interview, Brendan O’Donnell, Global Witness). 

TJN, however, is not only content with CBCR but also questions the added value of project-level 

disclosure and thereby a materiality threshold which is defined at the project level: 

“What the NGOs have been lobbying for very heavily has been what they call project-level 
reporting. I am still baffled completely, honestly, why they want project-level reporting. I 
don’t think it will add anything to disclosure” 
(Interview, Richard Murphy, Tax Justice Network International). 

PWYP clearly invests most importance in the rights of citizens in resource-rich developing countries to 

be empowered as users of accounts and therefore finds that project-level disclosure are needed to 

provide transparency and accountability at the local level where extraction activities take place. TJN, 

however, finds CBCR sufficient as it will provide measures to deal with MNCs at the country level, 

enabling the visibility of wide-spread tax evasion and transfer pricing abuse, as well as the role of tax 

havens.  

5.1.5.1. The Role of the US Dodd-Frank Act 

Although both PWYP and TJN regard Dodd-Frank as central in making the particular demand for CBCR 

comprehensible as an instrument promising transparency, the discrepancy between the two core policy 

entrepreneurs also relates to the framing of Dodd-Frank. While PWYP stresses the importance of Dodd-

Frank which requires the disclosure of payments on a country-by-country and project-by-project basis 

by extractive companies, TJN appears more skeptical whether it provides an example to follow for the 

EU.  
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Although PWYP appears to be more enthusiastic about Dodd-Frank as a benchmark for the EU 

measures, it is seems that the alliance with TJN has led PWYP to acknowledge the importance of 

demanding comparative information to complement both Dodd-Frank and the EITI. Thus while differing 

on the usefulness of project-level reporting, both TJN and PWYP require information which is 

comparative across countries and companies on, for example, revenues, profits and costs to be able to 

see the relative rather than absolute size of payments. 

This brings us to another central aspect of the expansive project’s re-articulation of elements in the 

financial reporting regime, namely the assertion of CBCR data as accounting data to be located in the 

annual audited financial statements. 

5.1.5.2. CBCR is Accounting Data 

While the recognition of other users of financial statements is important because it re-articulates the 

perspectives from which the materiality of information may be determined, it is also interesting to see 

how CBCR is articulated with respect to the kind of material information that is disclosed: 

“This is not data with regard to social and environmental concerns: this is data with regard 
to the core commercial purpose of a corporation. Furthermore, this is not data that requires 
additional reporting systems to be created on activities not previously monitored; this is 
data extracted directly from the general ledgers of the reporting financial entity. As a 
consequence country-by-country reporting data can only be seen as core financial 
information essential to the proper appraisal of the activities of a multinational corporation. 
In that case it is accounting data like any other accounting data, and as it has been found 
that the presentation of accounting data must be undertaken on the basis of predesigned 
standards and formats, the same must be true of country-by-country information”  
(Tax Justice Network International Secretariat 2010b:30).  

It is a crucial claim of the expansive project to stress that CBCR is accounting data and therefore must be 

disclosed in accordance with existing accounting practice, in the annual financial statements, which are 

audited. Hence while the re-articulation of materiality revolves the recognition around a wide range of 

users and their information need, it is important to appreciate that the location of disclosure is not 

changed but rather that this material information must still be disclosed in the annual audited financial 

statements. 

The long quote above also points to two other aspects. First, that the data requested for CBCR is 

extracted from the general ledgers of the MNC. This supports the claim that CBCR data is accounting 

data and points to the key question of the cost of providing the data. The expansive project holds that 

the data required by CBCR is already necessary for the MNC to meet its obligations regarding domestic 

tax reporting and anti-bribery measures and therefore the costs should be modest. 
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Second, while it is clear that the quote above establishes an equivalential link between accounting data 

and CBCR, it also allows us to understand how the antagonism against voluntary disclosures works with 

regard to opposing the perception of CBCR as CSR data. As voluntary CSR reporting fails to ensure 

transparency by providing for comparability, the refusal of framing CBCR as CSR data is of pivotal 

importance to the expansive project. Framing CBCR as CSR data would undermine the notion that CBCR 

must be mandatory information provided in the annual audited financial statements.  

This brings us to the last dimension which will be unfolded in this analysis of the expansive hegemonic 

project in the defense of transparency, namely the articulation of relevant institutions where CBCR 

might be institutionalized.  

5.1.5.3. Relevant Regulatory Institutions 

To the expansive project, it is clear that the needed disclosures cannot be left to the MNCs as voluntary 

measures fail to deliver the needed transparency. Furthermore as the instruments appropriate for 

delivering needed mandatory disclosures are the annual audited financial statements, the only 

meaningful avenues for regulating CBCR are the institutions that regulate financial statements.  

The IASB is regarded as the only organization that can deliver CBCR rules that will be globally applied 

and thereby ensure a change of the global reporting order and in addition provide a level-playing field. 

However, it is clear that the expansive hegemonic project refuses to allow the IASB’s negation of CBCR 

to be a reason not to pursue their cause for transparency. Despite the discrepancy in enthusiasm over 

the substantive content of Dodd-Frank Act it is clear that it is framed as a reference point which offers 

momentum for regional initiatives in the absence of IASB support. The international institutionalization 

of CBCR is therefore sought through regional means. This will not only enhance the momentum for 

CBCR, but also put further pressure on the IASB to adopt CBCR: 

“the thrust should be towards extending such transparency requirements through adoption 
in Europe and then pressure on other stock exchanges and the International Accounting 
Standards Board. Together, US and EU stock exchanges would be a globally dominant force 
for progress” (Publish What You Pay 2010b:3). 

By making CBCR a mandatory disclosure in the financial statements, MNCs operating in countries that 

refuse to demand such disclosures will be obligated to disclose, given the fact that they are under the 

remit of Dodd-Frank and the Directives. This is perceived as supportive of the EITI through pressuring 

governments to sign up to the EITI. It therefore circumvents the rules of host governments. Thereby the 

US and the EU are perceived to take on the role of being “globally dominant forces for progress” 

bringing about an international norm for transparency in the form of CBCR disclosures.  
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5.2.  The Transformistic Hegemonic Project in the Name of Efficient Markets 

Having examined the expansive hegemonic project promoted by PWYP and TJN in the name of 

transparency which frames CBCR as a particular demand promising to deliver transparency, the 

following chapter seeks to understand the features of the competing discourse on CBCR found in the 

empirical material. It is argued here that this project seeks to defend the prevailing order of the current 

accounting regime by deploying a restorative, transformistic form of hegemony.  

This chapter progresses in the following way. First it examines the policy entrepreneurs of the 

transformistic hegemonic project and finds that, in accordance with the characteristics of a successful 

hegemonic discourse, the empirical material does not find clear references to a particular core group 

making demands. Rather articulations of the current affairs as natural and taken for granted. Second, it 

analyzes the tendentially empty signifier which acts as a surface of inscription for meaningful 

articulations in this discourse formation, as well as the particular incarnation of this tendentially empty 

signifier. It is argued that the transformistic project is organized around a notion of ‘efficient markets’. 

Further, it is argued that the IASB is regards as the particular that promises to deliver this universal good 

for society through its defense of the singular rights of investors as primary users of financial 

statements. Furthermore this section also explores the excluded elements that are seen as threats to 

efficient markets.  

Having laid out the characteristic features of the discourse of the transformistic project, the final part of 

the chapter carries out a specific analysis of how this project seeks to break the equivalential chains of 

the expansive hegemonic project. It thus examines how the transformistic project articulates CBCR 

predominantly through the logic of difference in defense of the current regime.    
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5.2.1.  Less Clear Reference to Policy Entrepreneurs  

While it is possible to locate the strategic leadership role played by PWYP and TJN in the case of the 

expansive project, this is not so in the case transformistic project seeking to promote efficient markets. 

