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Abstract  

 

Inspired by the Cum-ex scandal this research set out to look into the Danish Tax Agency and 

find out how the structure of the organization impact international collaboration. With the 

findings from this case, the paper hopes to contribute to the academic conversation 

surrounding collaboration across border, and more specifically that the paper will shed some 

light on why the international collaboration did not work better during the Cum-ex scandal, if 

not in this specific case, then possible weaknesses of the collaboration in general. 

 

To answer the research question it was chosen to focus on the structure of the Danish Tax 

Agency (as this needed to be defined to determine its impact on international collaboration), 

the processes of the organization (as these can impact how the collaboration works and if it is 

even a priority), and lastly, the collaboration itself (as it is what the analysis revolves around). 

The theories of Max Weber, Henry Mintzberg (structure), Jørgen F. Bakka and Egil Fivelsdal 

(processes), and Ann Marie Thomson and James L. Perry (collaboration) were utilized for this. 

To answer the research question seven interviews were conducted with employees working 

with international collaboration, and documents explaining the structure and collaboration 

were used. They were analyzed with first and second cycle coding. Here, descriptive coding 

was used for the first cycle and pattern coding for the second.  

 

Findings showed that the formal structure of the Danish Tax Agency impacts their international 

collaboration in the sense that the structure of the organization is mirrored in the collaboration. 

More than that it is impacted by the differences in structure between the organizations and the 

misalignments in terms and definitions. The informal structure impacts the collaboration in the 

sense that it helps create trust, which makes the collaboration easier.  
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Setting the Scene  

 

You, as an individual, open a pension fund in the US (we, in Denmark, have a tax dividend 

agreement with them), you do not really use the fund for much, in fact you may even have more 

than one fund that you do not use for much, but when you get close to the day of dividends 

being paid, you borrow several stock shares. Then your bank will print a confirmation that your 

fund(s) had the shares when dividends were paid, and taxes withdrawn. You send this 

confirmation to the Danish tax authorities and demand the money “back” that the real share 

owner paid in taxes. Hand the shares back and pay your helpers; the real share owner, the 

bank, the lawyer etc. and then you can keep the rest of the money to yourself. This can also be 

done where the real share owner asks for the tax money back as well, and it has even be done 

up to seven times with the same share as long as everyone have documentation, showing that 

they had it on the day dividends are paid out (Madsen & Svaneborg 2018).  

 

Over the past years several international financial scandals have hit the public. In 2015 it was 

the Panama Papers that hit the media. 11.5 million leaked documents from the Panamanian 

law firm Mossack Fonseca revealed how the firm had used shell corporations for illegal activities 

such as fraud, tax evasion, as well as avoiding international sanctions, for wealthy individuals 

and public officials (Harding 2016). Then in 2017 the Paradise Papers, a collection of 13.4 

million documents exposing the global environment in which tax abuse can thrive, hit and 

brought tax havens to our attention (Garside 2017). In August 2015 a financial scandal hit 

Denmark on the national level. 12.7 billion DKK had been embezzled out of the Danish state’s 

tax coffers. Over a period of three years from 2012 to 2015, foreign nationals had taken 

advantage of the tax reimbursement system of stock shares, getting “reimbursements” on 

taxes they had never paid, a method called Cum-ex, working as described above (Madsen & 

Svaneborg 2018).    
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In October of 2018 the news broke that this had in fact not been a scandal on just the national 

Danish level. It was part of a bigger scam that had hit several countries throughout Europe; 

Belgium, Austria, Norway, Switzerland, France, Italy, Holland, Germany, and Denmark. In 

several countries the total amount of losses due to the Cum-ex scam is still unknown, but in 

Belgium it is estimated that the loss is 1.5 billion DKK, in Italy 34 billion DKK, in France 127 

billion DKK, and in Germany 237 billion DKK is estimated to be gone. Adding this to the Danish 

12.7 billion DKK the total amount embezzled from the European tax payers adds up to 

approximately 410 billion DKK (Madsen & Svaneborg 2018).   

 

With sums this big it became clear that it had not been individuals working alone. Rather a 

large network of, amongst others, banks, lawyers, and independent financial corporations was 

revealed in a cross-border collaboration between investigative journalists. The fraud network 

had its base in London, the financial capital of Europe, and operated for many years without 

being noticed. All the players in the network, including big banks and law firms, were helping 

clients find these “loop holes” and making money on it themselves. Several documents prove 

that banks were aware of and taking advantage of this method; in 2007 the management of 

Barclays approved the use of Cum-ex in Germany and in 2010 the management of Macquaire 

Bank was made aware of it. Even Danish law firms were advising on the Cum-ex method and 

news broke in January 2019 that Bech-Bruun, the law firm that was hired by Danish tax 

authorities to look into how it ended up paying 12.7 billion DKK wrongfully, was advising on 

the Cum-ex method, as they were conducting the investigation (Fastrup & Svaneborg 2019).   

 

Undoubtedly, the Danish tax authorities carry a big part of the blame in the Cum-ex method 

going by unnoticed. Due to several cost cuts the responsibility of checking all the 

reimbursements was on one employee only. This meant that despite the reimbursements rising 

from approximately 1.5 billion DKK in the entire year of 2012 to approximately 8.5 billion DKK 

in just the first seven months of 2015, nobody raised any red flags. And even when a tip was 

received from a well-known Danish lawyer in June, nothing happened. It was not until August 
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of 2015 after receiving a tip from the British tax authorities, that the Danish tax authorities 

became aware of the issue. However, in Germany the scam was first discovered back in 2007, 

and in 2010 changes were made to German laws to permanently shut down the Cum-ex 

method. As the scam did not move on to Norway, Belgium and Denmark until 2012, there is a 

good chance that had the Germans shared their information with the rest of Europe a lot of the 

money would have never left the Norwegian, Belgium and Danish states’ tax coffers (Madsen 

& Svaneborg 2018). Even though, the German tax authorities insists that they followed the 

applicable rules, when not warning other European countries, it was a tip from British tax 

authorities that led to the exposure of the scam in Denmark, and Danish authorities further 

warned other European tax authorities. This leads me to want to examine the internal structures 

of the Danish tax authorities (why did the tip from the Danish lawyer not lead anywhere?) as 

well as the cross-border collaboration of the Danish tax authorities (why did the German 

authorities not warn the Danish authorities?). However, as the Cum-ex scandal is still an ongoing 

investigation, confidentiality makes it difficult to look into the specificities of the case. This was 

made clear after several conversations with Anne Munksgaard, Director, Tax Fraud, in the 

Danish Tax Agency as well as Thomas Svaneborg, former journalist at DR and big part of the 

Cum-ex investigations. Anne clarified that due to the ongoing investigation the Danish Tax 

Agency would not be able to share any information about the case, and Thomas agreed that 

the data accessible through his investigation was still too superficial for proper adequate 

research to be conducted. Therefore, a more general analysis of the Danish tax authorities will 

be conducted, inspired by the Cum-ex scandal. 

 

In the aftermath of the Cum-ex scandal this paper will look at the Danish Tax Agency and 

perform an organizational analysis with a focus on collaboration across borders, and how the 

internal structures and bureaucracy impacts this. This results in the research question of; 

 

How does the structure of the Danish Tax Agency impact international collaboration? 
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In an attempt to answer this research question, a theoretical framework will firstly be explained, 

next the methods applied will be presented, then an organizational analysis will be conducted 

to identify the internal structures of the Danish Tax Agency followed by a qualitative analysis of 

international collaboration and the ease of such, within the Danish Tax Agency. This will be 

concluded on and subsequently the paper will be discussed, and reflection will be made on 

further research.  

 

Literature Review  

 

This paper focuses on collaboration, and looking at the field of organizational collaboration 

there seem to be an overwhelming focus on trust in inter-organizational collaboration. Siv 

Vangen and Chris Huxham wrote in 2003 about difficulties of managing such relationships and 

the importance of nurturing the collaborative process. They highlight trust as the significant 

factor in this nurturing. Trust will play a key role in the analysis of this paper, but other factors 

will also be brought in. Chris Huxham further wrote about the management issues of inter-

organizational collaborations and the often disappointing outcomes in his 2003 article 

“Theorizing collaboration practice”. Here trust again plays a crucial part, but so does power, 

membership structures, and common aims. This gets closer to the focus of this paper, but does 

however, not focus on international collaborations, and stays rather general. Looking at trust 

and structure Sybil S. Henderson and Erma Jean Smith-King wrote in their 2015 article about 

how organizational structure, coordination, and trust impact decision-making in organizational 

collaborations. This again has some of the facets presented in the coming analysis but focus 

more on the decision-making than the collaboration itself.  

 

If we look more specifically into the field of international collaboration, there seem to be a lot 

of focus on technology (Porter 2003) and education (Sakamoto & Chapman 2012), or simply 

comparison rather than collaboration (Tienken 2019). This paper will rather focus on an 
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organization in the public sector, more specifically tax administration. This specific area does 

not seem to have been investigated much and the focus has been more on the legal and 

economic principles (Schreiber 2013). More than that there seem to be, like in the inter-

organizational collaboration, a repeating pattern focusing on the importance of trust. Zaheer 

and Zaheer wrote in their 2005 article “Trust across borders” about the role of trust in 

international collaboration and how it is key with institutional and cultural support. John Child 

wrote about the need for international collaboration in the globalized world, and how trust is 

fundamental in making this work (Child 2001). Though trust will play a key role in this analysis 

as well, it will only be one of the factors that will be looked into. Looking more specifically on 

EU Markus Perkmann wrote about building governance structure across European borders, and 

the importance of both vertical and horizontal networks (Perkmann 1999). This is part of what 

the following analysis will focus on, as governance is part of the collaboration process, but only 

one part of it, and networks are shown to play an important role. Additionally, this paper’s 

research of collaboration is not restricted to EU.  

 

Since this paper’s focus is on the Danish Tax Agency, there is a focus on public management, 

and with the international collaboration, international public management. This field of research 

has many different aspects such as new public management, public management activities and 

prototypes of public management (Mathiasen 2007). Looking at the field of research on this 

topic there is a focus on imitation of reforms across borders and how these reforms start to look 

more and more alike (Sahlin-Andersson 2000). Others focus on the coordination between 

public sector organizations, both nationally and internationally and the role of these 

organizations in governments (Bouckaert, Peters & Verohest 2010). This coordination and 

alignment of policies will be a topic in the coming analysis as well, but it will only be a few of 

the topics this paper deals with. There is also the topic of cross-border management, however, 

this focus more on managing multi-national enterprises (Bartlett & Beamish 1991). If we look 

more at structure and international public management Jarle Trondal wrote in his 2016 article 

“Advances to the study of international public administration” about the affect of 
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organizational architecture of international public administrations on decision-making 

processes and subsequently the pursuit of public policy-making. This article has some of the 

same focuses as the research presented in this paper, though with a different scope (focusing 

on collaboration processes rather than public policy-making).  

 

The focus on the public sector and public management is not a new one and neither is the 

topic of international collaboration and both have been researched in many different ways. 

However, this paper combines it with a specific focus on structure and lets it revolve around 

the Danish tax administration filling out the gap of a more structural approach to international 

collaboration in the public sector.   

 

 

Theoretical Framework  

 

The following sections will introduce and present the theoretical framework necessary to 

answer the research question; How does the structure of the Danish Tax Agency impact 

international collaboration? 

Firstly, a framework for organizational analysis focused on structure and processes will be 

presented. The framework for organizational structure will primarily be based on the work of 

Max Weber and Henry Mintzberg, whilst the framework for organizational processes will be 

based on the work presented by Jørgen F. Bakka and Egil Fivelsdal. Secondly, Ann Marie 

Thomson and James L. Perry’s framework for collaboration processes will be introduced, to set 

the scene for successful collaborations.  
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Organizational Analysis   

 

Organizational analysis has many aspects and can take various forms, however, as this study 

will be concentrating specifically on international collaboration in the Danish Tax Agency, it was 

chosen to focus on structure and processes when doing the organizational analysis. The 

structure (the shape and form) of the organization is often perceived as the source of several 

other phenomena within the organization and more generally as a determinant factor for 

behaviour in organizations (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010). With the focus on processes comes a focus 

on interactions and decisions (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010) which makes sense when looking at 

international collaborations; how is the decision made to interact or not interact across borders 

with other tax authorities?  

 

Organizational analysis deliberately works on several different levels when it comes to 

descriptions and explanations. These different levels can be split in to five categories; 1) The 

individual, 2) The group, 3) The organization, 4) Institution, culture and society, and 5) The 

international/global level (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010). For the purpose of this paper the focus will 

especially be on the organizational level as it is the organization of the Danish Tax Agency that 

is at the centre of the analysis. Furthermore, there will be looked at the group level as the group 

dynamics and processes are in focus when it comes to collaboration. The focus on 

collaboration, more specifically, international collaboration brings us to the international/global 

level. And lastly, the institutional, cultural and societal level will be brought into play as laws 

and political agreements do play a role in how the Danish Tax Agency collaborate across 

borders.    
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Organizational Structure  

 

As the research question, (how does the structure of the Danish Tax Agency impact 

international collaboration?), focus specifically on structure, Max Weber and Henry Mintzberg’s 

(amongst others) work on exactly that will be utilized.  

 

When discussing organizational structure, it is important to remember that you will most likely 

see more than one type of structure in all organizations. The first concepts to be introduced 

are formal and the informal structure. The formal structure includes the visible structure; 

departments, positions, hierarchy – everything you will find in an organizational chart. But more 

than that, the formal structure is the way the management seek to control the work processes 

(Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010). The informal structure on the other hand, consists of groups and 

cliques within the organization. As human beings we have social needs such as contact and 

recognition. Often, the organization cannot cover these needs through formal structure, and 

that is when informal structures arise, in the form of groups and cliques. These groups can form 

norms and informal rules that regulate employees’ relationship with the organization (Bakka & 

Fivelsdal 2010).  

