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Abstract. This paper measures the perception of Yemeni citizens of the severity of tax evasion relative to other 
crimes and violations. The main objectives of this study are: (1) to examine the level of the seriousness of tax 
evasion compared to other offences; (2) to determine whether there is a significant differences in the seriousness 
of tax evasion between victim and victimless of offences; and (3) to investigate the influence of the demographic 
variables, namely; age, gender, marital status, education, source of income, occupation, level of income and tax 
return preparer on the seriousness of tax evasion. The perception of tax evasion may somewhat explain the degree 
of non-compliance with the tax laws. Using data from a self-administered survey and a personnel structured 
interview in 2009, the results of mean and comparative analysis show that tax evasion items were ranked as the 
three least crimes of 30 listed crimes.  Further, tax evasion is categorized the least serious category out of six 
categories. The results of the multiple regression show that age, gender, marital status, source of income and 
occupation explain different perceptions towards the seriousness of tax evasion. The results of this study should be 
useful to policy makers in Yemen and elsewhere, as it was found that there is an alarming signal that tax evasion is 
relatively ranked as the least serious offence, which could lead to an environment where taxpayers may not be 
afraid of cheating on their tax returns..  
 
  

 
Introduction 

 
Albeit Yemen has introduced the self-assessment 
system (SAS) in 2004 to be applicable to all 
taxpayers (Aljamaree and Algaylee, 2007), 
established a specific public administration for 
combating tax evasion, and carried out several 
international, regional, and governmental efforts to 
minimize financial crime, tax evasion, the level of tax 
evasion still remains questionable (Embassy of 
Yemen, 2007). Specifically, previous studies have 
evidenced that the voluntary compliance behavior of 
taxpayers is derived from the fully implementation of 
self-assessment system. As a result, tax authorities 
bear low cost of collecting taxes through the 
voluntary compliance (Brand, 1996). But the tax non-
compliance found to be existed everywhere and the 
tax authorities are working hard to reduce the tax 
non-compliance and maximize the voluntary 

compliance rates (Hasseldine, 1999; Pentland and 
Carlile, 1996).  

This problem of the tax non-compliance has led to 
an environment that motivates the Yemeni taxpayers 
not to report and/or pay their taxable income (Embassy 
of Yemen, 2007).  Studies, conducted about the 
perceptions of tax evasion as a crime, have suggested 
that the tax non-compliance environment has been 
created from the perception of the taxpayers towards 
tax evasion as a non-serious crime (Karlinsky, 2004; 
Abdul Manaf and Abdul Jabbar, 2006). Consequently, 
the degree of non-compliance with the tax laws could 
be explained somewhat by the perception towards the 
tax evasion. And, it is obvious that the public's 
perception of the severity of a crime has important 
implications for society (Karlinsky et al., 2004). 
However, those studies are inconclusive in explaining 
the variability of the perceptions towards tax evasion 
as a crime.  Despite the fact that these 
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researches conducted on this area in the US, Australia, 
and Malaysia are a few, a study about the perception of 
tax evasion in Yemen does not exist. Evidence on tax 
evasion perception found in the Western and other 
developing countries may not be generalized to the 
context of Yemen because of the differences in the 
environmental factors such as economy, business, 
culture, and regulations. Consequently, differences in 
the environmental factors are expected to cause 
differences in the perception. 
 More important, the Islamic religious perspective 
that has not been explored yet is believed to influence 
the perceptions of the Yemeni citizens towards tax 
evasion has been investigated using the personnel 
structured interview method. Specifically, Yemen is 
considered a unique in its culture in terms of the 
religion, Islam, and how this religion influences the 
whole life aspects ignoring the power of regulation 
and laws that go against Islamic teachings. People 
evade tax like Americans, Australians and 
Malaysians. But, the reason of evading the tax is 
different from the reasons stated by the other 
countries. The most important reason is that Islam 
forbids collecting tax because Muslims are subject 
to pay only Zakat. And, paying tax is only subject to 
special circumstances in which the country is in 
need for further funds. The previous studies 
conducted to measure the Islamic religious 
perspective concluded that Muslims are more 
flexible in their perceptions towards the topic of tax 
evasion (McGee, 1998b; Murtuza and Ghazanfar, 
1998). Thus, this study measures the perceptions of 
Yemenis towards the severity of tax evasion as a 
crime relative to other offences in 2009. This paper 
is organized as follows.  The second section 
provides the literature review followed by the 
research design and methodology in the third 
section.  Results of the study are discussed in 
section four followed by the discussion and 
conclusion in section five.  
 

Literature Review 
 

Crime and tax evasion 
 For decades, tax researchers have investigated 
why some people pay taxes while others do not.  
Through experiments (Boylan and Sprinkle, 2001), 
random surveys (Fisher et al., 1989), and available 
tax databases (Erard and Ho, 2001), researchers have 
identified characteristics of noncompliant taxpayers 
and what is likely to motivate tax compliance. 
 Specifically, studies conducted about the tax 
evasion considered this practice as a 'white-collar 
crime' or a type of criminal behavior (Wentworth and 

Rickel, 1985; Jackson and Milliron, 1986; Ghosh and 
Crain, 1995). The debate emerged over what 
constitutes a white-collar crime and how such a crime 
is defined at the very moment that Edwin Sutherland 
coined the concept in 1939 (Sutherland, 1949). 
Tappan (1947) and a tradition of legal scholars 
challenged the conceptualization of white-collar 
crime. For Tappan, what Sutherland had ultimately 
described was merely a series of regulatory violations 
by well-positioned managers of large US 
corporations. Although these acts were clearly 
violations of the law, they were not crimes, because 
crime is ultimately defined by criminal law. 
Sociologists have challenged the notion of crimes as 
simply the result of the text of the law (Braithwaite, 
1989; McBernet, 1991, 1992; Croall, 1992). There 
are several studies conducted to measure the severity 
of crimes in the US and international criminal justice, 
sociology and psychology literature, but very few 
conducted in the accounting and tax literature 
(Karlinsky et al., 2004). The people in the US view 
tax evasion as a less serious crime comparing to other 
crimes and consider this action as a violation and not 
a crime. A violation is an offence that is usually 
punishable by a fine only compared to crime, which 
is often punishable with imprisonment (Warr, 1989). 
 The Australian Institute of Criminology 
conducted a study in 1986 to measure the seriousness 
of 13 specific offences behavior. It has been 
highlighted that a person who cheats on paying 
income tax of AUD5000 (i.e. tax evasion) was ranked 
ninth and it was viewed as almost six times more 
serious than stealing a bicycle worth AUD1000. 
Murder was ranked as the most serious offence 
followed by heroin smuggling and the least serious 
was shoplifting goods worth AUD5. Murder was 
viewed more 27 times more serious than bicycle 
theft, while shoplifting goods was viewed as almost 
similar to bicycle theft (Wilson et al., 1986).  Eicher 
et al. (2002) conducted a study to examine the 
differences in opinions of men and women relating to 
six behaviors. Overstating tax deductions was found 
to be the second least serious offence for both sexes, 
as 44% and 36% of males and females respectively 
felt the behavior was somewhat or very acceptable. 
Speeding was found to be the least serious offence as 
males were more likely to find this act to be very 
acceptable (least serious) compared to females.  The 
studies, conducted to measure the perceptions 
towards tax evasion, investigated 13 crime items and 
eight items of violations, which include more specific 
examples of white-collar crimes/violations such as 
insider trading, tax evasion and accounting fraud. 
They, also, further divided those crimes and 



J. King Saud Univ., Vol. 24, Law & Political Sci. (2), Riyadh (2012/1433H.)  3 
 

violations into two categories, i.e. victim and 
victimless (Abdul Manaf and Abdul Jabbar, 2006). 
 
Crime and tax evasion in Yemen 
 The Yemeni Penal and Code Law No. 12 (1994) 
classifies crime into two types: serious crimes and 
non-serious crimes. Serious crimes refer to the crimes 
punished by executing, cutting off one organ or more 
than one, and/or imprisoning for more than three 
years. Non-serious crimes refer to the crimes 
punished by fining and/or imprisoning for less than 
three years. It is believed that people would classify 
non-serious crimes as less serious than serious 
crimes. Examples of each type of crime are given in 
Table 1 below (Yemeni Interior Ministry, 1994). 
 
