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Abstract

This study investigates the impact of the Global Reporting Initiative’s GRI 207: Tax 2019 standard on corporate tax
transparency and tax behaviour, using Shell plc as a longitudinal case study from 2011 to 2023. It critically evaluates how GRI
207 interacts with the UK’s existing disclosure frameworks, assesses whether it introduces new dimensions of transparency,
and examines its influence on Shell’s tax disclosure and tax aggressiveness. The study finds that GRI 207 largely complements
the UK’s existing tax disclosure requirements, particularly in strategy, governance, and stakeholder engagement, but diverges
by advocating public country-by-country reporting, which Shell has not fully adopted. Further, tax disclosure volume increased
significantly following the introduction of GRI 207; however, effective tax rates (ETRs) and adjusted ETRs declined,
suggesting increased tax aggressiveness. The study concludes that GRI 207, as a voluntary and soft-law initiative, enhances
public reporting, but its impact on corporate tax behaviour, particularly in Shell’s case, appears limited.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Classical economist David Ricardo (1895) mentioned tax as a ‘great evil’ that can
reduce economic welfare and hinder capital accumulation. Followers of his arguments
consider tax payment as a mere legal obligation (Djankov et al., 2010; Davis et al.,
2016). Others however equally emphasise tax payment as an ethical and social
contribution beyond a legal necessity (Xu et al., 2022; Jemiolo & Farnsel, 2023; Chaim
& Parchomovsky, 2024). Irrespective of this classical debate over the nature of tax
obligations, there is escalating pressure on large corporations and multinational
corporations (MNCs) to pay their ‘fair’ share of tax to governments at their place of
operation. Indeed, the payment of tax is now considered a part of the corporation’s
environmental, social, and governance commitment (Fallan, 2015; Chaim &
Parchomovsky, 2024). Moreover, studies argue that paying the ‘fair’ share of tax is an
integral part of responsible business practices (Elbra & Mikler, 2017; De la Cuesta-
Gonzalez & Pardo, 2019). Of course, determining what is ‘fair’ is often a contentious
and nebulous issue (Schoueri & Owens, 2020).

MNCs have been accused of not paying their ‘fair’ share of tax in every country where
they operate (Desai & Dharmapala, 2006; Otusanya, 2011; Elbra & Mikler, 2017,
Garcia-Bernardo & Jansky, 2024). Contemporary examples of tax minimisation
practices of MNCs like Amazon, Google, Apple, or Starbucks have ‘raised the
eyebrows’ of consumers, regulators, and governments (Christians, 2013; Barrera &
Bustamante, 2018; Brown, 2023). For example, while Starbucks was expanding its
business continuously in the United Kingdom (UK), it showed business losses in tax
returns for 14 consecutive years. Public reaction to that incident was so intense that
later, Starbucks voluntarily paid GBP 20 million in tax to the UK tax authority, even
though its reported tax liability was nil (Christians, 2013). Such public reaction on tax
payment and transparency increased on the MNCs, particularly after the Global
Financial Crisis (GFC) of 2009 (Muller & Kolk, 2015).

Corporations’ tax payments can be crucial to any country’s domestic resource
mobilisation, providing governments with the funds required for social services and
welfare. Thus, tax revenue can contribute to countries achieving their United Nations
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), such as by generating employment, reducing
poverty, and providing quality healthcare and education. It can also assist in improving
gender equity and sustainable economic growth (Halim & Rahman, 2022; United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP), 2023). This realisation may contrast with a
corporation’s profit maximisation objective if tax payment is viewed merely as a cost.
To resolve this conflict, the corporation’s tax strategy and sustainability objectives need
to be better aligned.

Tax planning can be a key component of a corporation’s tax strategy. Aggressive tax
planning, often known as tax aggressiveness, is the downward management of tax
payments (Hanlon & Heitzman, 2010). This tax minimisation can vary from corporation
to corporation, and can be influenced by the industry, the extent of international
operations, and the specific business activity. What tax minimisation strategy
corporations adopt can be best explained by the taxpayers or their tax advisors (Lee et
al., 2015), as the tax information held by tax authorities can have strict confidentiality
obligations. Therefore, it can be very difficult for different stakeholders to ascertain the
actual tax practices of a corporation (Krever et al., 2022). Even for listed corporations,
publicly disclosed tax information in financial statements can be quite limited.
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Historically, corporations have disclosed fragmented information on tax practices, such
as a few quantitative data in their financial statements, like the amount of tax charged,
tax paid, deferred tax, and current tax in the financial statements or a few footnotes on
tax behaviour in the annual reports. This can make it difficult for different stakeholders
(such as investors, consumers, academics, and government agencies) to ascertain the
full picture of a corporation’s tax position and practices. In the case of MNCs, when
there are issues like transfer pricing,' thin capitalisation,” or the use of tax havens,? it
becomes more difficult to evaluate the difference between genuine economic activities
and activities undertaken as a part of aggressive tax planning. Interestingly, in most
cases, the public can only know about such aggressive tax planning when litigation
occurs with tax authorities and public disclosure of the tax incident is reported in the
judgments, or when there is a leak of confidential information, such as the 2016 Panama
Papers scandal.*

Globally, public debate around tax transparency and aggressive tax planning of MNCs
has gained prominence. Policymakers are increasingly considering the implementation
of tax disclosure regulations to try to enhance corporate accountability and tax
transparency worldwide. Several organisations, like the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD), European Union (EU) and Global Reporting
Initiative (GRI), and countries like the UK and Australia, have adopted standards or
legislation for large corporations to publish certain tax information to increase tax
transparency.

GRI, the most widely adopted global standard for corporate sustainability reports,
introduces the GRI 207: Tax 2019 standard (GRI 207) (Global Sustainability Standards
Board, 2019) with a primary objective of increasing tax transparency by providing a
framework for enhanced disclosures by firms on their tax practices. Thus, GRI 207
requires significantly higher disclosure compared to prior regulations, with the aim of
moving beyond minimal compliance and encouraging more consistent, public-facing
tax accountability. Overall, the standard requires disclosure related to tax strategy,
approach to taxation, governance, interaction with tax authorities, economic activities,
stakeholder engagement and tax payment information in each jurisdiction.

Prior studies on GRI have inconsistent findings about tax transparency and tax
aggressiveness. Kopetzki and co-authors (2023), through a textual analysis of
sustainability disclosure reports between 2020 and 2021 from corporations in France,
Germany, and Italy, found that when standards are non-binding, most tax disclosure
content does not meet GRI 207 requirements. Gottsche and co-authors (2024) noted that
country-by-country reporting (CbCR), an integral component of GRI 207, significantly
benefits non-professional investors with limited financial literacy, as non-professional
investors generally lack technical expertise and can have difficulty interpreting intricate

! Transfer pricing is the pricing mechanism in cross-border transactions between related parties. It is argued
to be manipulated for tax minimisation (OECD, 2015).

2 Thin capitalisation is a situation where a company is financed with a high level of debt relative to its
equity. It can be used to reduce the tax base at the country of operation by charging disproportionate interest
expense deduction and to minimise tax (OECD, 2012).

3 Tax havens are countries or jurisdictions with very low or no tax rates to attract foreign direct investments.
Tax havens also facilitate tax avoidance (Dharmapala & Hines, 2009).

4 The Panama Papers scandal refers to a massive leak of documents from a Panama-based law firm,
Mossack Fonseca, revealing details about the operations of approximately 214,000 shell companies in tax
havens worldwide (O’Donovan et al., 2019).
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tax disclosures. The study further opined that CbCR is valued highly by the socially
responsible and taxpayers with high tax morals. However, the study could not find any
significant linkage between corporate tax strategy disclosure and investors’ decision-
making. In another study on French corporations, Arnaud and Giordano-Spring (2024)
argued that corporations facing reputation risks increase tax disclosures in line with GRI
207. They also argued that tax disclosure alone is insufficient for achieving tax
transparency because corporations may engage in aggressive tax planning using tax
havens while emphasising compliance with tax regulations. On the other side, Rudyanto
(2025) in the Indonesian context found that tax disclosure in GRI-based sustainability
reports reduces aggressive tax behaviour.

These prior studies suggest an overall increase in tax transparency in response to the
GRI standards, but their impact in curbing tax aggressiveness is still arguable. There are
some limitations to these prior studies, such as involving a limited analysis of the
standards or considering very short periods, as GRI 207 came into force in January 2021.
It is argued that a longer time frame is recommended to analyse the impact of regulation.
In addition, some of the prior studies excluded highly tax aggressive sectors, like the
extractive industries. Further, these prior archival studies, useful for observing on-
average firm behaviour in response to GRI 207, fail to capture detailed qualitative
aspects such as how a firm responds to the interaction between voluntary frameworks
like GRI 207 and mandatory regimes.

This study aims to explore four broad objectives using Shell plc (Shell) as a longitudinal
case study. Note that prior to 2021, Shell plc was known as Royal Dutch Shell plc before
changing its name to Shell plc. First, it critically evaluates the role of GRI 207 within
the context of the UK’s corporate tax disclosure environment by examining the extent
to which the standard complements, overlaps with, or diverges from existing disclosure
frameworks. Second, it seeks to assess whether GRI 207 introduces new dimensions of
tax transparency, in terms of content and format. Third, it explores the impact of GRI
207 on corporate tax disclosure practices and tax behaviour, focusing on changes in
disclosure volume and structure, as well as shifts in tax aggressiveness, measured
through effective tax rates, over time. Finally, the research explores the broader
significance of GRI 207 as a voluntary, soft-law framework in shaping corporate
accountability and fostering responsible tax conduct.

To the authors’ knowledge, no prior studies have observed these research areas over a
decade for a large MNC in the extractive industries, which are often accused of high
levels of tax aggressive behaviour (Lemaitre, 2019).

The article is structured as follows. The next section will discuss the contemporary
literature on tax transparency and provide an overview of regulatory reforms in this area.
The third section will discuss the methodology used in this research, with the results of
the Shell case study provided. This will be followed by the limitations and
recommendations for future research before concluding.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Theories on tax disclosure

Several theories may assist in understanding the reasons behind tax disclosure. First,
agency theory suggests that management discloses information to reduce conflict with
shareholders (Hussain et al., 2018). It means corporations voluntarily disclose tax

266



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

information to inform their stakeholders and to reduce information asymmetry
(Boubaker et al., 2022). However, when tax aggressiveness is high, corporations either
do not disclose information or use vague statements or footnotes (Inger et al., 2018).
The reason for this is that corporations do not want to raise any scrutiny of tax auditors
and the public by highlighting unfavourable tax information. It may expose corporations
to future litigation and penalties (Dyreng et al., 2016; Akamah et al., 2018; Flagmeier
et al., 2023).

