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Il ABSTRACT

Context: in the administration literature, it is possible to identify
several occurrences of the term enforcement, mainly related to studies of
corruption. These mentions, however, are not uniform and often refer
to different types of the phenomenon. In addition, they occur without
connection to regulation studies, in which enforcement is a central concept.
Objective: the objective of the present study is to identify the types of anti-
corruption enforcement present in the administration literature in the light
of the regulatory literature. Methods: we carried out a reflective thematic
analysis on 31 articles in the administration area, selected in the Web of
Knowledge database and published until 2017, in which corruption and
enforcement appear in a related way. Results: at the end of the analysis,
it was possible to identify four types of occurrence of the term in the
literature: punitive, market, competitive, and cultural enforcement. These
four types have unique characteristics in the light of the regulatory literature.
Conclusions: the identification of types of anti-corruption enforcement
contributes to differentiate the many ways in which the term is used in the
literature. Furthermore, as a study of a typological nature, it offers a way to
develop new theories, as well as to carry out empirical studies.
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Bl RESUMO

Contexto: na literatura de administragio é possivel identificar diversas
aparigoes do termo enforcement, principalmente relacionadas aos estudos
de corrupgao. Essas mengoes, contudo, nio sio uniformes e muitas vezes
dizem respeito a tipos diferentes do fendmeno. Além disso, elas ocorrem sem
conexio com estudos de regulagio, na qual o enforcement é conceito central.
Objetivo: o objetivo do presente estudo ¢ identificar os tipos de enforcement
anticorrupgio presentes na literatura de administragio 4 luz da literatura de
regulacio. Métodos: foi realizada andlise temdtica reflexiva de 31 artigos da
drea de administragio selecionados na base de dados Web of Knowledge
publicados até 2017 nos quais corrupgio e enforcement aparecem de forma
relacionada. Resultados: ao término da anilise foi possivel identificar quatro
tipos de aparigdo do termo na literatura: enforcement punitivo, de mercado,
competitivo e cultural. Esses quatro tipos apresentam caracteristicas nicas
a luz da literatura de regulagio. Conclusdes: a identificagio dos tipos de
enforcement anticorrupgio contribui para a diferenciagio das diversas formas
em que o termo ¢é empregado na literatura. Além disso, como estudo de
natureza tipolégica, oferece caminho para o desenvolvimento de novas teorias,
bem como para a realizagio de estudos empiricos.

Palavras-chave: enforcement; corrupgio; organizagoes.
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INTRODUCTION

In studies in the management field it is possible to
identify several paradigms of analysis, many with entirely
opposite assumptions (Burrel, 2006). This diversity
of paradigms can be attributed to the own formation
of management thought, which, as applied science, is
inspired by models of other sciences, such as economics,
sociology, and psychology. In many cases, the theoretical
sciences paradigms are compatible, but in others, there is
a real conflict (Gioia & Pitre, 1990).

One of the incompatibilities between paradigms
lies in the way they understand certain terms, which
assume very different meanings according to the
implicit theoretical and epistemological background
(Shepherd & Challenger, 2013). This situation becomes
problematic when there is an indiscriminate and non-
situated use of the same terms to refer to different
situations, causing ambiguities.

These ambiguities are recurrent in the business
literature, often producing conceptual confusions,
characterized by the construction of theoretical frameworks
with indiscriminate conjugation of the terms belonging
to several theoretical lines (Matitz & Vizeu, 2012).
A particular case of this situation can be observed in
administration studies related to enforcement.

In some works, enforcement is employed as a degree
of importance that individuals give to standards (Vitell
& Hidalgo, 2006). In others, enforcement is associated
with control agencies that act on organizations (Jia, Ding,
Li, & Wu, 2009). There are also those who associate
enforcement with disputes or conflicts exercised in disfavor
of companies (Bakos & Dellarocas, 2011). Finally, there
are those that make references to corrective actions to deal
with transaction problems (Mooi & Gilliland, 2013).

In addition to this range of the term’s meaning,
it is possible to find approaches based on opposing
paradigms. There are works that treat enforcement in an
utilitarian logic, conceiving it as punitive mechanism of
individual coercion (Becker, 1968); other studies conceive
enforcement in a constructivist logic, as a mechanism
capable of promoting behavioral transformations through
changes in the mental model of agents (Fisman &
Miguel, 2007). As a result, it is shown as relevant issues to
distinguish the types of enforcement from legal or social
norms, as well as the logics of action associated with each
type (Kaczmarek & Newman, 2011).

A rich field to study the many usages of the term is
management studies related to corruption. This is because
the recent phenomenon of fighting corruption has
conducted regulatory proliferation both internationally

(Carr, 2007) and nationally (Carson & Prado, 2014)
that has had difficulties to result in effective practical
effects (Heeks & Mathisen, 2012). This difficulty has
driven studies that seek more effective alternatives for
anti-corruption enforcement (Batory, 2012). This search
makes the term enforcement to be repeatedly explored in
the most diverse approaches by academic works.

In theliterature, itwas not found any systematization
or typification about the different occurrences of anti-
corruption enforcement. We also did not find works that
related these term apparitions with regulatory literature,
in which enforcement is a central concept. In order to
invest in this gap, the present work aims to identify the
types of anti-corruption enforcement present in the
administration literature in the light of the regulatory
literature. This kind of work has relevance by its knowledge
systematization, and is important to highlight different
uses and assumptions of the term and support further
theoretical and empirical developments.

For this, we initially carry out the discussions on
enforcement in regulatory literature. The two paradigmatic
models in the literature (coercion vs. persuasion) are
presented, and then we discuss the refinements that led
to the enforcement typologies in this area. Then, we make
considerations about corruption and the anti-corruption
movement in organizations, as well as on typological
studies in administration. This paper continues presenting
the methodological procedures for literature selection and
comprehensive thematic analysis. Next, we present the
four types of enforcement found in the literature and
perform the contextualization of these types in the light
of the regulatory literature. Finally, we have the general
discussion, in which we make a brief synthesis of the work
and offer contributions of this article for future studies.