Table 1. Examples of serious and non-serious crimes 

Serious Crimes Non-serious Crimes 
Rape Pick-pocketing 
Bribery Understatement of taxable income 
Drug 

trafficking/dealing 
Sexual Harassment 

Financial fraud Overstatement of tax deductions 
Murder Employing illegal worker 
Terrorism Prostitution 
Adultery Shop-lifting 
Homosexuality Fail to submit a tax return 
Insulting Islamic 

teachings 
Illegal gambling 

Official document 
forgery 

Alcohol drinking/dealing 

Currency forgery Begging 
Robbery with 

Firearms 
Fireworks acquiring/dealing 

Official seal forgery Running a red light 
Robbery without 

firearms 
Intentional killing peoples’ animals 

Arson Speeding 
Pollution Employee abuse 
Official stamp 

forgery 
President abuse 

Kidnapping Hiding a person escaping from doing 
the military service 

 
 It is important to differentiate between crimes 
involve people and crimes do not. It is evidenced that 
people view crimes that do not involve people as less 
serious than those involve people (Karlinsky et al., 
2004). As it is stated that a violation is an offence 
because it is usually punishable by a fine only 
compared to crime. This is often punishable with 
imprisonment (Warr, 1989). The majority of the 
offences in the Yemeni Penal and Code Law No. 12 
(1994) are punished with imprisonment. Accordingly, 
the appropriate categorization to the context of 
Yemen is classifying crimes based on their 
seriousness and victim and victimless and they are 
categorized into serious crimes and non-serious 

crimes. Examples of the classifications of serious and 
non-serious crimes as victim and victimless are 
provided in  Table 2 below. 
 
Table 2. Examples of the classification of victim/victimless 

crimes 
Serious Crimes Non-serious Crimes 

(A1) Victim (A2)Victim 
Rape Pick-pocketing 
Financial fraud Sexual harassment 
Murder Shop-lifting 
Terrorism Intentional killing peoples’ animals 
Robbery with 

firearms 
Employee abuse 

Robbery without 
Firearms 

President abuse 

Arson (B2)Victimless 
Pollution Understatement of taxable income 
Kidnapping Overstatement of tax deductions 
(B1) Victimless Employing illegal worker 
Bribery  Prostitution 
Drug trafficking/ 

dealing 
Fail to submit a tax return 

Adultery Illegal gambling 
Homosexuality Alcohol drinking/dealing 
Insulting Islamic 

teachings 
Begging 

Official document 
forgery 

Fireworks dealing 

Currency forgery Running a red light 
Official seal forgery Speeding 
Official stamp 

forgery 
Hiding a person escaping from doing 
the Military service 

 
 Even more, the crimes can be divided into six 
groups based on their types. These include drug 
related crimes, violent crimes, commercial crimes, 
property crimes, traffic offences and other crimes as 
it is shown in Table 3. Importantly, in the 
international rank, Yemen is considered the least 
country regarding crime rate. It is highlighted as 
1.16109 crimes per 1000 people (Yemeni Crime 
Statistics, 2008). Indeed, in Yemen, tax evasion does 
not form part of the crimes under the jurisdiction of 
the security and police administration, Interior 
Ministry. Tax evasion and any other direct tax-related 
issues are under the administration of the Yemeni Tax 
Authority, Yemeni Finance Ministry. The Yemeni 
Income Tax Act No. 12 for the year 1999 has enacted 
various penalties, fines and periods of imprisonment 
for non-compliance, of which one is directly related 
to ‘tax evasion’ as provided in Chapter 7, Article 90. 
Willful evasion under this code refers to any or all of 
the following offences: 
 
a.  Submitting an incorrect declaration by omitting, 

reducing or deleting any income or part of it, 
which was supposed to have been declared in 
accordance with the provisions of this Law, and as 
such affects the amount of tax. 
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Table 3. Classification of crimes into six groups 

 
 
b.  Introducing any false statement, submitting a false 

entry or incorrect statements in any of the 
documents or statements submitted in accordance 
with this Law. 

c.  Preparing, maintaining, or permitting any forged 
books, accounts, or false entries to be prepared 
and maintained, or allowing such books, accounts 
or entries to be faked, concealed or damaged, 
wholly or partially, with the intent to hide or 
exclude any income subject to tax under this Law, 
or any part thereof, with the intent to avoid 
payment of tax, wholly or partially, or attempting 
to obtain an unlawful exemption. 

d.  Resorting to any fraudulent method, whatever it 
may be, or allowing the use of the same to avoid 
payment of tax or reduce its amount by any 
means. 

e.  Delivering any incorrect information or 
statements with regard to any matter or incident 
that may affect his or any other person’s 
responsibility towards payment of tax, or result in 
the reduction of its amount. 

f.  Delivering any false written reply to a question or 
a request addressed to him for obtaining 
information or particulars required under this 
Law, with the intent to avoid payment of tax, 
wholly or partially. 

 
 On being convicted, the offender shall be 
punished for any of the above offenses by 
imprisonment for a term of not less than one month 
and not more than one year, or by payment of a fine 
not less than 50% and not more that 150% of the 
benefit derived as a result of committing such an 
offense or violation. The punishment shall be doubled 

in case the same offense or violation is committed 
twice or repeated (Yemeni Tax Authority, 1999). The 
six items of offences that are considered an action of 
tax evasion can be categorized into three main broad 
activities. These include understatement of taxable 
income, overstatement of tax deductions and fail to 
submit a tax return. 
 As it is known in the literature review, tax evasion 
is very difficult to be measured. Schneider and Enste 
(1998, 2002) have utilized a variety of methods in an 
attempt to estimate the size of the “shadow economy” 
which may be expected to be highly correlated with 
overall tax evasion while others have resorted to 
experimental methods to examine the factors that 
determine why people pay taxes (Lewis, 1982; 
Pommerehne et al., 1994; Frey, 1997, 2003; Alm et 
al., 1992, 1999; Frey and Feld, 2002; Feld and Tyran, 
2002; Torgler, 2002). Still others have examined a 
concept that is, in some sense, a prior notion for tax 
evasion: “tax morale”. In the case of Yemen, detailed 
data are not available about the number of cases of 
tax evasion in Yemen. The only information available 
is that the Yemeni Tax Authority has estimated the 
tax gap is USD164 million annually (Yemen Times, 
2005). Thus, Yemen would experience the situation 
found by the study of Peacock and Shaw (1982) that 
revealed an increase in tax evasion will result in an 
expansion of domestic income and contraction in the 
government’s tax revenue if the marginal propensity 
to spend out of tax evaded is less than unity. 
Clotfelter (1983) evidenced that successful tax 
evasion has serious consequences to governments as 
it not only causes losses in current revenues, but it 
fosters a threat to voluntary compliance. 
 

Drug Related Crimes Violent Crimes Commercial Crimes 
Drug trafficking/dealing Rape Understatement of taxable income 
Alcohol drinking/dealing Murder Financial fraud 

Other Offences Terrorism Official document forgery 
Insulting Islamic teachings Robbery with firearms Currency forgery 
Employing illegal worker Kidnapping Official seal forgery 
Prostitution Sexual harassment Official Stamp forgery 
Illegal gambling Employee abuse Overstatement of tax deductions 
Begging President abuse Fail to submit a tax return 
Fireworks acquiring/dealing Property Crimes Bribery 
Adultery Arson Traffic Offences 
Homosexuality Robbery without firearms Speeding 
Pollution Intentional killing peoples’ animals Crossing a red light 