The consultation responses and interviews did not make recurrent references to a core policy 

entrepreneur group which aims to make their expansive project successful by producing a general cause 

around which a number of demands are seen to coalesce. Rather we find a more loosely organized 

defense of the current system. The organizations that defend this discourse - which are mainly MNCs, 

business associations, accountancy firms and accounting profession bodies do not seem to work closely 

together on putting forward their demands. As the Association of Chartered Certified Accountants puts 

it: 

“There isn’t for the whole of business a sort of forum really in Europe. The big corporations 
have their European round table and a number of bodies have Business Europe to represent 
them and insurance companies will have their own and so on… and there is often an 
exchange of views between those sorts of groups”  

(Interview, Richard Martin, Association of Chartered Certified Accountants).  

This is supported by the fact that in contrast to the expansive hegemonic project where a large number 

of the responses to the EU’s public consultation were almost identical and hence showed a high degree 

of coordination in terms of sharing templates for the responses, this was less explicit in the case of the 

transformistic hegemonic project. While BUSINESSEUROPE, which is a pan-European business 

association, and the GC100 group for the 100 largest companies of the UK FTSE100 appear to be 

important policy entrepreneurs, most responses differed in structure, wording and length and 

interviewees were not all referring to the same core group. Nevertheless, the replies were remarkably 

similar in terms of articulations about CBCR. This combination of a loosely organized but consistently 

articulating group is not surprising since this discourse has established itself as dominant. Thus it has 

become highly institutionalized in the accounting regime of practice to the point that it has become 

taken for granted as the main horizon in which reporting can be conceived as meaningful. The 

constitutive features of this institutionalized and naturalized discourse underlying the current disclosure 

order are the subject of the following section.  
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5.2.2.  Constituent Features of the Current Reporting Regime 

The organizing principle which acts as the surface of inscription of the articulations made in defense of 

the current system of financial reporting is the tendentially empty signifier efficient markets. In capital 

markets this logic of efficient markets is incarnated by the relation between companies that disclose 

information and pay returns in exchange for resources and investors that provide the company with 

resources in exchange for returns and information. Hence, investors are afforded a privileged status as 

the users of information. This relationship is perceived to provide for efficient markets. These efficient 

markets are articulated as being equivalent to society’s need for growth and prosperity. 

The IASB is central as it is perceived as the guarantor of the rules that enable efficient capital markets on 

behalf of the privileged relation between companies and investors. The IASB can therefore be seen as 

functioning as the incarnation of the tendentially empty signifier. The IASB’s standards are adopted by 

more than 100 countries serving the universalized function of providing efficient and level-playing field 

competition in markets. It is therefore perceived as the legitimate authority of the current international 

financial regime. Citing the IASB’s 2010 Framework for the Preparation and Presentation of Financial 

Statements, Deloitte Belgium states:  

“The objective of general purpose financial reporting is to provide financial information 
about the reporting entity that is useful to existing and potential investors, lenders and 
other creditors in making decisions about providing resources to the entity”  
(Deloitte Belgium 2010:2). 

This quote enables us to appreciate how the central demand that is fought for by the transformistic 

hegemonic project, is the privileged rights of potential and existing investors to be conceived as the 

primary users of financial reporting and economic decision-makers. Hence the IASB provides conditions 

for the efficient markets by establishing internationally consistent rules for disclosure conducive of 

rational and efficient decision-making by these capital market participants. More specifically, these 

conditions are provided through communicating a management view of the reporting company, as set 

out by the management approach: 

“for financial reports to be meaningful the information presented should faithfully reflect 
the financial performance and governance of the entity that generates the returns and 
fulfils the obligations to market participants. For multinationals, this entity will generally be 
the consolidated entity and its parent company” (Deutsche Bank 2010:3). 

Hence the reporting system which is seen as enabling efficient capital markets, secured by the IASB, rest 

crucially on the concept of materiality which empowers investors as absentee owners and capital 
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providers as non-equity holders to assume a management perspective of the company on a 

consolidated level. 

This brings us to the issue of antagonism which in the case of this transformistic project is articulated in 

terms of threats to the prevailing order of disclosure. The examination of the articulation of what 

constitutes threats that might prevent the current order from delivering efficient markets enables us to 

understand the constitutive outside of this discourse.  

5.2.3.  Antagonism: Threats to the System 

Essentially two threats to efficient capital markets are articulated; clutter and costs. This Shell quotation 

is worth quoting at length as it provides an impression of the how these two interrelated threats pertain 

to the system of financial reporting and thus to the benefit of society:  

“Conflicting and inconsistent rules will be confusing to users and place a significant 
compliance and cost burden on multi-national companies without achieving the intended 
consistency and transparency in disclosures. In general, for investors and other stakeholders 
in multi-national companies, there are significant benefits in working with rules which are 
consistent not only within the EU but across all jurisdictions in which the shares are traded. 
This mitigates the additional cost involved directly in providing the information and 
indirectly due to the lack of clarity that may result for investors. Any requirements should 
also not override the usual materiality considerations, to avoid voluminous information 
overload” (EVP Controller Shell International BV 2010:4).  

The current order is threatened by an information overload which is regarded as clutter, meaning that it 

distorts the effective communication by the company and prevents efficient and optimal decision-

making by investors. Many of the organizations defending the current reporting system articulate this as 

a growing concern since financial statements are under pressure to incorporate a growing amount of 

information making them too complex for investors’ decision-making needs.  

Regarding costs, the quote above states a number of aspects in which this is seen as a concern. 

Indirectly the costs related to the lack of clarity facing investors trying to make efficient decisions, and 

directly related to the compliance costs of ensuring that the company reports in a compliant way in 

different jurisdictions. However, there are two further concerns about costs which relate to the 

disclosure of information beyond what competitors are required to disclose. First, the additional cost of 

collecting and reporting information represents a cost disadvantage and second, the disclosure of 

commercially sensitive information give competitors a competitive advantage over disclosing 

companies.  



53 

 

Clutter and costs are articulated as being equally threatening to the economic well-being of EU Member 

States that struggle for job creation, investment and growth as the competitive disadvantage to 

companies will have important repercussions with regard to the growth and prosperity of societies. 

Summing up the findings of the constituent features of the prevailing order, we are now able to 

appreciate how the discourse dominating the current configuration of the international financial 

reporting regime is inscribed in the logic of efficient markets. Hence the Utopian ideal of efficient 

markets functions as a tendentially empty signifier. It is incarnated by the IASB, which is framed as the 

guarantor of well-functioning capital markets by privileging the rights and information needs of 

investors. We have further seen how the proponents of this discourse articulate clutter, as well as costs 

as threats to this order with detrimental consequences for the companies, investors as well as growth 

and employment in society.  

Informed by this articulation of the constitutive outside of the prevailing order, the next section 

proceeds by analyzing how CBCR is then articulated in transformistic terms by the organizations 

defending this dominant discourse underlying the current reporting regime.  

5.2.4.  Articulation of CBCR by the Transformistic Hegemonic Project 

As previously argued, the organizations defending the current disclosure regime are engaged in a 

defensive transformistic form of hegemony which seeks to neutralize the antagonisms produced by the 

expansive hegemonic project struggling for transparency. This expansive discourse coalition produced a 

common frontier formed by a number of particular crises linked as parts of the same historical struggle 

for transparency against a system which negates their demands. In contrast, the transformistic project 

emphasizes the logic of difference seeking to re-articulate this common cause. Thus, the transformistic 

project aims to break the links proclaimed by the offensive, expansive project and instead expose how 

this project for CBCR in the name of transparency is not enough to mitigate risks or achieve full identity, 

but would rather undermine the current successful system. It asserts that there is no point in imagining 

that there is a common struggle since each demand has particular characteristics that are not met by 

CBCR. Rather these particular demands might better be served by particular means.  

Rejecting the notion that the current order produces a general crisis in the form of an acute lack of 

transparency, the transformistic project produces several interventions against the equivalential links 

that constitute the expansive project’s antagonism against the prevailing system. The first two 

interventions concern the exclusion of CBCR from the current regime’s discourse inscribed in the logic of 

efficient markets, essentially articulating CBCR in terms of clutter and costs.  
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The following interventions are then directed at links to the demands of groups that are perceived to be 

beyond the concern of financial reporting. The struggles of these groups are articulated not only as 

radically beyond the scope of financial reporting but also as different from the demand for CBCR. These 

interventions also serve to particularize the struggles of tax authorities and the EU, thereby breaking the 

links to the struggle for CBCR in the name of transparency. 