 

Taking a step back and looking at organizational structure, the fundamental organizational form 

in the industrial society is the bureaucracy. Max Weber wrote in his analysis of bureaucracy as 

an organizational form that bureaucracy dispels tradition and personal considerations, due to 

its focus on rationality and effectiveness. In his model of bureaucracy Weber uses four 

components; 1) Division of labour and specialization, 2) Hierarchical structure, 3) General rules, 

and 4) Career system. The first component, division of labour and specialization, emphasize the 

set competency areas in separate positions and departments, as well as how employees 

specialize within the competency areas; “through the hiring of individuals with generally set 

qualifications, you ensure the thus divided tasks being done in a regular and continuous way” 

(Weber 2003, p. 63). The second component, hierarchical structure, describe the principal of 
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higher and lower ranking bodies in organizations, thus creating a set system of superior and 

inferior positions; “meaning a set system of superior and inferior authorities, where the superior 

authority supervises the inferior – a system that at the same time give the supervised set 

opportunities to appeal an inferior authority to a superior authority” (Weber 2003, p. 64). The 

general rules highlight how administration build on different general rules, and as for the public 

sector, these rules can be set by laws and regulations as well. Lastly, the career system 

emphasizes the focus on education; “The specialized organization […] usually requires an 

extensive academic education” (Weber 2003, p. 65). More than that, there is a focus on having 

the right educational background to even be hired, as well as the focus on qualifications when 

discussing promotions. You are appointed, not elected. According to Weber together these 

four components make up a bureaucratic organizational form (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010).  

 

When looking at the first component, division of labour, this can occur on two levels; horizontal 

and vertical. The horizontal division of labour refers to work processes as well as the division of 

groups and departments. These divisions can be made in a various amount of ways, but the 

typical ones that are discussed are; function, product, customer, and region (Weber 2003). 

Dividing across functions means grouping tasks and employees after professional criteria. 

Departments are formed with different areas of expertise; production, accounting, marketing, 

human resources, etc. This form of division has obvious advantages as the expertise is gathered 

in one place in the organization and has vast opportunities to grow. However, it also means the 

different departments move further from each other and have a harder time understanding 

each other, which could lead to conflicts. Dividing according to products is relevant for an 

organization that has clearly separated products. This has the advantage of being more 

adaptable to change as the employees can focus solely on one group of products, however, 

there will most likely be a lot of work being done more than once by the same organization but 

in different departments. Dividing by customer, will mean each department having solely one 

(big) customer in focus and working with them. Dividing by region, as with dividing be product, 

means that there is a better adaptability to change but a lot of work will be done more than 
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once. The vertical division of labour is often simply referred to as hierarchy. As an organization 

grows bigger, a hierarchical system will usually follow, as the responsibility grows too big for 

one person to handle, and decision power is delegated (Weber 2003). 

 

As an opposition to the hierarchical organizational form, we have decentralization. A 

decentralized organization is a flatter organization. This means that tasks and decision power 

has been delegated to lower levels in the organization. This comes with certain advantages 

such as more flexibility and faster decision processes. The model Weber puts up for 

bureaucracy has for many years served as a theoretical anchor for researchers as it is so sharply 

defined it makes it possible to problematize both organizational and societal conditions. The 

strong emphasis on bureaucracy has, of course, brought with it an opposition. Researchers 

focusing intensely on informal structures or attempts of de-bureaucratizing organizations 

through new management and collaboration forms (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010). 

 

Henry Mintzberg constructed five organizational types mostly based on four external variables; 

stability, complexity, market heterogeneity, and hostility. The first variable, stability, refers to 

market stability. It is a question of how much uncertainty the market is characterized by. 

Unexpected and unpredictable events such as rapid technological development or political 

intervention. The variable of complexity is a question of the complexity of the product the 

organization delivers. The complexity can be reduced by standardization and rationalization. 

The third variable, market heterogeneity, can be used on customers, products and 

geographical areas. It moves from homogenous to heterogenous. One product to one 

customer versus a thousand different products to a thousand different customers. Lastly, 

hostility, is a question of competition. Severe competition leads to hostility which means 

insecurity for the organization (Mintzberg 1983). These four variables form the basis for the five 

types of organizational structure that Mintzberg describes; simple structure, machine 

bureaucracy, professional bureaucracy, adhocracy, and divisionalized form.  
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The simple structure is well-known from smaller organizations. The owner is usually the 

operating manager, you work without that many rules, and coordination usually happens on 

the spot through direct control. The structure here is organic and employees usually perform 

different jobs. The environment is simple and dynamic. “In a sense, Simple Structure is 

nonstructure: it avoids using all the formal devices of structure, and it minimizes its dependence 

on staff specialists” (Mintzberg 1983, p. 158). Machine bureaucracy is more mechanical in its 

structure. It is characterized by formalization and specialization – and therefore, set routines. 

Coordination happens through highly standardized work processes. This form of structure is 

usually found in an environment that is stable and with relatively stable technology as well, such 

as, e.g. a national post office or a security agency. “This is the structure closest to the one Max 

Weber first described, with standardized responsibilities, qualifications, communication 

channels, and work rules, as well as a clearly defined hierarchy” (Mintzberg 1983, p. 163). The 

professional bureaucracy is characterized by more horizontal specialization and 

decentralization. Coordination happens through standardization of professional 

accomplishments (exams, authorizations etc.). “The organization turns to the coordinating 

mechanism that allows for standardization and decentralization at the same time – namely, the 

standardization of skills” (Mintzberg 1983, p. 189). This form is found in an environment that is 

stable and complex, such as universities, hospitals or public accounting firms. The adhocracy is 

extremely organic meaning that tasks are redefined and adjusted to fit employees, and 

authority and management is developed in a network structure. Coordination happens through 

mutual adjustment. This form of structure is usually found in new organizations with a focus on 

innovation. “Sophisticated innovation requires a very different configuration, one that is able 

to fuse experts drawn from different disciplines into smoothly functioning ad hoc project 

teams” (Mintzberg 1983, p. 254). The adhocracy is found in a complex as well as dynamic 

environment. Lastly, the divisionalized form usually develops from the machine bureaucracy or 

by a merger of several machine bureaucracies. There will be a management above the different 

divisions, and these divisions can achieve a great deal of autonomy. The coordination happens 

through standardization of output. The division management gains great power. “It does not 
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constitute a complete structure from the strategic apex to the operating core, but rather a 

structure superimposed on others” (Mintzberg 1983, p. 216). This form of structure is 

developed through heterogeneous markets.  

 

These five organizational types should be seen as archetypes as even within one organization, 

there can be several different ways of organizing, and usually one organization will not fit the 

description of either type perfectly. Instead, in most societies, there will be dozens of ways of 

organizing in organizations, falling in between the types, and therefore, Mintzberg’s five 

structures should be seen more as the extremes (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010). For that reason, the 

structures set up by Mintzberg, as well as the model for bureaucracy set up by Weber, will 

simply serve as a starting point for the discussion and analysis of the internal structures in the 

Danish Tax Agency.  

  

 

Organizational Processes  

 

As previously mentioned, the focus on organizational processes is chosen due to its focus on 

decisions and interactions, which becomes relevant with the research question’s focus on 

collaboration. This section of the paper will introduce four different decision models which will 

be utilized in the organizational analysis of the Danish Tax Agency.  

 

The reason to research organizational processes is simply that organizations are not static, they 

are movement and actions. These movements and actions disappear when solely focusing on 

routines and structure. Therefore, it is necessary to look at the bigger picture and focus on both 

structure and decision processes as the two are tied together. Who makes what decisions is 

strongly tied to the organizational structure. As previously mentioned, this part of the paper 

will introduce four decision models; 1) The rational model, 2) The bureaucratic model, 3) The 
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anarchic model, and 4) The political model. These models are gathered from different theories 

and put into a framework by Jørgen F. Bakka and Egil Fivelsdal.  

 

The rational model is based on the assumption that people are completely rational. This model 

has faced a lot of criticism but instead of completely dismissing the model, one should look at 

it as an ideal type, meaning that it might not be clearly applicable to the real world, but it is a 

way of understanding the processes. This model assumes that the goals of the organization are 

very clear and something the entire organization agrees on. It assumes full knowledge on 

whatever decision needs to be made. It assumes that the process of deciding is dictated by 

order and stable participation and aims for optimization. Focus here lies on efficiency and 

effectivity (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010).  

 

The bureaucratic model is a mix of Herbert A. Simon’s model “the administrative man” and 

Charles E. Lindblom’s “muddling through”. This model assumes that an organization has 

several types of goals, and that rules become goals. It assumes limited knowledge on the issue 

at hand, and as the administrative man is satisfied with limited insights into the situation, they 

will be able to make decision based on rules, routines and relative set answers to issues (also 

called standard operating procedures). When it comes to participation this is stable but can be 

expanded. This model assumes that the decision process is controlled by rules and routines. 

The organization is working towards stability and predictability. Simon assumes that there are 

two premises for decisions; empirical and value driven premises. The empirical premises are 

based on all information about the organization and its environment. The value driven premises 

are based on the goals of the organization as well as different limitations the organization will 

phase (e.g. morals, laws and regulation). Lindblom argues that the smart decision maker is not 

a rationalist but an organization that tries by taking small steps and thereby reducing 

uncertainty and avoiding large mistakes. This is done by setting goals according to the 

resources available, as well as assessing goals and their consequences according to these 

resources. Problems will seldomly be solved for good but will have to be re-evaluated. 
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Decisions are not so much a movement toward the goal as it is a way to escape problems.  Only 

few consequences are considered. Lastly the model assumes that analysis and the shaping of 

politics is spread across several decision makers (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010).   

 

The anarchic model is also called “the garbage can model”. This model assumes that an 

organization is not always rational. It assumes that decisions are complex processes that can 

be split into smaller processes, and that these consist of several different streams. The model 

assumes four of these streams. The first is a stream of decision options, meaning that the 

organization is expected to make a decision on a given issue. The second stream is a stream of 

issues. These issues can be anything that catches the attention or bothers members of the 

organization (could be internal or external issues). The third stream is a stream of solutions. 

These will be solutions to the given issues and can come from education, new techniques or 

freed up resources. The last stream is a stream of participants in the decision process. These 

participants have different abilities and bring with them different interests, energy, experience 

and network. The idea is then that all these problems and solutions are thrown into the occasion 

for the decision (thereof the name “garbage can” – not meaning that the problems and 

solutions are all bad) and all these different elements will come together, whilst some issues 

and solutions will be cast aside for better ones. Letting all four streams run without constrains 

will lead to a decision process driven by coincidences. The person with a lot of energy and 

professional experience will end up with small issues and the person with little energy and 

limited skills will struggle with bigger issues. However, these streams can also be structured; 

either based on experience and feedback or through structural and administrative schemes. An 

important point with this model is that it opens up for several different inputs and abolishes the 

borders between formal and informal structure. It can bring about internal insecurities but at 

the same time stimulate creativity within the organization (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010).  

 

The political model assumes that there will be conflicts of interests within an organization. It 

assumes that there is not always consensus on goals and values. These issues can come about 
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when it comes to the division of budget, resources or tasks. The model assumes that when this 

happens people will negotiate and politics. This means expanding the issue to create coalitions 

outside the original area of negotiation. The authors, March and Simon, predict that the 

management will define these issues as individual and highlight the analytical processes as well 

as common goals. This will demonstrate the power culture in the organization (Bakka & 

Fivelsdal 2010).  

 

To get the most nuanced picture of the situation it is better to use more than one model. Each 

model highlights certain features of reality and blurs others, which means more models gives a 

better analysis of an organization. Which model fits the best depends on the situation of the 

decision. Some issues come up again and again and become a standard issue that can be 

solved with standard operating procedures, other issues are completely new and come with a 

lot of uncertainty meaning they cannot be solved with standard solutions. James D. Thompson 

has attempted to put these different situations into a chart, based on Simons two types of 

decision premises. One dimension revolves around the insight into the cause/effect 

relationship and the other the certainty/uncertainty of the goal of the organization. In a situation 

with high certainty on both goal and resources, set rules and standard operating procedures 

work well. In a situation where there is certainty on the goal but the uncertainty on the 

resources, a solution will be to bring in experts and ask for their advice. In a situation where the 

resources are certain, but the goal is uncertain, it will become a political process of 

compromises. If uncertain about both goal and resources the decision can be postponed, or 

small steps can be made in seeking information about the environment. These situations are 

all extreme situations and usually the types of situations will not be that clearly separated; 

however, this can work as a starting point (Bakka & Fivelsdal 2010). Therefore, this theoretical 

model will be used as exactly that, a starting point, in the analysis. It will serve as a base to work 

from when it comes to the analysis and discussion of the decisions regarding international 

collaborations in the Danish Tax Agency.  
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Collaboration Processes  

 

Continuing the focus on collaboration, as this is a key focus of the research, it is vital to further 

look into the processes of collaboration. Ann Marie Thomson and James L. Perry have set up a 

theoretical framework for successful collaboration. This framework focusses on inter-

organizational collaboration, especially in the public sector, which is the sphere the Danish Tax 

Agency is working in. Thomson and Perry argue that there are five variable dimensions in 

collaboration processes; governance, administration, organizational autonomy, mutuality, and 

norms. It is further argued that one; “must know these five dimensions and manage them 

intentionally in order to collaborate effectively” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 20). Before looking 

further into these five dimensions, this section of the paper will discuss the meaning of 

collaboration.  

   

There are different words for working together; collaboration, cooperation, even coordinating. 