Shop-lifting 
Hiding a person escaping from doing the Military service 

Pick-pocketing 
 



J. King Saud Univ., Vol. 24, Law & Political Sci. (2), Riyadh (2012/1433H.)  5 
 

Islamic perspectives towards tax 
 There is a lack of research about the influence of 
Islamic religious perspectives on tax evasion. 
Generally, few studies conducted about the tax 
system to be implemented as a national revenue 
collection system in Islamic countries focused on 
imposing Zakat instead of the tax. Peerzade (2005) 
proposed two conditions in the tax system to be 
considered as an Islamic tax system. The first 
condition is necessary in which the perceived 
approach of Zakat should form the core of the 
resource mobilization effort. The second condition 
is that, in addition to the current secular rules and 
regulations regarding rates, exemption levels, 
administration, etc., the approach should also 
incorporate the Islamic prescriptions. Murtuza and 
Ghazanfer (1998) examined the religious literature 
and reported that Muslims have a duty to God to 
contribute to the poor.  They have not indicated to 
the relationship between the individual and the 
government. 
  Raquibuz Zaman (1986) indicated that it is an 
ethical behavior for a Muslim to evade indirect taxes 
which include excise taxes, customs duties and 
perhaps corporate income taxes. Additionally, he 
clarified that Muslims do not have to pay tax, 
particularly the taxes which lead to the increase in 
the consumer prices. Furthermore, it is unjust when 
the Islamic perspective forbade the evasion of taxes, 
while non-Muslim residents would evade the taxes, 
and enjoy all the tax benefits. Al-Awwal (2005) has 
reported that every taxpayer has a right to arrange 
its affair in a manner to minimize the tax incident 
within the ambit of the provisions of tax laws. If the 
arrangement is such that it is contrary to, the 
provisions of law, it amounts to the evasion of tax, 
which is an offence. Under tax planning, what is 
required to be done is that the taxpayer should avail 
the benefit of all the tax deductions, exemptions 
properly to minimize the incidents of tax  
as provided in the statute. Consultancy on  
tax planning is an important business in many 
advanced countries.  Further, in 1997 and 1998  
there were other surveys conducted that found  
that the tax evasion may be justified if the tax  
will increase the prices or when the tax is imposed 
on the income.  
 Nevertheless, some Islamic thinkers believe that 
a Muslim has to pay tax, and justified their opinion 
by two reasons: firstly, tax is paid for services 
provided and to facilitate many transactions related 
to the taxpayer’s life and trade. Secondly, Muslims 
should pay what is required because evasion of 
taxes may lead to the evasion of Zakat (Islamic 

Economic Program, 2009). There are three main 
perspectives towards paying taxes by Muslims. (1)  
The first group (the first Islamic perspective): 
Collecting the tax by Governments is completely 
prohibited in all cases.  We, as Muslims, have been 
already given a perfect system, Zakat, to do so from 
Allah, the God, has been ruled in the Holy Quran 
and the Prophet Mohammad (peace and blessing of 
Allah be upon him) has taught us how to implement 
this system.  So it is forbidden to import non-
Muslim, Western tax system and replace it with the 
Islamic Zakat system. (2) The second group (the 
second Islamic perspective): This group agrees with 
the first group about the prohibition of collecting tax 
in Islamic countries generally except that there are 
some conditions from which the government has the 
right to impose tax and, in this case, it is not 
considered a sin.  These conditions are as follows: 
 
• There is a legitimacy public need of the money. 
• Inadequate Islamic legitimacy resources: Kalzkah, 

Sayyid Qutb, abscess, Ushur. 
• Eliminate wasteful expenditure before imposing 

tax. 
• Consulting Islamic parliament before 

implementing tax. 
• The tax imposed should be amounted as needed. 
• It should be imposed justly and according to 

legitimacy Islamic resources. 
• The tax collected has to be spent in the interests of 

the nation for which it was collected. 
 
 (3) The third group (the third Islamic perspective): 
This group argues that Muslims under an Islamic 
government have to obey the rules and laws of the 
government (Verdict Encyclopedia, 2010). 
 
Demographic characteristics and tax evasion 
 Seven demographics are included in this study to 
investigate whether there is a significant difference 
in the seriousness of tax evasion between each of the 
demographic variables. This includes: age, gender, 
marital status, education, source of income, 
occupation, and level of income. 
 
1. Age 
 Studies generally indicated that older taxpayers 
are less likely to evade but these results are not 
uniform (Christian and Gupta, 1993; Alm et al., 
2006). Title (1980) suggests that generally, young 
taxpayers are more willing to take risks and are less 
sensitive to sanctions, and that generation differences 
may also be important. Warneryd and Walerud 
(1982) also concluded that significant difference in 
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compliance is attributable to the sensitivity of the 
younger generation. In their study, they found that 
multivariate analyses of the data indicated that 
younger people have more tendencies to evade tax. 
Wahlund (1992) also found the same trend in a 
Swedish survey, where younger people were more 
likely to evade tax than older people. Further, Chan, 
Troutman and O'Bryan (2000) carried out a survey to 
compare compliance behavior between Hong Kong 
and US taxpayers. They found that the US 
respondents' decisions to comply with tax laws were 
primarily driven by their age and education, which in 
turn positively influenced moral development and 
attitude. In contrast, Hong Kong respondents have 
shown a negative link between education, moral 
development, attitude and compliance.  
 Unlike the above findings, Clotfelter (1983) found 
that the youngest and the oldest segments of the 
population have the same degree of compliance. He 
suggested a substantial curvilinear relationship 
between age and compliance whereby the youngest 
and oldest segments of the population have the 
highest degree of compliance. Also, Wallschutzky 
(1984) found Australian tax evaders tended to be 
older than compliers. In the same line, several studies 
support both a negative relation between age and 
noncompliance (Mason and Calvin, 1978; Witte and 
Woodbury, 1985; Baldry, 1987; Dubin and Wilde, 
1988; Feinstein, 1991; Ritsema et al., 2003). 
 
2. Gender 
 The majority of previous studies examining 
gender effects showed that females are more 
compliant with the tax laws than males (Akaah, 1989; 
Boyd, 1981; Hoffman, 1998; Giese and Hoffman, 
1999; Torgler 2002; Flathmann and Sheffrin, 2003; 
Gerxhani, 2002; Hanousek and Palda, 2002; Gerxhani 
and Schram, 2006; Katro and Selimi, 2001; Douglass, 
1990; Feige, 1997). Further, Title (1980) suggested 
that females are identified in accordance with 
conforming roles; traditionally female children have 
been brought up with more moral restraints than male 
children, thus leading to their more conservative life 
patterns. This in turn promotes tax compliance. Fallan 
(1995) also found that there are gender differences on 
a test of assessing student tax knowledge. 
Furthermore, Hite (1997) argued that female subjects 
with higher education are significantly more tolerant 
towards evasion behavior than less educated females. 
Glen (1998) also reported that the interaction between 
gender and education impacts a taxpayer's attitudes 
and values. He established that female undergraduate 
students are more likely to exhibit compliant behavior 
than their male counterparts. 

 On the other hand, several studies found that there 
is not a significant difference between the ethics of 
men and women (Browning and Zabriskie, 1983; 
Harris, 1990; Nyaw and Ng, 1994; Alm et al., 2006; 
McGee and Guo, 2006; McGee and Lingle, 2005; 
McGee and Smith, 2006). Not to mention that, some 
studies found that men are more ethical than women 
(Barnett and Karson, 1987; Weeks et al., 1999). 
 
3. Marital status 
 There are few literatures found regarding marital 
status and its relationship with tax evasion. It has 
been evidenced that married people evade more than 
single individuals (Clotfelter, 1983). On the other 
hand, it is evidenced that the individual’s marital 
status (married, divorced, separated, widowed) are 
not significant determinants to the tax evasion 
(Ritsema et al., 2003; Alm et al., 2006). 
 
4. Education 
 It is believed that education is one of the variables 
that influences the potential to hold the most long-
term promise in improving tax compliance levels 
(Witte and Woodbury, 1985; Beron et al., 1992; 
Wallschutzky, 1984; Alm et al., 2006; Weber and 
Rockoff, 2001; Kasipillai et al., 2003; Milliron, 
1985). Some evidence exists which suggested that 
taxpayers may fail to comply with the tax laws 
because of insufficient knowledge on how to do so 
(Hajah Mustafa, 1996). He included knowledge and 
understanding as variables in the model that is used to 
explain taxpayer compliance behavior. He argued that 
a better understanding of the tax system would 
improve taxpayer attitudes and perceptions, and 
finally have an impact on tax compliance behavior. 
However, as people become more knowledgeable 
about the tax system, they may both understand and 
appreciate the benefits received from the government 
or become aware of tax evasion opportunities. 
According to Fallan (1999), better knowledge means 
people consider their own tax evasion more serious, 
that the perceived fairness in taxation increases and 
that the attitude towards other people's tax evasion 
becomes stricter. As well, Chan, Troutman and 
O'Bryan (2000) carried out a survey to compare 
compliance behavior between Hong Kong and US 
taxpayers. They found that the US respondents' 
decisions to comply with tax laws were primarily 
driven by their age and education, which in turn 
positively influenced moral development and attitude. 
In contrast, Hong Kong respondents have shown a 
negative link between education, moral development, 
attitude and compliance. In the same line, Vogel 
(1974), Lewis (1982), and Song and Yarbrough 
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(1978) have all suggested that more should be done in 
the field of educating the general public toward 
understanding the tax laws. Unlike the above 
findings, a negative relationship has been found 
between education level and noncompliance (Dubin 
and Wilde 1988; Ritsema et al., 2003; Tan and Chin-
Fatt, 2000). It is evidence that evasion increases with 
education (Stulhofer, 1997). 
 