5.2.4.1. CBCR is not what Investors Want or Need 

Concerning the general diagnosis of the current regime for financial reporting, the articulation by the 

transformistic hegemonic project is that the system provides sufficient disclosures, and that investors 

are indeed not experiencing failure:  

“Country-by-Country reporting has never been requested by investors and other capital 
market participants. To the extent that such information is useful to investors of EU listed 
companies, BUSINESSEUROPE believes these needs are appropriately met by the existing 
requirements” (BUSINESSEUROPE 2010a:1). 

There are two aspects of this articulation stressing the logic of difference. The first aspect is that, 

contrary to the claim of the expansive project, investors are found not to be demanding CBCR. This 

assertion is indicative of the prevailing conception among organizations that draw on the transformistic 

discourse; that they are in tune with the demands of investors. These organizations thus reject that 

CBCR will meet the information needs of investors as the current system is based on a close connection 

and fundamental sensitivity to the need of these primary users of financial statements. This sensitivity 

goes beyond what is established through accounting standards and is the principle of reporting practice 

generally as information is provided on investor request even if it is not required by accounting 

standards or legislation. 

The second aspect of the intervention with regard to investors is that not only is CBCR not demanded by 

investors but is actually detrimental to their needs. Hence, the change in materiality thresholds is 

articulated as a threat to their ability to make decisions concerning optimal and efficient resource 

allocation in capital markets:  

“A country-by-country disclosure of performance or of assets and liabilities would in many 
cases lead to very voluminous disclosure...Excessive detail in many cases raises the amount 
of data provided without improving the communication of information important to 
investors by cluttering the financial statements with irrelevant and immaterial amounts” 
(Association of Chartered Certified Accountants 2010:3). 

The same reservations are made to an even greater extent than CBCR about project-level reporting. 

Furthermore what constitutes a ‘project’ is questioned. These materiality levels are therefore 
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articulated exclusively in terms of a threat to the system incarnated by the IASB and its principle of 

serving the material information needs of investors based on the management approach. The provision 

of CBCR or project-level data is essentially seen as costs, clutter and loss of market efficiency. The costs 

of providing information demanded by investors or required by IFRS standards are seen as central to 

efforts to provide efficient market conditions. However, the imposition of costs and disclosure of 

commercially sensitive information that is not regarded as beneficial to investors is articulated in 

antagonistic terms as threats to efficient markets. Indeed most organizations in the transformistic 

project emphasize the loss of competitiveness due to the divulgation of sensitive information and the 

significant size of the costs involved in collecting data according to CBCR of project-level materiality 

thresholds.  

We thus see how the logic of difference works to break the equivalential link between CBCR and the 

needs of investors to make better investment decisions. It is simply not meaningful within the concept 

of materiality which the transformistic project defends. Being immaterial to investors, CBCR is therefore 

fundamentally beyond the scope of financial statements: 

“there is a danger of the EU falling prey to every special-interest group with their own 
agendas, by “expanding” general-purpose financial statements to encompass a variety of 
demands unrelated to their prime purpose. General-purpose financial reporting should not 
be overloaded by alien objectives, in particular as the pursued objectives of country-by-
country reporting cannot be properly achieved” (BUSINESSEUROPE 2010b:3). 

Having found how CBCR is not meaningful within discourse underlying the current financial reporting 

regime, this assertion of the inability of CBCR to achieve its purpose offers an avenue to proceed to the 

examination of the transformistic interventions that are targeted against a number of the other 

equivalential links produced by the expansive project. 

5.2.4.2. Breaking other Links in the Expansive Project’s Chain of Equivalence 

While the breaking of the equivalential link to investor needs forms a decisive intervention, essentially 

serving to exclude CBCR from the current reporting regime, a number of other transformistic operations 

are employed to neutralize the antagonisms produced by the expansive project. The breaking of these 

links essentially serves to articulate the unilateral introduction CBCR disclosures as unwarranted both 

within the financial statements and by other means.  

5.2.4.2.1. CBCR is detrimental to the EU economy 

First, the equivalential link between the demands for transparency through CBCR and the need for the 

EU to stay competitive is rearticulated in transformistic terms.  
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Many organizations articulate Dodd-Frank as an unfortunate example to follow and see EU action along 

the same lines as harmful to the competitiveness of EU companies:   

“It is far from clear what role there is for the EU in this debate. Rather any additional 
prescriptive reporting requirements imposed by the EU on EU multinationals is liable to 
place them at a major competitive disadvantage to their non-EU global peers, and harm the 
prospects for EU growth and jobs, already under great stress”  
(Confederation of British Industry 2010:1). 

Unilateral disclosure requirements are regarded as seriously detrimental to EU companies’ 

competitiveness thereby jeopardizing EU employment and growth. The very significant costs and the 

divulgation of sensitive information involved is perceived as putting the prosperity of the EU economy at 

risk as a result of companies delisting or refraining from listing on EU stock exchanges 

Further, whereas the expansive project articulated the struggle for transparency as being equal to the 

EU’s need for energy security, by ensuring extractive MNCs’ license to operate, the transformistic 

project holds that these companies would be harmed by the introduction of EU measures. This is not 

only framed in terms of having to incur very significant costs and disclose information beyond their 

international competitors but is problematized with regard to potential breaches of host government 

laws. By unilaterally demanding the disclosure of information which the host government might not 

allow, the EU produces tensions that EU companies will have to face on the ground.  

“Adding an additional financial reporting requirement for entities within the European 
Union may place those entities at a competitive disadvantage or place them in the position 
of violating specific agreements with host governments with regard to non-disclosure or 
national laws that prohibit the public disclosure of certain information” 
(PricewaterhouseCoopers 2010:2). 

Such tensions are perceived as detrimental to the EU’s need for energy security because extractive 

MNCs’ tensions with host governments run the risk of leading host governments to afford contracts to 

international competitors rather than EU companies.  

5.2.4.2.2. CBCR Undermines the EITI 

This problematization of the tensions between EU requirements and host government sovereignty also 

forms part of the transformistic project’s framing of the relationship between the EITI and CBCR. 

Contrary to the expansive project’s framing of CBCR as complementary to the EITI the transformistic 

project finds that not only would unilateral EU disclosures run the risk of requiring the duplications of 

reports. It would also override host governments sovereignty and undermine the positive and inclusive 

deliberations between EITI partners which provide for a level-playing field market for all operators 

within the host jurisdiction. This process also respects and commits governments since host 
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governments are empowered to make decisions regarding the disclosures required in their jurisdiction. 

As the Confederation of British Industry states: 

“The EU should take no action which might undermine the benefits of this important 
voluntary initiative” (Confederation of British Industry 2010:3).  

5.2.4.2.3. CBCR is Not the Best Way to Address Tax Governance Issues 

Finally, the transformistic project’s framing of sovereignty is emphasized in the intervention, which 

seeks to break to link between CBCR and the demands of tax authorities:  

“tax authorities or other authorities responsible for the audit of accounts are already in a 
position to check whether tax obligations have indeed been complied with. Therefore, the 
usefulness of disclosing additional information is unclear” (MEDEF 2010:2). 

The issue of tax governance is thus not only seen as fundamentally alien to the objectives of financial 

statements and generally seen as poorly defined. The inhibition of the potential of tax authorities is also 

denied as tax authorities are seen as possessing the power to ask for the information they need to 

evaluate MNC tax compliance. 

5.2.4.3. Relevant Regulatory Measures 

As CBCR is not perceived as providing for the needs of investors, it is not meaningful within the 

transformistic discourse, to introduce such measures in the annual audited financial statements. Indeed, 

it is perceived as fundamentally alien to the purpose of financial statements. Rather the transformistic 

project holds that the EU should respect the role of the IASB in setting standards for financial 

statements as provided for in the EU’s endorsement of IFRSs. Any unilateral disclosure requirements 

would lead to significant costs and be detrimental to the needs of investors, companies and the EU 

economy. Hence Dodd-Frank is not an example to emulate.  