In contrast, the legitimacy theory suggests that tax aggressive corporations make
disclosures to justify their low tax payments, particularly when they fail to meet
stakeholders’ or societal expectations in tax matters (Balakrishnan et al., 2019;
Mgammal, 2020; Kao & Liao, 2021). Further, the stakeholder theory predicts that
corporations disclose tax information because their stakeholders find it relevant. Both
theories suggest that when tax aggressive corporations face greater political and social
pressure, they provide more disclosures (Lanis & Richardson, 2012; Laguir et al., 2015;
Hardeck & Kirn, 2016).

Several studies have used the legal realism theory to explain the impact of soft law, like
GRI, in addressing tax aggressiveness (Bird et al., 2018; Rudyanto, 2025). Legal realism
theory suggests that law is comprised of hard and soft components. Hard law has
concrete sanctions and regulations, while soft law lacks a strong binding force but is
guided by social norms (Druzin, 2017; Plekhanova, 2023). Soft law often responds to
corporations breaching hard law to address social issues (Steurer, 2010; Wichianrak et
al., 2022). Soft law has its limitations in combating aggressive tax behaviour because it
does not impose any punitive action. However, it is argued that soft laws can motivate
corporations to comply with hard law (Christians, 2007; Sheehy et al., 2021). Rudyanto
(2025) applied the ‘tell-tale heart effect’> to describe the effect of GRI-based
sustainability standards. The study argued that disclosures like GRI standards prompt
corporations to adhere to tax regulations, modify their moral stance on taxation, and
ultimately diminish aggressive tax avoidance practices. For example, where society
demands that corporations include tax information in GRI-based sustainability reports,
corporations are required to produce such disclosure. According to the ‘tell-tale heart
effect’, this disclosure would lead firms to enhance their tax morals and avoid engaging
in unethical tax minimisation.

The public disclosure of tax-related information can impose several costs on
corporations. First, when corporations adopt legal but highly tax aggressive strategies,
true disclosure may expose them to substantial reputational risks. The public may
consider their tax planning as unethical (Arnaud & Giordano-Spring, 2024). Moreover,
the damage can be more intense when such disclosure falsely portrays responsible tax
behaviour (Middleton & Muttonen, 2020). This is clearly illustrated by the Starbucks
example referred to earlier. Besides, tax disclosures are associated with various
proprietary costs; competitors, suppliers, or different stakeholders may exploit the
corporation with disclosed information by renegotiating contracts (Evers et al., 2014;
Oats & Tuck, 2019). Therefore, corporations may prefer to refrain from transparency to

5 The ‘tell-tale heart effect’ refers to overwhelming guilt or paranoia, where a person becomes consumed
by their feelings of wrongdoing and often imagines that others can detect their guilt, similar to the narrator’s
experience in Edgar Allan Poe’s ‘“The Tell-Tale Heart’.
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2.2

2.2.1

avoid public scrutiny from the media, policymakers, and watchdog groups (Akamah et
al., 2018).

Empirical studies have provided opposing views on tax aggressiveness and tax
disclosure. One group found that corporations with lower ETRs or high levels of tax
aggressive behaviour generally provide poorer disclosures and less detailed reports
(Dunker & Willkomm, 2022; Belnap, 2023). In contrast, another group opined that
corporations with high levels of tax aggressiveness attempt to mitigate the disclosure
problem by increasing various tax disclosures (Mgammal, 2020). Xia (2025) finds that
corporations that used to exhibit low ETR or high tax aggressiveness disclose more
qualitative disclosure in their initial tax transparency reports. In addition, tax disclosures
of tax-aggressive corporations tend to be longer, contain more justification words, and
contain more soft claims than hard information (Kao & Liao, 2021).

Moreover, organisational attributes, like organisation type, size, and industry, can play
an important role in tax disclosure patterns (Mgammal, 2020). The disclosure practice
of extractive industries varies greatly from that of other sectors (Kvaal & Nobes, 2013).
Studies find that large corporations, MNCs, or extractive industries, which different
stakeholders continuously scrutinise, voluntarily issue additional information to remain
in control of their disclosure environments (Kays, 2022).

Tax transparency initiatives in the UK

Since the GFC, public scrutiny of corporate tax strategy has significantly increased. Tax
activists, non-government organisations (NGOs), and regulators called for tax reforms
and increased transparency in tax disclosure (Oats & Tuck, 2019). The Extractive
Industries Transparency Initiative (EITI), launched in 2003, was one of the earliest
global efforts to improve revenue transparency within the oil, gas, and mining
industries. At the national level, the UK tax strategy disclosure requirement, introduced
under the Finance Act 2016 (UK), represented a key shift toward public and qualitative
reporting on corporate tax governance and planning. These initiatives provided an
important foundation; however, this study centres on the interaction between GRI 207,
the UK tax strategy disclosure, and OECD’s country-by-country reporting (CbCR),
three frameworks most directly relevant to understanding Shell’s evolving tax
disclosure practices.

UK tax strategy disclosure

In 2016, the UK government made legal requirements for corporations exceeding a
specific size to disclose their tax strategy publicly (Finance Act 2016 (UK)). The
disclosure includes information on tax risk management, attitude towards tax planning,
tax risk tolerance, and approaches to dealing with tax authorities and others. The
primary objective of this disclosure was to enhance tax transparency. The disclosure
requires addressing four key areas: the company’s approach to tax risk management and
governance, its stance on tax planning, its attitude toward tax risk, and its working
relationship with HM Revenue and Customs (HMRC). The strategy must be approved
by the corporation’s board of directors, published on a publicly accessible UK website,
and kept freely available. Although the requirement does not prescribe specific tax
outcomes, it promotes greater transparency and accountability in corporate tax
behaviour. Non-compliance may result in financial penalties and reputational harm.
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The challenge is that unethical corporations may use such qualitative disclosure to avoid
‘public shaming’, diminishing the objective of the disclosure strategy (Bilicka, 2019).
Conversely, the quality of the disclosure is another significant concern of qualitative
disclosure. Misleading disclosures will convey inaccurate information about corporate
tax practices to people (Inger et al., 2018; Dyreng et al., 2020). For example, Bilicka
and co-authors (2025) found that following the implementation of mandatory disclosure
requirements, the length of the tax strategy disclosures increased in the annual reports
of the UK corporations, but these qualitative disclosures did not make a meaningful
contribution to external stakeholders’ decision-making. Qualitative disclosures
primarily serve as a safeguard against negative public scrutiny. Therefore, the full
realisation of the objectives of tax transparency is not achieved.

2.2.2  Country-by-country reporting (CbCR)

The most prominent and extensive development in tax transparency initiatives has been
the OECD’s base erosion and profit shifting (BEPS) Action Plan 13. The Action Plan
outlined the framework for CbCR. MNCs with an annual consolidated revenue of EUR
750 million or more must file detailed reports on their global operations. This report
includes information on income allocation, tax payments, and economic activities of
each jurisdiction where the corporation operates (Seer & Wilms, 2016). MNCs are
required to submit the CbCR annually to the tax authority of their ultimate parent
entity’s jurisdiction, and the concerned tax authority will share the report with other tax
authorities under international agreements. The primary objectives of CbCR are to
enhance transparency and compliance, and to assist tax authorities in assessing transfer
pricing and other BEPS-related risks. Overall, the framework aims to reduce tax
aggressiveness by requiring MNCs to pay taxes at the place of their economic activities
and value creation (OECD, 2015).

Some researchers have endorsed the effectiveness of CbCR in increasing transparency
and prompting substantial changes in tax reporting (Wdjcik, 2015; Kurniasih et al.,
2023; Yang, 2023; Godar et al., 2024). Conversely, CbCR also poses challenges such
as ensuring data accuracy, protecting confidentiality, and managing compliance costs
(Chen, 2017; Klaassen & Bobeldijk, 2019; Oats & Tuck, 2019). While country-by-
country tax payment and economic activity reporting may discourage one mode of tax
aggressiveness, being profit shifting, corporations may still exploit other modes of tax
minimisation (Hugger, 2019; Joshi, 2020). Overall, the implementation of CbCR is
considered a positive step towards global tax transparency, as it is expected to foster a
more resilient and equitable international tax system. However, if CbCRs are only
submitted to tax authorities and not publicly disclosed, corporations will still have
the discretion to window-dress information to the public broadly.

2.2.3  Global Reporting Initiative: Tax 207 (2019)

In December 2019, the Global Sustainability Standards Board (GSSB) released a new
sustainability standard, GRI 207, with an overarching aim of increasing organisations’
tax transparency. GSSB claims to be the first global reporting standard for tax
transparency, amidst other standards that were limited to regional and sectoral needs.
GRI 207 is expected to enhance the credibility of the organisation. The standard informs
stakeholders about a corporation’s approach to tax, tax positioning, tax payment, and
economic activities. Although it does not specify how to develop a sustainable tax
strategy, corporations find their approach to integrate these requirements into their
business policies. GRI 207 requires corporations to disclose ‘material’ tax information
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in four broad categories: approach, governance, concerns, and CbCR data. The
following section analyses the details of GRI 207.

GRI 207 aims to enhance corporate tax transparency by introducing a structured and
comprehensive framework for tax-related disclosures. Its primary objectives include
increasing the volume and consistency of publicly available tax information, fostering
stakeholder engagement on tax matters, and ultimately encouraging more responsible
tax behaviour by firms. Unlike traditional financial disclosures, GRI 207 emphasises
qualitative aspects such as tax governance, strategic alignment, and stakeholder
dialogue, in addition to requiring country-level quantitative reporting. By embedding
tax transparency into broader sustainability reporting, the standard seeks to make tax a
visible part of a company’s ESG responsibilities. These objectives provide a basis for
evaluating GRI 207’s impact, not only in terms of disclosure content and accessibility,
but also in influencing organisations’ behavioural shifts regarding tax planning and
aggressiveness.

First, corporations will disclose their approach to tax (Standard 207-1), where they will
reveal information about their tax strategy, its availability, and its linkage with corporate
strategy. Secondly, corporations will disclose information about their tax governance,
control, and risk management (Standard 207-2). An organisation also needs to describe
the mechanism the organisation has regarding tax matters and the assurance process
employed for disclosing tax information. Thirdly, corporations will disclose stakeholder
engagement and management concerns related to tax (Standard 207-3). This would
include descriptions of the engagement with tax authorities, tax-related public policy
advocacy, and incorporating stakeholders’ opinions. Lastly, the standard 207-4 requires
the details about CbCR. It describes all tax jurisdictions where the corporations have
material economic activity and tax payments. It will disclose the information on
subsidiary or entity name, principal activity, number of employees with a basis of
calculation, revenue from third-party sales and intra-group transactions, profit or loss
before tax, tangible assets other than cash and cash equivalents, corporate income tax
paid on a cash basis, tax accrued on profit or loss and the reason for the difference
between tax accrued for each tax jurisdiction. It will also mention the reporting period
of the disclosure.®

Drawing on the framework proposed by Hoopes and co-authors (2024), Table 1
summarises the key features of the recent transparency initiatives applicable to
extractive industries in the UK. Specifically, it illustrates how these disclosure
regulations and standards fit together by comparing key disclosure initiatives, including
the UK tax strategy disclosure, the OECD’s CbCR, EITI, and GRI 207, based on
dimensions such as public vs private reporting, qualitative vs quantitative content,
regulatory scope, and target audience.