5. Source of income 
 Over 40 years ago, Groves (1958) identified 
income source as a significant influence on tax 
compliance. Wallschutzky (1984) also found both 
evaders and non-evaders agreed that the greatest 
opportunity to evade tax exists with those who derive 
their income from self-employment, independent 
trade and farming, and the least opportunity exists for 
those whose source of income was wages/salary 
subject to withholding tax.  
 
6. Occupation 
 According to Jackson and Milliron (1986), 
research on occupation as a compliance variable is 
relatively sparse and they noted that a clear research 
direction was lacking. The main cause of this lack of 
clarity appears to be the inconsistent and rather ad 
hoc categories into which the occupation variable has 
been categorized in individual studies. These 
occupational categories have ranged from blue 
collar/white collar (Porcano, 1988) to 
manufacturing/service (Beron et al., 1992), which 
very few studies taking the same approach to 
classification. Westat (1980a) suggested that white-
collar taxpayers are associated with the overstatement 
of tax deductions, whereas blue-collar workers evade 
taxes by omitting income. This may also be due to 
opportunity; the more opportunities one has to evade, 
the greater the likelihood of evasion. Westat (1980b), 
however, reported that employment in manufacturing 
or trade organization was associated with higher self-
reported tax compliance and that the occupational 
categories of professional/managerial, clerical/sales, 
and service employees were associated with lower 
levels of compliance. 
 
7. Level of income 
 Prior research presents conflicting evidence of the 
association between income and noncompliance.  
Early analytical models developed by Allingham and 
Sandmo (1972) and revised by Yizhaki (1974) show 
that noncompliance varies directly with income when 
the taxpayer utility function displays decreasing risk 
aversion. The empirical evidence on this relationship, 
however, has been ambiguous. Clotfelter (1983), 

using IRS data from the 1969 Taxpayer Compliance 
Measurement Program (TCMP), and Young (1994), 
using data from the 1987 Michigan Tax Amnesty 
Program, both found a positive association between 
income and noncompliance.  Indeed, Christian and 
Gupta (1993) found in their study on taxpayers with 
taxable incomes of less than USD50000 that income 
is negatively correlated with tax evasion; hence 
indirectly implying that income is positively 
correlated with tax compliance. It is suggested that 
higher income levels increased the apparent 
acceptability of tax non-compliance for female 
subjects, but had no effect on the behavior of male 
participants (Giese and Hoffman, 1999; Hite, 1997; 
Crane and Nourzad, 1990). 
 On the other hand, Alm et al. (1992) and 
Franicevic (1997) found noncompliance to be 
negatively related to income.  A third conclusion, that 
middle-income taxpayers are most compliant, was 
reached by Witte and Woodbury (1985) in a study 
that also used the 1969 TCMP data.  Finally, 
Feinstein (1991), using 1982 and 1985 TCMP data, 
found no conclusive relation between income and 
noncompliance. Also, Hill and Kabir (1996) reported 
that participation in the underground economy and, 
by extension, tax evasion in Canada is especially high 
among low-income individuals (including students, 
unemployed, and receiving social assistance), youths 
and unmarried persons. 
 
8. Tax return preparer 
 Under the SAS, preparing the tax return by the 
taxpayer himself, in some cases, could be considered 
as a motivation to the practice of tax evasion. This 
process can lead to what it is called as the tax 
manipulation. This tool uses the cash basis method 
and timing of the expenditure, domestic and private 
expenses, expenditure not wholly incurred in the 
production of gross income and revenue versus 
capital expenditure as pools to play with the accounts 
for the purposes of the owners or managers 
(Degeorge et al., 1999; Lamont, 1998; Jones, 1991; 
Guenther, 1997; Kasipillai, 2005; Fatt, 2004; Gigler, 
1994; Chanley and Lewis, 1995). Another direction 
of the literature examined the influence of the tax 
return preparer on the perception towards tax evasion. 
It was found that there do not appear to be any 
significant differences in the perception of the 
seriousness of tax evasion based on who prepares the 
tax return (Karlinsky et al., 2004; Abdul Manaf and 
Abdul Jabbar, 2006). In summary, it can be stated 
that all seven variables are believed to have 
relationship with tax evasion. But further evidences 
are still needed to confirm such relationship. 
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Research Design and Methodology 
 
Theoretical framework 
 Tax researchers have investigated why some people 
pay taxes while others do not. Through experiments 
(Boylan and Sprinkle, 2001), random surveys (Fisher et 
al., 1989), and available tax databases (Erard and Ho 
2001), researchers have identified the characteristics of 
noncompliant taxpayers and what is likely to motivate 
tax compliance. Specifically, studies conducted about 
the tax evasion considered this practice as a 'white-collar 
crime' or a type of criminal behavior (Wentworth and 
Rickel, 1985; Jackson and Milliron, 1986; Ghosh and 
Crain, 1995).  
 In such case, it is evidenced that tax non-
compliance has led to an environment where Yemeni 
taxpayers have been motivated not to report and/or 
pay their taxable income (Embassy of Yemen, 2007). 
Several studies, conducted about the perceptions of 
tax evasion as a crime, have suggested that the tax 
non-compliance environment has been created from 
the perception of the taxpayers towards tax evasion as 
a non-serious crime (Karlinsky, 2004; Abdul Manaf 
and Abdul Jabbar, 2006). Consequently, the degree of 
non-compliance with the tax laws could be explained 
somewhat by the perception towards the tax evasion. 
And it is obvious that the public's perception of the 
severity of a crime has important implications for 
society (Karlinsky, 2004). It will result in an 
expansion of domestic income and contraction in the 
government's tax revenue if the marginal propensity 
to spend out of tax evaded is less than unity. 

Clotfelter (1983) evidenced that successful tax 
evasion has serious consequences to governments as 
it not only causes losses in current revenues, but it 
fosters a threat to voluntary compliance.  
 Firstly, this research tries to investigate the level of 
seriousness of tax evasion compared to other offences. 
A comparison will be made among the rank of each 
crime and violation given by the respondents as a high 
or low rank crime or violation. Further, the tax evasion 
crime rank will be identified among the list of the 
offences to determine the level of the seriousness of 
this crime compared to other offences. Figure 1 shows 
the theoretical framework model. 
 Secondly, the significant difference, if any, in the 
seriousness of tax evasion between victim and 
victimless of crimes and violations are examined. 
Crimes and violations will be, further, classified into 
crimes and violations with and without victims. A 
comparison will be made among the rank of each 
victim and victimless crime and violation given by 
the respondents as a high or low rank. Afterwards, the 
tax evasion crime rank will be identified among the 
list of victim and victimless crimes and violations to 
determine the significant difference in the seriousness 
of tax evasion between victim and victimless of 
crimes and violations. Figure 2 shows the theoretical 
framework model. 
 Thirdly, the effects of eight demographic 
variables on factors that influence the perceptions 
toward tax evasion as a crime are examined. Those 
eight independent variables are the age, gender, 
marital status, education, source of income,  

 Level of Seriousness of 
Tax Evasion Level of Seriousness of other 

offences 

Fig. 1. A comparison of the level of seriousness of tax evasion to the level of seriousness of other offences. 
 

 
 

Level of Seriousness of 
Tax Evasion 

Level of Seriousness of 
Victim Crimes and 

Violations 

Level of Seriousness of 
Victimless Crimes and 

Violations 

 
Fig. 2. A comparison in the significant difference, if any, in the seriousness of tax evasion between victim and victimless crimes and 

violations. 



J. King Saud Univ., Vol. 24, Law & Political Sci. (2), Riyadh (2012/1433H.)  9 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

occupation, level of income and tax return preparer. 
And, the dependent variable is the perceptions toward 
tax evasion as a crime. Figure 3 shows the theoretical 
framework model.  
 