All organizations in defense of the prevailing financial reporting system perceive CBCR as unfit for 

financial statements. Indeed this is seen as a threat that extends far beyond the extractive sector and 

many organizations are not concerned about this sector but instead defend the prevailing order in 

general. In this regard it is important to note that financial institutions are the largest group among the 

respondents to the consultation and that they are concerned with the possibility of the Commission 

going for a general CBCR approach.  

However, a number of organizations articulate co-optation of the particular demand for transparency of 

payments made by extractive companies in resource-rich countries. Hence, rather than including it in 

the financial statements, the appropriate measures to provide CBCR data, if any, are seen to be 
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voluntary disclosures such as the EITI. Therefore, if EU mandatory requirements are introduced outside 

the financial statements, they should be consistent with the EITI to avoid undermining this initiative.  

Furthermore, while the expansive project frames CBCR as a means to empower tax authorities, the 

transformistic project frames this in terms of the logic of difference and instead argues for particular 

means to address this particular problem based on the assumption that tax authorities have the power 

to demand the information they need. The appropriate means to deal with improving tax governance 

are therefore perceived to be empowering tax authorities through capacity building that respects host 

governments’ sovereignty rather than unilateral measures that circumvent these governments. 
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5.3. Main Findings of Stage I of the Analysis 

Summing up the findings of Stage I of the analysis, we can understand the Commission’s possible 

proposals for the introduction of CBCR measures as a battleground for a struggle between two 

competing hegemonic projects. This struggle centers on the diagnosis of the performance of the current 

order of disclosures. 

On one side we find an offensive expansive hegemonic project driven by two organizations. The main 

policy entrepreneur is the large PWYP coalition which demands transparency for development in 

resource-rich countries. PWYP has found an ally in the small but accounting proficient TJN which fights 

global tax evasion and tax havens and focuses on the role of accounting. United around a common 

experience of a lack of transparency, these two organizations articulate an equivalential negation by the 

current disclosure regime of a number of other particular groups thereby producing a chain of demands 

for bringing an end to this lack. Hence the existing disclosure regime is articulated in antagonistic terms. 

The PWYP and TJN therefore promote CBCR as the particular demand that might incarnate 

transparency.  

Specifically, this is unfolded through the re-articulation of the concept of materiality. This re-articulation 

derives from an assertion of the rights of all the groups in the equivalential chain to be recognized as 

users of financial statements. Frustrated with the IASB and the OECD and disappointed in voluntary 

disclosures, this expansive project fights for the EU to replace the current disclosure regime with a more 

inclusive order which provides for transparency through CBCR in the annual audited financial 

statements.  

On the other side, we find a defensive transformistic hegemonic project which displays a less clear 

presence of leading policy entrepreneurs. This transformistic project defends a discourse which is 

inscribed in the logic of efficient markets and which promotes the IASB as their guarantor. This project 

centers on the assertion that the current order of disclosures provides sufficient information to the 

primary groups of financial statements users; the investors and capital providers. This project perceives 

anything immaterial to the decision-making of these users as threats in the form of clutter and costs 

detrimental to markets and the prosperity of society.  

This transformistic hegemonic project refutes the promises of CBCR as an improvement of the order of 

disclosure. Rather it stresses the differences between the particular demands that the expansive project 

aims to unite in a common cause. CBCR is thus articulated as immaterial to investors and therefore 

beyond the scope of financial statements. Further, it is articulated as detrimental to EU’s needs for 



60 

 

growth, job creation and energy security. Finally, with respect to addressing transparency in resource-

rich countries and tax governance, CBCR is inferior to other measures such as the EITI and capacity-

building for tax authorities. 

Hence we find a clear struggle over a number of key elements of the current reporting regime. While 

the expansive projects wants to replace the prevailing order with a materiality concept that recognizes 

the decision-making of a wide range of users of financial statements, the transformistic project frames 

such claims as immaterial to the primary users of financial statements and thus beyond the scope of 

such statements. Furthermore, while the transformistic project sees no role for the EU to introduce 

disclosure requirements, neither in the financial statements nor by other means, the expansive 

hegemonic project refuses that the IASB’s lack of engagement with CBCR provides an argument for the 

EU not to act.  

Informed by these findings, Stage II of the analysis proceeds with an analysis of the Commission’s 

articulation of CBCR to understand how the discourses of the two hegemonic projects found in Stage I 

are reproduced in the Commission’s articulation of CBCR. 
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6.  Analysis Stage II – The Commission’s Framing of CBCR 

This second stage of the analysis draws on the findings of the first stage in order to investigate the 

extent to which the discourses of the two hegemonic projects are reproduced in the Commission’s 

proposals for the new Transparency Directive and Accounting Directive. This second stage is based on 

close analysis of the Commission’s Impact Assessment from October 25, 2011 (European Commission 

2011c). As discussed in the Methodology chapter, the reason for this focus is that the Impact 

Assessment articulates in details how CBCR is framed by the Commission. Furthermore it presents the 

policy recommendations which are reflected in the two Directives proposals. Throughout this chapter, 

quotes from the Impact Assessment will be provided as (IA:Pp) instead of (European Commission 

2011c:Pp) as the Impact Assessment is the only text referred to in the chapter. 

6.1. The Commission’s Diagnosis of the Current Disclosure Regime 

In the Impact Assessment, the Commission articulates an experience of a lack of transparency of the 

payments that governments of resource-rich countries receive from the extraction of natural resources. 

The current disclosure regime is perceived to fail to provide a sufficient level of transparency, preventing 

citizens to hold their government to account for the use of these revenues. This crisis of lack of 

transparency is particularly framed as a problem in developing countries.  
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This focus on developing countries is interestingly shown in the Commission’s problem tree (IA:15) 

which is presented in Figure 1.  

This figure provides an excellent impression of the framing of the causal links that are associated with 

“limited transparency”, namely that it “may conceal possible corruption in countries with weaker legal 

infrastructure” which in turn will “reduce government revenues in developing world”. Hence, while not 

specifying any particular industry, this lack of transparency is articulated as associated with failures of 

corruption and insufficient government revenues in the developing world.  

It is clear that the diagnosis of a lack of transparency dominates the Commission’s articulation, 

reproducing the experience of crisis articulated by the expansive project rather than the transformistic 

project’s articulation of a sufficient current disclosure level. It is also clear, however, that the concern is 

with the crisis of development as stressed by PWYP rather than TJN’s emphasis on the general failure of 

tax evasion and transfer pricing abuse through tax havens, harming developed and developing countries 

alike.  

Furthermore the link produced by both PWYP and TJN to investors’ experience of failure to appraise risk 

due to a lack of transparency, is remarkably absent. As will be argued below, this has crucial 

consequences for the framing of appropriate policy options. However, before moving on to the policy 

objectives and options, Figure 1’s depiction of the regulatory landscape provides an avenue to examine 
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the Commission’s articulation of the negations by the current level of disclosures and the corresponding 

articulation of antagonism. 

6.2.  The Commission’s Articulation of the Current Level of Disclosures  

Discussing “the weakness with current statutory reporting requirements” (IA: 15), the Commission 

articulates the specific negations of the current order. The 1st EU Company Directive and the existing 

Accounting Directives are perceived to fail to provide sufficient disclosures in terms of scope. 

Furthermore, while the Transparency Directive encourages EU Member states to address the lack of 

transparency, it has been ineffective:  

“Recital 14 of the Transparency Directive (TD) encourages EU countries to request their 
national listed extractive industry to disclose payments to governments. So far none of the 
EU Member States have made this requirement mandatory” (IA:9).  

Concerning the IASB, company practice under IFRS 8 fails to provide this level of disclosures as the MNCs 

that define operational segments in terms of geography do not do so at a consistent country-by-country 

basis. Moreover, while the EITI is praised by the Commission as an important and inclusive initiative, its 

voluntary status results in limitations. Finally, the Commission expresses disenchantment with the 

disclosures resulting from voluntary disclosures.  

The Commission extends this problematization of the current level of disclosure to include a scenario 

description of future policy developments. Hence, it depicts an international regulatory environment in 

which there have been recent unilateral measures to address the lack of transparency of payment to 

governments made by extractive companies; the US Dodd-Frank Act in July 2010, the Hong Kong Stock 

Exhange in 2010 and the UK Alternative Investment Market. However, the IASB is not expected to 

provide global provisions for CBCR in the foreseeable future and the potential of the EITI as an 

international transparency regime for the extractive sector is hampered by the uncooperative stance 

taken by governments in resource-rich countries.  