¢ Global Reporting Initiative, ‘Topic Standard for Tax (GRI 207): A new global standard for public
reporting on tax’, https://www.globalreporting.org/standards/standards-development/topic-standard-for-
tax/ (accessed 13 February 2025).
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Table 1: Summary of the Tax Transparency Initiatives in the UK

Mandatory
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Framework cgwatory / iselosure Audience cope an Contribution
Scope Voluntary Type Coverage
.. | Public Pioneered
Quantitative; stakeholders transparenc
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Public contextual . industries .
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Disclosure subsidiaries, General UK- structure
(Companies Domestic Mandgtory including public and incorporated | transparency
Act 2006, / Public country of investors parent gnd . .
amended by incorporation companies | identification
SI and of tax haven
2016/1245) operation subsidiaries
gtii:?; Qualitative: First
. Mandatory | Strategy, risk mandatory
gjslglosure Domestic (for large appetite, Guet?lei:za;nd gf_ebased public
. companies) | engagement p £ disclosure of
Finance Act / Public with tax stakeholders | businesses corporate tax
%g)l 6, Sch authority strategy
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(BEPS Agreement tax profits, taxes | authorities | EUR 750M, assessment
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Mixed: Both First tax
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Tax 2019 | Y| Public concerns) ’ pung sustainability
Standard and NGOs, GRI, global reportine:
. media) operations p &
quantitative enhances
(CbCR) public trust

Despite the fact that GRI 207 could arguably represent a combination of the UK tax
strategy disclosure requirement and the OECD’s private CbCR, both of which became
effective in the UK in 2017, how GRI 207 fits into the existing UK tax disclosure
landscape remains largely unexplored. Moreover, whilst there have been several
measures to try to improve the tax transparency of corporations, as shown in Table 1,
the question arises as to how effective have these measures been? This study seeks to
provide insights on these research gaps at an organisational level by drawing insights
from publicly available documentation relating to Shell to explore the four broad stated
objectives, namely, evaluating the role of GRI 207 within the context of the UK’s
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corporate tax disclosure environment; assessing whether GRI 207 introduces new
dimensions of tax transparency in terms of content and format; investigating the impact
of GRI 207 on corporate tax disclosure practices and tax behaviour; and exploring the
broader significance of GRI 207 as a voluntary, soft-law framework in shaping
corporate accountability and fostering responsible tax conduct.

3. METHODOLOGY

This study uses a case study method to analyse Shell’s tax disclosures in the pre- and
post-GRI 207 periods (from 2011 to 2023). Case study research is a qualitative approach
focused on exploring real-life, contemporary ‘bounded systems’ (cases) over time
through detailed, in-depth data collection from multiple sources, such as interviews,
observations, and documents (Stake, 1995). It ultimately seeks to provide rich
descriptions and identify key themes that illuminate the peculiarities of the case (Hyett
et al., 2014). In designing an appropriate research method to explore the effect of tax
transparency requirements, one important determinant is the necessity to study actual
behaviour rather than rely on data collected by other methods. The case study design
was based on the framework devised by Yin (2009), as it allows both theoretical and
literal replication to be used. Case study research appears to be the most appropriate and
most common method in social science studies (Yin, 2009).

The case study method is particularly well-suited for this research because it allows for
an in-depth and context-rich analysis of disclosure practices over time, which is
essential for understanding the nuanced impacts of a voluntary, narrative-based
framework like GRI 207. Unlike the archival method, which typically focuses on broad
patterns across large datasets, the case study approach enables tracing how Shell has
interpreted, adopted, and integrated GRI 207 into its various reporting channels,
including annual reports, sustainability reports, Payments to Governments Reports
(P2GR), and Tax Contributions Report (TCR) disclosures within the UK’s established
regulatory environment. This method facilitates the examination of both observable
shifts, such as changes in disclosure length and effective tax rates, and less tangible
elements, such as the strategic language used in tax narratives. It also allows for the
analysis of interactions between GRI 207 and existing disclosure mandates, capturing
Shell’s response not only in form but also in substance. Considering the objective of the
study to examine GRI 207’s function as a soft-law tool for enhancing meaningful tax
transparency, a longitudinal case study offers the analytical depth, adaptability, and
contextual understanding that a strictly archival method would lack.

Shell was chosen as the subject of this case study because of its presence in a complex
regulatory environment and high public expectations regarding tax transparency as a
UK-based multinational. Shell operates within a jurisdiction that mandates multiple
layers of tax disclosure, including the subsidiary disclosures under the Companies Act
2006 (UK) section 409, UK tax strategy disclosure, mandatory P2GR disclosure, and
participation in the OECD’s non-public CbCR. Further, the company extends its
operations globally, including to tax havens. This environment creates an ideal context
for examining how a voluntary standard like GRI 207 interacts with the corporation’s
disclosure obligations. Shell publicly claims to align with GRI 207 and incorporates
several of its components, such as tax governance and stakeholder engagement, into its
reports. However, it does not fully comply with the GRI 207-4 requirement for public
CbCR; instead, it uses the OECD’s CbCR format, which is structured differently. This
partial compliance offers a valuable lens to explore the challenges of harmonising
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voluntary and mandatory frameworks. Furthermore, Shell represents a highly relevant
case due to its industry and reputation. MNCs in the extractive sector are frequently
accused of aggressive tax planning (Kays, 2022), and Shell, one of the largest
corporations in the global extractive industry by market capitalisation, publicly
positions itself as a pioneer in tax transparency. Nonetheless, it has a documented record
of rapid compliance with emerging transparency standards (Shell, 2024, p. 16). These
characteristics make Shell a compelling and information-rich case study for analysing
whether GRI 207 drives meaningful change or simply codifies what organisations
already disclose.

This study analyses Shell’s Annual Reports, Sustainability Reports, P2GR, and TCR as
they represent the corporation’s primary public-facing disclosure in terms of tax
transparency. These reports are particularly relevant because they align closely with the
disclosure categories outlined in GRI 207, especially in terms of strategic narrative,
governance, stakeholder engagement, and jurisdictional tax data. Although the UK tax
strategy disclosure is a legal requirement under the Finance Act 2016 (UK), Shell
typically embeds this content within its Sustainability Report as part of its compliance
with regulatory obligations. For this reason, the UK tax strategy disclosure was not
analysed as a separate report. Furthermore, Shell’s TCR also incorporates the required
tax strategy disclosures within a broader voluntary transparency framework. These four
report types are therefore suitable for examining how Shell’s tax disclosures have
evolved before and after the introduction of GRI 207, and how the organisation engages
with broader stakeholder groups through public reporting, in line with GRI’s emphasis
on stakeholder-focused transparency. The objectives of this study are addressed by
specifically examining the tax disclosure length, a thematic and strategic content
analysis, performing a cross-outlet comparison of the disclosure content and form and
through an analysis of the tax aggressive behaviour of Shell over the period of the study.

3.1 Measurements of variables

Consistent with prior studies, tax disclosure length is measured based on the number of
items disclosed in publicly available reports (Mgammal, 2020). This study used the
number of words in the reports on tax disclosure as disclosure volume. Tax
Transparency Statements were identified as any text discussing tax principles,
payments, governance, or stakeholder engagement that went beyond mandatory
financial statement disclosures. Tax aggressiveness is measured using ETR, global
income tax expense divided by pretax accounting income, and Cash ETR, global income
tax paid divided by pretax accounting income. It is acknowledged that ETR can be
problematic in measuring tax aggressiveness, as the low tax payable can be due to many
legitimate reasons, such as differences in accounting and taxation rules regarding
depreciation, provisions, allowances, and exemptions (Hanlon & Heitzman, 2010;
Krever et al., 2022). However, researchers have extensively used ETR as a proxy for
tax aggressiveness in tax research, especially in studies of tax transparency (Mgammal
et al., 2018; Joshi et al., 2020; Overesch & Wolff, 2021; Kurniasih et al., 2023; Yang,
2023; Garcia-Bernardo & Jansky, 2024; Kobbi-Fakhfakh & Driss, 2024).

Furthermore, to reduce the periodic income distortion and timing difference, the study
also measured long-run ETR and long-run Cash ETR. The long-run ETR is measured
using total tax charged during the pre- and post-GRI 207 period, divided by the pretax
income of the subsequent period. The long-run cash ETR is measured in the same way,
except for replacing the tax-charged amount with the tax-paid amount. Dyreng and co-
authors (2008) introduced the long-run ETR concept to mitigate the impact of accrual
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or deferral strategies. By considering a longer timeframe, the long-run ETR and cash
ETR minimise the mismatch between cash taxes and earnings while dampening the
effect of carrying forward losses.

In addition, to test the robustness of the findings, an Adjusted Effective Tax Rate
(Adjusted ETR) is calculated as suggested by Schwab and co-authors (2022). The
Adjusted ETR refines the statutory tax rate by incorporating permanent differences,
non-deferrable expenses, foreign income, and subtracting tax credits, domestic
production activities deduction, and foreign taxes paid. This offers a clearer view of
structural tax aggressiveness strategies. However, its application is limited by data
availability, but as the study focuses on a single organisation, Adjusted ETR is
calculated from tax reconciliation disclosure and financial statements.

3.2 Data and sample

For this study, data were obtained from published reports comprising 13 Annual
Reports, 13 Sustainability Reports, 11 P2GR and 5 TCR relating to the selected case,
Shell, for the period 2011 to 2023. Note that the 2011 data are reports of the 2010
financial year, as every report is published in the subsequent year. That means the
financial performance observed in the study is between 2010 and 2022. All these reports
are publicly available on the corporation’s website: www.shell.com. Observations
began from the 2010 financial year’s report to observe the change after the GFC.

4, RESULTS DISCUSSION

The observation period of the tax disclosure is classified into two periods: pre-GRI 207
(2011 to 2018) and post-GRI 207 (2019 to 2023). The disclosure pattern is summarised
in Table 2.