So, what are the differences? When looking at these terms, they differ in depth, interaction, 

integration, commitment, and complexity. Coordination and cooperation are found at the low 

end of this continuum and collaboration at the high end. Collaboration runs deeper, has more 

interaction, more integration, more commitment, and is more complex (Thomson & Perry 

2006). While classic liberalism, emphasize private interest and view collaboration as a self-

interested bargaining process where private preferences are combined and turned into 

collective choices. Civic republicanism has an emphasis on commitment to something larger 

than the individual and sees the goal of collaboration as arriving at a mutual understanding, 

trust, and implementation of shared preferences through deliberation of processes (Thomson 

& Perry 2006). Public managers often feel caught between these two views as there is a focus 

on both the goal of the individual organization, but also the greater goal across organizations 

(Thomson & Perry 2006). Thomson and Perry define collaboration as follows, and that is the 

definition this paper will be working with;    
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“Collaboration is a process in which autonomous actors interact through formal and informal 

negotiation, jointly creating rules and structures governing their relationships and ways to act 

or decide on the issues that brought them together; it is a process involving shared norms 

and mutually beneficial interactions” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 23).  

 

The framework to be presented in this section is, as stated, a framework for collaboration 

processes, and it suggest that collaboration occurs over time. Organizations interact both 

formally and informally. They negotiate repetitively and develop and execute commitments to 

one and other. A process framework for collaboration must then take into account the; 

“nonlinear and emergent nature of collaboration, suggesting that collaboration evolves as 

parties interact over time” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 22).  

 

Thomson and Perry’s framework consists of five dimensions. Two of these are structural 

(governing and administering), two concern social capital (mutuality and norms), and the last is 

an agency dimension (organizational autonomy). These dimensions are all part of a larger 

covariance model, where the different dimensions’ variations influence variation in the other 

dimensions (Thomson & Perry 2006).   

 

The governance dimension is the process of collaborative governance. In this dimension the 

key is to jointly make decisions concerning the rules that will govern the inter-organizational 

relationship and behaviour. More than that, structures and agreements need to be created to 

reach collaborative goals (Thomson & Perry 2006).  The collaborative governance processes 

include participative decision making, shared power agreements and problem-solving. These 

terms imply a lack of hierarchical division of labour and authoritative structure, an awareness 

that participants must also impose all agreed upon decisions on themselves, an acceptance of 

every participants legitimate interests such that any and all outcomes reflect an agreed upon 

group consensus, not just coalitional or power politics, and lastly; “an understanding that this 

kind of governance emphasizes openness in information sharing, respect for others’ opinions, 

and potentially lengthy negotiations to reach agreement”  (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 24). 
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When the decisions have been made on the structure and agreements of the governance, it is 

key for the success of the collaboration that all participants show a willingness to monitor 

themselves and each other. This also means that sanctions must be imposed on non-compliant 

partners. This monitoring is a way to gain a reputation for trustworthiness (one of the three core 

factors to increase likelihood of collective action – the other two are trust and reciprocity). A 

key part of that is face-to-face contact. This helps along the process of building credibility and 

trustworthiness and so does a shared vision; “A shared vision and commitment to a 

supraorganizational goal allowed them to move toward problem solving rather than problem 

blaming” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 25). 

 

The administrative dimension is the process of collaborative administration. Thomson and Perry 

argue that clearly set roles and responsibility are key to a successful collaboration. So are 

boundaries, good communication, and specific achievable goals. To reach these goals an 

administrative structure must be set to get from governance to action. The implementation of 

such a system, of collaboration in general, is complex as participation is voluntary and 

participants are autonomous actors. More than that, standardization and routinization are 

harder to reach as communication amongst participants is typically based more on 

interdependent relationships than contractual agreements. However;	“the key administrative 

functions identified in the top-down management literature—functions such as coordination, 

clarity of roles and responsibilities, and monitoring mechanisms—are also stressed in the 

collaboration research” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 25). The use of these rather bureaucratic 

mechanisms, help get to some level of predictability which amplifies the trust building amongst 

the participants, hence, increase the political will to work together. And most scholars agree 

that the key to getting things done in collaborations is to find the right balance between 

administrative capacity (coordination and elements of hierarchy) and social capacity. So, this 

interorganizational relationship is key in collaboration and it is suggested that; “coordinating 

roles need to be augmented by “relationship managers” whose specific task is to manage and 

build interorganizational relationships, not just make sure collaboration requirements are being 
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met” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 25). It is important to have people who have the ability to 

manage interdependency and who have accumulated ‘on-the-job’ inter-organizational 

experience,	as they help not only create, but also sustain this interorganizational relationship. 

In building these relationships through the creation of structures and systems; “one of the 

principal administrative dilemmas for leaders and managers in collaboration is managing the 

inherent tension between self-interests and collective interests” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 25).  	

 

The autonomy dimension is the process of reconciling individual and collective interests. 

Entering into a collaboration;	“creates an intrinsic tension between self-interest - achieving 

individual organizational missions and maintaining an identity that is distinct from the 

collaborative - and a collective interest - achieving collaboration goals and maintaining 

accountability to collaborative partners and their stakeholders” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 26). 

Since collaboration is voluntary organizations will often have to justify their participation in 

terms of their own aims and goals. This means that often, individual goals will trump the 

common ones, unless it is of sufficient urgency. Organizations will keep their individual control. 

However, shared control involves all parties’ willingness to share information, and not only 

about their organization’s operations, but also what they can and cannot offer the collaboration. 

This willingness to share information for the good of the partners, is a distinguishing 

characteristic of collaboration. Working with several sets of individual interests is not easy and 

Thomson and Perry argue that; “reconciling private interests with collective interests became 

possible only when partners began to understand the problem in terms of the high stakes of 

not engaging in a shared solution” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 26). 	

 

The mutuality dimension is the process of forging mutually beneficial relationships. This is key 

as; “without mutual benefits, information sharing will not lead to collaboration” (Thomson & 

Perry 2006, p. 27). This mutual dependency can be based on either differing interests, where 

one organization has skills (e.g. expertise on a certain area) that the other needs, or on shared 

interests which are typically larger issues that go beyond the scope of the individual 
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organizations mission. These differing interests, as also explained in the autonomy dimension, 

can become an issue and collaboration can only occur; “as long as stakeholders can satisfy one 

another’s differing interests without loss to themselves” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 27). A 

successful collaboration will include organizations requiring resources (information, 

experiences, knowledge) from other organizations, that they need and do not have, but are 

crucial for a successful outcome and their continuing functioning.  Helping this along are 

commonalities between the organizations. This can be in regard to mission, target population 

professional orientation, and lastly culture. This cultural aspect will most likely play a bigger 

role in the context of this paper as the focus lies on international collaboration, where it is highly 

likely to run into cultural differences.  

 

The norms dimension (trust and reciprocity) is the process of building social capital norms. “In 

collaboration, individual partners often demonstrate a willingness to interact collaboratively 

only if other partners demonstrate the same willingness” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 28). 

Organizations in a collaboration will be willing to share information, experiences, expertise, etc. 

if they can expect the same from their partner. When shown over time this reciprocity will be 

key in building a successful collaboration. But when building this collaboration, the reputation 

for trustworthiness, previously mentioned, will be crucial. The second facet of this dimension, 

trust, can be defined as a common belief amongst the organizations that the other part will 1) 

behave in accordance with the rules and structures set in the two first dimensions, 2) be honest 

in any and all negotiations, and 3) not take advantage of one and other.	“Trust is a central 

component of collaboration because it reduces complexity and transaction costs more quickly 

than other forms of organization”	(Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 28). However, trust building takes 

a lot of time and effort that the organizations have to be willing to put in to the collaboration. 

But if the time is taken to build these relationships, informal bonds will grow stronger, making 

the collaboration process easier and the interorganizational relationship may be sustained over 

time (Thomson & Perry 2006). 
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All five dimensions are interdependent and interconnected; “increases in trust decreased the 

constraining effects of organizational autonomy. Increasing trust, in turn, triggered an 

expansion of common interests - mutuality - that stimulated increased commitments to new 

governance initiatives and administrative support” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 29). The key for 

a successful collaboration lies in these five dimensions, however, the goal is not to reach the 

highest level in all five dimensions, it should be to find the balance between them. Each 

situation demands a different equilibrium and therefore communication and renegotiation 

between the collaborating organizations is key. Building such a collaboration takes time and 

this factor should not be underestimated by the organizations; “the most costly resources of 

collaboration are not money but time and energy” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 29).  

 

 

Methods  

 

General Approach 

 

As described in the “Setting the Scene” section of this paper, the initial interest in this project 

lies with the Cum-ex scandal. Through several conversations with both Anne Munksgaard and 

Thomas Svaneborg, as well as, several attempts at finding different ways of researching the 

scandal, it was made clear that the ongoing case’s confidentiality would make that nearly 

impossible. Since the interest lies especially with the lacking collaboration across borders in the 

case, it was decided to, in more general terms, focus on that. Therefore, an organizational 

analysis of the Danish Tax Agency with focus on international collaboration was chosen. This 

focus on both formal and informal structures means that the project takes on elements of critical 

realism, by focusing on several levels (Egholm 2014). The analysis is happening on the surface 

with the formal structures, the rules, and the directives. But also, on a deeper level with the 

informal structures, the trust building, the culture and cultural differences, as well as traditions.  
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The route it took to get to the focus on organizational analysis and international collaboration, 

involved a lot of back and forth between theory and research. And even after the focus had 

been chosen the theory affected the research and the research affected the theory. This back 

and forth between theory and research is characteristic for a retroduction approach and is seen 

as necessary for the research process in a critical realist perspective (Egholm 2014). In more 

practical terms, the project, with its choice of the Danish Tax Agency as the site of research, 

takes the form of a case study.  

 

Case Description  

 

The analysis will be focused on the Danish Tax Agency. This focus was chosen as the Danish 

Customs and Tax Administration was split into seven agencies in July 2018. These agencies 

consist of the Motor Vehicle Agency, the Debt Collection Agency, the Customs Agency, the 

Property Assessment Agency, the IT and Development Agency, the Administration and Service 

Agency, and lastly the Tax Agency. The Tax Agency is the largest of these agencies and account 

for close to 50% of the total amount of employees (approximately 3.500 out of approximately 

8.000 employees – see appendix 6). More than that, the Danish Tax Agency is also where the 

work on the Cum-ex scandal took place. 

 

My intrinsic interest lies in the case of the Cum-ex scandal, but as that was not an option to 

research, due to the ongoing case and strict confidentiality, the Danish Tax Agency becomes 

an instrumental case in trying to gain a better understanding of the Cum-ex scandal. This means 

that; “the case plays a supportive role, and it facilitates our understanding of something else” 

(Stake 2000, p. 437). Several directions for the research were explored before landing on the 

organizational analysis with focus on international collaboration. The work on this case could 

be applicable to other tax authorities and organizations in general that work with cross-border 



 24 

collaboration in highly legislated areas. But the goal is that hopefully, some light will be shed 

on why the international collaboration did not work better during the Cum-ex scandal, or if not 

in this specific case, then possible weaknesses of the collaboration in general.   

 

 

Data Collection Strategy  

 

To increase verification of the findings in this research, triangulation was attempted at in several 

ways. There are numerous ways to triangulate; “...by data source (which can include persons, 

times, places, etc.), by method (observation, interview document), by researcher (Investigator 

A, B, etc.)” (Miles et al 2013, p. 299). This research made use of triangulation by source by 

interviewing seven different employees, in six different units, in four different departments, 

under three areas, in two different offices. Furthermore, triangulation of methods was achieved 

through several interviews and backing the collected data with document analysis.  

 

Due to the nature of the research it was decided that the choice of qualitative research was the 

correct way to go. Interviews were used to gain a deeper understanding of the organizational 

structure of the Danish Tax Agency, both formal and informal. Furthermore, they provided an 

insight into how decisions are made, especially in regard to international collaboration. And 

lastly, the interviews offered an understanding of how employees in the Danish Tax Agency 

work with and experience international collaboration; “Through conversations we get to know 

other people, learn about their experiences, feelings, attitudes, and the world they live” (Kvale 

& Brinkmann 2009, p. xvii). Seven individual interviews were conducted with different 

employees at different hierarchical levels and in different departments to gain a broader 

understanding. However, since the focus was on international collaboration all interviewees 

were working, in one way or another, with international collaboration.  
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 “By examining information collected through different methods, the researcher can 

corroborate findings across data sets and thus reduce the impact of potential biases that can 

exist in a single study” (Bowen 2009, p. 28). Therefore, document analysis was utilized as well, 

to support the data gathered through interviews. This choice of analysis matches well with the 

qualitative research as; “document analysis is particularly applicable to qualitative case studies 

- intensive studies producing rich descriptions of a single phenomenon, event, organisation, or 

program” (Bowen 2009, p. 29). The document analysis includes analysis of organizational charts 

as well as lists of bi- and multilateral agreements, directives, rules and other supportive 

documents. 

 

 

Data Collection Instruments  

 

One interview guide was created and utilized for all seven interviews. The interview guide was 

created based on the structure of five different sections; introduction, ethics, warm-up 

questions, main body of interview, and cool-off question. The introduction was to introduce me 

as a researcher as well as the purpose of the interview. The ethics section was created to make 

sure the interviewee consented to the interview and recording of it, as well as agreeing that 

the interviewees would not be mentioned by name in the paper, only department and position. 

This was done in the hopes the interviewees would feel safer in expressing critical thoughts 

about processes and experiences within the organization. The warm-up questions are factual 

questions (name, educational background, title) to get the interviewee talking. These questions 

were not of any significance to the paper but simply to create a rapport with the interviewee. 

The main body of the interview guide is where the significant data for the paper is gathered. 