THEORETICAL REVIEW

The term enforcement is not used uniformly in the
regulatory literature. Sometimes it is employed to refer
to the actions of the control agents to ensure compliance
with some desired standard of conduct. Other times it
is employed as the mechanisms that lead certain social
agents to adopt behaviors in accordance with the standard
of conduct (Kagan, 1989; May & Burby, 1998). In the
present work, we adopt this second definition due to its
conceptual scope, in which enforcement is understood as
the process that induces compliance with a norm, whether
moral or legal, written or implicit. In the following
sections, we present the main discussions of the area of
regulation, according to the perspective employed here.
We also present considerations about the anti-corruption
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movement in organizations and on typological studies in
administration.

Agent behavior and enforcement
strategies

Studies on regulation have been based on two
types of enforcement strategies: (a) coercion strategy; and
(b) persuasion strategy. Coercion studies are based on
the imposition of sanctions to inhibit the violation of a
standard, while studies on persuasion seek in actions of
education, negotiation, and cooperation the means to
ensure compliance (Frank, 1984).

It is possible to attribute these differences of
approach to the assumptions about the human nature
that the theorists of each line adopt. In the coercive line,
rational agents are assumed and, therefore, the decision to
obey a standard is the result of a calculus of the utility
maximization, in which the agent considers exclusively the
benefits and costs of disobedience to make his decision
(Polinsky & Shavell, 2000). On the other hand, there is
the constructivist approach, which understands that social
agents do not necessarily disobey a norm intentionally and
rationally, but for other reasons, such as ambiguity of the
norm itself, not internalization of normative values, or
even ignorance (Voermans, 2014).

The coercive approach applies to the logic that the
agent will act in accordance with a standard whenever the
potential costs of disobedience are higher than the gains
obtained from the infraction (Gunningham, 2010). Thus,
basically, the mainly idea consists of creating sanctions
high enough and with adequate detection rates so that the
violation of a standard becomes economically irrational
from a utilitarian point of view (Cohen, 2000).

On the other hand, in the constructivist approach,
it is argued that agents seek conformity either because
there is a sense of social responsibility and adherence
to the prevailing moral standards, or because they are
subject to external factors such as market forces, image,
or obligations with third parties (Rechtschaffen, 1997).
In this sense, actions of self-enforcement, in which
agents seek to identify and correct their own deviations,
are a demonstration of the desire for compliance with
the normative standards of the environment (Helland,
1998). Thus, the objective of enforcement is to ensure
that the need for compliance with the norm is internalized
in the agent’s mental model, regardless of the pecuniary
punishments involved (Glicksman & Earnhart, 2006).

The literature is vast on the effects of coercive
enforcement to curb behaviors that swerve from a pattern
of conduct (Gray & Shimshack, 2011). In relation to the

effects of persuasive enforcement, there is a smaller number
of empirical studies, with less evidence as to how effective
this enforcement approach is (Earnhart & Glicksman,
2015). On the other hand, it is argued that a very strong
coercive enforcement can trigger a process of resistance,
turning the intention of voluntary compliance less likely
(Kirchler, 1999). As a result, in certain situations, coercive
enforcement takes the form of a U inverted, generating
positive effects as it increases, but becoming harmful when
it exceeds a tolerable enforcement point (Liu, Van Rooij,
& Lo, 2018).

Enforcement typologies

The discussion between coercive and persuasive
enforcement came to be seen by literature as two extremes
in a continuum that had a diversity of styles, with
characteristics of both coercion and persuasion (Gormley,
1998). Several refinements of this initial discussion were
proposed in the literature, which eventually generated
interesting distinctions to understand the phenomenon.
Two of them are the most recurrent and so are treated
here. They are the distinctions between public and
private enforcement and between formal and informal
enforcement. A more detailed discussion of other forms
of classification can be found in Liu, Van Rooij and Lo
(2018) and McAllister (2010).

Formal enforcement is based on legal control
mechanisms, while informal enforcement is based on
social control mechanisms (Armour, 2008; Frank, 1984).
Public enforcement is that performed by a government
agent, while private enforcement is that performed by a
market-owned agent (Hay & Shleifer, 1998). Although it
is possible to draw parallels between the coercive approach
and formal and public enforcement and between the
persuasive approach and private and informal enforcement,
these classifications are not dependent.

In the formal approach, it is seek the creation of
incentives or inhibitions in formal laws or rules, so that
the existence and application of these mechanisms serve
as a behavior inducer (Galbiati & Vertova, 2014). On the
other hand, much of social cohesion comes not from the
application of laws, but from the force exerted by informal
mechanisms of social enforcement. These unusual
mechanisms can be punitive, such as negative gossip and
ostracism, or rewarding, such as respect, reputation, or
better trading opportunities (Ellickson, 1998).

This type of social enforcement is guaranteed by
the repeated interaction of agents, in which, through
socialization processes, cooperative behaviors are induced
and internalized (Posner, 2002). Repeated interaction is
important because there is learning about past behavior, as
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well as the possibility of applying reprisals to opportunistic
behavior, which is not possible in interactions of only a
single event.

Furthermore, there is an interaction between formal
and informal mechanisms, since the application of formal
rules, if poorly designed, can affect the dynamics of social
enforcement and induce conflict (Kube & Traxler, 2011).
Just as the typology punishment/persuasion acts in a
continuum, the formality of the mechanisms also varies,
with rigid rules at one end, passing through guiding
principles, until the other extreme with no written rules.