During the pre-GRI 207 period, up to 2011, tax disclosure was limited to the Annual
Reports and the Sustainability Report. In 2012, Shell started publishing its P2GR
voluntarily. Later, in the post-GRI 207 period, it started TCR in 2019. The year 2019 is
considered the benchmark period for post-GRI 207 because in this year, Shell started
disclosing information related to GRI 207 voluntarily. Besides, the GRI 207 was first
recommended by the Technical Committee on tax and payments to the government of
the Global Sustainability Standards Board on 28 June 2018. From that year, the draft of
the standard was open for public opinion, and finally, it was released on 8 December
2019. As the standard was known to corporations from the end of 2018, corporations
could adopt its suggestions in 2019. Hence, 2019 is considered the first year of the post-
GRI 207 period for Shell.
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Table 2: Tax Disclosure Pattern of Shell from 2011 to 2023

Report Publication Annual Sustain- P2GR TCR Total Word
Year Year Report ability (Word (Word Count
(Word Report Count) Count) (Summation
Count) (Word of (3) to (6)
Count)
@ (2) 3) “4) (5) (6) )
2010 2011 2418 93 - - 2511
2011 2012 1966 156 1111 - 3233
2012 2013 1946 227 1203 - 3376
2013 2014 2269 270 1232 - 3771 5
2014 2015 2573 300 2596 - 5469 @
2015 2016 2532 725 5256 - 8513 &
2016 2017 2995 778 6010 - 9783
2017 2018 3837 753 5659 - 10249
2018 2019 3318 869 5804 29810 39801
2019 2020 4096 224 5283 37536 47139 =~
2020 2021 3717 346 4541 40505 49109 5‘2
2021 2022 4271 288 4473 42871 51903 E
2022 2023 3009 349 4806 38782 46946

Note: This Table presents word counts for the various reports analysed in the study, where P2GR
refers to the Payments to Government Report and TCR refers to the Tax Contributions Report.

4.1

Annual Report

The Annual Reports were the main source of tax information before the publication of
the P2GR. The Annual Reports primarily focused on providing figures such as total tax
expense in the income statement, deferred tax in the balance sheet, and current tax
payments in the cash flow statement. Although the word count for the Annual Report is
higher than that of other disclosures except TCR, these are mainly financial figures.
These disclosures are revealed mostly to comply with accounting and financial reporting
standards. Other than this, very limited tax information is found in the Annual Reports.

During the pre-GRI period, Shell’s annual reports show modest and consistent tax
disclosures. The lengths of tax-related content ranged from a low of 1,946 words in
2013 (published year) to a high of 3,837 in 2018. Most of these disclosures were often
within broader financial reporting sections, without a dedicated narrative or explanation
on tax strategy. Key highlights in the Annual Reports during this period included in the
form of notes, audit focus and Key Audit Matter (KAM). For example, in the Annual
Report 2017, the implications of the United States of America (USA) tax reform were
recorded as a KAM.

In the post-GRI period, disclosure length increased significantly, starting at 3,318 words
in 2019, peaking at 4,271 in 2022, and even the slight drop to 3,009 in 2023 still
exceeded all pre-GRI levels. In terms of audit attention, tax gained prominence during
the post-GRI years. It was included as a KAM in 2020, 2021 and 2022’s Annual
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Reports. However, most of the disclosure is still financial figures, like the pre-GRI
period. The type of qualitative disclosures in the Annual Report is mainly ‘boilerplate’
type statements. For example, in the ‘Taxation’ notes section of the consolidated
financial statement of 2018, Shell has made the following statement (Royal Dutch Shell,
2019a, p. 197), which is repeated in all years through to 2019 to 2022 (Royal Dutch
Shell, 2020b, p. 222; Shell 2021a, p. 246; Shell 2022a, p. 261; Shell, 2023a, p. 284):

The presentation in the balance sheet takes into consideration the offsetting of
deferred tax assets and deferred tax liabilities within the same tax jurisdiction,
where this is permitted. The overall deferred tax position in a particular tax
jurisdiction determines if a deferred tax balance related to that jurisdiction is
presented within deferred tax assets or deferred tax liabilities.

Overall, Annual Reports provided very limited additional disclosure regarding tax, other
than required by accounting or financial reporting standards, and the content and length
showed little variation since the implementation of GRI 207.

4.2 Sustainability Report

The Sustainability Report is prepared following the GRI and the International Petroleum
Industry Environmental Conservation Association guidelines and includes additional
tax disclosure as a part of voluntary tax transparency. The tax disclosure in the
Sustainability Report was limited to only a few paragraphs featuring ‘Revenue
Transparency’. In 2011 (published year), the report contained only a 93-word
paragraph. In the report, Shell (Royal Dutch Shell, 2011, p. 7) made the following
remark:

In the interests of transparency and accountability, we believe in the disclosure
of revenues that extractive industries pay to host governments.

However, in that year, Shell did not disclose information on tax payments to different
governments; it only mentioned the total amount of tax paid globally. Gradually, Shell
increased disclosure in the sustainability report every year. Incrementally, the reports
began adopting a more formal structure, incorporating Shell’s support for mandatory
global reporting and referencing regulatory changes in the EU and UK. The disclosures
also became more robust, outlining Shell’s alignment with OECD principles,
commitment to avoiding double taxation, and use of only government-sanctioned
incentives. In 2016 and 2017, Shell began linking its tax principles directly to internal
governance structures, with explicit references to the Board’s oversight of tax as part of
its risk management framework. However, the UK Tax Strategy disclosure 2016 came
into action from 2017, so the disclosure related to tax strategy also altered.

After the effect of the UK tax strategy disclosure, Shell specifically addressed the four
mandated areas: tax risk management, planning, risk appetite, and interaction with
HMRC. Shell outlined its governance processes, responsible tax planning principles,
low-risk appetite, and cooperative approach to engaging with HMRC. For example, in
the Sustainability Report 2016 (Royal Dutch Shell, 2017, p. 65), it is mentioned:

We comply with applicable tax laws wherever we operate. We are transparent
about our tax payments to governments, and we strive for an open dialogue
with them. This approach helps us to comply with both the letter and the spirit
of the laws.
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In 2018, a significant change took place in the Sustainability Report. This year, Shell
started mentioning tax payments as a contribution to society. In the Sustainability
Report 2017 (Royal Dutch Shell, 2018, p. 36), it stated:

Our contribution to society includes providing people with access to energy
products. The company also contributes through paying taxes, procuring local
goods and services, hiring locally, and supporting social investment programs.
All this is underpinned by our core values of honesty, integrity, and respect for
human rights.

Furthermore, Shell formalised its adherence to the B Team’ Responsible Tax Principles
and emphasised its participation in the OECD’s International Compliance Assurance
Program (ICAP). The reports in this period offered consistent disaggregated global
payment figures, but disclosures remained at the aggregate country level, and voluntary
CbCR had yet to begin. However, these disclosures focused primarily on compliance
and efficiency, offering little insight into Shell’s broader tax philosophy or transparency
initiatives.

A shift came in 2019, with the release of Shell’s first TCR, introducing voluntary CbCR
disclosures for corporate income tax, initially covering one year, and later expanded.
The following year, the Sustainability Report included not just global and regional
figures but commentary on Shell’s presence in low-tax jurisdictions, examples of
structural changes (such as exiting financing operations in Bermuda and Switzerland),
and a full outline of its seven Responsible Tax Principles. This evolution reflected a
clear response to stakeholder demand for granularity, accountability, and ethical tax
conduct. Moreover, Shell disclosed new taxes introduced in 2022, such as the EU
solidarity contribution and the UK Energy Profits Levy, showing the company's
adaptive transparency in a shifting tax environment.

Throughout the post-GRI period, Sustainability Reports also featured detailed accounts
of Shell’s engagement with policymakers, its role in developing the Dutch Tax
Governance Code (TGC), and continued alignment with international best practices like
EITI and Business at OECD.

While Annual Reports focused primarily on statutory tax expense disclosures and
deferred tax notes, the Sustainability Reports engaged with broader stakeholder
concerns and included elements such as stakeholder engagement and tax-related
incentives, areas that were either absent or only superficially addressed in the Annual
Reports.

4.3 Payments to Governments Report (P2GR)

In 2012, Shell published its first P2GR, which was only a two-page (1,111 words)
statement of tax payment about 14 selected countries. Regarding this disclosure, Shell’s
Chief Financial Officer made the following comment in the report (Royal Dutch Shell,
2012, p. 1):

7 The B Team is a global non-profit organisation that promotes sustainable, responsible, and ethical business
practices. The B Team Responsible Tax Principles focus on tax management, interactions with different
authorities and other stakeholders and reporting. See The B Team, ‘Advancing responsible tax practice’,
https://www.bteam.org/our-work/causes/governance/advancing-responsible-tax-practice  (accessed 1
December 2025).
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In the interests of transparency and accountability, we believe in the disclosure
of revenues that extractive industries pay to governments.

This statement is very similar to the remark in 2011 for the Sustainability Report (see
above). It includes information on income tax, royalties, sales tax, and production by
segments (Upstream and Downstream/Corporate) in different countries.

From 2013 to 2015, the format and coverage remained relatively static. However, in
2016, Shell began complying with the UK’s Report on Payments to Governments
Regulations 2014 (amended in December 2015), marking a major shift from voluntary
to mandatory reporting. The number of reported countries increased in that year to 24,
excluding countries where payments were below GBP 86,000.

By 2017, the report encompassed 29 countries, with disclosures presented at both the
country and project levels. The disclosure length also increased to over 6,000 words by
2016. Despite this growth, the reports during this phase remained predominantly
quantitative, lacking a strategic narrative or governance context.

The post-GRI period marks a further evolution, with Shell embedding tax transparency
within a broader corporate framework through the introduction of the TCR in 2019.
While Shell continued to publish the P2GR in compliance with UK regulations, its
prominence diminished as the TCR assumed the central role in articulating Shell’s tax
values, strategy, and stakeholder commitments. This shift is evident in the declining
P2GR word counts, from 5,804 in 2019 to 4,473 in 2022, with a slight increase to 4,806
in 2023, indicating a streamlining of the report’s function within the company’s suite of
disclosures (see Table 2).

Despite this reduced length, the depth and specificity of the P2GR remain unmatched.
For example, the 2020 P2GR includes highly detailed information on project-by-project
payments, specifying the government entities receiving funds, differentiating between
operator and partner payments, and even noting refunds and negative payments. It also
discloses in-kind payments made through production-sharing agreements, which are not
reported in Shell’s other reports. Furthermore, the P2GR offers methodological
transparency, explaining definitions, thresholds (such as the GBP 86,000 minimum),
exchange rate treatment, and the basis for project classification. These features give the
report a level of technical precision and regulatory clarity absent from the more
narrative-driven Sustainability Report or the consolidated financial summaries in the
Annual Report. The P2GR complements Shell’s tax principles, governance structures,
and ethical commitments with granular financial disclosures.

4.4 Tax Contribution Report (TCR)

The introduction of Shell’s TCR marked a major milestone in the company’s approach
to tax transparency. Unlike the Annual Report, Sustainability Report, and P2GR, the
TCR provided a dedicated platform for Shell to articulate and document its tax
contributions, strategies, and governance in a detailed, structured, and values-driven
manner. Over the period, the TCR expanded significantly in both volume and scope,
growing from approximately 29,810 words in 2019 to 42,871 in 2022, before slightly
decreasing to 38,782 in 2023. This steady increase in word count signals a growing
institutional commitment to providing stakeholders with deeper, more nuanced insights
into Shell’s global tax practices. Regarding the TCR, Shell mentioned in the report
(Royal Dutch Shell, 2019b, p. 3):
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This report builds on the information Shell provides in its Annual Report and
Form 20-F, Sustainability Report, and Payments to Governments Report. For
the first time, Shell voluntarily publishes the corporate income tax paid in each
country and location for 2018.