This section started with a focus on internal structures and collaboration and moved more in 

the direction of international collaboration. Lastly, the cool-off questions’ purpose was to make 

sure the interviewee had said all they wanted to say. The interviews were, however, semi-

structured, meaning that the discussion was not bound by the interview guide. This decision 
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was made to ensure getting the richest data possible and not forcing interviewees down a lane 

they had little to say about. The interview guide was created in English (see appendix 1.1) and 

then translated to Danish (see appendix 1.2). This choice was made as all interviewees were 

native Danes and felt more comfortable speaking in Danish. This way richer explanations and 

expressions were ensured.  

 

A transcription guide was created to ensure streamlined transcriptions. The guide was made 

up of a header to be filled out with relevant information about the interviewee, such as place, 

time, position, and department / unit. Additionally, it was decided that all transcriptions should 

be made in verbatim, (i.e. all speech with nothing left out), with the intention to manipulate the 

data as little as possible to increase validity. As all interviews were conducted in Danish 

translation of the quotes used in this paper was necessary. This translation has been made as 

close to word for word as possible, as to not impose or alter any meanings. All transcriptions 

have been kept in Danish so the original quotes can be found in the transcriptions in the 

appendices (see appendix 2).  

 

 

Sampling Criteria  

 

The choice of interviewees for this research was made based on the contacts given when a 

request for access was send to the Danish Tax Agency describing the research wished to be 

conducted. Furthermore, several conversations were had, as the research proceeded, with the 

director of tax fraud, on relevant interviewees. As previously stated, the Danish Tax Agency is 

a large organization with approximately 3.500 employees, but far from all have anything to do 

with international collaboration, and only few have the direct contact. To gain a broader 

perspective on the organization the selected interviewees vary in area, department, unit and 

hierarchical position, but all deal with international collaboration as a crucial part of their work.   
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Table 1. Sample for research and justification for choice of interviewees  

Interviewee Sampling Argument  

Director, Tax Fraud The director of Tax Fraud was chosen as she was actually working on 

the Cum-ex scandal and also served as the point of contact in the 

organization. Due to the ongoing investigation of the case, strict 

confidentiality hindered her from talking about the Cum-ex scandal, 

but she was still able to provide insight into international 

collaboration, and especially the internal structure of the Danish Tax 

Agency and the tax administration in general.   

Head of office, 

International Tax 

Evasion 

The head of office under the International Tax Evasion department 

was chosen as she works directly with international colleagues and 

takes part in several of the international forums and collaborations. It 

can be forums on Nordic, EU, or OECD level, but it can also be 

collaborations with tax authorities in individual countries. More than 

that, the job of her unit is to analyze trends in international tax evasion 

and write up reports resulting in recommendations, e.g. legal 

changes. 

Head of office, Large 

Corporations  

The head of office under the department of Large Corporations was 

chosen as he serves as the single point of contact for Denmark under 

JITSIC (Joint International Taskforce on Shared Intelligence & 

Collaboration). JITSIC is a network that brings together 38 of the 

world’s tax administrations to share experience and expertise with 

tackling common operational issues (see appendix 9). This means 

that he has competent authority status (right to exchange information 

about individual tax payers across borders). More than that he was 

the one who, through the JITSIC system, notified other countries 

about the Cum-ex scandal when it was discovered in Denmark. 

Unfortunately, he is also bound by confidentiality when it comes to 
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the Cum-ex scandal but was still able to provide valuable insights into 

international collaboration in the organization. 

Head of office, Anti-

Fraud 

The head of office in Anti-Fraud was chosen as an interviewee due to 

his large participation in international forums. In fact, his unit was 

created as a direct result of the Cum-ex scandal, and one of their 

main purposes is to participate actively in the international forums 

trying to pick up possible fraud trends abroad, bring them home, and 

research whether the same is possible in Denmark. The unit creates 

analysis’ with recommendations in the shape of e.g. new IT systems 

or even legal changes. This unit focuses on actual fraud in the sense 

of a criminal act.     

Head of unit, 

Complex Fraud 

The head of unit of complex fraud was chosen as she runs a unit with 

competent authority status. This means all information on specific tax 

payers, that is to be exchanged internationally, go through her unit. 

More than that, all requests for exchange, all spontaneous 

exchanges, and all automatic exchanges go through her unit. And 

this applies to both incoming and outgoing information.  

Multi-lateral Control 

Coordinator, 

Competent Authority 

The multi-lateral control coordinator (MLC coordinator from here) 

was chosen as he is one of two MLC coordinators in Denmark. He 

also has competent authority status and his job is to coordinate 

simultaneous revisions (the revisions that involve several countries at 

a time). As soon as a Danish case worker need the collaboration of a 

foreign case worker to obtain information, or the other way around, 

the MLC becomes the link and actually participate in all the 

conversations. It is their job to make sure nothing is shared that 

cannot be shared, and that everyone follows the rules.  
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Chief Adviser, 

International 

Collaboration 

The chief adviser under International Collaboration, Legal was 

chosen as she works with all the legal aspects of these international 

collaborations. Her job include briefing the deputy director generals 

before international meetings. More than that she supports 

competent authority when they run into trouble (e.g. a country not 

being willing to share information that the Danish authorities believe 

they should be able to get). Lastly, she is also herself a participant in 

several international forums and networks on both Nordic, EU and 

OECD level.   

 

 

As the last question, all the interviewees were asked if they thought there was anyone else who 

should be interviewed about the research. When presented with this sample, they agreed that 

it covered the different aspects; “Well, I actually think you have gotten well around those who 

collaborate internationally. Because even if you get to talk to others […] I don’t think you would 

hear anything from them you haven’t already heard. Because it also represents the different 

tasks” (see appendix 2.5) 

 

Empirical Data Sources  

 

Seven interviews were conducted with seven interviewees. Four of the interviews were 

conducted in person in two different offices (Aarhus and Copenhagen), while the three last 

interviews were conducted over Skype as it was not possible for the interviewees to meet up. 

All seven interviewees provided input on both the Danish Tax Agency as an organization and 

the international collaboration, but through slightly different lenses, as shown in the sampling 

criteria (see table 1). 
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To support the data gathered in the interviews and provide background and context, several 

documents will be utilized in the analysis as well. These documents bring in a different aspect 

as they have in no way been affected by my, the researcher’s, own perspectives and 

preconceptions. A detailed organizational chart of the Danish Tax Agency (see appendix 5) as 

well as a document explaining the organizational change in the Danish tax administration (see 

appendix 6) will help provide an understanding of the formal structure and organizational form 

in the organization. A list of international agreements (see appendix 7), a list of international 

forums and networks (see appendix 8), as well as, the different directives and rules will help 

gain an understanding of how the international collaboration works. Lastly, a letter from the 

Danish minister of taxation to the German minister of finance regarding the Cum-ex scandal, 

and the German minister’s response (see appendix 11), will provide some context in the 

discussion.  

 

Methods for Analysis  

 

Coding  

 

With the documents collected and transcriptions of the interviews created, an analysis was 

necessary to gain a deeper insight into this data. For this analysis coding was chosen as the 

analytical tool as; “… coding is analysis […] We believe that coding is deep reflection about 

and, thus, deep analysis and interpretation of the data’s meanings” (Miles et al 2013, p. 72). 

Following the example set by Matthew B. Miles, A. Michael Huberman and Johnny Saldaña the 

coding process was divided into two sections; first cycle coding and second cycle coding. First 

cycle coding serves as a way of discovery. By carefully reading and reflecting on the data 

themes and topics will arise. First cycle codes are the codes initially assigned to the sections of 

data, and these codes will then be worked with during the second cycle of coding. In the 
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following section of the paper these two cycles of coding will be presented. First cycle coding 

will be based on descriptive coding whilst the second cycle will make use of patter coding.  

 

First cycle coding  

 

When first looking at the interview transcriptions it was decided that the first step should be to 

get an overview of what was actually said. This was done through descriptive coding. 

Descriptive codes assign a single word or short phrase to a section of data to describe the 

general topic of the said section. This section could vary in length from a single sentence to an 

entire page (Miles et al 2013). The descriptive coding was utilized by carefully reading through 

the transcripts and attaching a code describing the theme of the selected section of data. Every 

time a change of topic would appear, a new code would be created and attached, by writing 

it in the margin of the transcript. The codes were found inductively and without any 

preconceptions. 

 

 

Diagram 1. Example of descriptive coding from interview with the head of office, Anti-Fraud 

(transcriptions were kept in Danish as explained in the section “Data Collection Instruments”)  

 

The first cycle descriptive coding was used on all interviews and resulted in a coding list with 

all the descriptive codes from all interviews (see appendix 3). This coding served as a 
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preparatory tool for further and more detailed analysis (Saldaña 2009), and therefore, the 

choice was made to conduct second cycle coding as well.  

 

Second cycle coding  

 

The second cycle coding, like the first cycle, follow the example of Matthew B. Miles, A. Michael 

Huberman and Johnny Saldaña. The second cycle of coding works from the overview provided 

by first cycle coding. From here the second cycle dive deeper into the data and provide more 

detailed information on this.  

 

Pattern coding was chosen as the method for coding the second cycle. By working with the first 

cycle coding list, that provided initial summaries of the data, pattern coding, groups the codes 

into smaller themes, categories or patterns. These pattern codes are explanatory codes and 

are to identify recurrent and emergent themes from the data. For this specific case three main 

patterns or themes were worked with deductively, based on the theory; internal structure, 

processes, and international collaboration. Each of the first cycle codes from the coding list, 

were colour coded after these three themes.  

 

 

Diagram 2. Example of pattern coding  
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However, all three themes were large themes with many first cycle codes attached to them. 

Therefore, a more inductive approach was taken to create smaller themes or categories 

underneath them. This resulted in a shorter list of pattern codes for each of the three themes. 

Two of the themes, internal structure and international collaboration, were large themes with 

many codes even after grouping. Therefore, these were further grouped into overarching 

themes to provide a framework for the analysis.   

 

 

 Diagram 3. Final pattern codes for internal structure, processes and international collaboration 

 

This means that the analysis of the internal structure will look at describing the structure, 

hierarchy and leadership, and communication and collaboration. The analysis of the 

organizational processes will look at processes, prioritization and decisions. And lastly, the 
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analysis of international collaboration will look at how it works, why it works, and possible 

downfalls.   

 

Document analysis 

 

The documents presented earlier in the method section of this paper will, as previously stated, 

also be utilized in the analysis. This means that all the documents need to be analyzed as well; 

“Document analysis is a systematic procedure for reviewing or evaluating documents” (Bowen 

2009, p. 27).	To achieve this, the predefined second cycle pattern codes were utilized as; 

“Predefined codes may be used, especially if the document analysis is supplementary to other 

research methods employed in the study. The codes used in interview transcripts, for example, 

may be applied to the content of documents” (Bowen 2009, p. 32). The pattern codes were 

attached to different documents as to clarify what information they provide, thereby making it 

easier to utilize the documents in the analysis, bringing in background and context as well as 

supporting the data gathered from the interviews. 

 

 

Analytical Strategy  

 

The analysis section of this paper will be split into the same three sections as the second cycle 

pattern codes were grouped and the theories presented earlier in the paper; structure, process 

and international collaboration. First, the structure of the Danish Tax Agency will be analyzed, 

this will lead to the second part of the analysis, an analysis of the processes of the organization, 

which will lead to the third part of the analysis, an analysis of the international collaboration. 

This part of the analysis will be split into the three themes developed from the pattern code of 

international collaboration; how does it work, why does it work, and lastly, what could be its 

possible downfalls. All parts of the analysis section will be using the interviews as its main body 

of analysis and have documents supporting it.  
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Analysis 
The Organizational Structure of the Danish Tax Agency   

 

As stated in the theoretical framework for this paper, organizational analysis works on several 

levels, that can be split in to five categories; 1) The individual, 2) The group, 3) The organization, 

4) Institution, culture and society, and 5) The international/global level. For this section, the 

analysis will be mostly on the organizational level as the structure of the Danish Tax Agency will 

be at the centre of the analysis. First, the formal and informal structures will be looked into. 

Second, the Danish Tax Agency will be established as a bureaucracy and lastly, the organization 

will be analyzed through the lens of Mintzberg’s five organizational types.  

 

As was explained in the theoretical framework of this paper, in most organizations there are 

both formal and informal structures. Both of these structures play a key part in answering the 

research question, as the structure of the Danish Tax Agency must be defined to know how it 

impact the international collaboration. The informal organizational structure (the relationships 

and informal networks across the organization) seem to play a big role as shown in the code 

Internal structure reliant on informal network. This code was assigned to a section containing 

following quote from the director of Tax fraud; “It is often a question of who you know. I mean, 

if you know someone it is easier to call that person. And you can call across the organization. It 

isn’t like you have to call someone in particular” (see appendix 2.7). This informal network was 

also highlighted as important by other interviewees; “You can go around and talk to e.g. the 

people in Personal Tax, in personal processes” (see appendix 2.4). “It is of course easiest if you 

know each other and can just grab the phone” (see appendix 2.6). And it is even relevant across 

the different agencies in the Danish Customs and Tax Administration as seen by the code 

Unstructured / informal collaboration across agencies. This was assigned to a section containing 

the following quote from the director of Tax fraud; “Since we were together until last year, I 

know one of the people in the customs agency, one of the people in the motor vehicle agency. 
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Then you just call and ask them” (see appendix 2.7). This quote shows that the previous unity 

of the agencies makes collaboration across easier, however, it was also pointed out that the 

organizational change in July 2018 has made the informal structure more difficult; “Of course 

if you know someone […] then you know who to call. If people move around and do something 

else today… then it’s like… who the hell do I call?” (see appendix 2.6), and it needs to be 

rebuilt; “Previously we had contacts but as you might know there’s been a bit of restructuring. 