“The EITI is widely known in resource-rich countries but governments choosing to remain 
outside it until now appear willing to resist pressure for greater transparency around their 
receipts from extractive operators” (IA:18) 

This diagnosis of the current disclosure regime and its expected development is to a great extend in line 

with the articulation of negation and antagonism by the expansive project against the current reporting 

regime.  
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Although unilateral initiatives address the problem, the IASB is framed as unaccommodating with 

respect to introducing global transparency measures within a foreseeable future while secretive 

governments are able to obstruct the progress of the EITI. Hence the Commission concludes that: 

“The EITI has had some success but there appears to be a need for action to accelerate the 
process by which payments to governments in developing resource-rich countries fall into 
the public domain” (IA:19).  

This diagnosis of a “need for action to accelerate the process” reproduces the expansive project’s 

aspiration that the EU can become a force for progress and together with the US provide momentum for 

an international norm that brings about the universal good of transparency incarnated by CBCR. Hence 

it is in direct opposition with the transformistic project, for which unilateral EU requirements are seen as 

costly and damaging to European competitiveness. 

However, it is also clear that the failure is not related to TJN’s antagonism against the dysfunctional tax 

information exchange system, tax havens and abuses of the arm’s length formula for transfer pricing. 

This brings us to the objectives that the Commission articulates which are highly contingent on the 

problem definition illustrated above. 

6.3.  The Commission’s Articulation of Objectives 

The problem definition clearly frames CBCR as related to corruption in resource-rich developing 

countries. This specific framing of the problem that CBCR may be employed to resolve is decisive 

because it informs the objectives that the Commission articulates as relevant when evaluating the 

merits of CBCR policy options:  

“The operational policy objective is to bring increased transparency to the operations of 
MNCs in the extractive industry and loggers of primary forests by increasing the disclosures 
they make” (IA:20). 
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This framing of the objective of CBCR measures is interestingly depicted by the Commission in an 

objectives tree shown in Figure 2 (IA:20): 

 

This illustration allows us to appreciate how the policy measures chosen must provide an incarnation of 

the struggle for transparency; however that this struggle for transparency is essentially linked to the 

struggle against the resource curse. This contingent framing of the problem also informs the choice to 

target extractive and logging companies6: 

“Targeting the extractive and loggers of primary forest sectors is justified on the grounds 
that these sectors are engaged in primary exploitation of natural resources that are 
considered to belong to society at large and are often associated with a great source of 
wealth in resource-rich countries” (IA:16, footnote omitted) 

It is interesting to note that the targeting of the extractive and logging industries is linked to the features 

of their business which involve exploiting natural resources belonging to the citizens of the country and 

representing important sources of the wealth. They are not, however, targeted on grounds of being 

correlated with corruption. Interestingly, this was established as a key problem of limited transparency 

in the Commission’s problem tree and stressed by the PWYP coalition which sees this correlation as a 

                                                           
6
 Nothing in the analysis conducted in Stage I of the analysis indicated an articulation of specific links to crises in 

the logging industries. While the inclusion of this sector is important, its absence in the empirical material suggests 
that this link has been established through ways with which it is beyond this thesis to deal.  
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reason to target this industry. Rather, the focus is on government corruption instead of company 

corruption. 

We can now appreciate how the concern with ameliorating government corruption in resource-rich 

countries decisively frames the meaningful policy instruments to pursue. All policy options except the 

“no change” option target the extractive and logging industries with the objective to address problems 

in resource-rich developing countries.  

Finally it is crucial to note that the general CBCR approach that the Commission’s consultation document 

established as one of the 2 types of approaches to CBCR, and which articulated CBCR in terms more in 

line with the TJN’s demands for disclosure by all MNCs and for all countries to address global issues of 

tax governance, is completely absent among the policy options.  

6.4.  Limiting Factors and Assessment Criteria 

While it is clear that the focus on the lack of transparency in resource-rich developing countries forms 

the central objective, it is important to note that the defense of efficient markets is introduced as a 

concern which is taken for granted. Hence while the tendentially empty signifier of the transformistic 

project does not form part of the mentioned objectives in the same manner as transparency, its 

antagonistic articulation of costs and threats to competitiveness crucially appear as natural limiting 

factors informing the assessment of the various policy options:  

“The policy options are assessed on their effectiveness in meeting the objective of increased 
transparency by MNCs and limiting factors, including their acceptability to stakeholders; the 
effect on competitiveness and the level playing field, and their compliance costs. Whilst 
enhanced transparency is seen as generally desirable, there needs to be recognition that 
providing additional information to stakeholders has a cost” (IA:22).  

Thus we may appreciate the articulations of the different policy options as the specific battlefield for the 

struggle between the two hegemonic projects. This will be addressed in the following section. 
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6.5.  The Commission’s Evaluation of Policy Options  

Having seen how the objectives and limiting factors are established, we can now proceed to examine 

the extent to which the two hegemonic projects are reproduced in the assessment of the policy options 

that the Commission lists in Table 1 (IA:22): 

The Commission acknowledges that the baseline option, Option 0 is acceptable to the organizations 

seeking to inscribe CBCR in the logic of efficient markets in defense of a reporting regime which they 

perceive as providing adequate levels of disclosure. However, the Commission rejects this policy on the 

grounds that the current order of disclosures fails to provide sufficient transparency: 

“Policy option 0 does not appear to be a realistic one for dealing with the problem. Current 
reporting practices by MNCs demonstrate that there is a need for action in order to enhance 
disclosure practices” (IA:30). 

Hence it is clear that the Commission’s diagnosis of the current reporting regime reproduces the 

expansive project’s demand for action to be taken. However, the exact means of addressing this 

demand for action are not inscribed exclusively in the logic of transparency as the analysis of Option 4 

will show. 

The expected failure of future international developments to bring about disclosures that provide an 

end to the lack of transparency frames the assessment of Option 1. Hence this option is not likely to 
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result in increased disclosures in the foreseeable future, although it is clearly preferred as it is expected 

to provide transparency on a global scale while respecting the need for level-playing field competition: 

“International coordinated action is a preferred policy option, especially for preparers as it 
would maintain a level playing field. However, the timescale in which action could be 
achieved would be of concern to users, especially NGOs” (IA:24) 

While Option 2 would in essence provide disclosures similar to the EITI, Option 3 is described as similar 

to Dodd-Frank (see Appendix 5 for comparison of CBCR disclosure approaches). These two options will 

be dealt with more extensively in the discussion of the option that the Commission has chosen to follow. 

However, first it is crucial to analyze the assessment of Option 4 since it highlights the limits to the 

extent to which the Commission’s framing of CBCR is inscribed in the logic of transparency. 

6.5.1.  Policy Option 4  

Option 4 would provide full accounts including information on revenues, costs, profits, tax charges and 

taxes paid, assets held and intra-group transactions. Interestingly, the assessment of this policy option 

generally reproduces the transformistic hegemonic discourse.  

Hence the Commission asserts that investors have not requested information of this detailed kind. 

Rather this level of information is articulated as clutter, obscuring the use of financial statements. This 

clearly reproduces the transformistic project’s articulation of difference between the demands and 

needs of investors and the demand for CBCR.  

It is crucial to note that any discussion of investors’ exclusive status as primary users of financial 

statements is absent although as Stage I of the analysis found, it was a central matter of contestation in 

the consultation responses. Furthermore, the corresponding discussion of the concept of materiality 

applied in financial statements is also absent. However, as will be dealt with in detail below, the concept 

of materiality is instead problematized in terms of its application outside the financial statements.  

Regarding the relationship between CBCR and the demands for improved tax governance, this is also 

articulated in differential terms reproducing the transformistic project by relegating this issue to ”other 

more effective and proportionate measures”: 

“To tackle tax avoidance more effective and proportionate measures should be deployed, 
involving capacity building in developing countries' tax administrations, greater worldwide 
cooperation on tax rules and information sharing by national governments” 
(IA:28, footnote omitted).  