Hypotheses Development 
 

The level of seriousness of tax evasion compared to 
other offences 
 The level of seriousness of tax evasion compared 
to other crimes and violations has been evidenced, 
previously, by a few numbers of studies (Karlinsky et 
al., 2004; Abdul Manaf and Abdul Jabar, 2006; 2001; 
Warr, 1989). The results indicated by those studies 
show that there is a significant difference in the 
perceptions of tax evasion compared with violent 
crimes, drug related crimes and traffic offences. The 
results suggest that people do not perceive tax 
evasion to be as serious as violent crimes and drug 
related crimes. Thus, the following hypothesis is 
developed to be tested by the current study: 
 
H1: Tax evasion is perceived a less serious crime 
compared to other offences 
 
1. The significant difference, if any, in the 

seriousness of tax evasion between victim and 
victimless of crimes and violations 

 The level of significant difference in the 
seriousness of tax evasion between victim and 
victimless of crimes and violations has been 
investigated by a few studies. It was found that 
crimes and violations involving victims are perceived 
to be more severe than victimless crimes and 
violations (Karlinsky et al., 2004; Abdul Manaf and 

Abdul Jabar, 2006). Thus, the following hypothesis is 
developed to be tested by the current study: 
 
H2: Tax evasion is perceived a less serious crime 

compared to other victim and victimless of 
offences 

 
2. The level of the significant difference, if any, in 

the seriousness of tax evasion among each the 
demographic variables  

 As it has been discussed previously in the 
literature review, this study argues that each of the 
demographic variables (age, gender, marital status, 
education, source of income, occupation, level of 
income, and the tax return preparer) has an influence 
on the seriousness of tax evasion. Thus, the following 
testable hypotheses are developed: 
H3: Old individuals perceive tax evasion as a more 

serious crime than young individuals do 
H4: Females perceive tax evasion as a more serious 

crime than males 
H5: Married individuals perceive tax evasion as a 

more serious crime than single individuals do 
H6: Educated people perceive tax evasion as a more 

serious crime than uneducated people do 
H7: Individuals who gain their income from private 

sector, own business and self-employed business 
are less likely to perceive tax evasion as a serious 
crime than people who gain their income from the 
governmental sector 

H8: Private sector employees, businessmen and self-
employed people are less likely to perceive tax 
evasion as a serious crime than governmental 
sector employees 

H9: People who gain a high level of income are more 

 

Perceptions toward Tax Evasion as a 
Crime 

Age 

Gender 

Marital Status 

Education 

Source of Income 

Occupation 

Level of Income 

Tax Return Preparer 

Fig. 3. The influence of the eight demographic variables on the perceptions toward tax evasion as a crime. 
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likely to perceive tax evasion as a less serious 
crime than people who gain a low level of income 

H10: Taxpayers who prepare their tax return 
themselves are more likely to perceive tax evasion 
as a less serious crime than taxpayers who have 
their tax return prepared by tax agent, an assistant 
or any other party   

 
Variable Measurements 

 
Dependent variable 
 Perceptions toward tax evasion as a crime are the 
concern of this study. This variable is measured using 
a five-point Likert scale and is used to measure the 
extent of individuals' attitudes toward tax evasion as a 
crime. The five-point Likert scale is ranging from 1 
(not serious) indicating the least perception towards 
tax evasion as a crime, to 5 (extremely serious) 
indicating the highest perception.  However, this 
variable is subjected to reliability and validity tests 
before it was used for further analysis.  
 There are three specific tax evasion items that 
have been used to measure the respondents' 
perceptions towards tax evasion as a crime. These 
include: understatement of taxable income, 
overstatement of tax deductions, and failure to submit 
a tax return. The indication of these three specific 
items and one overall tax evasion category (computed 
by averaging those three individual items) are used to 
measure the level of perceptions. If a significant level 
of the given items and for the overall category 'tax 
evasion' is at 0.05 or low, it is considered a significant 
relationship, otherwise there is not.  
 
Hypotheses variables 
1.  Age 
 For this variable, there are three different groups 
that have been identified. Thus, a nominal value of 1 
is assigned to respondents aged from 18-29, 2 is 
assigned for respondents aged from 30-49, and 3 is 
assigned to respondents aged from 50 and above. The 
results from these three groups were used in the 
analysis for comparison. Although this categorical 
variable is treated as dummy variable in the analysis, 
the assignment of value 0 and 1 is not assigned. This 
is because the current study is using the Multiple 
Regression (MR) that does not need the assignment 
of such value to the dummy variable. 
 
2. Gender   
 Variable 'gender', in this study, is measured 
dichotomously. If the respondent is male, a code 
value of 1 is assigned. However, if female, a value of 
2 is assigned. The results from these two groups were 
used in the analysis for comparison. 

3. Marital status 
 For this variable, there are three different groups 
that have been identified. Thus, a nominal value of 1 
is assigned to single respondents, 2 is assigned to 
married respondents, and 3 is assigned for other than 
that. The results from these three groups were used in 
the analysis for comparison. 
 
4. Education 
 For this variable, there are five different groups 
that have been identified. Thus, a nominal value of 1 
is assigned to respondents holding a degree before 
High School, 2 is assigned to respondents holding a 
degree of High School, 3 is assigned to respondents 
holding a degree after High School and before 
undergraduate, 4 is assigned to respondents holding 
Bachelor degree, and 5 is assigned to respondents 
holding a postgraduate degree. The results from these 
three groups were used in the analysis for 
comparison. 
 
5. Source of income 
 For this variable, there are four different groups 
that have been identified. Thus, a nominal value of 1 
is assigned to respondents gaining there income from 
a private source of income, 2 is assigned to 
respondents gaining their income from a 
governmental source of income, 3 is assigned to 
respondents gaining their income from own business 
or self-employed, and 4 is assigned to other than that. 
The results from these three groups were used in the 
analysis for comparison. 
 
6. Occupation 
 For this variable, there are four different groups 
that have been identified. Thus, a nominal value of 1 is 
assigned to respondents working for a private sector, 2 
is assigned to respondents working for a governmental 
sector, 3 is assigned to respondents owning their 
business or as a self-employed, and 4 is assigned to 
other than that. The results from these three groups 
were used in the analysis for comparison. 
 
7. Level of income 
 For this variable, there are six different groups 
that have been identified. Thus, a nominal value of 1 
is assigned to respondents gaining annually an 
income of 240,000 and below, 2 is assigned to 
respondents gaining annually an income between 
240,001 to 500,000, 3 is assigned to respondents 
gaining annually an income between 500,001 to 
1,000,000, 4 is assigned to respondents gaining 
annually an income between 1,000,001 to 2,000,000, 
5 is assigned to respondents gaining annually an  
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income between 2,000,001 to 5,000,000, and 6 is 
assigned to respondents gaining annually an income 
of 5,000,000 and above. The results from these three 
groups were used in the analysis for comparison. 
 
8. Tax return preparer 
 For this variable, there are four different groups 
that have been identified. Thus, a nominal value of 1 
is assigned to respondents preparing tax return 
themselves, 2 is assigned to respondents who get their 
tax return prepared by their friends or relatives, 3 is 
assigned to respondents who get their tax return 
prepared by a tax agent, and 4 is assigned to other 
than that. The results from these three groups were 
used in the analysis for comparison. 
  

Model Specification and Analysis 
 
 This study applied Multiple Regression (MR). 
Nominal values were assigned to measure the value 
of the independent variables. Although the variables 
are treated as dummy variables in the analysis, the 
assignment of value 0 and 1 is not assigned as normal 
practice. This is because the study is using the 
Multiple Regression that does not need the 
assignment of such value to the dummy variable. The 
predictors can be quantitative, qualitative or both. All 
variables were tested in the Multiple Regression 
Analysis in order to see their relationship with the 
perceptions towards tax evasion as a crime.  
 In this study, the model can be expressed as 
follows: 
 
MR (Y) = �0 + �1X1 + �2X2 + �3X3+ �4X4 + �5X5+ 
�6X6 + �7X7 + �8X8 + E   
 

Data Collection 
 

Sample selection 
 As for the sample to be chosen for distributing out 
the questionnaire, the disproportionate stratified 
sampling is applied to select sample subjects that 
represent the most suitable ones in providing data 
about the dimensions of the study. This method has 
been chosen in order to choose the right sample to 
represent the whole population. 
 A sample of 400 Yemeni individuals was selected 
for the current study to obtain data from using the 
disproportionate stratified random sampling. These 
individuals are the most suitable people to provide 
data about the dimensions of the study. Under simple 
random sampling, all elements in the population are 
considered and each element has an equal chance of 
being chosen as the subject. The sample subjects 

include individuals working for private and 
governmental sectors, businessmen, students, jobless 
and self-employed individuals. The questionnaires 
returned were 310 questionnaires that represent 
77.5% response rate. Twenty percent of the sample 
was female. 
 
Procedures 
 In the current study, data are obtained from 
primary and secondary sources. Regarding obtaining 
data from the primary sources, in this research, two 
appropriate data collection methods are used. These 
include: (1) a survey; and (2) a personal structured 
interview. 
  