So now we are building it up again” (see appendix 2.3).  

 

The formal structure is what you see in the organizational chart. When it comes to the Danish 

Tax Agency, the organization is split in six areas; Personal Tax, Business Tax, Corporation Tax, 

Anti-Fraud, Legal, and Finance. Each area has several units (between two and six) under it (see 

appendix 5). Under each department there are several units (between two and 23). These units 

are not shown on the organizational chart available on the agency’s website, but a more 

thorough organizational chart has been utilized for this paper (see appendix 5). The Danish tax 

agency is led by a director general. Beneath her, each of the six areas have a deputy director 

general. The departments (a total of 20) under each of the subject areas are led by a director. 

Under each department, the units are led by either a head of office or head of unit. These 

positions are placed identically in the hierarchy, but differ slightly in responsibility, as was 

explained by the director of Tax Fraud; “When it comes to wage, a head of unit is paid less 

than a head of office, but both pay scales report to someone like me” and “All heads of office 

and heads of units report to a director” (see appendix 2.7) and as the head of unit of complex 

fraud explained about a head of office in the same department; “well he does not have any 

management responsibility over me […] So it is another title and pay scale but it is actually the 

same level. We are manager colleagues in the management group we are in” (see appendix 

2.1). Beneath the head of office or head of unit are several different positions (such as e.g. chief 

adviser) on the same level in the hierarchy. This means that in the organizational hierarchy there 

are five types of positions; director general, deputy director general, director, head of office or 
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head of unit, and lastly e.g. chief adviser, split on five levels of responsibility in the organization; 

the entire organization, the area, the department, the unit and the rest.   

 

The formal structure of the Danish Tax Agency also represents one of the four elements of 

bureaucracy, the hierarchical structure. This hierarchy creates clear cut roles, which creates a 

form of stability and security in the organization. The other three elements of bureaucracy; 

division of labour and specialization, general rules and career system, are also present in the 

organization. The division of labour and specializations becomes evident in the formal structure 

as well. There is the vertical division of labour, meaning the hierarchy, and then there is the 

horizontal division of labour, meaning the division of the organization into departments. The 

hierarchy is shown in the several layers of power in the organization; the director general, the 

six deputy director generals, the 20 directors, the many head of units and head of office, and 

everyone beneath them in the organization (see appendix 5). The horizontal division of labour 

being evident in the six specialized areas for each of the deputy director generals. Each area is 

responsible for a specific topic and each have different tasks at hand. This division of 

responsibility increases expertise but there is also a risk of departments moving so far from 

each other that difficulties can arise in understanding each other. This risk is mended by regular 

meetings between the deputy director generals in all areas; “there has to be executive 

meetings, I think it is every week” (see appendix 2.7), as well as meetings between all directors 

from the departments of one specific area; “we have meetings with our deputy director general 

every other week, maybe every week sometimes” (see appendix 2.7).  

 

The bureaucratic component of general rules is evident in the Danish Tax Agency through laws 

and regulations that the organization has to follow; “what happens here has to endure some 

sort of publicity. You cannot mention names. There is the personal data law that states what 

you can and cannot say, and we have to follow it” (see appendix 2.2). And furthermore, through 

standardization of the work processes; “we simply have a standard for what to do, so you can 

look up, also as a new employee, where do I start a control case?” (see appendix 2.1). 
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More than the focus on processes, the organization also has a focus on skills, the fourth element 

of bureaucracy – the career system. This is made evident through e.g. larger salaries to the 

people carrying the heavier professional load; “when you get the position of head of office 

(which is paid more than head of unit) it is because there is a particularly heavy professional 

content. For example, with [the head of office] in anti-fraud, he has a particularly heavy 

professional task and a bigger responsibility across” and the people with more experience; 

“with him it is a bit different, he used to be what corresponds to a deputy director general. 

Therefore, he now has this special responsibility” (see appendix 2.7). 

 

Thus, the Danish Tax Agency is a bureaucratic organization. It is specialized and focus on 

division of labour. It has a clear hierarchical structure and general rules it has to follow, both 

from the government through laws and regulations, and from within the organization through 

standardization of work processes. More than that, there is a focus on the skills needed for 

these tasks, and the acquisition of these skills as well as experience, is rewarded with more 

responsibility and a higher salary.  

 

Now that it has been established that the Danish Tax Agency is a bureaucratic organization, 

Mintzberg’s five organizational types will provide a framework for a more detailed look into the 

organization. These five organizational types are, as previously explained, mostly based on four 

external factors; stability, complexity, market heterogeneity, and hostility. The stability factor 

refers to the market the organization operates in and when looking at the market that the 

Danish Tax Agency operates in (here referring to the market of providing tax services to the 

Danish citizens), it is fairly stable. However, it is affected by one of the factors mentioned by 

Mintzberg, political intervention. These interventions can come from the Danish government; 

“So every year we receive a long list on the finance law for what the politicians want us to spent 

resources on. They are then taken out in advance” even if the tax agency does not agree that 

this is the best way to spend the resources; “but the politicians can say… should I not take a 

look at rockers and gang members, even if we don’t get anything out of that. That is just helping 
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the police bringing cases to the police. Yeah but you have to do it” (see appendix 2.2).  

Additionally, to the interventions from the Danish government the organization also has to 

accommodate interventions from other places in the international system, as for example the 

OECD. As the chief adviser explained, the OECD can at any time create new schemes that the 

member countries then have to implement; “another new exchange scheme that the OECD 

has come up with that we are now challenged on. We need to tell someone and set it all in 

motion” and these can be difficult to keep up with; “Sometimes you just think that they work 

so fast that we would like them to stop. Just breath once in a while” (see appendix 2.4). 

Furthermore, the market is affected by the technological development, especially when it 

comes to international work as; “These days everything can be done with a computer. You can 

sit anywhere in the world and do your job. And money can flow across the borders as well. In 

that sense the entire IT development makes it easier and easier to work across and have the 

money flow across” (see appendix 2.5). The technical development aspect also affects how fast 

these political interventions can be implemented; “It has been taken into account that it was 

necessary with IT development to be able to start” (see appendix 2.4).  

 

When it comes to complexity of the product the organization delivers it is a question of the 

expertise and technology required. “There’s also some legal things when it comes to how the 

collaboration works, which means that the decision made 15 years ago to not have academic 

labour associated to a job task, doesn’t really hold up in practice” (see appendix 2.4). It was 

decided to avoid academically trained people on specific tasks, but as the chief adviser points 

out, that does not work in practice. This has become a topic after the organizational change as 

well. In the strategy for the new agencies it is stated that they want to increase the specialization 

and improve the academic professionalism (see appendix 6). It is necessary with experts in 

different areas within the organization. This can be within the legal complexities, the political 

complexities, and also when it comes to the technology. Here it can be necessary with people 

who understand the languages of different experts as explained by the chief adviser; “We have 

some people whose function is to be the link between lawyers and IT so to say. They are crucial 
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in this. They are like chameleons who can translate things from the language that we 

understand to the language the IT people understand, and the other way around” (see 

appendix 2.4). The fact that there is a need for “translators” show that the services and tasks 

the Danish Tax Agency are dealing with are quite complex. This can be in legal terms, in 

academic terms, and in IT technical terms. Even within the organization employees can have 

difficulties understanding each other due to the specialization and division of labour, and there 

is a need for these “translators” breaking down barriers and building bridges. When it then 

comes to collaborating outside the organization, it does not necessarily get easier. However, 

here the specialization and division of labour within the international collaborations come into 

play. As was explained by the chief adviser, the many international forums have different areas 

of expertise; “they are the ones who sit in some of the more technical forums. Parallel to what 

we do in with the legal part”. And they can focus on the administrative or operational part of 

the collaboration; “that is the operational collaboration (discussing other international forums). 

Mine is more about policies” (see appendix 2.4).  

 

The third variable is the market heterogeneity (one product to one customer versus a thousand 

different products to a thousand different customers). When you look at the description of the 

job of the Danish Tax Agency it says that its core job is to make sure that citizens and companies 

pay the correct taxes and fees (www.fra1til7.dk). Hence the organization is serving all citizens 

and companies across all of Denmark, making it very heterogenous. The “product” scope has 

become smaller since the split into seven agencies. With the Motor Vehicle Agency focusing 

on cars, the Debt Collection Agency focusing on collecting debt, the Customs Agency focusing 

on customs, the Property Assessment Agency focusing on properties, the IT and Development 

Agency focusing on maintaining and developing IT systems, and lastly the Administration and 

Service Agency focusing on exactly that, the Tax Agency now only focuses on personal and 

company taxes and fees. This has brought more harmony to the organization; “Well the 

organization has become smaller […] it has become more uniform […] so more peace” (see 
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appendix 2.1). However, the Tax Agency is still split between six quite different areas, meaning 

that different services are provided (e.g. to individuals or to companies).  

 

The fourth and last variable is hostility. The Danish Tax Agency is the only tax agency in 

Denmark, and the only organization to do the exact job it is doing. Therefore, there is no 

competition from the market, and where as other countries face hostility from their tax payers; 

“to be tax administration in a country where you are at war with the tax payers. Where the tax 

payers look at you as enemies and where the justice system is built to protect tax payers from 

the tax authorities the same way criminals need to be protected against the police and 

prosecution” (see appendix 2.4). The organization in Denmark experiences more cooperation 

from its tax payers; “we have an excellent collaboration with our tax payers and we are actually 

supposed to try to service them” (see appendix 2.4).  

 

All this taken into consideration the Danish Tax Agency operates in a fairly stable environment, 

that is however affected by political interventions from time to time and is affected by the 

technological development. The organization works with some level of complexity as it is in 

need of experts on certain areas, including technology. It serves a very heterogenous market 

where the organization is the only provider, meaning the market is not hostile. Looking at 

Mintzberg’s five organizational forms from this point means that the Danish Tax Agency shows 

characteristics of several of these types, as it does not fit into a clear-cut mould. The 

organization shows characteristics of a machine bureaucracy, which is typical for larger public 

institutions (Mintzberg 1983). These characteristics can be standardization and streamlining 

which is seen in the analysis in codes like Standardization and streamlining of processes 

including quotes like; “Well we are trying to streamline the processes” and “it is completely 

standard (describing a frontpage for a request). It shows if it is the DBO or what rules you are 

exchanging after” (see appendix 2.6). Often machine bureaucracies in a very heterogenous 

market will develop into divisionalized organizations. This is what we saw happen to the tax 

administration before the split into the seven agencies, and in part also what is happening with 
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the six different areas as there is quite a lot of autonomy; “there’s quite a lot of autonomy in 

the different levels […] the further down we can keep it, the better” (see appendix 2.1). 

However, as is seen in the code Increased management focus, the directors are moving closer 

to their heads of units and offices as explained by the director of tax fraud; “But the idea is to 

gather more and more so that you have the daily contact and in the long term I will e.g. only 

have two cities […] increased management focus and all that” (see appendix 2.7). The increased 

focus on strengthening the management power is also highlighted in the strategy for the new 

organization of the seven agencies (see appendix 6). But with this, as previously stated, at times, 

complex environment and need for experts, the Danish Tax agency could also fall into the 

category of a professional bureaucracy, where the focus is on standardization of skills.  

 

 

The Processes within the Danish Tax Agency  

 

The formal and informal structures of the Danish tax agency have now been analyzed. The 

organization has been established as a bureaucracy, and it has been made clear that the 

organization shows characteristics of several of Mintzberg’s organizational types and seem to 

be somewhere in between a mechanical bureaucracy and a professional bureaucracy, even 

showing characteristics of a divisionalized organisation. The organization works with both 

standardization of work processes and standardization of skills. So, what processes take place 

within this bureaucratic organization? How are decisions made? That is what this section of the 

analysis will look into through the lens of Bakka and Fivelsdal.   

 

Looking at the pattern code of Processes three overarching themes occur; prioritization, 

process, and decisions. This part of the analysis of the Daish Tax Agency will look at exactly 

that; the prioritizations (regarding international collaboration), the processes within the 

organization (mainly the processes after receiving information, attending international networks 

or participating in other collaborative efforts), and the decisions made (who makes them and 
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how are they made). The framework set up by Bakka and Fivelsdal will be the lens these 

prioritizations, processes, and decisions are analyzed through. As mentioned in the theory 

section of this paper it is all situation dependent and getting the most nuanced picture requires 

the use of more than one model. Therefore, elements from all four models will be brought in if 

necessary, throughout this part of the analysis.  

 

The prioritizations affecting the Danish Tax Agency happens on three levels; a political level, 

an executive level, and a case to case level. The political prioritizations affect the organization 

as we have already established that the Danish Tax Agency is susceptible to political pressures; 

“So every year we receive a long list on the finance law for what the politicians want us to spent 

resources on. They are then taken out in advance” (see appendix 2.2). More than that there is 

political influence on how much international collaboration is prioritized; “we got a special 

finance law license to look at this […] it is international work in general they want more focus 

on, on the control part of it” (see appendix 2.5). These decisions are obviously of political 

nature, and as predicted in the model presented in the theory section of this paper, they come 

with conflicts of interest; “but the politicians can say… should I not take a look at rockers and 

gang members, even if we don’t get anything out of that. That is just helping the police bringing 

cases to the police. Yeah but you have to do it” (see appendix 2.2). Despite possible 

disagreements it seems clear that international collaboration has become a political priority, 

especially over the past few years; “more resources have been put into it with this license”, “it 

is all the way from the ministry that they want the focus on the international part” (see appendix 

2.5). Thus, the organization is affected by having to answer to the Danish government, and there is 

a lot of power there showing that at the end of the day the hierarchy goes all the way to the 

government.   