The other discussion between public and private
enforcement is related to the ability of private agents to
resolve their conflicts properly without state intervention.
In general, it is argued in favor of public enforcement
— firstly, claiming that it is economically unfeasible
for a private institution to maintain a procedural and
enforceable system of the rules, and, secondly, because
there is a view that the use of force is a state monopoly
(Polinsky & Shavell, 2007). It is worth saying that this
conception is, however, very associated with the punitive
perspective of enforcement.

On the other hand, there are also arguments in
favor of private enforcement. For that, it is argued that
non-governmental institutions have fewer bureaucratic
obstacles in execution, in addition to being financed with
private resources, thus not burdening the public budget

Table 1. Enforcement typologies.

(Burbank, Farhang, & Kritzer, 2013). In addition, the
private enforcement system could submit to competition,
and thus be less susceptible to regulatory capture (Garoupa
& Klerman, 2010).

This private enforcement can be performed by
independent private entities, such as arbitration chambers,
certification bodies, and unions (Hay & Shleifer, 1998).
However, it can also be performed by internal organizational
mechanisms, such as the board of directors and governance
bodies. This conception of internal private enforcement has
a certain relationship with the idea of corporate governance

(Williamson, 1996).

Although public enforcement is traditionally
linked to a formal dimension and private enforcement to
informal dimension, this association is not true, once there
are public enforcement mechanisms that are informal and
formal mechanisms for private enforcement (Armour,
2008). Similarly, it is also possible to conceive this duality
in a continuum, which varies from an exclusively state-
owned action, passing for a mixed enforcement, to an
enforcement exclusively carried out within the private
sphere.

In the following table, it is possible to make
a synthesis of the main dimensions presented by the
enforcement literature. These characteristics do not always
appear well outlined in studies dealing with the theme.

Dimension Description Continuums of ideal types
Strategy What is the mechanism of action? Coercive «— — Persuasive
Agent Who is responsible? Public «— — Private

Relationship How flexible is the application? Informal «— — Formal

Note. Source: own elaboration.

These typologies allow establishing the main aspects
involved in the configuration of enforcement mechanisms.
In this sense, as for the responsible (agent) for enforcement,
he may be a public agent, a private agent, or a mixture of
these two. About the approach (strategy) that this agent can
use to induce enforcement, it can be exclusively punitive,
exclusively ~persuasive, or something that combines
both aspects of punishment and persuasion. Finally, the
implementation (relationship) of this strategy can be through
a formal or informal framework of action, or something
with aspects that combine these two characteristics.

Corruption and anti-corruption movement
in organizations

Before discussing the appearances of enforcement in
the anti-corruption literature, it is necessary to carry out a
brief contextualization of corruption and the anti-corruption
movement in organizations. Corruption has been pointed
out by literature as being harmful and dysfunctional to
society, constituting a broad social problem (Torsello &
Venard, 2016). The negative consequences of corruption,
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however, are not limited to the social plane. Studies in
the area of administration have analyzed the deleterious
effects of corruption also for organizations. Among possible
consequences that it can bring to companies, we can list
reputational damage, the risks of punishment, the loss of
competitiveness, transaction costs, and the creation of an
unethical organizational culture (Luo, 2005). Because
of this, business literature has also associated corruption
with a negative connotation, labeling it as the dark side of
organizations (Linstead, Maréchal, & Griffin, 2014).

The need to deal with these negative aspects for
organizations has fostered a growing literature on both
organizational ~corruption and organizational anti-
corruption efforts (Pertiwi, 2018). The works have been
focused on understanding corruption at the level of
the people in organizations (micro plane) as well as on
disseminated corruption in the organizational structure
(macro plan) (Ashforth, Gioia, Robinson, & Trevino,
2008). The evidence has shown that these two aspects are
not only correlated but also generate negative impacts on
organizational performance (Katou, 2013).

To better combat these harms, the works have sought
to understand the factors that contribute to the occurrence of
corruption. These factors are classified as internal or external
to the organization (Pinto, Leana, & Pil, 2008). Internal
causes include incentive structure, aggressive culture, and
lack of controls (Galang, 2012). Among the external causes
are the structure of industry competition, regulation, and
institutional pressures (Luo, 2005).

Due to these multiple causes, multiple responses have
been proposed, such as regulatory changes, hardening of legal
application, incentives for the adoption of anti-corruption
control systems, among others (Osuagwu, 2012). However,
many of these changes, especially those resulting from state
action, have proved innocuous, often because they disregard
the dynamics of control mechanisms or because they run
into budgetary limitations (Heeks & Mathisen, 2012).

Fortunately, the management literature has
contributed to the proliferation of studies addressing
multidimensional anti-corruption mechanisms. In this
sense, it has been studied formal and informal control
mechanisms, focused on processes or results and that
consider several agents of interest (Lange, 2008). It is
worth highlighting that in these studies also permeates the
discussion about organizational enforcement, which is why
this literature is rich to understand this phenomenon.

Typologies in administration

Typologies have been important in the administration
literature as a way for the development of organizational
theories (Delbridge & Fiss, 2013). This is because theories

intend the description, explanation, and prediction of
phenomena, and typologies find a place as useful tools both to
describe and explain phenomena (Snow & Ketchen, 2014).
In this sense, it is possible to mention several organizational
theories that originated in typological studies, such as
Porter's (1980) theory of competitive advantage, based on
the ideal types of strategies, and Mintzberg's (1979), theory
of organizational structures, anchored in the ideal types of
organizational structure.

At this point, it is worth mentioning that typologies
are not simple classification schemes. Classification schemes
are decision rules that have the function of categorizing
phenomena into mutually exclusive and exhaustively
categories. Typologies, on the other hand, do not offer rules
of decision, but ideal types of phenomenon, which describe
a combination of attributes (Doty & Glick, 1994). As a
result, typologies are based on consistency logics, that is,
they are usually constructed and evaluated in the notion
of adjustment between the different parts that make up
the ideal type or configuration (Fiss, 2011). Consequently,
typologies have a higher degree of abstraction.