The reproduction of the transformistic discourse is furthermore evident in the great emphasis the 

Commission puts on the detrimental effects the disclosure of full accounts would have on EU companies 
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and the EU economy, articulating CBCR and the EU’s demands for growth and energy security in 

differential terms:  

“Such a level of cost could result in an unwillingness on the part of extractive or loggers of 
primary forests MNCs to locate Head Office functions, and issue securities in the EU, which 
would have a negative long term effect on EU employment and investment prospects. At a 
time that the discussion about the competitiveness of European industry is high on the 
agenda, a decision to implement such a policy would be very costly for European industry 
and not proportionate in meeting the targeted objectives” (IA:29).  

A central argument made in this chapter is that it is essential to appreciate how the framing of costs and 

the detrimental impact on the EU economy is evaluated in proportion to the’ targeted objectives’. 

Hence we can appreciate an important consequence of the framing of CBCR as the incarnation of the 

end of government corruption in resource-rich developing countries. Measures that emphasize 

improving tax governance through CBCR in financial statements are regarded as disproportionate in 

meeting these targeted objectives.  

However, while the transformistic discourse is clearly reproduced in this rejection of including CBCR in 

the financial statements, the commitment to introduce CBCR as a means to address the lack of 

transparency in resource-rich developing countries is acted on through other means.  

6.5.2.  The Commission’s Preferred Policy Option  

Informed by the diagnosis of failure of developments in the foreseeable future leading to an 

international disclosure regime as imagined in Option 1, the Commission has chosen to move ahead 

with a unilaterally EU action. This action is to be taken according to Option 3, which is reflected in the 

Commission’s proposals for the new Accounting Directive and Transparency Directive quoted in the 

Introduction (See Appendix 6 for . In the Impact Assessment the Commission states that: 

“Policy option 3 is preferred to policy option 2 because it would produce more payments 
information; information will be produced at a local level for civil society; whilst a matrix 
presentation by country and by project will enhance the reliability of the data. The 
disclosure of payments to government on a country- and project- basis would better satisfy 
the demands of stakeholders calling for enhanced disclosures whilst the costs of such policy 
option (compared to policy option 2) would remain acceptable if an appropriate materiality 
threshold (below which detailed disclosure at project level would not be mandatory) is 
introduced” (IA:30). 

Hence, we see how the empowerment of civil society in the struggle for local accountability is 

articulated as a key concern. Therefore the preferred policy option also requires project-level (see 

Appendix 6 for disclosure matrix). Project-level disclosures were found to be a central matter of 

divergence between the PWYP coalition and TJN and strongly opposed by the transformistic project. It is 

thus clear that the equivalential links articulated by the Commission concerning CBCR aligns with the 
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PWYP’s struggle for development in resource-rich countries while the link to the struggle against global 

tax evasion and transfer pricing abuse, irrespective of sector and jurisdiction, is absent. 

This framing is also reflected by the fact that the disclosed information concerns ‘payments’ aiming to 

empower citizens and NGOs to hold governments in resource-rich countries accountable for how they 

spend the revenues from natural resources. It is not full account information on for example costs, intra-

group transactions and profits, empowering tax authorities and civil society across the globe to judge 

whether MNCs pay an appropriate tax rate and investors to appraise risk. 

Interestingly, the requirements in policy option 3 are seen a complementary to The Forest Law, 

Governance and Trade Program and the EU Timber Regulation as well as the Kimberley process which 

address problems in developing countries concerning illegal timber and so-called “blood diamonds” 

respectively. Hence, the general ambition of the proposed policy is positioned within a regulatory 

context of measures that deal with issues relating to developing countries. 

6.5.2.1. Expected Impacts 

The employment of CBCR to address problems in developing countries is reflected very interestingly in 

the Commission’s expectation of the policy’s social impact:  

“Within the EU there will be limited social impacts as EU governments publish national 
accounts which provide information on government revenues. However, in other parts of 
the world, citizens may have limited information on government revenues. The main social 
impacts would therefore be outside the EU” (IA:41). 

This clearly shows the complete absence of the framing of CBCR as a matter of empowering tax 

authorities and improving tax governance in the developing and the developed world more in 

accordance with the general CBCR mentioned in the consultation document. Instead, the demand for 

improved tax governance is articulated as being different from and disproportionate to the objective of 

CBCR, thereby reproducing the transformistic project’s discourse. Rather, the problem is externalized by 

the Commission. While the EU does not lack provisions of transparency, CBCR can address such 

problems in the developing world.  

A number of other impacts are expected from the chosen policy option in addition to the social impact 

of empowering civil society in developing countries. These are particularly interesting as we may 

understand them as articulations of the causal relations that the Commission establishes between the 

proposed disclosure requirements and a number of effects. Interestingly they indicate the production of 

equivalential chains that differ somewhat from the diagnosis of the current disclosure regime found 

above.  
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In accordance with the externalization of the problem and the notion that the required disclosures 

should address issues in developing countries, the Commission articulates the relation between the 

Directives and the EITI in the following way: 

“The EU and US requirements would affect countries which have until now decided to 
remain out of the EITI scheme. In those countries there will be increased pressure on 
national governments from civil society to account for how the revenues derived from 
extractive and logging of primary forests MNCs have been spent” (IA:35). 

Similar to the expansive project’s articulation of CBCR, the Commission is convinced that the chosen 

measure will strengthen the EITI. This is in clear opposition to the transformistic project’s concern that 

the addition of project-level disclosures and the unilateral side-tracking of the EITI negotiation process 

between national stakeholders will undermine the EITI. Rather the Commission reproduces the 

expansive project’s notion that the EU and the US could be a force for progress and provide increased 

pressure on governments to become members of the EITI.  

While this pressure exerted by the EU in concert with the US clearly addresses the antagonism against 

secretive governments, it also allows us to appreciate that this does not extend to the antagonism 

towards tax havens which TJN stresses. We can thus appreciate another consequence of the contingent 

framing of CBCR as an instrument to address corruption in resource-rich developing countries. 

Importantly, we find that, while not part of the Commission’s explicit diagnosis of the problems 

concerned with a lack of transparency, the impact on companies and investors is articulated in terms 

that reproduce the expansive project’s discourse. Hence the Commission expects that the preferred 

policy option will have a positive impact on the competitive position of “well-behaving” companies in 

the two targeted industries. Extending the link to shareholders, the Commission argues that: 

“Creating a business environment where less bribery and corruption takes place creates a 
more level playing field for companies that do not engage in such practices, and an absolute 
reduction in the level of bribes and corrupt payments would increase the level of profits 
available to be paid as dividends to MNCs' shareholders” (IA:36). 

However, there appears to be some degree of ambiguity with respect to this link to the demands of 

companies and investors, and CBCR is far from exclusively inscribed into the logic of transparency. 

Hence the transformistic project’s articulation of CBCR as clutter and costs resulting in loss of 

competitiveness and threats to energy supply not only dominates the framing of policy option 4. It also 

makes up crucial aspects of the review of the Accounting Directive, to be conducted by the Commission 

within 5 years.  
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6.5.2.2. Materiality 

As found above, the reproduction of the transformistic project is clear in the location of the disclosures 

outside the annual audited financial statements. Rather, the disclosures are located in a separate, 

unaudited report which, however is mandatory and must be published on a yearly basis. Furthermore, 

an important finding of this chapter is that while the problematization of the definitions of financial 

statements users and materiality was completely absent in the rejection of Option 4, we find such a 

problematization relating to the disclosures in the separate report. It is thus very interesting that in 

Annex 1 of the Impact Assessment, the Commission writes that: 

“Given that civil society and NGOs will be taking a particular interest in the content of CbyC7 
reports the Commission Services consider that materiality thresholds set by a company 
when preparing the annual financial statements may not necessarily be appropriate when 
preparing a CbyC report, and the materiality of the payment to the host government will 
need to be considered” (IA:43). 