 

The prioritizations made on an executive level are very much on a resource-based level. How 

much money is the management willing to invest in international collaboration; “it is also, 

management wise, a decision of how much money the deputy director generals, eventually the 
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director general, will spend on sending people to these (international forums). Of course, some 

of it is financed by the EU, some of it is financed by the Danish government, but how much do 

we want to invest?” (see appendix 2.2). And how many resources do they choose to spend on 

it; “it is also up to the tax agency to be good enough at prioritizing our resources. There is a 

yearly battle over these resources” (see appendix 2.2). When it comes to these resources it is 

once again clear that international collaboration is a priority; “my entire unit was created for 

this purpose” (see appendix 2.2). This shows that it is up to the management to prioritize the 

resources given by the government, and that even though the organization is strongly tied to 

the government, the management still have influence on how to spend the resources.  

 

On a case to case level the prioritization comes down to which case to focus on; “it is not like 

people are waiting for something to come in […] dependent on what comes in we might look 

at that next or we push what we are working on aside. It’s a question of priority when we get it 

in” (see appendix 2.5). This shows characteristics of a bureaucratic decision model as the 

decisions are usually made with limited knowledge; “it is not like I can say we look at everything, 

but we evaluate everything we are told” (see appendix 2.5), with several people impacting the 

decision; “it is the general director that decides in the end. Of course, there are people that 

does the work and prioritize it for them”, “there is a director down here that starts by 

prioritizing, and then it is send up through the system for prioritization” (see appendix 2.2), and 

to some extent through standard operating procedures. However, these procedures do not 

cover everything; “we don’t have rules for that”, “with the new people, that’s where some of it 

can go a bit wrong. Or at least people are like what can we do and what can’t we do?” (see 

appendix 2.7). At the end of the day the prioritization on a case to case basis lies with the 

project manager; “it is up to the project owner, the project manager on the particular project 

because they get the data. They have to decide” (see appendix 2.2).  Thus, there is a risk that 

cases come in that could be of importance but are not prioritized, however, there is a trust that 

the right decisions are made; “yes, there is a trust that they do what they are supposed to” (see 

appendix 2.7).    
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The processes and decisions in the organization are impacted by what was described in one of 

the codes Hierarchical approval and informal communication flow. As soon as something has 

to be approved it becomes hierarchical, but until then information flows freely and there are 

few set processes; “That isn’t written down, only the things that are going up or needs approval 

are written down” (see appendix 2.7). When employees have participated in an international 

forum some describe how they have to write a report; “I usually create a summary of the 

meeting that I send up through the system to my director” (see appendix 2.6). However, this 

process does not seem very set; “it’s not like we report ongoingly every time we have a 

meeting, but we report on the result of the collaboration” (see appendix 2.5), and the decision 

on whether to move on with the things learned at this forum is very much up to the individual 

employee; “they have to decide what is important (from the meeting)” (see appendix 2.7), “it 

is up to the individual employee” (see appendix 2.1). It is trusted that they make the right 

decision and bring in the right people; “basically it is my responsibility to find out who I need 

to talk to as an expert (to figure out Denmark’s position on something)” (see appendix 2.4).  

 

As previously described, it is mainly when an approval is needed that the hierarchy comes into 

play; “yes it is hierarchical, but that doesn’t change the fact that if you have a question you just 

call whom you need to call, there you don’t need to go all the way up and all the way down” 

(see appendix 2.7), and especially with bigger cases; “if it’s another Cum-ex scandal it wouldn’t 

be me with the prioritization, but if it is a smaller scale, then the prioritization can be mine” (see 

appendix 2.5). This is the experience for both the director; “the everyday cases are up to the 

individual manager or employee, and then the more important it is, the more orientation is 

needed, the more it moves up” (see appendix 2.7), heads of units or office; “when it comes to 

individual cases there isn’t that long of a decisions making process, we can actually decide that 

ourselves. But if you find some sort of trend, there can be more of a decision hierarchy” (see 

appendix 2.5), and the chief adviser; “we can easily go around and talk to the people we need 

to. We communicate a lot. But the day it gets serious and we need to tell them that they are 

now responsible for something, then we need to go up the hierarchy” (see appendix 2.4). This 
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shows a tremendous amount of trust in the employees but as the director of tax fraud said; “it 

is not like I dictate it, because it could also go wrong if I didn’t catch something” (see appendix 

2.7). These decision processes show characteristic of both the bureaucratic model as it is based 

on routines and experiences, but that is also characteristic for the anarchic model where 

experience makes the decisions easier, as exemplified with this interviewee using his many 

years of experience in the business as reasoning for why he is brought in on many decisions 

and issues; “I am an old man in the business so I might be asked for my opinion on it” (see 

appendix 2.6), and the difficulties with new people; “you have to get into the routines […] there 

are many unwritten rules” (see appendix 2.7).     

 

So, the prioritizations revolving international collaboration in the Danish Tax Agency are made 

on three levels; political, executive, and case to case. They show that international collaboration 

is a priority, as political mandates are given out to improve it and units are created to focus 

more on it. On a case to case level the mandate to prioritize cases lie with the project manager 

alone, so there is a risk that cases that could be of importance will not be prioritized, however, 

there is trust that the right priorities are made.  

 

These decisions are relevant to the research question (how does the structure of the Danish 

Tax Agency impact international collaboration) as the way decisions are made in the 

organization, impacts the way decisions are made regarding international collaboration; who 

decides if this information is relevant? Who decides who need to know this? And is international 

collaboration even a priority? These decisions can have a massive impact on the international 

collaboration, and it is evident here that there are decisions made on this throughout the 

organization. International collaboration has become a priority both in the ministry, in the 

management, and throughout the organization, and it is something employees have become 

more aware of; “you are more aware now. You walk around thinking about whether this is 

something you should remember to share” (see appendix 2.7).  
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International collaboration in the Danish Tax Agency 

 

To answer the research question; How does the structure of the Danish Tax Agency impact 

international collaboration? It is vital to analyze the international collaboration of the 

organization. That is the purpose of the following section of the paper. From the second cycle 

coding it became clear that there are three themes when talking about the international 

collaboration of the Danish Tax Agency; how does it work, why does it work, and possible 

downfalls of the collaboration. The analysis will be shaped by these three themes, as well as 

the theoretical framework of Ann Marie Thomson and James L. Perry, presented previously in 

the theory section of the paper.  

 
When looking at how the international collaboration works in the Danish Tax Agency, one 

should look at the different forums and agreements the organization is a part of and how these 

work, but also the different ways information is shared in these forums and agreements. The 

Danish Tax Agency is part of a long list of agreements (see appendix 7) and forums (see 

appendix 8). These can take place on a Nordic level, an EU level, or an OECD level. They can 

be multilateral, including several countries, or bilateral collaborations with individual countries. 

When participating in these international forums, the organization is fulfilling one of the 

important factors of the governance dimension in the collaboration framework; the value of 

face to face communication. This is also a factor that is appreciated by the interviewees as it 

helps build a network; “that’s why you invest in going to these international forums – to get a 

personal contact base” (see appendix 2.2), “it’s just easier to write or call the guy from Austria 

because now I know him” (see appendix 2.6). Something that plays a big part in Thomson and 

Perry’s framework in how these collaborations work is that the participation is voluntary; 

“principal elements of collaboration are a transmutational purpose, explicit and voluntary 

membership, organization, an interactive process, and a temporal property” (Thomson & Perry 

2006, p. 23). 	That might be technically true as countries opt in to these agreements; “it is 

something the countries choose to opt in to (see appendix 2.2) and it is something more and 
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more countries are doing, even the ones you would describe as tax havens; “gradually more 

and more countries are choosing to do so [opt in], even the ones you would normally describe 

as tax havens” (see appendix 2.2). These countries might be “voluntarily” participating as 

political pressures makes it very difficult not to; “there, of course, is some sort of political 

pressure to get people to join. And those who do not join might become a little bit blacklisted” 

(see appendix 2.2). When it comes to the Danish participation it seems the decision lies in the 

hands of the ministry; “whether it is relevant for us to participate is up to the ministry” (see 

appendix 2.4). And even though it is voluntary it does not seem likely that the Danish ministry 

would not opt in; “so in theory you could imagine that the ministry says that we do not want to 

participate, Denmark is not getting involved. But let’s see if that theory ever becomes reality. 

But in theory it could happen” (see appendix 2.4). However, when it comes to the EU 

agreements this is not an option. Here participation is not voluntary, as you are obliged to 

participate as an EU member state, and they will often make the same rules and directives as 

the OECD; “of course you can’t do that (choose not to participate) if it is EU that has decided 

on something. They tend to do the same (as the OECD), and here we are obliged” (see 

appendix 2.4). Hence, participation in this particular collaboration is in fact not that voluntary, 

and in the forums, participation is voluntary, it is very unlikely that Denmark would ever choose 

to not participate. 

  

When exchanging and sharing information in these forums and agreements there are five 

different ways of doing it; spontaneous, automatic, on request, in presence, and simultaneous 

revisions (see appendix 7). The spontaneous exchanges can be early warnings; “then all EU 

countries receive an early warning stating that we have identified an issue in a certain field, and 

now you are oriented about what is going on” (see appendix 2.2). The automatic exchanges 

can be on e.g.; “pay checks, board fees, pensions, life insurance, and property” (see appendix 

2.1), and they happen automatically through “spread sheets and columns” (see appendix 2.1). 

With information exchange on request; “we can technically request anything” (see appendix 

2.1), and the other countries have to help to the extent possible. In presence exchange are for 
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more complex situations where you might not know exactly what you are looking for; “then you 

describe it as well as you can and ask, for example Germany, if a colleague can either join the 

visit to the company in question, or if they can join in their office” (see appendix 2.3). Lastly, 

there are simultaneous revisions which are; “revisions that involve several countries at once” 

(see appendix 2.3). All of these different ways of exchanging information, go through 

competent authority in all countries participating in these collaborations; “all these exchanges 

run through competent authority in one way or another”, “ it is mentioned in all of the 

agreements that it (exchange of information) is the responsibility of competent authority. Both 

in the Nordic agreement, the EU agreement, and OECD” (see appendix 2.1). These five 

different, set, ways of sharing information speak to the administrative dimension of Thomson 

and Perry’s work.  

 

The standardization and streamlining of processes, play an important part in the international 

collaboration, and something that is being worked towards as the willingness to share is 

increasing; “what are we going to do about this? Can we streamline the information flow?” and 

“with the increased willingness to share we are trying to streamline the processes” (see 

appendix 2.6) “Right now we are looking at creating a standardized scheme for users of sharing 

economy platforms” (see appendix 2.4). This standardization is also seen in other parts of the 

process, such as stating which agreement the collaboration will be following when sharing 

information; “When it comes to the sharing process it becomes very formal and these front 

pages needs to be created, where you state if you are sharing according to EU, Nordic, or 

OECD standards” (see appendix 2.6) and creating the requests; “I send a request through our 

official system. There are official mail boxes at competent authority that you send it through, 

and there are special formats and standard templates that we use” (see appendix 2.2). This 

plays a big role in the collaboration as, even though most of the agreements look alike, some 

might allow for more transfer of information; “if only we had one agreement with all countries 

in the world then it would have been easy. But if you look at this list (list of agreements) it tells 

you, it isn’t easy”, “there can be nuances in the agreements, for example the Nordic agreement 
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is a bit wider, so we have more options using that” (see appendix 2.1). Therefore, the choice 

of agreement to follow have to be made at each transfer of information. Sometimes it might 

be obvious; “I mean VAT… it is obvious that that is the EU agreement. There is nothing on an 

OECD level” (see appendix 2.1), other times, e.g. with other EU countries, a decision has to be 

made; “the OECD agreement is a bit wider when it comes to taxes, then you have to choose 

the agreement… where it makes sense to use it”(see appendix 2.1).  

 

These agreements have rules for what can be shared and how. Several interviewees pointed 

out that these are quite strict rules; “there are very strict rules on the processes” (see appendix 

2.1), “there are strict rules. There’s no moving around those” (see appendix 2.3), “there are 

very strict rules and it is something you take seriously. Not only in Denmark, but in other 

countries too. That is clear when I speak to them about how you share information” (see 

appendix 2.5). General rules are not only part of the administrative dimension, but also one of 

the four bureaucracy elements (the others being division of labour and specialization, 

hierarchical structure, and careers system). As previously established the division of labour and 

specialization from the organization is transferred in to the international collaboration. Hence, 

two out of four bureaucratic elements have been established. With the division of labour and 

specialization comes a responsibility to find the right people who are indeed specialists or 

experts on a specific topic; “the people in these forums are experts on sharing information. But 

that doesn’t make them experts on the different topics […] we have to go out and ensure that 

each country have the right people there briefing us on the topic” (see appendix 2.4). This 

aligns with the career system element as it is important to have the right background, both 

educational and from experience. However, not all participants in the collaboration see it that 

way. Some do not have the right credentials; “most people at these meetings have competent 

authority status, they didn’t in the beginning” (see appendix 2.6). Whilst other participating 

countries simply use the forums in a different way; “it is a special reward you give to employees 

you want to accommodate with a trip to Paris” (see appendix 2.4). Either way this affects the 

collaboration across; “when some of the countries realized that not everyone around the table 
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had competent authority, it created quite the stir and there wasn’t the same willingness to 

share” (see appendix 2.6), “the continuity is lost, and the rest of us don’t like that” (see 

appendix 2.4).  