This greater degree of comprehensiveness and
abstraction, however, does not transform them into
theories, because it is not for typologies to answer questions
such as why, how, in what way (Bacharach, 1989). On
the other hand, typologies are a starting point for theories
construction, since, from them, theoretical relationships can
be proposed, hypotheses can be formulated, metrics can be
developed, and relationships can be tested. Thus, typologies
consist of an excellent tool to discuss already consolidated
theories, as well as to understand and form theories on
emerging themes (Snow & Ketchen, 2014). In this aspect,
the typological construction work carried out here finds
relevance.

The construction of typologies consists of a more
complex activity than the creation of classification schemes.
This construction involves the identification of the relevant
dimensions, followed by the specification of the ideal types,
aiming at the understanding and explanation of phenomena
(Niknazar & Bourgault, 2017). There are three most
recurrent approaches: (a) proposition based on a theory; (b)
proposition based on continuum; and (c) proposition based
on statistical tests (Doty & Glick, 1994). In the present
work, we opted for a typological development based on
continuums of the regulation theory.

To construct the present typology, we initially seek to
identify the occurrences of the theme in the administration
literature, as already done in previous typology studies, such
as in Miles, Snow, Meyer and Coleman (1978). In this work,
the authors developed their typology with a sample of 16
university book publishers, justifying that they could thus
understand the thought in relation to the organizational
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forms present in the industry. Based on this approach,
the authors identified four ideal types of organizations
(prospecting, defenders, analyzers, and reactors).

Based on this perspective of typological development,
the present work reviewed the works on the theme in order
to serve as a starting point for the construction of typology.
From this review, the appearances of the anti-corruption
enforcement theme were analyzed using thematic analysis.
Based on thematic analysis and on the enforcement
typologies of the regulatory literature, the typology
proposed here is contextualized. This approach is consistent
with other works that develop typologies within theoretical
schemes (Niknazar & Bourgault, 2017).

METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES

In this section, we present the methodological
considerations that allowed the identification of the types of
anti-corruption enforcement present in the administration
literature. For this, we discuss the way of selecting the works
used for analysis and the technique of thematic analysis

applied.

Selection of works

To select the papers, it was done a research in the
Web of Science database using combinations of the words
‘corrupt® and ‘enforcement.” We searched these terms in
the topic, which considers title, summary, and keywords.
This parameter resulted in 673 publications. The research
was then restricted to journals in the areas of ‘economics,
‘business, ‘public administration,” ‘business finance,” and
‘management’ published until 2017. This filter resulted
in 121 publications. Following, we selected only articles,
resulting in 87 papers. It must be highlighted that this
type of methodological analysis, as well as the use of that
database, is recurrent in studies to review the administration
literature (Crossan & Apaydin, 2010).

Later, we read the abstracts of these 87 papers. We
eliminated articles in which corruption and enforcement were
related only as independent variables to describe the national
business environment, without theoretical considerations
relating the two variables. We also eliminated articles that
presented only the evolution of legislation or organizations
related to the fight against corruption. After this initial filter,
31 articles remained. Using the reference base of these 31
articles on the Web of Science, we performed a cocitation
analysis using the VOSviewer software to identify the main
references related to the articles. We used these references to
assist the thematic analysis of the 31 selected articles.

Thematic analysis

Thematic analysis is a method for identifying,
analyzing, and interpreting patterns of meanings (themes)
in qualitative data (Clarke & Braun, 2017). This technique
can be divided into two strands: top down and bottom up.
In the top-down approach, the goal is to define themes
informed by the theory and apply them to the data. In the
bottom-up approach, the goal is to develop inductively the
themes from the data (King, 2012). Thus, it is possible to
say that the top-down approach has analytical orientation
with objectivist nature and the bottom-up has exploratory
orientation with subjectivist nature (Clarke & Braun, 2017).

In management literature, it is possible to identify
a series of applications of this technique to analyze the
most diverse data sources. In an illustrative way, it is worth
mentioning some studies, which, as in the present research,
applied this technique to documentary data. Radcliffe
(2013), for example, used thematic analysis in couples’
diaries to identify decision patterns in family life. Conaway
and Wardrope (2010) used thematic analysis to identify the
most common topics in management reports published by
businesses. Lane, Koka and Pathak (2002) applied thematic
analysis to articles to map the main research topics on
absorptive capacity of organizations.

Similarly, this technique can serve a diversity of
purposes, including supporting the creation of typologies.
An example of study in this sense is Jabareen (2000),
which used thematic analysis to identify a typology in the
literature of sustainable urban forms. In the same direction
Kusyk and Lozano (2007) Kusyk and Lozano (2007) used
thematic analysis to identify a typology of corporate social
responsibility for small- and medium-sized enterprises.
Finally, Caza (2012) used the technique to identify a
typology of eight domains of organizational discretion.

Analysis procedure

Regarding the method of application, several
variations are found in the literature. A summary of these
variations is presented by King and Brooks (2018), who
classify thematic analyses into four styles: (a) template
analysis, (b) reflective analysis, (c) framework analysis,
and (d) matrix analysis. Of the four styles mentioned, the
reflective analysis is bottom up and the other three are top
down. Due to the inductive exploratory character aimed
in the present study, it was decided to use the reflexive
approach, which has as its greatest exponents Braun and

Clarke (20006).

‘The authors propose the development of the analysis
in six stages, which are discussed and contextualized below:
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1. Familiarization with the data: The researcher should
dive into the data and seek to become familiar with it
(Clarke & Braun, 2013). This phase was performed with
the full reading of the 31 articles selected for analysis.