1. A survey method 
 Using this method of data collection, Yemeni 
individuals were asked to fill in the self-administered 
questionnaire. This questionnaire is adopted and 
adapted from the previous studies conducted to 
measure the perceptions toward tax evasion as a 
crime (Karlinsky et al., 2004; Abudl Manaf and 
Abdul Jabbar, 2006). A survey is chosen because it 
involves surveying people and recording their 
responses for analysis. The strength of the survey as a 
primary data collecting approach is that it does not 
require a visual or other objective perception of the 
information sought (Cohen, 1988). 
 The questionnaire is divided into two sections. 
Section A consisted of three parts relating to rating 
the severity of crimes. The first part (questions 1 to 
30) measured opinions on 30 offences. The 
respondents are asked to indicate their agreement on 
all items using a five-point Likert scale. (1 as not 
serious to 5 as extremely serious). Questions 31 and 
32, in Section A, deal with the ranking of the top five 
most serious offences as well as the top five least 
serious offences. The respondents need to provide 
ranking based on the offences identified from 
questions 1 to 30. Section B of the questionnaire is 
designed to obtain demographic characteristics of the 
respondents. Questions asked in this part relate to 
age, gender, marital status, education, source of 
income, and level of income. 
 One major contribution in the methodology of this 
study is by breaking the general 'tax evasion' item 
into three specific types of tax evasion behavior 
(Baldry and Kasipillai, 1996). These specific tax 
evasion behavior items refer to understatement of 
income, overstatement of tax deductions, and failure 
to submit a tax return. Prior similar studies have 
focused on 'tax evasion' or 'tax fraud' or both as a 
general item only (Karlinsky et al., 2004). Originally, 
the listing of 30 offences in the questionnaire was 
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organized randomly without stating the category of 
offences. The reason is to ensure that respondents 
fully and carefully read the questions before 
answering. Finally, to ensure gaining high respond 
rate, the questionnaires were personally distributed 
out to the individuals. 
 
2. A personal structured interview 
  Using this method of data collection, two 
predetermined questions were asked personally to the 
respondents. The questions were as the following: (a) 
How do you perceive tax evasion as a crime? (b) Are 
Muslims obliged to obey the Islamic leader to pay 
tax?  Thirty individuals were interviewed personally. 
As the respondents expressed their views, the 
researcher noted them down. The same questions 
were asked to everybody in the same manner. The 
main purpose of the interview was to support the 
results that would be measured by the survey 
instrument and to investigate the Islamic religious 
perceptive towards tax evasion in a way that this 
factor might influence the level of individuals' 
perceptions in the seriousness of tax evasion as a 
crime. 
 Regarding obtaining data from the secondary 
sources, in this study, data would be retrieved from 
the existing sources such as the governmental 
websites, articles, magazines, internet, newspaper, 
governmental publications, journals, doctoral 
dissertations as well as master theses. While seeking 
for secondary data, time and costs of acquiring 
information would be saved (Sekaran, 2003; 
Zikmund, 2003). 
 

Results 
 

Profile of respondents 
 As indicated earlier, a total of 335 questionnaires 
were gathered from the survey. As shown in Table 4, 
the majority of the respondents (78.2%) were male, 
and 21.8% were female. The largest group (62.4%), 
in terms of age, was those aged between 30 and 49. 
Specifically, 27.2% were aged between 18 and 29, 
while 10.4% were aged between 50 and above. In 
terms of marital status, the majority of the 
respondents (73.4%) were married, 23% were single, 
and 3.6% were either divorced or widowed. 
Regarding the level of education, the largest group 
(41.8%) was bachelor degree holders, 21.2% were  
high school certificate holders, 19.4% were diploma 
degree, after high school and before a bachelor 
degree, holders, 14% were pre-high school certificate 
holders, and 3.6% were Master and PhD degree 
holders. 

Table 4. Profile of respondents 
Demographic Variables Frequency 

(n=335) 
Percent 

% 
Gender 
Male 
Female 

 
262 
73 

 
78.2 
21.8 

Age (years) 
18-29 
30-49 
50 and above 

 
91 
209 
35 

 
27.2 
62.4 
10.4 

Marital Status 
Single 
Married 
Other 

 
77 
246 
12 

 
23 
73.4 
3.6 

Education 
Before high school 
High school 
Higher diploma  
Bachelor degree 
Postgraduate (Master & PhD) 

 
47 
71 
65 
140 
12 

 
14 
21.2 
19.4 
41.8 
3.6 

Source of income 
Private income source 
Governmental income source 
Owning business or self-employed 
source of income 
Other source of income 

 
86 
188 
24 

 
37 

 
25.7 
56.1 
7.2 
 
11 

Occupation 
Private sector employee 
Governmental sector employee 
Businessmen or self-employed 
individuals 
Others 

 
86 
188 
24 
37 

 
25.7 
56.1 
7.2 
11 

Level of income 
240,000 and below 
240,001-500,000 
500,001-1,000,000 
1,000,001-2,000,000 
2,000,001-5,000,000 
5,000,000 and above 

 
112 
135 
58 
12 
0 

18 

 
33.4 
40.3 
17.3 
3.6 
0 
5.4 

Tax return preparer 
Yourself 
Assistant by a friend, a spouse or a 
relative 
Tax agent 
Others 

 
18 
31 
68 
218 

 
5.4 
9.3 
20.3 
65.1 

 
 In terms of the occupation and source of income, 
the majority of the respondents (56.1%) were 
governmental sector employees receiving their 
income from the government, 25.7% were private 
sector employees receiving their income from the 
private source of income, 7.2% were businessmen 
and self-employed individuals receiving their income 
from their own business, and the remaining of the 
respondents 11% were working for other types of 
employers and receiving their income from them. As 
for their level of income, equally 40.3% of the 
respondents were receiving an annual salary ranging 
from YER 240,001 to 500,000, 33.4% were receiving 
YER 240,000 and below annually, 17.3% were 
receiving from 500,001 to 1,000,000 annually, 5.4% 
were receiving 5,000,001 and above annually, and 
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3.6% were receiving from 1,000,001 to 2,000,000 
annually. It is found that a large majority of the 
respondents (65.1%) were preparing their tax return 
by others such as their employer, 20.3% were 
prepared by tax agent, 9.3% were assisted by a friend 
or relative, and the remaining (5.4%) of the 
respondents were preparing their own tax return. 
 
Perceptions towards tax evasion compared to 
other offences 
 The objective the current study tries to investigate 
is measuring the level of seriousness of tax evasion 
compared to other offences. This section highlights 
perceived differences in perception of tax evasion 
offences compared to other offences. Table 5 
highlights the Mean Scores and Rank of the 30 
offences examined under this study. 

 As it is shown in Table 5 that the most five 
serious crimes are Islamic abuse, murder, drug 
trafficking/dealing, adultery and prostitution. On the 
other side, the least serious offences are ranked as fail 
to submit a tax return, overstatement of tax 
deductions, understatement of taxable income, 
begging and fireworks acquiring/dealing. It is 
obvious that the three items related to tax evasion are 
ranked 28th, 29th and 30th offences. The reasons that 
make Yemenis perceive Islamic abuse as the most 
serious crime are religious and cultural factors. 
Yemen is a Muslim country regulating Islam as the 
source of its laws and codes. In Islam, the biggest sin 
is abusing any Islamic sign. Further, murder in Islam 
is considered one of the more severe sins.  Also, even 
if drug related crimes are victimless, as mentioned 
earlier, they are considered as severe because of their 
implications and consequences, including the 
potential of leading to other violent crimes. 
Furthermore, the culture in Yemen goes close with 
the Islamic teachings in a way that Yemenis are more 
conservative people and they consider prostitution 
and adultery are among the biggest sins.   
Importantly, the results of the previous studies ranked 
the first five offences to be murder, rape and child 
molestation, drug trafficking and robbery with 
firearms and the least serious crimes are failure to 
submit a tax return, driving while using mobile 
phone, speeding, overstatement of tax deductions and 
understatement of taxable income (Abdul Manaf and 
Abdul Jabbar, 2006).  
 In the study of Karlinsky et al. (2004), it was found 
that the first three offences were ranked as murder, 
rape and child molestation. In the Australian study, 
heroin trafficking is ranked as the second most serious 
offence (Wilson et al., 1986). While in Canada, three 
drug related offences (high level of drug trafficking, 
drug importing and selling drugs on the street) are 
ranked amongst the top six most serious offences in 
2000 and 2001. However, drug related offences are 
ranked lower (12th and 14th most serious offences) in 
2003 and 2004 (Criminal Intelligence Service Alberta, 
2005). It is important to note that drug offences have 
been reworded as 'drug importing, exporting and 
trafficking' and 'street-level drug trafficking' in 2003 
and 2004 (Abdul Manaf and Abdul Jabbar, 2006). 
Further, the ranking is made in terms of category of 
crimes. There are six categories identified in this study. 
The results are depicted in Table 6. 
 It is important to note from Table 6 that tax 
evasion is sixth out of six categories of offences. The 
first rank is drug related crimes followed by violent 
crimes, other crimes, commercial crimes and property 
crimes. The rank of the first two categories, drug 