 

Lastly, the hierarchical structure. This might not be visible, however, it seems that there is a 

power hierarchy in these collaborations after all; ”of course the biggest countries have the most 

power. No doubt about that. I mean, if USA gets angry and goes a bit opposite, that’s probably 

how it’s going to be” (see appendix 2.6). This means that a small country like Denmark must 

create alliances with other countries, such as the Nordics; “one of the purposes of this Nordic 

collaboration is to ensure a Nordic fingerprint on what’s going on in the rest of the world” (see 

appendix 2.4). The fact that power plays a role goes against Thomson and Perry’s framework 

for successful collaboration as there needs to be; “a willingness to accept that all participants 

have legitimate interests, such that outcomes reflect group consensus, not coalitional or power 

politics” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 24). 	However, the bureaucracy is how this collaboration 

works, and it seems the interviewees are very aware of this bureaucracy; “if anyone is good at 

creating bureaucracy it is them (EU)” (see appendix 2.4). Though it might be frustrating at times, 

it seems that there is an understanding that it is there for a reason; “There are probably some 

good reasons for why it has to go that way (talking about competent authority). Then everybody 

doesn’t need to understand the legislation around the exchange, and thereby you are certain 

that all the rules surrounding it are respected” (see appendix 2.5) “bureaucratic? Yes (talking 

about competent authority). Why do you do it? To make sure we only do what we are allowed 

to do. And to not bother anyone unnecessarily” (see appendix 2.1). The importance of these 

bureaucratic features is also argued for by Thomson and Perry; “trust building among 

participants and the political will to work together in new ways was augmented by 

administrative will in the use of bureaucratic mechanisms that helped to maximize some degree 

of predictability” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 25). Thus, we are seeing the fact that the Danish 

Tax Agency is a bureaucracy with specializations in both skills and processes being mirrored in 

the international collaboration.  
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After establishing how international collaboration in the Danish Tax Agency works, the analysis 

will now dig into why this collaboration works. Looking at this, the first factor that comes up is 

from the mutuality dimension of Thomson and Perry’s framework; the shared responsibility. 

This was mentioned by several interviewees; “I’ll say that this international work, if you don’t 

collaborate across borders then we’ll have a hard time carrying this task” (see appendix 2.5), 

“billions and billions are placed round and about, and it cannot be true that you can commit 

tax fraud simply by moving your money to a third country without anyone finding out. We have 

to be able to fix that together” (see appendix 2.2), “the countries realize that we have to work 

together on this” (see appendix 2.6). Another part of the mutuality dimension that was 

highlighted by the interviewees is the need for the information that foreign tax agencies can 

provide, which the Danish Tax Agency could not retrieve without the collaboration; “so we 

aren’t controlling in Denmark unless we have the opportunity to gather information abroad” 

(see appendix 2.2). This means that the international collaboration plays a key role in the Danish 

Tax Agency doing its job and working towards its goal. Which leads to another key factor 

highlighted by the interviewees; the importance of give and take. “My experience is that most 

are very serious about this. Because the alternative is that if you break some of these rules, then 

we risk that we won’t get the information that we want” (see appendix 2.5). “Well, the 

international data exchange is a give and take” (see appendix 2.2). “If you don’t send anything 

out, you can’t expect to get anything back” (see appendix 2.5). This give and take is a key 

factor in another one of the five dimensions, as it is the reciprocity part of the trust and 

reciprocity dimension. It is crucial that you trust that when you need information, when you 

need help, you will receive it. Otherwise it will be hard to ever get anyone to share anything. It 

seems that the experience in the Danish Tax Agency is that they receive the help they need, 

when they need it; “when we have really reached out for help, we have gotten it” (see appendix 

2.6). More than that, often these collaborations will be set up so both countries get something 

out of it; “as a rule it (the collaboration) is set up so that it benefits both countries” (see 

appendix 2.3).    
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The second key factor in this dimension, the trust, is what most interviewees highlighted, 

together with the use of the informal networks reliant on this trust, as being key to the 

functioning of the international collaboration; “There is some form of trust-based approach. 

You just have to admit that” (see appendix 2.2). “The countries that swap a lot, you are not that 

happy with. It can be a challenge to the collaboration […] then the continuity disappears and 

the rest of us don’t like that. We prefer that is it the same people […] the same circle of people 

so we know where we stand” (see appendix 2.4). “If you have a network that might be able to 

help you get to the right person, that means a lot” (see appendix 2.5). “That is also what is kind 

of important, that you build this network. That you are building trust” (see appendix 2.6). And 

this trust is built through the use of the international forums as pointed out by the head of office 

in anti-fraud; “a part of the international collaboration is also that we as a country need to invest 

in creating a network”, “that’s also why you invest in participating in these forums because you 

get a personal network. That takes time to build” (see appendix 2.2).  

 

One of the reasons for the trust and informal networks being key in making the collaboration 

work is how it speeds processes up; “It makes things, and it does internally in Denmark as well, 

it makes things run smoother sometimes, to know where to go”  (see appendix 2.5) “you start 

by contacting the guy you know in Holland […] get some formal things cleared up so that they 

can treat it easier and it passes through the official system faster” (see appendix 2.2) “it 

becomes easier when you have built this trust with the people you are sitting with” (see 

appendix 2.4). The head of unit of complex fraud in competent authority used the example of 

Uber, where the Danish Tax Agency has gotten information on request from the Dutch tax 

authorities (as Uber is placed in Holland) about the Danish drivers on the app. One of her 

employees had a contact in the Dutch tax authorities and helped the process along; “It is 

important, that part. The knowing them. To build trust” (see appendix 2.1). This trust and the 

relationships are very important when it comes to exchanging information; “I think that it also 

has some significance if you have relationships, then I think that sometimes you’ll get more 



 54 

exchanged as well” (see appendix 2.5). The trust build ultimately has influence on the 

information you get. 

 

Another key reason for why the international collaboration works is pointed out by Thomson 

and Perry, as well as the interviewees from the Daish Tax Agency; monitoring. Monitoring plays 

an important role in creating trust and especially this reputation for trustworthiness that 

Thomson and Perry describe as one of the three core factors that increase likelihood of 

collective action (the other two being trust and reciprocity). On an OECD level there has been 

created an organ for exactly that; the Global Forum. The Global Forum review every country 

that has opted in to the OECD agreement, and they do so on an ongoing basis. Every few 

years they investigate a country and ask all countries in the agreement to contribute to the 

investigation by sharing their experience of collaborating with the said country. The Global 

Forum digs into whether other countries can trust the information they get from this country, 

and whether they can expect to get them on time; “they look into, do we keep the time limits 

[…] can other countries trust 100% on our information?” (see appendix 2.1). And this 

investigation goes relatively deep, as there are many layers to unravel to figure out if a country 

provides trustworthy information; “when we send an account statement, can they trust that it 

is real and accurate? And that there has been kept track of the bank? And that they do what 

they are supposed to?” (see appendix 2.1). This system is set in place to create a pressure to 

comply with the rules and make sure everyone contributes to the collaboration. So, if anyone 

is unhappy with another country’s collaboration efforts, they can let the Global Forum know 

and it will be investigated further; “if anyone consistently [shows unwillingness to share] and it 

is unfair, then we have the Global Forum” (see appendix 2.4). Thus, a stamp of approval from 

the Global Forum is a stamp of trustworthiness, and as one interviewee said; “so the system 

works, and you keep control. You get a rating that says Denmark is compliant. We can trust 

them” (see appendix 2.1). As the interviewee says, it seems the system does work and that 

there rarely are issues with willingness to share; “We seldomly experience issues with this, but 

that, is also largely due to the fact that the international standard for this is monitored by the 
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OECD” (see appendix 2.4). But the monitoring is also within each organization through the 

administrative (and bureaucratic) set up. Since all information exchange (at least on specific 

cases and individuals) has to go through a competent authority to make sure no mistakes are 

made; “we take them by their hands and help them through all the practical things and make 

sure they do not exchange anything they aren’t allowed to” (see appendix 2.3). 

 

Another important factor of the governance dimension is the common goal. There is a need 

for a larger common goal than the goals of the individual organizations for collaboration to be 

successful. It seems that for the Danish Tax Agency (and the other participants in the 

international tax collaboration), this goal is to catch and stop the transboundary tax fraud; “one 

of our primary purposes is to participate in these international forums and catch the possible 

fraud trends and bring them home and see if it can happen in Denmark” (see appendix 2.2). 

With money flowing more and more across borders it becomes more important to help each 

other; “we have to help each other as much as possible” (see appendix 2.4).    

 
The reason this international collaboration works is that every participant know that it might as 

well be them needing information from someone else the next time; “next time it can be the 

opposite situation. Then I might be the one in need of information” (see appendix 2.1). 

Participants know they are reliant on each other for reaching their common goal; “We have to 

be able to fix that together” (see appendix 2.2). And they are reliant on information from each 

other that they cannot provide themselves, just as Thomson and Perry describes in their 

framework; “the most important variable in explaining collaboration outcomes was the 

organizations need to acquire resources from other organizations that they need and do not 

have but are critical for their continuing functioning” (Thomson & Perry 2006, p. 27).	This means 

that they are reliant on the three factors to increase likelihood of collective action; reputation 

for trustworthiness, reciprocity, and trust (Thomson & Perry 2006), and these are all 

interconnected. The reputation for trustworthiness is achieved through the Global Forum 

monitoring, then that, combined with the face to face communication in the international 
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forums, increases trust, which in turn increases the faith in reciprocity, which again improves 

trust.    

 
Even though the overall impression from the interviewees is that the international collaboration 

works well, and that there is a mutual interest and willingness to share, the Cum-ex scandal was 

an indication that maybe the collaboration does not always work well, and the interviewees also 

pointed out several possible downfalls of the collaboration. One of these possible downfalls is 

a key factor in the autonomy dimension of the Thomson and Perry framework; the self-interest 

of the individual countries. This self-interest can be a question of resources; “It is a resource 

situation […] they need to asses if they have time to spend 3-8 case workers on sharing 

information with the rest of the world” (see appendix 2.2). “There may be something about the 

resources of course. If there aren’t enough resources for it, that can be why it is taking longer” 

(see appendix 2.1). But it can also be a question of competition as the head of office in anti-

fraud explained by using the example of Malta and their gaming industry. By giving out and 

sharing information about these gaming companies, the Maltese could undermine their own 

industry; “So there is also tax competition sometimes…. you just have to be honest and say 

that there is” (see appendix 2.2). It can also be tax havens however, these are coming around 

and joining more and more collaborations as well; “from 2009 and forward we started making 

exchange agreements with jurisdictions that we hadn’t had any with before. The once you 

would have previously called tax havens” (see appendix 2.1). But as one interviewee points out, 

it can be difficult to know who does not share; “in this specific case we positively knew that 

someone had some information. But otherwise… I wouldn’t be able to figure out” (see 

appendix 2.6).  

 

When looking at the five dimensions of the collaboration framework, one thing that was pointed 

out as being important, especially in the administrative dimension, is the need for clear roles 

to make the collaboration flow better. When talking to the interviewees it became clear that 

this might not always be the case with the collaborations the Danish Tax Agency take part in, 

as structural differences between the organizations make the roles less than clear. Some 
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countries have tax police which have a different authority than a normal tax administration; “in 

Holland they would never think about the fact that the police is a separate authority in Denmark. 

Because they have their own tax police. They can continue themselves. So in that sense it can 

be quite difficult with the different organizations sometimes” (see appendix 2.1), “in some 

countries the tax authorities basically have police authority as well […] then it can be a problem 

exchanging information with a normal tax authority” (see appendix 2.2). Some countries have 

a very simple (or no) tax administration set-up; “in countries with no tax administration they 

usually have made other rules that mean that someone, typically in their ministry of finance, can 

go out and get this information” (see appendix 2.4), “if they need any account statements, they 

can just walk around the corner and get them in whatever bank there is” (see appendix 2.1). 

Whilst other just have a more complex set up for their tax administration, see e.g. the 

organizational chart of the German tax administration (see appendix 10). It is a small part in a 

huge organization. And as one interviewee said; “when we think it can be difficult to figure out 

where it should land with us, then it will most likely be the same experience they have in other 

countries” (see appendix 2.1). Because the structural issues also affect the Danish Tax Agency. 

With the division of labour and specialization, topics will show up that does not fit into a specific 

area and therefore can be difficult to place. This leads to a risk that information can get lost 

and simply disappear; “then you might ask if there’s a risk that there’s a pool of data that no 

one is looking at? There is. Then it is just up to the tax agency to be good at prioritizing our 

resources” (see appendix 2.2).  

 

This information loss is something that could impact the outcome of international collaboration 

in a vast manner, however, it is not something that is expected to happen often as all 

information should be dealt with; “all the data we receive is sent out to the project manager 

who is dealing with the specific topic” (see appendix 2.2). Something that could happen more 

often and might affect the international collaboration in a more real way is what Thomson and 

Perry described as the mutuality dimension. The structural, cultural, and administrative 

differences between the collaborating countries making the collaboration more difficult, as it 
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becomes difficult to know what you know as a few interviewees put it; “there are of course 

things we could have been told. But that also requires for the other countries to discover it […] 

So there could of course have been something they could have discovered if they had looked 

for it” (see appendix 2.6), “if they don’t know I have this duty, then they can’t know it is 

interesting for me” (see appendix 2.2). Because of the different systems, some terms might 

have different meaning in different countries; “when they say salary in Spain there might be 

some nuances, we would not call salary in Denmark. But it is of course listed as salary. So, you 

can’t always trust it. You have to evaluate it” (see appendix 2.1). Furthermore, these differences 

in systems might complicate the information exchange; “not all countries work with or are 

allowed to operate with CPR numbers. Then we are simply sent a name, a birth date, and an 

address, and we are told they have made 400.000 DKK in Poland. Then we have to try and 

place them somewhere” (see appendix 2.1). Additionally, the differences in national laws and 

regulations can result in one country having information that could be beneficial for another 

country, without knowing so; “they also need to know what they have […] it might simply be 

lack of knowledge of what they have that could be of relevance to others”, “for example in 

Denmark we have several national excise duties that they don’t have abroad, for example 

chocolate and sugar duties. They don’t know that in Sweden and Germany, so how are they 

supposed to know that it is an obvious topic to cheat with in Denmark?” (see appendix 2.2). 