2. Initial generation of categories (coding): In reflexive
analysis, rather than trying to frame data into codes from
pre-existing themes, the goal is to use the codes as guides
to try to find implicit themes (Braun & Clarke, 2000).
For this purpose, it is possible to develop a semantic
analysis, focused on explicit meanings, or a latent
analysis, focused on implicit concepts (Terry, Hayfield,
Clarke, & Braun, 2017). The present research used the
(continuums) categories of enforcement (coercive vs.
persuasive, public vs. private; formal vs. informal) as
guides to text analysis and classification, and search for
latent meanings.

At this point, it is worth saying that although this
research used a theoretical codification as a guide, instead of
an inductive codification, the formation of the themes took
place inductively. This is because the codes coming from the
theory served to group similar texts, and not to frame them
to previously defined themes as it would be in a template
analysis. This type of approach to theoretical coding is
recommended when there is a specific theoretical interest
of the researcher (Braun & Clarke, 2006), as in the case in
question, in which we wanted to understand the themes of
enforcement in administration from the perspective of the
theory of regulation.

At this stage, two researchers printed and categorized
the texts manually and independently. After this initial
stage, the classifications were confronted and discussed
until a final classification was reached. This procedure was
adopted due to being one of the strategies recommended
by the literature to improve the process and ensure coding

reliability (Crabtree & Miller, 1999).

It is worth mentioning that although there are a
number of software available for thematic analysis, such
as NVivo and Adas TI, with functionalities mainly for
conducting thematic analysis of the template type, which

have a certain similarity with a content analysis, we did
not use them in this research. We adopted this procedure
because the intended thematic analysis did not focus on
textual exploration itself, but rather on the observation
of latent codes. Moreover, the volume of texts was not so
extensive as to make the use of software analysis essential.

3. Search for themes: The focus is to analyze the codes taking
into account how they are combined in order to form
comprehensive themes (Braun & Clarke, 20006). In the
present research, the analysis of the codes led to the
identification of four groups of texts with homogeneous
characteristics.

4. Review of themes: The objective is to verify whether the
possible themes have internal homogeneity and external
heterogeneity, that is, whether the codes are properly
assigned and the themes have a common core that makes
them equal and distinguishes them from the others
(Braun & Clarke, 2006). This was done by reviewing
the codes, as well as by searching for a conductive line
that would make the themes obtain uniqueness.

5. Naming themes: At this point, the author must question
the essence of each theme and thus build a concise,
strong, and informative name for each of them (Terry
et al., 2017). At this stage, we analyzed the central
mechanisms of each theme and from them we specified
four types of enforcement: punitive, competitive,
market, and cultural. The following table shows the
allocation of the 31 articles selected in the Web of
Knowledge database according to the four themes

identified.

6. Production of the report: This stage consists of making an
analytical and contextualized narrative of the literature
on the themes identified (Clarke & Braun, 2013). This
is done in the following topic, in which the four types
are detailed.

Table 2. Thematic distribution of studies on anti-corruption enforcement in the area of Administration.

Theoretical-empirical

Thematic Theoretical

Qualitative Quantitative Total
Punitive enforcement 5 0 4 9
Market enforcement 1 1 6 8
Competitive enforcement 2 2 3 7
Cultural enforcement 1 2 4 7
General total 9 5 17 31

Note. Source: from the survey.
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In addition to this guide of the technique application,
which consists of a framework structure widely accepted
in the literature, it is also possible to find additional
recommendations to ensure the quality of the research. In
this sense, King and Brooks (2018) recommend that at least
one of three strategies must be used in thematic analysis:
intercoder comparison, feedback from respondents, or
audit trails. In the conduction of the research, we used the
intercoder comparison in the category generation stage and
in the review stage of the themes.

ENFORCEMENT TYPOLOGIES

Next, we present the four enforcement types identified
from the thematic analysis in the administration literature.

Punitive enforcement

The first approach to the problem of organizational
corruption comes from the work on the economics of crime.
In this line, it was seek to model the incentives for criminal
behavior based on the crime’s probability of detection and
punishment, as well as the value of punishment (Becker,
1968). Thus, the more likely it is to detect or the higher
the punishments, the lower the incentives for the economic
agent to engage in criminal activities. The literature shows,
for example, that the increase in audit intensity or the
amounts of fines results in a reduction in the levels of tax
evasion (Chen, 2003) or a reduction in contractual values
(Di Tella & Schargrodsky, 2003). Also, when the levels
of punishment are more severe, the level of cooperation
between agents involved in corruption schemes (Abbink,
Irlenbusch, & Renner, 2002) tends to decrease.

On the other hand, detection and punishment
generate budgetary costs, since they involve hiring more
enforcement agents to monitor and prosecute criminal
agents, as well as higher expenses for the administration of
the prison system. Thus, within this line, the optimal level
of enforcement consists in minimizing incentives for crime,
subject to budgetary constraints (Polinsky & Shavell, 2007).
This implies that society will live with an ideal level of crime,
since the harm caused by that crime would not offset the
costs involved in its repression.

The literature has pointed out several solutions to try
to optimize this trade-off between enforcement and budget.
Regarding the probability of detection, it is proposed to
increase the incentives for enforcement agents to be more
productive or outsource the enforcement system to the
private sector (Becker & Stigler, 1974). In both cases, it
can be reached a situation of excessive enforcement, with
incentives for enforcement agents to persecute innocent in
order to increase their rewards.

With regard to punishment, it is proposed as a
solution to alternate custodial sentences for monetary
penalties, since the latter would have the same inhibitory
effect, but would not involve costs with the administration
of the prison system (Polinsky & Shavell, 2001). On the
other hand, it is argued that replacing a custodial sentence
with a monetary penalty, rather than inhibiting behavior, in
the case of corruption, would simply induce corrupt agents
to request greater amounts of corruption to compensate for

the higher penalties.