Table 5. Mean scores and rank of offences 
Offences Mean SD Rank 
Insulting Islamic teachings 4.86 .517 1 
Murder  4.77 .70774 2 
Drug trafficking/dealing 4.45 .73214 3 
Adultery  4.41 .75219 4 
Prostitution 4.37 .74592 5 
Kidnapping  4.32 2.189 6 
Rape  4.29 .961 7 
Robbery with firearms  4.26 .766 8 
Terrorism  4.14 1.02613 9 
Alcohol drinking/dealing 4.12 .96101 10 
Arson  4.05 .789 11 
Bribery  3.92 1.081 12 
Homosexuality  3.90 1.019 13 
Official seal forgery  3.88 .943 14 
Currency forgery 3.80 .974 15 
Financial fraud  3.77 .83837 16 
Official document forgery  3.76 .757 17 
Illegal gambling  3.61 1.05250 18 
Pollution  3.59 1.057 19 
Shop-lifting  3.57 1.00015 20 
Sexual harassment  3.51 1.11292 21 
Pick-pocketing  3.15 1.07675 22 
Robbery without firearms  3.10 .995 23 
Employing illegal worker  3.07 1.01653 24 
Official stamps forgery  2.81 1.063 25 
Fireworks 
acquiring/dealing 2.77 .952 26 

Begging  2.40 1.012 27 
Understatement of taxable 
income 2.39 1.35951 28 

Overstatement of tax 
deductions 2.078 1.14251 29 

Fail to submit a tax return 2.04 1.01988 30 
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Table 6. Category of offences and ranking 
Category of Offences Items Mean SD Rank 

Drug related  crimes 2 4.29 .68457 1 
Violent crimes 6 4.21 .60121 2 
Other offences 9 3.66 .46081 3 
Commercial crimes 6 3.65 .64551 4 
Crimes Affecting Property 4 3.47 .75208 5 
Tax evasion  3 2.17 1.00923 6 

 
 related crimes and violent crimes, goes in the same 
line with the previous study of Abdul Manaf and 
Abdul Jabbar (2006). Importantly, tax evasion category 
is ranked as the last rank of seriousness. Prior studies 
in the US (Cabrera, 1999), the UK (Bennett, 2000), 
and Australia (Makkai et al., 2000) found that there is 
a relationship between drug abuse and involvement in 
criminal activities. Consistent with those, a study on 
drug addicts with and without criminal history, in 
Penang, Malaysia, confirms that there is a positive 
relationship between drug abuse and involvement in 
criminal offences (Karofi, 2005). The categories of tax 
evasion is also compared with other category of crimes 
and offences (5 items) and the summary of paired t-test 
results are shown in Table 7. 
 
Table 7. Comparison of tax evasion to other crime categories 

Pair of Offences T-value Sig 
Tax Evasion – Drug Related Crimes 34.355 0.000* 
Tax Evasion – Violent Crimes 39.841 0.000* 
Tax Evasion – Crimes Affecting 
Property  22.289 0.000* 

Tax Evasion – Other Crimes 29.667 0.000* 
Tax Evasion- Commercial Crimes - 30.052 0.000* 

 
 The results indicate significant differences in 
perceptions of the seriousness of tax evasion 
compared with drug related crimes, violent crimes, 
property crimes, commercial crimes and other crimes. 
People do not perceive tax evasion to be as serious as 
violent, drug related, property, commercial crimes 
and other crimes. In other words, tax evasion as a 
crime is the least perceived offence related to the 
other groups of crimes. This result is in the line with 
the previous study of Abdul Manaf and Abdul Jabbar 
(2006) and Karlinsky et al. (2004) who suggest that 
tax evasion is less likely to be perceived as violent, 
drug related and commercial crimes.  The results 
indicate that tax evasion related items are ranked 
28th, 29th and 30th out of 30 offences. The general 
trend of perceptions seems to be similar and 
consistent with the previous studies (Karlinsky et al., 
2004; Abdual Manaf and Abdul Jabbar, 2006).  
 However, this study shows tax evasion relatively 
ranked the least serious offence. This means that 
people in Yemen perceive tax evasion as a non-serious 
crime compared to the other crimes and offences. This 

fact leads to an environment where Yemenis practice 
tax evasion as an ordinary behavior.  From Tables 5, 6 
and 7, it appears that people in Yemen are less likely to 
perceive tax evasion as a serious crime related to other 
crimes and offences. Thus, hypothesis H1, Tax evasion 
is perceived a less serious crime compared to other 
offences, is accepted.  
 
Perceptions towards the seriousness of tax evasion 
between victim and victimless of offences 
 The second objective the current study tries to 
investigate is measuring the seriousness of tax 
evasion between victim and victimless crimes and 
violations. This section highlights perceived 
differences in perceptions of tax evasion offences 
between victim and victimless offences.  As it is 
stated, a violation is an offence that is usually 
punishable by a fine only compared to crime, which 
is often punishable with imprisonment (Rsenmerkel, 
2001; Warr, 1989).  
 The majority of the offences in the Yemeni Penal 
and Code Law No. 12 (1994) are punished with 
imprisonment and they are categorized into serious 
crimes and non-serious crimes. Specifically, the 
Yemeni Penal and Code Law No. 12 (1994) classifies 
crime into two types: serious crimes and non-serious 
crimes. Serious crimes refer to the crimes punished 
by executing, cutting off one organ or more than one, 
and/or imprisoning for more than three years. Non-
serious crimes refer to the crimes punished by fining 
and/or imprisoning for less than three years. 
Accordingly, the appropriate categorization to the 
context of Yemen is classifying crimes based on their 
seriousness and victim and victimless. All 30 crimes 
and violations in this study are further classified into 
crimes and violations with and without victims as 
shown in Table 8. 
 Analysis of this table, generally, indicates that 
serious crimes are perceived more severe than non-
serious crimes. In detail, a serious crime involves a 
victim is perceived more severe than a serious crime 
without a victim and a non-serious crime. Also, a 
non-serious crime involves a victim is perceived 
more severe than a non-serious crime without a 
victim. It is worth to note that the severity of the first 
five crimes is ranked due to Islamic and cultural 
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Table 8. Serious and non-serious crimes by victim/victimless 

 
factors. In Islam, the first two offences, Islamic abuse 
and murder, are considered the most serious sins 
punished by the God. Drug related crimes are, also, 
relatively as serious as the first two crimes because 
drugs lead to the society destruction and they may 
lead to all types of crimes. The forth and fifth crimes, 
adultery and prostitution, are considered very serious 
sins to be committed by women due to cultural, first, 
and Islamic, second, teachings. 
  In Yemen, it is considered a destroying of the tribe's 
reputation and name in the society if a female goes to 
either a prostitution or adultery. In some tribes, they 
might be killed by the family if they have committed so. 
Importantly, tax evasion offences are considered the 
least serious crimes to be committed. Regarding the 
prior studies, researchers divided crimes into four 
categories. These include: crimes with victims, crimes 
without victims, violations with victims, and violations 
without victims (Karlinsky et al., 2004; Abdul Manaf 
and Abdul Jabbar, 2006). It was found that crimes with 
victims are more serious than victimless crimes and 
violations. And violations involving victims are more 
severe than victimless violations.  
 From Table 8, it appears that people in Yemen 
perceive serious crimes involving victims as more 

severe than victimless serious crimes and non-serious 
crimes. Also, non-serious crimes involving victims 
are considered more severe than victimless non-
serious crimes. As for the tax evasion crimes, the 
three items included under this category are perceived 
as the least serious crimes comparing to other 
offences. Thus, hypothesis H2, Tax evasion is 
perceived a less serious crime compared to other 
victim and victimless of offences is accepted. 
 