The local laws and regulations also play another big part in the international collaboration, as 

the national laws determine what can be shared. A tax administration can only help obtain 

information on individuals to the extent their national laws allow them to; “if they have a warrant 

for it they can ask, but if we don’t have the warrant we can’t… we can tell the company that 

Poland is asking for this and this, but we can’t say; according to the state tax law paragraph xx 

you have to”, “it is stated in these agreements that we only can share information that we 

ourselves have the possibility of obtaining. We need the control warrant” (see appendix 2.1). 

And they can also only use the information as their national laws allow them to; “ if it 

(information) could be used in a case here, we allow them to use it, but if it would not be used 

here, then they wouldn’t be allowed to use it” (see appendix 2.3). This means that the Danish 
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Tax Agency could be sitting on information that could further another investigation, but not be 

allowed to share it with another authority because the information was obtained from e.g. the 

German tax administration; “if we are in doubt about whether we can share the information 

with another authority we have to ask the country, and follow their rules” (see appendix 2.1). 

This also goes the other way around, so another authority could be sitting on information 

relevant to the tax agency but not be able to share it, which could have played a part in the 

Cum-ex scandal.  

 

Furthermore, cultural differences could result in less willingness to share; “there might simply 

be a culture for not sharing” (see appendix 2.2), “traditions. Traditions can slow down the 

process” (see appendix 2.4). More than that, there could be a language barrier as the 

international collaboration is predominantly in English. This can be both abroad; “there are 

some language things maybe… it is easier to call someone in Holland who speaks English, than 

it is calling someone in Bulgaria who barely speaks German” (see appendix 2.2), and at home; 

“the language will always be English. I want say it’s an obstacle, but it can be a barrier mentally” 

(see appendix 2.3), and these barriers can make the process of collaboration more difficult; “it 

can also be something in really bad English or in a different language, where you just are left 

wondering, what do they mean?” (see appendix 2.1). Lastly, it was pointed out that with all 

these international forums, the collaborations become really big and, as previously explained, 

that brings about a hierarchical power system. Therefore, the smaller forums and networks 

seem to be easier to work with; “it is a bit easier the less people you are. The more you also 

get to know each other. Especially compared to these huge forums” (see appendix 2.5).   

 

Thus, even though the overall impression is that the international collaboration works well and 

there is an all-around willingness to share information between the countries, there are some 

possible downfalls. The first of these being the risk of the self-interest of the individual countries 

outweighing the common interest. Furthermore, there are some structural differences, either 

in simplicity/complexity or in authority, that can make it difficult to create successful 
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collaborations. The structure of the Danish Tax Agency becomes a risk as well, as the 

specialization and division of labour could lead to information falling between areas of 

expertise, and the disappear. Additionally, the cultural and administrative differences also 

factor in as a risk, as there are misalignments between the countries on the meaning of terms, 

and lack of knowledge on each other’s systems and legislation meaning there is a great risk 

that the tax administration of one country could have information that would be beneficial for 

another country, without knowing. And lastly, the sheer size of the collaborations could become 

a risk as it gets more difficult to get to know people, and hence more difficult to build trust.    

 

 

Conclusion  

 

This research was inspired by the Cum-ex scandal, that hit Europe as the biggest fraud in 

European history, to look at the Danish Tax Agency and the organizations international 

collaboration. The paper set out to answer the research question; How does the structure of 

the Danish Tax Agency impact international collaboration? 

 

To answer this question, it was decided to look at the organizational structure, as this had to 

be defined to determine the impact on the international collaboration. Additionally, it was 

determined that it would be important to look at how the organizational decision processes 

work as they impact the way decisions are made regarding international collaboration. Lastly, 

it was key to analyze the international collaboration in itself. To do this the theories of Max 

Weber and Henry Mintzberg were utilized to analyze the organizational structure, then the 

framework set up by Jørgen F. Bakka and Egil Fivelsdal was used to analyze the processes, and 

lastly, the analysis of the international collaboration made use of the theoretical framework on 

successful collaborations created by Ann Marie Thomson and James L. Perry.  
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The analysis itself was based of seven interviews with employees from the Danish Tax Agency, 

that all work with international collaboration in one way or another, and several documents 

regarding the organizational structure and the organizations international collaboration. The 

interviews were all coded with first and second cycle codes and the documents were assigned 

these second cycle codes as well. The codes revealed patterns in the data, such as the data on 

processes were focused on processes, prioritizations, and decisions, whilst the data on 

international collaboration was focused on how it works, why it works and what could be the 

possible downfalls of it.  

 

These patterns were utilized in the analysis where it was determined that the Danish Tax Agency 

is a bureaucratic organization that focuses on both specialization in work processes and skills 

putting it somewhere in between what Mintzberg would call a machine bureaucracy and a 

professional bureaucracy. In this bureaucracy decisions and prioritizations are made at several 

levels; political, executive, and case to case. All three levels impact international collaboration, 

as prioritizations and decisions at a political level can determine the amount of resources put 

into this, as well as the focus of these resources. The same can be said about the decisions on 

an executive level, and when it comes to the case to case level, the decisions and prioritizations 

are what has relevance for Denmark and what has relevance for other countries. These decisions 

are trusted with employees at many levels, and it is not until an approval is needed or the case 

is important that the hierarchy really comes into play. 

 

Lastly, the analysis of the international collaboration shows that this collaboration, just like the 

organization, is bureaucratic and specialization and division of labour plays a crucial role. This 

division of labour creates a risk of misunderstandings and lack of understanding on each other’s 

field of expertise. However, this possible issue is resolved with “translators” that understand 

the “language” of the different parties, such as e.g. legal and IT. However, the division of 

labour and specialization also creates a risk of data falling between areas of expertise and 

therefore, not be assigned to anyone, get lost and disappear. Nonetheless, there is a trust that 



 62 

this does not happen as all the data gets checked and prioritized. This trust furthermore plays 

a crucial role in the international collaboration as it is one of the three core factors that increase 

the likelihood of collective action, the other two being trust and trustworthiness. This trust is 

built up through participation in international forums and networks on different levels; Nordic, 

EU, and OECD, and is crucial when it comes to the willingness to share. The countries are 

willing to share information and participate in collaborations when they trust that the other 

party will reciprocate, and this increases the reputation of trustworthiness. Something else that 

makes the collaboration work and increases the reputation of trustworthiness is the monitoring 

on an OECD level, that the Global Forum provides. This makes sure that countries comply with 

the agreements and help each other out where they can as; “next time it can be the opposite 

situation. Then I might be the one in need of information” (see appendix 2.1).    

 

In conclusion the structure of the Danish Tax Agency impacts their international collaboration 

in the sense that the structure of the organization is mirrored in the collaboration. This 

bureaucracy with focus on specialization and division of labour can create issues in lack of 

understanding between areas of expertise and data getting lost. The bureaucracy of both the 

organization and the collaboration can result in slow processes but there seem to be an 

understanding that the bureaucracy is there for a reason and for the best. Additionally, 

employees use their informal networks gained through participation in international forums to 

speed up the formal process. The lack of understanding on an organizational level becomes a 

lack of knowledge on an international collaborative level. There is a lack of knowledge on each 

other’s national laws and regulations, as well as misalignments in terms and definitions; “that 

is some of what is still missing on an international level; to completely agree on terms and 

definitions” (see appendix 2.1). This slows down the processes and could result in lack of 

information or information not reaching the people that could benefit from it. More than this 

the organizational structure impacts the international collaboration through the differences in 

structure. Some countries have very different tax systems and some even have tax police which 

has completely different authorities than the Danish Tax Agency. This can make the 
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collaboration difficult as the authorities are simply so different it can be hard to work together, 

as well as share information. Nevertheless, international collaboration is crucial for the Danish 

Tax Agency to be able to do its job.  

 

This research indicates that international collaboration between organizations is helped along 

by the bureaucracy as it sets clear rules for what is expected, and this bureaucracy is seen as 

needed to make sure these rules are followed, and all parties comply with it. The division of 

labour and specialization might strengthen the understanding internally within the working 

groups, but it makes it necessary with “translators” that can create bridges between the groups, 

and it could possibly result in information getting lost. Furthermore, the importance of informal 

networks and relationships was highlighted as a key factor in making these collaborations work 

and flow smoother. The study also showed the importance of alignment. Whether this is in 

structures and authorities or in terms and definitions, misalignments create misunderstandings, 

relevant data not getting shared, and overall makes the collaboration more difficult. This could 

be of interest for not only the tax administrations around the world but also other organizations 

working across borders.     

 

 

Discussion & Reflections on Further Research 

 

The theory and methods chosen for this paper helped answer the posed research question. 

However, the study could have been expanded. Either by doing a bigger study of the Danish 

Tax Agency with more interviewees in more departments (though as stated in the paper the 

interviewees chosen should cover the employees working with international collaboration), or 

with a focus on the entire Danish Customs and Tax Administration (or even the entire Danish 

Tax Ministry), or lastly, the study could have been expanded internationally and compared the 

Danish tax administration with e.g. the German tax administration. In such a study it might have 
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created more value to focus on the cultural aspects rather than the structural aspects, as was 

chosen in this study. This focus could possibly have helped unravel deeper seeded informal 

structures, traditions, and cultural differences that makes collaboration across borders more 

difficult (or easier). It could also have been interesting to bring in another country with a very 

different set up than the Danish system, such as one of the tax havens. The differences here 

would most likely be much greater and the analysis would have had to take into account a very 

bureaucratic, set system and a country with no tax administration working together. This paper 

showed that there are difficulties in working with these countries and that there might not 

always be the same willingness to share, but a study of such a ‘no tax administration’ system 

could have shown it from the other side and possibly shun a light on reasons for this 

unwillingness to share information.   

 

It was mentioned in the interviews that the organization is becoming more aware of what to 

share and what information could be valuable for other countries’ tax administrations; “you are 

more aware now. You walk around thinking about whether this is something you should 

remember to share” (see appendix 2.7). To go more in depth with the international 

collaboration and the increased awareness on this topic, especially post Cum-ex scandal, it 

would have been valuable with numbers on how much information was shared across borders, 

over time. The numbers for 2018 were obtained, however, these did not create much value 

without anything to compare them to.  

 

This study answered the posed research question, however, the initial interest lied with the 

Cum-ex scandal. This proofed to be a difficult topic to conduct research on as the investigation 

is ongoing and therefore surrounded by confidentiality making it nearly impossible to study. 

This paper gave some insights into what could have possibly gone wrong in the international 

collaboration for the warning of this fraud to not have been sent earlier. However, these are 

just possible options and the specificities of the case are still unclear. The lack of collaboration 

across borders from especially Germany’s side has created many questions and even the 
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Danish minister of tax did not understand this. A letter was written to the German minister of 

finance asking why the Germans had not let Denmark know of the possible threat of fraud (see 

appendix 11.1). The German minister answered that the Germans believe they had informed 

who needed to be informed and that there had in fact been contact between the German 

ministry of finance and the Danish ministry of finance between 2015 and 2017. It had then been 

determined that there was nothing to suggest that the model used in Germany could be used 

in Denmark (see appendix 1.2). However, as the fraud was discovered in Denmark in 2015 the 

collaboration happened too late.  

 

These letters were, as mentioned, sent between the Danish minister of tax and the German 

minister of finance. The fact that the responsibility lies in different ministries and that the 

structures of these ministries (as mentioned in this paper) are so different can make 

communication hard as it creates more silos to communicate across, and there are laws on how 

to do that (and how not to). More than that, it creates some differences in the knowledge 

required to carry the mandate of taxation policy. The topic was also questioned by a politician 

in the Danish parliament and the minister response makes it clear that he still does not feel the 

German minister has responded to why the Germans did not warn Denmark about the Cum-ex 

fraud. He furthermore addresses the otherwise well working relationship between Denmark and 

Germany and agrees with the German minister that international collaboration within EU on 

this area is necessary and should be a priority (see appendix 11.3). This highlights that there 

are still questions as to why the collaboration between Denmark and Germany did not work 

better in this specific case, and that there is a need for further research on this area. More 

information might come forward with the investigation, but further research is needed either 

way.   

 

The Cum-ex scandal was also discussed profusely in the media, both nationally and 

internationally. In fact, it was an international collaboration amongst journalists that uncovered 

the story of the connection between the fraud in the different countries and the big network 
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behind it. These journalists have a lot of power in that sense because they can collaborate 

across borders more easily as they are not as constricted by laws and regulations in the same 

way. The legal outcome from the Cum-ex scandal is what you call leak driven law. All these 

leaks we have seen over the past years, like the Paradise and Panama Papers, are all leaked by 

journalists and show the power of journalists. Journalists can work together more freely and are 

less restricted by bureaucracy and hierarchy, which gives them more freedom and eases the 

collaboration. This field of the journalists’ power and leak driven law would be very interesting 

to look further into as it can have big political influence both on a national and international 

level.     

 

The case of the Cum-ex scandal and the processes, course of the fraud and investigation, and 

the people that made it possible is of great interest to tax administrations around the world. 

Insights into how it was possible and why there was not better collaboration between the 

affected countries could help stop anything like this from happening again and help improve 

the international collaboration so that if it happens, it will be stopped earlier. Research on this 

field could also be of great interest to organizations working with international collaboration in 

general as it could help improve all collaboration, no matter the industry or sector, and make 

smoother communication channels with common understandings.   
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