Another problem with punishment enforcement,
beyond budgetary constraints, is the possibility that there
will be corruption of the enforcement agents themselves
(Becker & Stigler, 1974). It is argued that corrupt agents will
seek to offer bribes to enforcement agents so that they do not
perform the detection of devious practices. The propensity
to offer bribes is as greater as the benefits obtained from
corruption.

Therefore, there is a need to create mechanisms that
ensure a non-corrupt enforcement system. One way that it
is possible is by drawing incentives that encourage the agents
of enforcement to be honest. Another way is to create and
apply penalties to enforcement agents for corrupt behavior.
The punishment, however, has a limit, because when it
exceeds the remuneration or income of the agent, it has
no effect. And that is the reality of developing countries
(Rose-Ackerman, 2010). In addition, the possibility of
punishment for the enforcement agents creates a disincentive
to monitoring, then reducing the probability that they will
find devious behaviors (Mookherjee & Png, 1995).

One alternative proposed is to increase the reward of
the enforcement agent to avoid cooptation by corrupting
agents of the private sector. It is argued that higher salaries
for enforcement agents can attract more easily honest
people to this activity (Acemoglu & Verdier, 1998). If the
remuneration of enforcement officers is lower than that of
other sectors, the enforcement function will tend to attract
manly people who see corruption as a way to supplement
the wage gap (Kugler, Verdier, & Zenou, 2005). In addition,
remuneration has been associated with higher detection
rates. In this line, empirical works show that the increase
in remuneration reduces the levels of corruption, especially
in the monitoring phase (Di Tella & Schargrodsky, 2003).
The option for higher salaries, however, demands greater
budgetary resources, which is not always available.

In addition to the typical budgetary constraint,
in which society chooses not to invest more resources in
enforcement agencies, there is the possibility of budget
restriction forced by the interests of organizational groups
involved in corruption, who lobby for a reduction in the
enforcement budget (Damania, Fredriksson, & Mani, 2004),
especially when it is active.
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Finally, although itis possible for punitive enforcement
to induce permanent changes in the organizational
behavioral (Abbink et al., 2002), the typical characteristic of
this kind of enforcement system is to generate a temporary
change of behavior, which once monitoring efforts cease,
tends to return to previously inhibited corrupt behaviors.

Market enforcement

A second alternative to enforcement is the market’s
role as an agent of social pressure to ensure compliance with
the law. In this sense, even if there are no formal contractual
relations or a coercive public agent that guarantees the
fulfillment of a legal duty, there are social mechanisms
such as social pressures, ostracism, and reputation, which
cause obligations to be fulfilled (Macaulay, 1963). These
forces can arise from individual and collective pressures
(Kandori, 1992) and are all the greater the more recurring
the interactions between two agents (Klein & Leffler, 1981;
Williamson, 1979). Within this line, two mechanisms
are discussed: the reward for integrity and the increase of
transparency.

The principle of the reward for integrity is to create
a counterpoint to the benefits that a company can receive
from corruption. In this sense, the company would no
longer engage in corruption to the extent that the market
recognized the company as honest and decided to reward it
for this behavior (O’Higgins, 20006). This reward for honesty
can come from shareholders who recognize the company as
more honest and thus pay a premium in the purchase of
shares; financial institutions, which see non-corrupt clients
as with less credit risk and, as a result, offer lower funding
costs; or by the government, which creates incentives for
companies that adopt anti-corruption practices and have no
historic of involvement in corruption scandals.

Empirical research shows that companies are
sensitive to these market pressures in decisions to engage in
corruption schemes and that is reflected in their disclosure
policies (Healy & Serafeim, 2016). That is seen in the codes
of ethics and anti-corruption measures, which present
more operational details of policies adopted and are much
higher than other business codes, such as environmental
codes and work codes, denoting a greater concern with the
implementation of such kind of codes (Gordon & Miyake,
2001).

In this line, discussions arise about the ideal model
of certification of anti-corruption practices, in order to
prevent the market from being mistaken by merely symbolic
actions (Pierce & Toffel, 2013). In this sense, there are
many possibilities, with certification being voluntary or
mandatory, with self-certification or certification by a third
party, with certification costs paid by honest companies or

infringing companies. The mandatory certification model
by third parties, with costs paid by companies with bad
practices, is considered the most efficient (Baksi & Bose,
2007).

There is also literature that recommends increasing
transparency, both public and private, as a means of
increasing the probability of deviation detection by the
market. Along these lines, greater access of the population
to the internet and transparency laws are associated with
a reduction in corruption rates (Elbahnasawy, 2014). The
same happens with the disclosure of income and assets of
public servants (Gong, 2011).

On the other hand, the certification of clean
companies and greater transparency have very limited effects
if not accompanied by a cultural change by the market, in
order to develop monitoring habits and reward non-corrupt
companies (Larbi, 2007).

There is also evidence that there is complementarity
between punitive enforcement and market enforcement.
In this line, studies show that after the punishment of acts
of fraud by government agencies, there is improvement
in the level of information and reduction of the level
of profit management (Fan, Guan, Li, & Yang, 2014).
This improvement is an attempt to compensate for the
negative effects that the punishment received generates on
the valuation models used by shareholders and financing
agencies, since in these models there is a tendency to discount
the risk associated with future events of corruption in the
calculation of present value (Healy & Serafeim, 2016).

Finally, there are studies comparing models of
punitive enforcement and market enforcement. The results
show that direct supervision is generally not associated with
a reduction in levels of corruption. The market supervision
model, with the government agent overseeing only disclosure
policy, is associated with a greater reduction in levels of
corruption (Beck, Demirgiic-Kunt, & Levine, 2006). To
justify these results, it is argued that direct supervision is
subject to regulatory capture and market supervision is not.