Further, the Chief Financial Officer mentioned (Royal Dutch Shell, 2019b, p. 4):

But transparency is about more than just numbers. It is also about providing
insight into our corporate structure and why we own entities in different
countries and locations. It is about explaining why we pay the taxes we pay,
and why we are not required to pay taxes in some jurisdictions. It is about
providing greater understanding of our business activities around the world:
where we make our profits, and where we are investing.

Shell did not mention the adoption of GRI 207 in the TCR published in 2019 because,
at that time, it was not officially in operation, but it includes most information under
GRI 207-1 (approach) and GRI 207-3 (concerns). This is because Shell complied with
the UK requirements of tax strategy disclosure and payment to government
requirements, and the GRI 207 includes information on both reports.

Besides, in this report, Shell published the first comprehensive CbCR, including tax
payment information for 98 countries out of their presence in 99 countries. This
information also includes most conditions of GRI 207-4. However, for CbCR, Shell
follows the guidelines of BEPS Action Plan 13 rather than adhering to those of GRI
207-4. It appears that Shell used this first year to start to develop internal systems to see
if it could gather the relevant information ready for the hard start date of 2021.

In the next years, Shell continued the TCR and increased the disclosure to 37,536 words,
keeping it consistent with 2019. In 2020, Shell also updated its tax principles and
adopted the B Team Responsible Tax Principles. In the TCR, Shell continued to disclose
and justify sensitive tax issues such as book and tax income differences, availing tax
incentives or presence in tax havens. For example, in TCR 2019, Shell provided an
explanation about ETR (Royal Dutch Shell, 2020, p. 33):

Average oil and gas industry prices in 2019 were lower than in 2018. This
would have led to an expectation of a reduced ETR. However, in 2019 we had
more expenses that are not deductible for tax purposes and one-off accounting
adjustments, resulting in a higher ETR of 35.5% in 2019 compared with 32.9%
in 2018.

In 2021, when Shell published its TCR 2020, GRI 207 became officially effective. Shell
declared that GRI 207 would be followed from this year. The TCR for 2020 covers the
Covid-19 pandemic year. That year, the world experienced the first negative oil price in
history, and Shell recorded a loss of USD 27 billion. However, Shell still paid USD 3.4
billion in corporate income tax in 2020, largely because of the payment of some taxes
in arrears and the profit of some companies in a few jurisdictions, resulting in a negative
ETR. Furthermore, Shell disclosed that it utilised 153 types of tax incentives in that
year. As tax incentives are susceptible to measures of tax avoidance, Shell justified their
use in the report as follows (Shell, 2021b, p. 25):

We seek to ensure that tax incentives are transparent and consistent with
statutory and regulatory frameworks before deciding whether to make use of
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them. We only make use of incentives where they are aligned with our business
and operational objectives and where we have a qualifying business activity.

Further, Shell mentions (Shell, 2021b, p. 26):

We will escalate a decision to accept tax incentives that are not specified in law
or not generally available to other industry participants. If we accept any such
incentives, we will encourage the relevant authorities to make details of these
incentives publicly known. In addition, we will make data available for
governments to assess the economic impact of incentives when requested to do
so by the relevant authorities.

In 2022 and 2023, Shell continued to comply with the GRI 207 except for the CbCR.
The disclosure length for the TCR was 42,871 and 38,782 words, respectively.
Interestingly, the disclosure volume decreased slightly in 2023. However, Shell
continued to mention their tax strategies and linked them with the corporation’s overall

strategy. For example, Shell provided a qualitative explanation of their presence in tax
havens (Shell, 2022b, p. 34):

We conducted a review in 2019 and 2020 of Shell-controlled and Shell-
operated entities incorporated or present in low-tax jurisdictions against our
Shell Responsible Tax Principles. The review considered the purpose of the
entity and whether it should continue to be in that jurisdiction. We identified
entities that are no longer active and can be liquidated as a matter of good
corporate governance. We also identified entities that can be restructured, held,
or operated from another jurisdiction. In other cases, our review concluded that
the entities could remain in low- or zero-tax jurisdictions because there was a
commercial reason for being there. Since 2019, we have liquidated 18 legal
entities in low-tax jurisdictions, including in Bermuda and Saint Lucia, and we
are liquidating 33 others.

Before the publication of the TCR, such information was highly confidential to the
corporation and was hard to obtain for an outsider. However, the standard made it
publicly available. Research has demonstrated that MNCs often shift profits to tax
havens where they do not have substantial economic activity (Garcia-Bernardo et al.,
2021; Garcia-Bernardo & Jansky, 2024). From the quoted statement from the TCR, it is
observed that Shell is informing its stakeholders about their presence in tax havens, and
they are also justifying their presence in tax havens due to commercial reasons, like
crude oil trading and retail sites. However, a generic example is mentioned as a
commercial reason, and why any specific jurisdiction was chosen is not mentioned.
Further to justify their presence, Shell states (Shell, 2022b, p. 34):

In line with the Shell Responsible Tax Principles, we do not use these
jurisdictions to avoid tax on activities that take place elsewhere.

Overall, it appears that many of the statements made appear to be consistent with
legitimacy theory to justify either low tax payments or the transactions undertaken.
While the tax disclosure is part of ‘soft law’, it is not clear whether the ‘tell-tale heart
effect’ has really resulted in Shell reducing its engagement in unethical tax
minimisation.

The TCR differentiates itself from Shell’s earlier reports by integrating detailed
financial disclosures with strategic narratives. Unlike the Annual Report or

280



eJournal of Tax Research

Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

Sustainability Report, TCR presents consolidated tax expenses and ETR reconciliations
without disaggregation or context and provides CbCR tax data, explains variations in
tax payments, and includes narratives on tax incentives, low-tax jurisdictions, and
Shell’s operational choices.

Compared to the P2GR, which remains focused on disaggregated payment data (such
as royalties, bonuses, and production entitlements) at a project and country level, the
TCR offers a strategic synthesis. It not only integrates the P2GR’s factual payment
disclosures but also explains how and why these payments are made. It provides a clear
narrative on methodology and treatment of refunds, and changes in reporting structure,
thus providing readers with the context to interpret the raw data meaningfully.

A thematic comparison across Shell’s disclosure outlets before and after GRI 207 is
summarised in Table 3.

Overall, the four reports share a common foundation to enhance transparency and build
public trust. The findings demonstrate that the TCR does not replace the other reports
but complements them, building upon their strengths while filling critical gaps. It
incorporates the quantitative precision of the Annual Report, the ethical tone of the
Sustainability Report, and the regulatory compliance of the P2GR. In doing so, it
appears that Shell’s TCR sets a high benchmark for integrated tax transparency.

Table 3: Comparative Thematic Evolution Across Reports

Report Type Pre-GRI 207 Post-GRI 207
Annual Report e  Basic tax expense and deferred tax Slight increase in tax discussion
figures length
e Minimal narrative disclosures Continued focus on financials,
including tax in KAM
Sustainability e  Brief mention of tax payments Explicit link to tax strategy and
Report e Emphasis on compliance, governance
transparency principles Inclusion of stakeholder engagement,
tax fairness, and societal framing
P2GR e Started voluntary reporting Expanded country/project coverage
e Country-level  payments  for Slight decline in length post-TCR
selected jurisdictions during the introduction
voluntary regime.
TCR Not published Introduced in 2019
Integrates strategy, payments, and
justification

o GRI-aligned
e Detailed CbCR data

Further, after analysing the reports, the tone and language of the disclosures do not
suggest that Shell was addressing any particular stakeholder group, but suggest an
incremental change in disclosure. However, in the post-GRI 207 period, particularly
through the TCR, Shell’s emphasis on tax contributions to society, justification of tax
incentives, and explanations around presence in low-tax jurisdictions reflect a
broadened narrative. This suggests a gradual shift away from investor-centric reporting
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towards acknowledging the concerns of NGOs, civil society, and socially responsible
stakeholders. Whilst this shift is likely driven by rising societal expectations for
transparency, GRI 207 appears to have provided a structured opportunity for Shell to
extend its stakeholder engagement by embedding these concerns more explicitly in its
tax disclosures.

4.5 Shifts in tax aggressiveness

In an endeavour to see if tax disclosure has reduced tax aggressive behaviour by Shell,
the ETR is calculated. Shell's tax aggressiveness is calculated for each year using its
ETR and Cash ETR. Further, long-term ETR and long-term Cash ETR are also
calculated for the pre- and post-GRI 207 period. The results are summarised in Table 4.

Shell’s ETR and Cash ETR fluctuated over time. ETR could not be calculated in 2016
and 2021, because the company experienced a negative income tax charged in 2015 and
pretax loss in 2020. In 2015, Shell recognised significant impairment adjustments due
to the discontinuation of certain large projects and activities, such as Alaska drilling and
the Carmon Creek project in Canada. Also, oil and gas prices reduced significantly in
the year, resulting in a low pretax income. Moreover, Shell paid some arrears tax and
advance tax in that year which did not correspond to 2020’s income. This resulted in an
unusually high cash ETR. On the other side, 2020 was the Covid-19 year when oil use
and price reached a record low and resulted in a large loss for Shell. Therefore, it is
argued that the ETR and Cash ETR of 2016 and 2021 are not comparable for impact
analysis.

Table 4: Calculated ETR, Cash ETR, Long-Term ETR, and Long-Term Cash ETR

Report Pretax Tax Paid ETR Cash Adjusted Long Long

Publication Income (USD in (%) ETR ETR (%) ETR Cash

Year (USDin  millions) (%) (Schwab et (%) ETR (%)

millions) al, 2022)

2011 35,344 15,362 42 43 53

2012 55,660 22,622 44 41 52

2013 50,289 21,030 47 42 56

2014 33,592 20,309 51 60 61 43 49

2015 28,314 14,299 48 51 50

2016 2,047 7,673 -k -k 135

2017 5,606 4,434 15 79 51

2018 18,130 6,307 26 35 35

2019 35,621 9,671 33 27 37

2020 25,485 7,605 36 30 33

2021 -26,967 3,290 - - 27 37 33

2022 29,829 5,476 31 18 39

2023 64,815 13,120 34 20 35

*: ETR could not be calculated in 2016 and 2021, because the company experienced a
negative income tax charge in 2015 and pretax loss in 2020.
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To overcome the unusual nature of ETR and Cash ETR for 2016 and 2021, long-term
ETR and long-term Cash ETR are calculated. The period of pre- and post-GRI 207 time
is used to measure these variables. Long-term measures eliminate the limitations of the
arrears tax and the advance tax. As a longer period is considered, it provides a more
comprehensive picture of the tax strategy of the corporation, minimising deferred tax
issues. It shows that in the post-GRI 207 periods, long-term ETR and long-term Cash
ETR decreased to 37% and 33% from prior periods of 43% and 49%, respectively. This
would suggest that the greater tax disclosure has led to a lower effective tax rate.