Although it is not required in the audited annual financial statements which maintain the prevailing 

concept of materiality, the concept of materiality is re-articulated in the separate report to include a 

country- and project view. It is therefore crucial to appreciate that we find a bifurcation of the concept 

of materiality: 

 A management approach to materiality in accordance with IFRS 8 based on the 

information needs of investors and capital providers, which still dominates the financial 

statements 

 A country and project view of materiality in the separate report on payments to 

governments 

However, the definition criteria for the materiality threshold for project-level reporting are 

problematized by the Commission as a matter to be developed in delegated acts. Hence, as is the case 

with the Dodd-Frank Act, the specific requirements are postponed for future definition. This is not only 

in line with the transformistic project’s questioning of the meaning of “project” in accounting terms, but 

interestingly also with Richard Murphy’s doubts about the merits of project-level reporting as expressed 

in Chapter 5.1. While the country-view of materiality appears to have become institutionalized, the 

project-view is still contested.  

                                                           
7
 Author’s note: CbyC reports refers to CBCR. 
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6.6.  Main Findings of Stage II of the Analysis 

Concluding this second stage of the analysis, we are able to appreciate how the Commission generally 

reproduces the expansive hegemonic projects articulation of a lack of transparency and a need for the 

EU to take unilateral action to support the EITI and Dodd-Frank.  

However, we also find that this lack of transparency is framed in terms of government corruption in 

resource-rich developing countries, rather than the crises of investors and tax authorities articulated in 

equivalential terms by the expansive project. Thus while the PWYP coalition’s concern with addressing 

the development needs of the populations in resource-rich developing countries is clearly reproduced, 

albeit not in financial statements, this frames CBCR in very particular terms. Rather than being framed as 

an instrument to improve markets by helping investors to appraise risk or as a framework to address tax 

evasion and transfer pricing abuse and fight tax havens, CBCR is regarded as a measure to deal with 

problems in developing countries.  

This not only externalizes the crisis, seeing CBCR as having no expected social impact in the EU while 

being complementary to initiatives that aim to address problems in developing countries related to 

diamonds and timber. It also has the consequence that all policy options are targeting the extractives 

and logging industries while the option of introducing general CBCR for all MNCs in all jurisdictions is 

completely absent. 

Further it means that full accounts on a country-level in the financial statements disclosed by the 

extractive and logging companies are framed as disproportionate to the targeted objective of fighting 

corruption in resource-rich developing countries. Instead, the Commission’s articulation of full account 

CBCR reproduces the transformistic project’s articulation framing it as seriously damaging to European 

competitiveness, unwanted by investors and inferior to capacity-building in respect of tax governance.  

An important final finding, however, is that while the definition of financial statements users and the 

corresponding definition of the concept of materiality are not problematized in the discussion relating 

to the introduction of CBCR in the financial statements, we find a crucial re-articulation of these 

concepts in the Commission’s chosen policy option. Hence, we find a bifurcation of the concept of 

materiality in the financial statements and the special report on payments to governments, respectively.  
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7. Conclusions  

This thesis originated in an ambition to understand the political process of how purpose and form were 

assigned to Country-By-Country Reporting in the case of the Commission’s proposals for two new 

Directives; The Accounting Directive and the Transparency Directive.  

Taking a poststructuralist approach and drawing specifically on Discourse Theory, this political process 

was conceptualized as a struggle between hegemonic projects. Such projects struggle to produce and 

defend symbolic centers that function to structure discourses on CBCR and to act as the particular that 

comes to incarnate this symbolic function. By stressing either the logic of equivalence or the logic of 

difference, respectively, such projects might take the form of either an offensive expansive hegemony or 

a defensive transformistic hegemony.  

Informed by the theoretical framework, the first stage of the analysis undertook an investigation of the 

responses to the Commission’s public consultation on CBCR and 13 interviews with organizations 

involved in this consultation. It found two opposing hegemonic projects engaged in articulatory 

practices concerned with framing CBCR in accordance with their discourse.  

First an expansive hegemonic project was found which forms around a general experience of crisis due 

to a lack of transparency. The main discourse entrepreneurs of this project are the Publish What You Pay 

coalition focused on the cause of ensuring that resource-rich developing countries prosper from their 

own natural resources rather than losing the wealth to corruption, and the Tax Justice Network, which 

demands corporate transparency and improved tax governance for all countries and sectors. United in a 

demand for transparency, this core alliance links their demands to crises experienced by investors, tax 

authorities, “well-behaving” companies and the EU Member States. This general crisis of a lack of 

transparency is framed as resulting from the current order of disclosures. The introduction of CBCR is 

then promoted as the particular demand which can incarnate the promise of transparency and 

empower all these groups through a re-articulation of the definition of the concept of materiality, 

deriving from a re-articulation of the groups constituting the decision-making users of financial 

statements. 

Second, a transformistic project was found, engaged in a defense of the current order of disclosure. 

Showing less clear indications of a core group of discourse entrepreneurs, this project aims to maintain a 

system represented by the IASB. This system is structured by a discourse centered on the notion of 

efficient markets based on the reporting relation between the company and the primary group of users 

of financial statements, consisting of investors and capital providers. Articulating CBCR in antagonistic 
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terms as clutter and costs and immaterial to these primary users, CBCR is framed as radically different 

from the purpose of financial statements. Furthermore this transformistic project also frames a number 

of other demands as particular rather than part of a general cause for transparency through CBCR. 

Informed by the findings of the first stage of the analysis, the second stage analyzes the Commission’s 

framing of CBCR to find the extent to which it reproduces the discourses of the two competing 

hegemonic projects. It finds that the Commission reproduces the expansive project’s notion of a crisis of 

transparency, but that this crisis is framed as relating to government corruption in resource-rich 

developing countries rather than representing a problem relating to investors and tax authorities in 

developing and developed countries alike. Hence, the crisis addressed is closer to the PWYP coalition’s 

main concern than that of TJN.  

This framing of the problem is found to have important consequences in the assessment of the different 

policy options, as well as the decision to target the extractive and logging industries. Requiring full 

account CBCR information, including effective tax rates, in the financial statements is thus framed as 

unwarranted by investors and disproportionate to meeting the targeted objectives, thereby reproducing 

the transformistic project’s discourse. The Commission’s chosen policy instrument thus introduces 

requirements in a special unaudited report similar to the disclosures set out by Dodd-Frank, aiming to 

support the EITI and empower citizens in resource-rich developing countries, while having no expected 

social impact in the EU. Finally this stage of the analysis found that while the management-approach to 

the definition of materiality is maintained in the audited annual financial statements, a re-articulation of 

the concept of materiality is introduced with respect to the special report required in the Accounting 

and Transparency Directives. 

In its insistence on the merits of the insights offered by Poststructuralism, this thesis has sought to 

contribute to the literature on political economy of accounting, and in particular the growing literature 

on accounting standard-setting. Beyond the aim to contribute with the findings of the analysis, the 

ambition has furthermore been to encourage the increased engagement of International Political 

Economy scholars with Poststructuralism which has been hampered by the fear of relativism and the 

latter’s predominant focus on issues of gender and cultural issues rather than fields such as accounting 

(De Goede 2006; Vestergaard 2009).  

Finally, it is the hope that this thesis might encourage more scholars within various disciplines, to pursue 

further research on CBCR. The work on this thesis has fostered two specific ideas for such further 

research and I hope this thesis will inspire readers to come up with many more. The first interesting 

avenue would be to draw on the growing literature on the role of professions in a more thorough 
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investigation of CBCR as an issue of contestation between different professions such as accountants, 

lawyers and NGO professionals. The second avenue would be to examine the extent to which the 

bifurcation of materiality is upheld or challenged in the future, and to investigate whether the framing 

of CBCR develops towards a more universal representation of transparency or becomes framed 

exclusively as a means to address problems in resource-rich developing countries, complementing 

measures on timber and diamonds.     
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Appendix 1: EITI Revenue Streams (Payments to Governments) 

   (Extractive Industries Transparency Initiative 2005:27)  

Revenue stream  Further description  

Host government’s 
production 
entitlement  

This is the host government’s share of the total production. This production 
entitlement can either be transferred directly to the host government or to 
the national state-owned company. Also, this stream can either be in kind 
and/or in cash.  

National state-owned 
company production 
entitlement  

This is the national state-owned company’s share of the total production. 
This production entitlement is derived from the national state-owned 
company’s equity interest. This stream can either be in kind and/or in cash.  