Competitive enforcement

It is possible to think a third approach to enforcement
from the competition structure of the market (Svensson,
2005). Itis argued that if all companies competed in a free
market, due to the pressures exerted by competition, the
profits of companies would decrease, leaving no room for
bribe payments (Otihal, 2014). In this sense, studies show
that there are higher levels of bribery payments in countries
with low levels of competition or with greater government
intervention in the economy (Clarke & Xu, 2004).
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There is, however, some controversy in the causal
relationship between competition and corruption. Some
studies point the increase in competitiveness as a consequence
of less corrupt environments. Thus, the reduction of the
bureaucrat’s power in relation to the imposition of market
restrictions would result in less opportunities to extract rents
for the exploitation of public services, giving more space to
competition (Emerson, 2006). Similarly, reducing levels of
corruption would lead to greater incentives for companies
to formalize and adopt information technology, thereby
increasing their competitiveness (Sudhir & Talukdar, 2015).

Moreover, in environments where corruption is
widespread, there would be no effective economic advantage
for companies to engage in corrupt activities, so that the
payment of bribes would represent a cost that would affect
business competitiveness (Fadahunsi & Rosa, 2002). Along
these lines, the studies show that the approval of anti-
corruption laws in countries with higher levels of corruption
does not generate negative effects on the competitiveness of
the industry (Geo-Jala & Mangum, 2000), which suggests
that there would be no economic advantage with corruption
for companies before the approval of these laws.

Other studies show competitiveness as an intervening
variable in the process of reducing corruption. In this
sense, the literature indicates that exposure to international
competition, measured by total imports, causes a reduction
in the country’s levels of corruption (Ades & Di Tella,
1999). Similarly, domestic companies wishing to compete
in less corrupt international markets need to reduce their
exposures to corrupt activities to become more competitive
and avoid damage to their images (Pierre, 2015).

Other studies, although not directly addressing the
relationship between corruption and competitiveness, bring
evidence that points to lower business tolerance to corrupt
environments as market conditions become more restrictive.
Along these lines, the evidence shows that to the extent that
companies need public enforcement to give effectiveness
to their contracts or need access to the credit market, there
is pressure for them to formalize, which makes them more
exposed to extortion practices by public bureaucrats (Sarte,
2000). This increased exposure makes corruption to gain
a larger social dimension, affecting a larger contingent of
companies, which can trigger political actions of the business
environment to reduce the discretion of the public agent.

This greater exposure to the public sector is also
related to the level of punitive enforcement, since as the
levels of supervision and punishment of informal activities
increase, so does the tendency of formalization of companies
(Antunes & Cavalcanti, 2007; Fisman & Miguel, 2007;
Sukiassyan & Nugent, 2008).

Cultural enforcement

A fourth type of enforcement comes from studies
on culture. Within an organizational perspective, culture
is understood as a collective programming of the mind
that differentiates the members of one category from the
members of another category (Hofstede & Minkov, 2010).
Behavior within the patterns of shared conduct is acquired
through socialization processes and becomes a well valued by
the individual belonging to that culture, so that the breaking
of this value represents a moral cost to the individual
(Greif, 1994). This value assigned to a pattern of conduct

acts as a behavior inducing or inhibitory mechanism.

A line of studies seeks to compare individuals who
were raised in different environments, but who live in the
same economic and institutional environment. In this sense,
we highlight the work of Fisman and Miguel (2007), who
analyzed the number of traffic violations committed in New
York by diplomats. The authors found that individuals from
more corrupt countries tended to commit more crimes than
agents from less corrupt countries.

Another line secks to perform experiments with
groups of people in order to identify variations in behaviors.
In this line, Shaw, Katsaiti and Pecoraro (2015) wanted to
understand behavioral aspects related to the involvement of
students in corruption. The authors found that the perception
of the act as corrupt and the previous participation of the
person in other acts of corruption are factors that explain
the corrupt behavior.

There are studies that attribute this culture of
corruption to specific segments of the population (Soot,
2012), as well as studies that seek to identify elements of
organizational culture as associated with devious behavior.
Along these lines, evidence points out that private
organizations, due to the more aggressive orientation
toward profit, tend to exhibit devious behaviors more

frequently than third-sector organizations (Becker, Kessler,
& McClellan, 2005).

Furthermore, companies that operate in environments
with institutional voids or low regulation tend to develop a
culture of informality, in which the exchange of favors and
the offering of advantages are seen as ways to strengthen ties
and increase the certainty of operations (Verbeke & Kano,
2013). Similarly, in environments where reciprocity prevails
among individuals, there is a higher incidence of corruption
(Alon & Hageman, 2017).

On the other hand, in companies where there is a
culture of impersonality and professionalism, there is less
tolerance for corruption. In this line, in small companies,
because there is a culture strongly linked to the figure of
the founder, there are higher levels of corruption than in
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large companies, where the culture of professionalism
prevails (DeBacker, Heim, & Tran, 2015). Similarly, agents
of multinational companies, which generally have a higher
degree of professionalism, tend to exhibit corrupt behaviors
in lower frequency than employees of domestic companies,
which tend to be less professionalized than multinationals
(Braguinsky & Mityakov, 2015).

The studies also point to organizations as agents
capable of implementing practices that change cultural
perceptions about corruption. Thus, the simple existence
of an ethics committee, even if not effective, serves as a
symbolic means capable of modifying the perception of
organizational agents about organizational tolerance to
corruption practices (Smith, 2003). Furthermore, the
professionalization of the company, through the hiring of
employees from multinationals with a strong culture of
transparency, acts as a mechanism capable of changing the

organizational culture of domestic companies through a
socialization process (Braguinsky & Mityakov, 2015).