In addition to testing the robustness of the ETR-based measure, the study calculated the
Adjusted ETR to find the structural tax aggressiveness. In the pre-GRI period, Adjusted
ETR was mostly above 50% except in 2018. On the other hand, in the post-GRI period,
Adjusted ETR was mostly less than 40%. That means, in the post-GRI period, Adjusted
ETR also decreased.

To observe the tax disclosure trend during the study period with pretax income and cash
tax paid, a time series was developed, with a linear plot drawn by putting the long-term
ETR and long-term Cash ETR points on a graph. Figure 1 illustrates that in the post-
GRI 207 period, the tax payment to pretax income trend changed compared to the pre-
GRI period. The gap between tax payments and pretax income increased significantly
in the post-GRI period. Meanwhile, in the post-GRI period, tax disclosure also increased
significantly. Therefore, it indicates that while Shell’s tax disclosures have increased,
the corporation has also adopted strategies to reduce its tax burden.

These findings are overall consistent with those of Mgammal (2020) and Xia (2025),
that is, it appears that Shell has attempted to mitigate the disclosure problem when there
are low effective tax rates by increasing its volume of tax disclosure. Additionally, while
there are longer disclosures, there can be an absence of hard (detailed) information (Kao
& Liao, 2021). This can suggest that the more words used in a disclosure, the more there
might be to be concerned about.

5. FINDINGS

Shell’s tax transparency evolved markedly between 2011 and 2023. Prior to GRI 207,
tax-related disclosures were largely shaped by UK legal requirements in the Annual
Report and Sustainability Report. These were mainly financial statements and a brief
overview of tax compliance. A notable turning point is the UK’s 2016 tax strategy
disclosure requirement. The law required Shell to publish more structured and narrative-
driven discussions on governance and tax risk. Simultaneously, Shell began publishing
the P2GR, voluntarily reporting tax payments in 14 countries. Once the reporting
became mandatory, the number of reported countries increased to 24, and eventually to
34 in the post-GRI period. From 2019, TCR highlights the limitations of voluntary
disclosures compared to regulatory mandates. It also supports the argument that non-
regulatory, reputational forces can alter organisations’ cost-benefit calculus around tax
behaviour (Dyreng et al., 2016).
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It is suggested that the TCR marked a strategic shift in Shell’s transparency approach.
It is aligned closely with GRI 207. Unlike the Annual Report or P2GR, the TCR
consolidates financial data, governance, and stakeholder narratives into a dedicated
platform. Even before GRI 207 took effect, Shell’s early TCRs reflected partial
alignment, particularly with GRI 207-1 (tax strategy), 207-2 (governance), and 207-3
(stakeholder engagement). However, Shell opted to report CbCR data using the OECD’s
BEPS Action Plan 13 bottom-up approach rather than adopting GRI 207-4’s top-down,
public format (Brown et al., 2024). This suggests Shell’s selective compliance based on
reputational and commercial considerations.

Between 2019 and 2022, TCR disclosure volume increased approximately 40%,
demonstrating institutional commitment to transparency. These reports introduced
granular justifications on sensitive issues such as tax incentives, presence in low-tax
jurisdictions, and book-tax differences. Shell disclosed using 153 tax incentives in 2020
alone and framed their legitimacy around business alignment and legal compliance. The
TCRs also included narrative explanations for Shell’s presence in tax havens,
liquidation of 18 entities, and plans to restructure or exit others, citing commercial
reasons. While this aligns with the transparency goals of GRI 207, it is also possible
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that the disclosures were intended more for legitimacy management rather than to
evidence behavioural change.

To assess the behavioural impact of GRI 207, Shell’s tax aggressiveness was measured
using ETR, cash ETR, long-term ETR, and adjusted ETR. On average, during the post-
GRI period, Shell’s ETR and cash ETR were lower than in the pre-GRI period. Even
the long-term ETR and long-term cash ETR also reduced in the post-GRI period.
Moreover, the adjusted ETR that represents structural tax aggressiveness decreased in
the post-GRI period. That means, after adopting higher disclosure, Shell became more
tax aggressive in terms of ETR-based measures. However, this finding contrasts with
findings like Rudyanto (2025), who observed reduced tax aggressiveness with increased
transparency in Indonesian firms. The divergence may stem from industry differences,
enforcement contexts, and Shell’s strategic use of soft-law disclosures to preserve
legitimacy in a high-risk, extractive sector.

Furthermore, Shell’s TCRs attempted to justify declining ETRs by referencing non-
deductible expenses, one-off adjustments, and legitimate business structuring. For
example, in 2019, Shell explained its increased ETR as driven by disallowed expenses
rather than a shift in tax planning. This pattern supports the ‘tell-tale heart effect’, where
transparency serves to explain and defend outcomes rather than to reform practices. It
also reinforces legitimacy theory: Shell’s extensive narrative disclosures function as a
reputational shield amid stakeholder scrutiny. These findings are consistent with Oats
and Tuck (2019), who argue that voluntary disclosure under soft-law regimes may have
a limited impact on curbing tax aggressiveness. Similarly, Blaufus and co-authors
(2025) observe that UK firms often tailor the tone of their tax strategy statements to
portray themselves as compliant and responsible, even when their underlying tax
behaviours suggest otherwise.

In addition, comparative analysis across Shell’s Annual Reports, Sustainability Reports,
and TCRs illustrates a clear evolution in purpose and depth. The Annual Reports focus
on statutory reconciliation, the Sustainability Reports increasingly frame tax as a
corporate responsibility, while the TCR provides the most comprehensive view,
integrating strategy, governance, and narrative aligned with GRI 207. Yet, despite
Shell’s formal adoption of GRI 207 in 2021, the company continued to bypass full
compliance with GRI 207-4, preferring the OECD’s confidential, aggregated CbCR
method. This limits comparability, transparency, and stakeholder oversight.

Overall, GRI 207 introduced important new dimensions to tax transparency, particularly
board-level oversight, stakeholder dialogue, and disclosure of operational context. Shell
adopted GRI 207-1 to 207-3 with relative ease. It is mainly because many elements of
the standard mimic the UK’s tax strategy disclosure and the OECD’s CbCR. However,
it resisted GRI 207-4 due to the commercial and political challenges associated with
public, top-down country-by-country reporting. This selective compliance underscores
a broader issue with soft-law frameworks: they allow firms to engage with transparency
on their own terms.

Shell’s reporting behaviour aligns with Hoopes and co-authors’ (2024) taxonomy of tax
disclosures, where public, voluntary mechanisms like GRI 207 serve reputational
objectives but lack enforcement power. In contrast, the OECD’s CbCR is confidential
and mandatory, intended for tax authorities. Shell’s preference for the latter illustrates
the limits of voluntary standards in constraining aggressive practices. Moreover, Shell’s
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decision not to seek third-party assurance for its TCR, despite GRI 207-2(c) suggesting
it, further undermines the legitimacy of its claims.

6. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE DIRECTIONS

Despite offering robust insights, this study is subject to several limitations. First, it
adopts a single case study approach, focusing solely on Shell plc, a large multinational
in the extractive industry. As Shell had already engaged in extensive voluntary tax
disclosures before the implementation of GRI 207, the observed changes in its reporting
and tax behaviour may not be solely attributable to the standard itself. In this regard,
Shell can be seen as an early adopter or leading example, suggesting that the effects
identified in this study likely represent the minimum impact GRI 207 could have.
Consequently, this limits the ability to draw strong causal inferences or generalise the
findings across other firms or contexts. As such, the findings may not be generalisable
to other industries or smaller firms operating under different regulatory regimes.
Second, the study is context-specific, anchored in the UK’s tax disclosure environment,
where pre-existing legal obligations such as the UK tax strategy disclosure and OECD’s
CbCR participation have already shaped corporate practices. Thus, we caution against
extending these findings to jurisdictions with less stringent disclosure regimes. Future
studies may explore a multi-company case study in this area. Third, while the use of
ETR, cash ETR, and adjusted ETR offers useful quantitative proxies for tax
aggressiveness, they do not capture the full complexity of tax planning strategies.

Moreover, the analysis is limited to publicly available documents and does not include
stakeholder perspectives from tax authorities, shareholders, or civil society. This
absence of qualitative insights constrains the understanding of how disclosures are
perceived and whether they influence trust. Another limitation lies in the absence of
third-party assurance on Shell’s TCRs, which may affect the credibility of self-reported
data.

Future research could expand on this study by conducting comparative analyses across
industries or jurisdictions with varying levels of regulatory stringency. Cross-sectional
or panel data approaches could provide a broader empirical foundation to evaluate the
impact of GRI 207 on tax behaviour. Incorporating stakeholder interviews or surveys
would offer valuable qualitative insights into the perceived effectiveness and credibility
of GRI-aligned tax disclosures. Researchers could also explore the interplay between
soft-law frameworks like GRI 207 and emerging hard-law instruments such as the EU’s
Public CbCR or the OECD’s Pillar Two. Finally, the development of more nuanced
proxies for tax aggressiveness leveraging data from detailed CbCR could enhance the
precision of future assessments.

7. CONCLUSION

This study builds on the body of literature on tax transparency by providing useful
insights into the evolution of tax transparency of one company resulting from the
changing regulatory landscape in the UK. It is possible that Shell’s evolving tax
disclosures may reflect a broader trend of moving from minimal statutory compliance
to voluntary strategic transparency, which could be explored further in future research.
The findings suggest that while Shell substantially increased the volume and narrative
depth of its tax disclosures through the TCR, the impact on its tax behaviour remains
unclear or limited, particularly in terms of reducing tax aggressiveness. This outcome
may reflect the limitations of voluntary disclosure frameworks like GRI 207, which lack

286



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

enforceable mechanisms to drive substantive behavioural change. Further, Shell’s
partial compliance with GRI 207-4, selective adoption of OECD, and lack of third-party
assurance reflect the limitations of voluntary frameworks. Transparency was often used
to justify existing practices, rather than alter them, aligning with legitimacy theory and
legal realism. It is suggested that GRI 207 improved visibility into Shell’s tax practices
but fell short of effecting behavioural change, reinforcing the need for enforceable
mechanisms to ensure that transparency translates into accountability.

8. REFERENCES

Akamah, H, Hope, O-K & Thomas, W B 2018, ‘Tax havens and disclosure aggregation’, Journal of
International Business Studies, vol. 49, no. 1, pp. 49-69.

Arnaud, Q & Giordano-Spring, S 2024, ‘Tax disclosure strategies and reputational risks: An exploration
based on the standard GRI 207, Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 470, no. 1, 143278.