Profits taxes  Taxes levied on the profits of a company’s upstream activities.  

Royalties  Royalty arrangements will differ between host government regimes.  

Royalty arrangements can include a company’s obligation to dispose of all 
production and pay over a proportion of the sales proceeds.  

On other occasions, the host government has a more direct interest in the 
underlying production and makes sales arrangements independently of the 
concession holder. These “royalties” are more akin to a host government’s 
production entitlement.  

Dividends  Dividends paid to the host government as shareholder of the national state-
owned company in respect of shares and any profit distributions in respect 
of any form of capital other than debt or loan capital.  

Bonuses (such as 
signature, discovery, 
production)  

Payments related to bonuses for and in consideration of:  

• Awards, grants and transfers of the extraction rights;  

• Achievement of certain production levels or certain targets; and  

• Discovery of additional mineral reserves/deposits.  

License fees, rental 
fees, entry fees and 
other considerations 
for licenses and/or 
concessions  

Payments to the host government and/or national state-owned company 
for:  

• Receiving and/or commencing exploration and/or for the retention of a 
license or concession (license/concession fees);  

• Performing exploration work and/or collecting data (entry fees). These are 
likely to be made in the pre-production phase.  

• Leasing or renting the concession or license area.  

Other significant 
benefits to host 
governments  

These benefit streams include tax that is levied on the income, production or 
profits of companies. These exclude tax that is levied on consumption, such 
as value-added taxes, personal income taxes or sales taxes.  
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Appendix 2: Responses to the Commission’s Public Consultation on CBCR 

Name Country 

Accounting Standards Board of the UK UK 

Allianz SE DE 

Anonymous 1 BE 

Anonymous 2 DE 

Anonymous 3  UK 

Anonymous 4 DE 

Anonymous 5 DE 

Anonymous 6 UK 

Anonymous 7  DE 

Anonymous 8 DE 

Anonymous 9  DE 

Anonymous 10 AT 

Anonymous 11 PT 

Anonymous 12 UK 

Anonymous 13 UK 

Association Francaise des Enterprises Privées FR 

Association of British Insurers  UK 

Association of Chartered Certified Accountants UK 

Belgian Accounting Standard Setter (BASF) BE 

Bundesverband der Deutschen Industrie DE 

BUSINESSEUROPE BE 

CIDSE  UK 

Civil Society Organizations  US 

Commission des Normes Comptables du Luxumbourg LU 

Confederation of Finnish industries FI 

Confederation of Swedish Enterprises SE 

Danish Commerce and Companies Agency on behalf of the Ministry 
of Economic and Business Affairs 

DK 

Deloitte Belgium BE 

Deutsche Bank DE 

Deutscher Gewerkschaftsbund DE 

Eurodad BE 
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Name Country 

European Bank Federation EU-wide organization 

European Issuers EU-wide organization 

EVN AG  AT 

EVP Controller Shell International BV NL 

Federation of European Accountants EU-wide organization 

Die Grünen (Fraktion Bundis 90) DE 

GC 100 UK 

GEFIU German Association of Chief Financial Officers  DE 

GlaxoSmithKline UK 

Global Policy Forum Europe DE 

Global Witness Limited UK 

Hermes Equity Ownership Services UK 

HSBC Holdings Plc UK 

Hungarian Ministry for National Economy HU 

ICAEW UK 

InspirAction ES 

Institut der Wirtschaftsprüfer DE 

ISK Region Stuttgart DE 

Kommunal Landspensjonskasse gjensidigforsikring NO 

La Declaration de Berne CH 

MEDEF  FR 

Miba AG AT 

OGP Europe  BE 

ONE EU-wide organization 

Oxfam International NL 

Platforme Paradis Fiscaux et Judiciaires FR 

PricewaterhouseCoopers EU-wide organization 

Publish What You Pay EU-wide organization 

Repsol YPF ES 

Revenue Watch UK 

Socété Générale FR 

Solvay SA BE 

Statoil ASA NO 
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Name Country 

Svenska Cellulosa Aktiebolaget SCA SE 

Tata Steel UK 

Tax Justice Network Nederland NL 

Tax Justice Network – Norway NO 

Tax Justice Network, International Secretariat UK 

The UK Chartered Institute of Taxation UK 

The Confederation of British Industry UK 

The Law Society of Scotland  UK 

Energiewirtschaft Verbund AG AT  

Wirtschaftskammer Österreich AT 

Accounting Standards Board of the UK UK 

 

All responses can be downloaded from the Commission’s website (European Commission 2013). 
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Appendix 3: List of Interviews 

Name and Title Organization Date Type/location 

Sarah Kristine Johansen, 

Policy Officer 
Concord Danmark 

June 20, 
2012 

In person, 
Copenhagen 

Kristian Koktvedgaard, 

Chief Consultant, Tax & Accounting 
DI 

June 26, 
2012 

 

In person, 
Copenhagen 

Conrad Dixon, Head of Group 
Accounting Policies & Standards 

HSBC Holdings PLC July 2, 2012 
In person, 

London 

John Christensen, Director 

and James S. Henry, Senior Advisor 

Tax Justice Network International 
and Tax Justice Network USA 

July 2, 2012 

 

Joint interview 

in person, 

London 

John Boulton, 

Manager, Corporate Reporting 
ICAEW 

July 2, 2012 

 

In person, 

London 

Andrew Carpenter, 

Policy Adviser, Financial Reporting 
Association of British Insurers July 3, 2012 

In person, 

London 

Richard Martin, 

Head of Corporate Reporting 

Association of Certified Chartered 
Accountants 

July 4, 2012 

 

In person, 

London 

Chris Buckley, 

Director, External Reporting 

GlaxoSmithKline* 

 

July 4, 2012 

 

In person, 

London 

Brendan O'Donnell, 

Oil Campaign Manager 
Global Witness July 4, 2012 

In person, 

London 

Sacha Dalton, Technical Officer 
(Corporate, International and 
EU&HR) 

The Chartered Institute of 
Taxation 

July 10, 
2012 

Skype 

Raymond Baker, Director 
Global Financial Integrity and 
Task Force on Financial Integrity 
& Economic Development 

July 13, 
2012 

 

 

Phone 

Catherine Olier, 

EU Essential Services Policy Advisor 
Oxfam International 

July 16, 
2012 

, 

Skype 

Richard Murphy, Co-founder Tax Justice Network International 
July 16, 
2012 

Skype 

* expressing his own views and not speaking on behalf of GlaxoSmithKline   
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Appendix 4: Interview Guide 

Before asking the questions: 

 Hello, thank you for meeting me. I will be recording the interview, I hope that it alright?  

You can of course ask for the interview not to be recorded or for the recordings to be 

confidential. 

 I am doing my thesis on the case of CBCR and I take a political economy approach to analyzing 

how CBCR is being framed in the case of the EU’ Directive. 

 The interview should take 20 minutes. 

 

After asking the questions: 

 Thank you very much, I will clarify any confidentiality concerns and will send you the thesis, if 

non-confidential, once I have defended it.  

  

Question Purpose of the Question 

1. Can I ask you to tell me about your 

organization? 

To let the interviewee give an account of 

themself and to enable CBCR to come up 

naturally in this account. 

2. How did Country-By-Country Reporting 

emerge on your agenda? 

Probe: Was it something you were aware 

of before the Commission issued the 

public consultation? 

To explore how the interviewee understands 

the origins of the particular demand for CBCR 

and to examine how he/she recalls the when 

CBCR became relevant to the organization. 

3. What is Country-By-Country Reporting 

in your understanding?  

Probe: Who is it for? 

Probe: What purpose does it serve? 

To explore the operation of the logic of 

difference and the logic of equivalence in the 

interviewee’s articulation of CBCR. 
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Appendix 5: Comparison of CBCR Disclosure Approaches  

Note: All extractive companies and loggers of primary forests that are issuers in EU regulated markets, and large non-listed 

companies with activities in the extractive and logging of primary forest sector 

                         

 

                                                                                                                            (European Commission 2011c:48)                                                                                                                 
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Appendix 6: Disclosure Matrix 

                          (European Commission 2011c:43) 