CONNECTIONS BETWEEN REGULATORY
AND MANAGEMENT LITERATURE

In the previous section, four forms were identified
in which the term enforcement has been used in the
literature of organizations. From the exposure, it is possible
to perceive that they present different foundations, both in
terms of enforcement characteristics and in relation to the
mechanisms by which they induce behavior. In addition,
from a stakeholder’s perspective it is possible to infer that
these forms of enforcement have stronger links with certain
agents of interest. We present a systematization of the
characteristics of these approaches below.

Table 3. Comparison of study modalities related to enforcement in the area of organizations.

Enforcement typology Punitive enforcement Competitive enforcement Market enforcement Cultural enforcement
. . . Compliance induction Compliance induction Compliance induction by
. Compliance induction .
Definition based on the search for based on resource moral alignment to the

based on punitive action. .
efficiency.

. ) - Penalty - Production efficiency

Mechanism of action .

- Supervision - Access to markets
Enforcement strategy Coercive Coercive
Enforcement agent Public and private Private
Enforcement relation Formal Informal

- Government - Competitors
Stakeholder involved )

- Regulatory agencies - Customers

constraints. standard of conduct.

- Volume of financial
resources

- Beliefs and values

- Socialization processes
- Honesty reward

Persuasive Persuasive
Private Private
Informal Informal

- Shareholders - Employees
- Banks - Managers

Note. Source: Own elaboration.

According to this classification, it is possible to make
some considerations. First, considering the enforcement
strategy, it is possible to infer, by the recurrence of the
arguments raised, that within the competitive and punitive
approaches there is a tendency to approach enforcement in
a perspective of coerciveness, whereas in market and cultural
approaches there is a greater recurrence of persuasive

approaches. In relation to formality, punitive and market
enforcements tend to present a more formal characteristic,
while the competitive and cultural a more informal
perspective. This outlook is similar to other approaches in
the literature (Armour, 2008; Frank, 1984). Thus, in an
association of the administration and regulation literature,
it is possible to present the following connection.

Table 4. Relationship between enforcement in the administration literature and in the regulatory literature.

Strategy\Relationship Coercive Persuasive
Formal -
Informal Competitive Market; Cultural

Note. Source: own elaboration.
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Another point that deserves to be highlighted is that
in the administration literature there is a predominance of
studies with a private focus, with an association of public
enforcement with punitive enforcement. This perspective
seems to reinforce the idea that in literature there is an
attempt to seek approaches that are less dependent on the
government budget (Batory, 2012). Another explanation
for this relationship may be associated with the fact that
management seeks a perspective that contemplates several
agents (stakeholders), not focusing only on a public and
private distinction (Freeman, 1984).

GENERAL DISCUSSION

In the present work, we sought to situate the use
of enforcement terminology in management studies
within the perspective of the theory of enforcement from
the regulatory literature. For this, initially, we identified
the dimensions related to enforcement in the regulatory
literature, following the identification of theoretical lines
related to anti-corruption enforcement in organizational
studies, and ending with a discussion of the interrelations
between these two literatures.

As a result, it was possible to identify four distinct
types of the term enforcement in the area of administration,
which have different characteristics from the point of view
of the enforcement dimensions of the regulatory literature.
Thus, it was possible to achieve the proposed objective. The
evidence of these characteristics contributes to the better use
of terminology in the applied studies, and points to possible
ways to expand the literature.

In this sense, from the present work, future studies
may seek to develop theories that relate the types of
enforcement identified with organizational phenomena
such as financial performance, legitimacy, transaction costs,
organizational culture, among other possibilities. Another
way for future studies is the investigation of measures to
quantify the enforcement dimensions identified in the
present paper in order to measure the degree of occurrence
of each type of enforcement and subsidize empirical work.
In addition, empirical studies can test the effectiveness
of each of the types of enforcement identified in order to
provide guidance for practical applications in the corporate
environment.

Furthermore, it is worth to observe that there is a
growing search for alternative mental models, which seek to

understand the behavior of the agent not only in a rational
utilitarian perspective, but also in an institutional and
cultural one (Fisman & Miguel, 2007). In this sense, it is
shown as promising to investigate behavioral approaches,
which are still residual and more recent in relation to
punitive enforcement. In addition to this perspective, the
present work has some possible lines of empirical theoretical
advancement.

One possibility of research based on this
systematization is to analyze the extent to which these
dimensions complement each other or show themselves
as rivals. There are studies, for example, that point to the
reciprocal influence between coercive strategies and those
of persuasion (Liu et al., 2018). This perspective can be
expanded to investigate, for example, the extent to which
the degree of formality can affect the propensity of informal
adoption of an anti-corruption practice, or how the punitive
model is associated with the cultural model.

Another possibility of investigation is to analyze
the costs associated with each approach, in order to
perform a cost-benefit analysis of the various perspectives
(Cohen, 2000). This is because while the budgetary costs
of a public coercive approach are clear, it is also necessary
to consider that there are costs associated with private
enforcement approaches, such as agency costs, transaction
costs, and even implementation costs of monitoring
strategies.

As a last suggestion, considering agents with multiple
rationalities, it is possible to investigate to what degree
these various approaches interact together in determining
the behavior of agents (Glicksman & Earnhart, 20006). In
this sense, it would be interesting to investigate whether
contextual aspects can cause one or another approach to be
more present in the environment and have a greater degree
of effectiveness on behavior formation.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that the present study
of typological classification, as well as any study of this
nature, presents as main limitation the theoretical approach
used, which contributed to the final form of the types of
enforcement identified. This limitation, however, does not
invalidate the study, since it presents the perspective from
an outlook of analysis. Future studies may propose, within
other theoretical approaches, typological alternatives to the
same research problem, with which this typology can be
contrasted.
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