Balakrishnan, K, Blouin, J L & Guay, W R 2019, ‘Tax aggressiveness and corporate transparency’, The
Accounting Review, vol. 94, no. 1, pp. 45-69.

Barrera, R & Bustamante, J 2018, ‘The rotten apple: Tax avoidance in Ireland’, The International Trade
Journal, vol. 32, no. 1, pp. 150-161.

Belnap, A 2023, ‘The effect of intermediary coverage on disclosure: Evidence from a randomized field
experiment’, Journal of Accounting and Economics, vol. 75, no. 1, 101522.

Bilicka, K A 2019, ‘Comparing UK tax returns of foreign multinationals to matched domestic firms’,
American Economic Review, vol. 109, no. 8, pp. 2921-2953.

Bilicka, K, Casi, E, Seregni, C & Stage, B M B 2025, ‘Tax strategy disclosure: A greenwashing
mandate?’, Journal of Accounting Research, vol. 63, no. 5, pp. 1857-1915.

Bird, A, Edwards, A & Ruchti, T G 2018, ‘Taxes and peer effects’, The Accounting Review, vol. 93, no.
5, pp. 97-117.

Blaufus, K, Jarzembski, J K, Reineke, J & Trenn, 1 2025, ‘Public disclosure of tax strategies and firm’s
actual tax policy’, Journal of Accounting, Auditing and Finance, vol. 40, no. 3, pp. 863-887.

Boubaker, S, Derouiche, I & Nguyen, H 2022, ‘Voluntary disclosure, tax avoidance and family firms’,
Journal of Management and Governance, vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 129-158.

Brown, R 2023, ‘An empirical study of the Australian Senate Inquiry into corporate tax avoidance’,
Australian Tax Forum, vol. 38, no. 4, pp. 569-610.

Brown, R J, Jorgensen, B N & Sadiq, K 2024, ‘Revisiting unitary taxation with formulary apportionment
using public country-by-country reports’, British Tax Review, vol. 2024, no. 3, pp. 407-453.

Chaim, D A & Parchomovsky, G 2024, ‘The missing “T” in ESG’, Vanderbilt Law Review, vol. 77, no.
3, pp. 789-843.

Chen, S 2017, Do investors value corporate tax return information? Evidence from Australia, PhD
thesis,  University of Texas at  Austin, United States. Available at:
https://repositories.lib.utexas.edu/items/def5dc72-aa98-497d-bfb2-a829236f7eb9.

287



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

Christians, A 2007, ‘Hard law, soft law, and international taxation’, Wisconsin International Law
Journal, vol. 25, no. 2, pp. 325-333.

Christians, A 2013, ‘How Starbucks lost its social license — And paid £20 million to get it back’, Tax
Notes International, vol. 71, no. 7, pp. 637-639.

Davis, A K, Guenther, D A, Krull, L K & Williams, B M 2016, ‘Do socially responsible firms pay more
taxes?’, The Accounting Review, vol. 91, no. 1, pp. 47-68.

De la Cuesta-Gonzalez, M & Pardo, E 2019, ‘Corporate tax disclosure on a CSR basis: A new reporting
framework in the post-BEPS era’, Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal, vol. 32,
no. 7, pp. 2167-2192.

Desai, M A & Dharmapala, D 2006, ‘Corporate tax avoidance and high-powered incentives’, Journal
of Financial Economics, vol. 79, no. 1, pp. 145-179.

Dharmapala, D & Hines, J R, Jr 2009, ‘Which countries become tax havens?’, Journal of Public
Economics, vol. 93, nos 9-10, pp. 1058-1068.

Djankov, S, Ganser, T, McLiesh, C, Ramalho, R & Shleifer, A 2010, ‘The effect of corporate taxes on
investment and entrepreneurship’, American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics, vol. 2, no.
3, pp- 31-64.

Druzin, B H 2017, “Why does soft law have any power anyway?’, Asian Journal of International Law,
vol. 7, no. 2, pp. 361-378.

Dunker, M and Willkomm, S 2022, ‘Tax transparency through mandatory qualitative disclosures —
Determinants and  effects of UK tax strategy reports’.  Available at:
https://papers.ssr.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract id=4175275.

Dyreng, S D, Hanlon, M & Maydew, E L 2008, ‘Long-run corporate tax avoidance’, The Accounting
Review, vol. 83, no. 1, pp. 61-82.

Dyreng, S D, Hoopes, J L, Langetieg, P & Wilde, J H 2020, ‘Strategic subsidiary disclosure’, Journal
of Accounting Research, vol. 58, no. 3, pp. 643-692.

Dyreng, S D, Hoopes, J L & Wilde, ] H 2016, ‘Public pressure and corporate tax behavior’, Journal of
Accounting Research, vol. 54, no. 1, pp. 147-186.

Elbra, A & Mikler, ] 2017, ‘Paying a “fair share”: Multinational corporations’ perspectives on taxation’,
Global Policy, vol.8, no. 2, pp. 181-190.

Evers, M T, Finke, K, Matenaer, S, Meier, I & Zinn, B 2014, ‘Evidence on book-tax differences and
disclosure quality based on the notes to the financial statements’, ZEW-Centre for European
Economic Research Discussion Paper No. 14-047. Available at:
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2475909.

Fallan, E 2015, ‘Corporate social responsibility and tax aggressiveness: A test of legitimacy theory’
(review of Lanis, R & Richardson, G 2012, ‘Corporate social responsibility and tax
aggressiveness: A test of legitimacy theory’, Accounting, Auditing and Accountability Journal,
vol. 26, no. 1, pp. 75-100), Social and Environmental Accountability Journal, vol. 35, no. 3, pp.
198-200.

Flagmeier, V, Miiller, ] & Sureth-Sloane, C 2023, ‘When do firms highlight their effective tax
rate?’, Accounting and Business Research, vol. 53, no. 1, pp. 1-37.

288



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

Garcia-Bernardo, J & Jansky, P 2024, ‘Profit shifting of multinational corporations worldwide’, World
Development, vol. 177, 106527.

Garcia-Bernardo, J, Jansky, P & Terslav, T 2021, ‘Multinational corporations and tax havens: Evidence
from country-by-country reporting’, International Tax and Public Finance, vol. 28, no. 6, pp.
1519-1561.

Global Sustainability Standards Board 2019, GRI 207: Tax 2019, Topic Standard,
https://www.globalreporting.org/.

Godar, S, Aliprandi, G, Faccio, T, Jansky, P & Toledo Ruiz, K 2024, ‘The long way to tax transparency:
Lessons from the early publishers of country-by-country reports’, International Tax and Public
Finance, vol. 31, no. 2, pp. 593-634.

Gottsche, M, Habermann, F & Sieber, S 2024, ‘The materiality of non-financial tax disclosure:
Experimental evidence’, Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, vol. 54,
100600.

Halim, M A & Rahman, M M 2022, ‘The effect of taxation on sustainable development goals: Evidence
from emerging countries’, Heliyon, vol. 8§, no. 9, e10512.

Hanlon, M & Heitzman, S 2010, ‘A review of tax research’, Journal of Accounting and Economics, vol.
50, nos 2-3, pp. 127-178.

Hardeck, I & Kirn, T 2016, ‘Taboo or technical issue? An empirical assessment of taxation in
sustainability reports’, Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 133, pp. 1337-1351.

Hoopes, J L, Robinson, L & Slemrod, J 2024, ‘Corporate tax disclosure’, Journal of the American
Taxation Association, vol. 46, no. 2, pp. 31-61.

Hugger, F 2019, ‘The impact of country-by-country reporting on corporate tax avoidance’, Ifo Working
Paper, ifo Working Paper No. 304. Available at: https://hdl.handle.net/10419/199078.

Hussain, N, Rigoni, U & Orij, R P 2018, ‘Corporate governance and sustainability performance:
Analysis of triple bottom line performance’, Journal of Business Ethics, vol. 149, no. 2, pp. 411-
432.

Hyett, N, Kenny, A & Dickson-Swift, V 2014, ‘Methodology or method? A critical review of qualitative
case study reports’, International Journal of Qualitative Studies on Health and Well-being, vol.
9, no. 1, 23606.

Inger, K K, Meckfessel, M D, Zhou, M (J) & Fan, W (P) 2018, ‘An examination of the impact of tax
avoidance on the readability of tax footnotes’, Journal of the American Taxation
Association, vol. 40, no. 1, pp. 1-29.

Jemiolo, S & Farnsel, C 2023, ‘Complements, substitutes or neither? A review of the relation between
corporate social responsibility and corporate tax avoidance’, Journal of Accounting
Literature, vol. 45, no. 3, pp. 474-496.

Joshi, P 2020, ‘Does private country-by-country reporting deter tax avoidance and income shifting?
Evidence from BEPS Action Item 13°, Journal of Accounting Research, vol. 58, no. 2, pp. 333-
381.

Joshi, P, Outslay, E & Persson, A (with discussion by Shevlin, T & Venkat, A) 2020, ‘Does public
country-by-country reporting deter tax avoidance and income shifting? Evidence from the

289



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

European banking industry’, Contemporary Accounting Research, vol. 37, no. 4, pp. 2357-
2397.

Kao, W-C & Liao, C-H 2021, ‘Tax avoidance and tax disclosures in corporate social responsibility
reports in the United Kingdom’, Journal of International Accounting Research, vol. 20, no. 3,
pp- 59-80.

Kays, A 2022, ‘Voluntary disclosure responses to mandated disclosure: Evidence from Australian
corporate tax transparency’, The Accounting Review, vol. 97, no. 4, pp. 317-344.

Klaassen, P & Bobeldijk, A 2019, ‘Country-by-country reporting and the effective tax rate: How
effective is the effective tax rate in detecting tax avoidance in country-by-country
reports?’, Intertax, vol. 47, no. 12, pp. 1057-1069.

Kobbi-Fakhfakh, S & Driss, F 2024, ‘The effect of mandatory extraction payment disclosures on
corporate tax avoidance: Evidence from the United Kingdom’, Accounting in Europe, vol. 21,
no. 1, pp. 44-67.

Kopetzki, L C, Spengel, C & Weck, S 2023, ‘Moving forward with tax sustainability reporting in the
EU — A quantitative descriptive analysis’, World Tax Journal, vol. 15, no. 2, pp. 291-320.

Krever, R, Sadiq, K & McCredie, B 2022, ‘Identifying tax aggressive behaviour: Testing the proxies’,
Australian Tax Forum, vol. 37, no. 1, pp. 27-63.

Kurniasih, L, Yusri, Y, Kamarudin, F & Sheikh Hassan, A F 2023, ‘The role of country by country
reporting on corporate tax avoidance: Does it effective for the tax haven?’, Cogent Business and
Management, vol. 10, no. 1, 2159747.

Kvaal, E & Nobes, C 2013, ‘International variations in tax disclosures’, Accounting in Europe, vol. 10,
no. 2, pp. 241-273.

Laguir, I, Stagliano, R & Elbaz, J 2015, ‘Does corporate social responsibility affect corporate tax
aggressiveness?’, Journal of Cleaner Production, vol. 107, pp. 662-675.

Lanis, R & Richardson, G 2012, ‘Corporate social responsibility and tax aggressiveness: An empirical
analysis’, Journal of Accounting and Public Policy, vol. 31, no. 1, pp. 86-108.

Lee, B B, Dobiyanski, A & Minton, S 2015, ‘Theories and empirical proxies for corporate tax
avoidance’, Journal of Applied Business and Economics, vol. 17, no. 3, pp. 21-34.

Lemaitre, S 2019, ‘Illicit financial flows within the extractive industries sector: A glance at how legal
requirements can be manipulated and diverted’, Crime, Law and Social Change, vol. 71, no. 1,
pp- 107-128.

Mgammal, M H 2020, ‘Corporate tax planning and corporate tax disclosure’, Meditari Accountancy
Research, vol. 28, no. 2, pp. 327-364.

Mgammal, M H, Bardai, B & Ku Ismail, K N I 2018, ‘Corporate governance and tax disclosure
phenomenon in the Malaysian listed companies’, Corporate Governance, vol. 18, no. 5, pp.
779-808.

Middleton, A & Muttonen, J 2020, Multinational enterprises and transparent tax reporting, Routledge,
London.

290



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

Muller, A & Kolk, A 2015, ‘Responsible tax as corporate social responsibility: The case of multinational
enterprises and effective tax in India’, Business and Society, vol. 54, no. 4, pp. 435-463.

O’Donovan, J, Wagner, H F & Zeume, S 2019, ‘The value of offshore secrets: Evidence from the
Panama Papers’, Review of Financial Studies, vol. 32,no. 11, pp. 4117-4155.

Oats, L & Tuck, P 2019, ‘Corporate tax avoidance: is tax transparency the solution?’, Accounting and
Business Research, vol. 49, no. 5, pp. 565-583.

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 2012, Model Tax Convention on
Income  and  on  Capital  (updated ~ 2010), OECD  Publishing,  Paris,
https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2012/08/model-tax-
convention-on-income-and-on-capital-2010-full-version_glg1c5f3/9789264175181-en.pdf
(accessed 13 February 2025).

Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) 2015, Transfer pricing
documentation and country-by-country reporting, Action 13 — 2015 final report, OECD
Publishing, Paris, http://dx.doi.org/10.1787/9789264241480-en (accessed 13 February 2025).

Otusanya, O J 2011, “The role of multinational companies in tax evasion and tax avoidance: The case
of Nigeria’, Critical Perspectives on Accounting, vol. 22, no. 3, pp. 316-332.

Overesch, M & Wolff, H 2021, ‘Financial transparency to the rescue: Effects of public country-by-
country reporting in the European Union banking sector on tax avoidance’, Contemporary
Accounting Research, vol. 38, no. 3, pp. 1616-1642.

Plekhanova, V 2023, ‘On benefits of new legal realism for international tax scholarship’, Transnational
Legal Theory, vol. 14, no. 3, pp. 307-338.

Ricardo, D 1895, The first six chapters of the principles of political economy and taxation of David
Ricardo, 1817, Macmillan, New York.

Royal Dutch Shell plc 2011, Sustainability report 2010, https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-
centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jer_content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab 1645439879 copy 490321832
/text_copy_copy_copy__ 1589128498/links/item0.stream/1657185541738/1051284bed71f7eb
4af6976a1d67d0c40461e530/shell-sustainability-report-2010.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Royal Dutch Shell plc 2012, Payments to governments report 2011,
https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab 1645439879 copy__ 119956043
0/text_copy_copy_copy_/links/item0.stream/1657091755136/456f5710c27869d7b3a80234707
595c¢0ea938b03/shell-cfo-message-revenue-transparency25042012.pdf (accessed 1 December
2025).

Royal Dutch Shell plc 2017, Sustainability report 2016, https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-
centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab_1645439879/text copy_copy_co
py_ 1589128498/links/item0.stream/1742906433760/37ee3bc4799b4bt9efa3127795b6b7281
8779c40/shell-sustainability-report-2016.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Royal Dutch Shell plc 2018, Sustainability report 2017, https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-
centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab_978158744/text_copy_copy_cop

291



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

y_/links/item0.stream/1742906438442/7494c7e7e754d375d80bd30b1771903121fc1358/shell-
sustainability-report-2017.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Royal Dutch Shell plc 2019a, Annual report 2018, https://www.shell.com/investors/results-and-
reporting/annual-report-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_812377294/tabs/tab_61705099 copy 579650462/text.
multi.stream/1742905607084/dac9fae46b135df3789722119e0b9cc5b6d282a4/shell-annual-
report-2018.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Royal Dutch Shell plc 20190, Tax contribution report 2018,
https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab_405218944/text _copy_copy_cop
y__1178607592/links/item0.stream/1732112311760/1a4cc2ac2554961579da6b158cf0403cdcS
8b67c/shell-tax-contribution-report-2018.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Royal Dutch Shell plc 2020a, Annual report 2019, https://www.shell.com/investors/results-and-
reporting/annual-report-
archive/ jcr content/root/main/section 812377294/tabs/tab 61705099 copy/text.multi.stream
/1742905535559/8c¢8164754553b82936622a42fd542a06a7a71718/shell-annual-report-
2019.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Royal Dutch Shell plc 2020b, Tax contribution report 2019,
https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jcr content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab_66628456/text_copy_copy_copy
_/links/item0.stream/1732112314967/a2¢5200f603¢3d8c9efb7b87eaf8ef3d290450db/shell-
tax-contribution-report-2020.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Rudyanto, A 2025, ‘Does tax disclosure in Global Reporting Initiative (GRI)-based sustainability
reporting mitigate aggressive tax avoidance? Evidence from a developing country’, Journal of
Global Responsibility, vol. 16, no. 1, pp. 37-51.

Schoueri, P G L & Owens, J 2020, ‘In pursuit of fair tax competition: The linkage between PTA, WTO
subsidies and EU state aid rules’, Intertax, vol. 48, nos 6/7, pp. 582-601.

Schwab, C M, Stomberg, B & Williams, B M 2022, ‘Effective tax planning’, The Accounting Review,
vol. 97, no. 1, pp. 413-437.

Seer, R & Wilms, A L 2016, ‘Tax transparency in the European Union regarding Country by Country
Reporting (BEPS Action 13)’, EC Tax Review, vol. 25, nos 5/6, pp. 325-334.

Sheehy, B, Tuslian, W & Lie, L 2021, ‘The use of international soft law for corporate social
responsibility reporting in the retail industry: A study of four major retailers in the Asia-
Pacific’, Canberra Law Review, vol. 18, no. 1, pp. 60-80.

Shell plc 2021a, Annual report 2020, https://www.shell.com/investors/results-and-reporting/annual-
report-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_812377294/tabs/tab_61705099/text.multi.stream/1742
905483000/46170ccf92a7a52ea02ed46¢8a94770928c¢69208/shell-annual-report-2020.pdf
(accessed 1 December 2025).

Shell plc 2021b, Tax contribution report 2020, https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-
centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jer_content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab_66628456/text_copy_copy_copy

292



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

_/links/item0.stream/1732112314967/a2¢5200f603¢3d8c9efb7b87eaf8ef3d290450db/shell-
tax-contribution-report-2020.pdf(accessed 1 December 2025).

Shell plc 2022a, Annual report 2021, https://www.shell.com/investors/results-and-reporting/annual-
report-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_812377294/tabs/tab_338953895/text.multi.stream/174
2905417223/ddb70e54fdb262fale81db1212d92233672f779d/shell-annual-report-2021.pdf
(accessed 1 December 2025).

Shell plc 2022b, Tax contribution report 2021, https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-
centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab_598795121/text_copy_copy_cop
y_302865388/links/item0.stream/1732112316064/16c6f8b1bd336dca7b86660a6d335b5dd61
a58c7/shell-tax-contribution-report-2021.pdf(accessed 1 December 2025).

Shell plc 2023a, Annual report 2022, https://www.shell.com/investors/results-and-reporting/annual-
report-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_812377294/tabs/tab_1219767661/text.multi.stream/17
42905354181/24t673614687df7a13f18ceOcbd126c¢d73bc788/shell-annual-report-2022.pdf
(accessed 1 December 2025).

Shell plc 2023b, Tax contribution report 2022, https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-
centre/reporting-centre-
archive/_jcr_content/root/main/section_2106585602/tabs/tab_274730988/text_copy_copy_cop
y/links/item0Q.stream/1732112313093/26b9325e8c95119442547ce6ee535¢489¢5b5d7/shell-
tax-contribution-report-2022.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Shell plc 2024, Tax contribution report 2023, https://www.shell.com/sustainability/reporting-
centre/reporting-centre-
archive/ jcr content/root/main/section 2106585602/tabs/tab/text 1613975030/links/item0.str
eam/1732121616742/2177eb072aaca941de70e1316e4b0b2d5b8fc13d/tax-contribution-report-
2023.pdf (accessed 1 December 2025).

Stake, R E 1995, The art of case study research, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Steurer, R 2010, ‘The role of governments in corporate social responsibility: Characterising public
policies on CSR in Europe’, Policy Sciences, vol. 43, no. 1, pp. 49-72.

United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) 2023, Tax for Sustainable Development Goals
Initiative, annual report 2022, UNDP, New York, https://em-dev.s3.cu-west-
1.amazonaws.com/undp/assets/00v-zz5R/online-version-undp-tax-for-sdgs-annual-report-
2.pdf (accessed 13 February 2025).

Wichianrak, J, Wong, K, Khan, T, Siriwardhane, P & Dellaportas, S 2022, ‘Soft law, institutional
signalling — Thai corporate environmental disclosures’, Social Responsibility Journal, vol. 18,
no. 2, pp. 205-220.

Wojcik, D 2015, ‘Accounting for globalization: Evaluating the potential effectiveness of country-by-
country reporting’, Environment and Planning C: Government and Policy, vol. 33, no. 5, pp.
1173-1189.

Xia, J 2025, ‘Qualitative disclosure as a tax enforcement mechanism: Evidence from the UK tax strategy
disclosure requirement’, Journal of the American Taxation Association, forthcoming.

293



eJournal of Tax Research Tax reporting under GRI 207: an exploratory case study of Shell plc

Xu, S, Wang, F, Cullinan, C P & Dong, N 2022, ‘Corporate tax avoidance and corporate social
responsibility disclosure readability: Evidence from China’, Australian Accounting Review, vol.
32, no. 2, pp. 267-289.

Yang, L 2023, ‘Country-by-country reporting and corporate tax avoidance: Evidence from
China’, Economic Research-Ekonomska Istrazivanja, vol. 36, no. 2, 2106283.

Yin, R K 2009, Case study research: Design and methods, 4th edn, Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

294