The level of the significant difference, if any, in the 
seriousness of tax evasion between each of the 
following demographic variables 
 The third objective the current study tries to 
examine is determining the significant difference, if 
found, in the seriousness of tax evasion between each 
of the demographic factors that include age, gender, 
marital status, education, source of income, 
occupation, level of income and tax return preparer. 
Specifically, this section highlights perceived 
differences in the perceptions of tax evasion offences 
by demographic variables. 
 It is worth to mention that there are three specific 
tax evasion items and one overall tax evasion category 
(computed by averaging those three individual items). 

Rank Offences Serious/ 
Victim 

Serious/ 
Victimless 

Non-serious/ 
Victim 

Non-serious/ 
Victimless 

1 Insulting Islamic teachings   4.86   
2 Murder  4.77    
3 Drug trafficking/dealing  4.45   
4 Adultery   4.41   
5 Prostitution    4.37 
6 Kidnapping  4.32    
7 Rape  4.29    
8 Robbery with firearms  4.26    
9 Terrorism  4.14    
10 Alcohol drinking/dealing    4.12 
11 Arson  4.05    
12 Bribery   3.92   
13 Homosexuality   3.90   
14 Official seal forgery   3.88   
15 Currency forgery  3.80   
16 Financial fraud   3.77   
17 Official document forgery   3.76   
18 Illegal gambling     3.61 
19 Pollution  3.59    
20 Shop-lifting    3.57  
21 Sexual harassment    3.51  
22 Pick-pocketing    3.15  
23 Robbery without firearms  3.10    
24 Employing illegal worker     3.07 
25 Official stamps forgery   2.81   
26 Fireworks acquiring/dealing    2.77 
27 Begging     2.40 
28 Understatement of taxable income    2.39 
29 Overstatement of tax deductions    2.078 
30 Fail to submit a tax return    2.04 
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The three specific tax evasion items and the overall tax 
evasion category are tested for their reliability. 
Reliability means the accuracy which concerns 
stability, dependability and consistency of an 
instrument. In this study, the Cronbach's Alpha 
coefficient is used, which is based on the average 
correlation of items within a test if the items are 
standardized. The reliability test shows that the 
Cronbach's Alpha for item 5, understatement of taxable 
income, is 0.7064; item 9, overstatement of tax 
deductions, is 0.7971; item 13, fail to submit a tax 
return, is 0.7212; overall tax evasion category is 
0.8138. Thus, the instruments are reasonably accepted 
for the purpose of reliability as shown in Table 9. 
 
Table 9. Reliability test of the three specific tax evasion 

items/overall tax evasion category 
The Three Specific Tax Evasion Items Alpha

Item 5: understatement of taxable income 0.7064
Item 9: overstatement of tax deductions 0.7971
Item 13: fail to submit a tax return 0.7212

Overall Tax Evasion Category 
Reliability Coefficients 0.8138

 
 Overall, the research model is represented by the 
following Multiple Regression equation:  
 
MR (Y) = p0 + PiXi + p2X2 + p3X3+ P4X4 + P5X5+ p6X6 + 
PvX7 + p8X8 
 
where: 

MR (Y) = Perceptions toward tax evasion as a crime 
(significant at level 0.05) 

XI = Age 
X2 = Gender 
X3 = Marital Status 
X4 = Education 
X5 = Source of Income 
X6 = Occupation 
X7 = Level of Income 
X8 = Tax Return Preparer 

 
Multiple regressions are one of the most widely used 
techniques in the analysis of data in the social science 
(Bryman and Cramer, 2001). The technique can be used 
to analyze the relationship between a single 
dependent variable and several independent variables 
(Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001). The objective of the 
analysis is to predict the changes in the dependent 
variable in response to changes in the independent 
variables, whereby each independent variable is 
weighted by the regression analysis procedure to 
ensure maximal prediction from the set of 
independent variables (Hair, Anderson, Tatham and 

Black, 1998). According to Arsham (1994), the 
regression analysis has three goals: predicting, 
modeling, and characterization. Based on this, the 
multiple regression analysis was conducted to identify 
the influence of eight demographic variables on the 
perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime as 
follows: 
 
(Y) = [30 + 01X1 + 02X2 + 03X3+ (34X4 + 05X5+ 
06X6 + (37X7 + 08X8 
 
where, 
Y = the predicted value on the DV. 
B0 = the Y intercept, the value of Y (constant) when all 

variables are zero. 
Xt = the values of variables {i = l (age), 2 (gender), 3 

(marital status), 4 (education), 5 (source of 
income),   6 (occupation), 7 (level of income) 
and 8 (tax  return preparer)}. 

Bt = the values of coefficients assigned to the 
variables {i = l (age), 2 (gender), 3 (marital 
status), 4 (education), 5 (source of income), 6 
(occupation), 7 (level of income) and 8 (tax 
return preparer)}: during the regression. 

 
 The following contains the main essential steps 
during the analysis of multiple regression model 
building. The application of such steps can be found 
below: 
 
• The first step was to compute means and standard 

deviations for the dependent and independent 
variables (see Table 10). 

• The second step was to compute the relationships 
between variables (see Table 11). 

• The formula of Multiple Regression was used to 
compute the regression weights with eight 
independent variables. The multiple regression 
analysis was conducted (see Table 12). 

• Then, the correlation coefficient was computed (see 
Table 13). 

• Finally, and to identify the level of significance, 
the ANOVA table of multiple regression was 
computed (see Table 14). 

 
Next, the multiple regression analysis was conducted to 
identify the influence of the eight demographic 
variables on the perception towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime according to the following. 
 The first step in the analysis of multivariate data is a 
table of means and standard deviations. In a multiple 
regression analysis, these scores may have a large 
"influence" on the results of the analysis and are a 
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Table 10. The descriptive statistics in values 
 N Mean Std. 

Values of Tax Evasion Perception as a Serious Crime 335 2.17 1.01 

Values of Age 335 1.83 .59 

Values of Gender 335 1.22 .41 

Values of Marital Status 335 1.81 .48 

Values of Education 335 3.00 1.16 

Values of Source of Income 335 2.04 .88 

Values of Occupation 335 2.04 .88 

Values of Level of Income 335 2.13 1.22 
Values of Tax Return Preparer 335 3.45 .87 

 
Table 11. Pearson correlation 

 
 Age Gender Marital 

Status 
Education Source 

of 
Income 

Occupation Level of 
Income 

Tax return 
Preparer 

Tax evasion perception 
as a serious crime 

Pearson correlation .195(**) -.067 .136(*) .032 .126(*) .126(*) -.036 .028 

 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .224 .013 .559 .021 .021 .515 .607 

Age  
Pearson 

Correlation 
1 -.022 ,446(**) -.268(**) .115(*) .115(*) .174(**) .083 

 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .688 .000 .000 .035 .035 .001 .130 

Gender 
Pearson 

Correlation 
 1 .033 .102 .053 .053 .046 .076 

 
Sig. (2-tailed)   .550 .063 .337 .337 .397 .167 

Marital status 
Pearson 

Correlation 
  1 -.293(**) .159(**) .159(**) .251(**) -.005 

 
Sig. (2-tailed)    .000 .003 .003 .000 .927 

Education  
Pearson 

Correlation 
   1 .200(**) -.200(**) .146(**) .040 

 
Sig. (2-tailed)     .000 .000 .008 .466 

Source of income 
Pearson 

Correlation 
    1 1.000(**) .129(*) -.037 

 
Sig. (2-tailed)       .018 .501 

Occupation  Pearson 
Correlation 

     1 .129(*) -.037 

 
Sig. (2-tailed)       .018 .501 

Level of income Pearson 
Correlation 

      1 .020 

 
Sig. (2-tailed)        .717 

Tax return preparer  
Pearson 

Correlation 
       1 
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Table 12. The coefficients or weights of regression 
Model   Unstandardized Coefficients t Sig. 

      B Std. Error   

1 (Constant) 1.701 .398 4.271 .00 

 Age -.555 .100 -5.534 .00 

 Gender -.242 .127 -1.903 .05 

 Marital Status .621 .127 4.902 .00 

 Education .051 .049 1.053 .29 

 Source of Income .166 .061 2.709 .00 

 Occupation .166 .061 2.709 .00 

 Level of Income -.049 .044 -1.117 .26 

 Tax Return Preparer .079 .060 1.314 .19 

a Dependent variable: perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime 
 
 
Table 13. The multiple correlation coefficient and coefficient of determination 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .366(a) .134 .116 .94907 

 
Table 14. Summary of t-test/one-way ANOVA 

 Age Gender Marital 
status Education Source of 

income Occupation Level of 
income 

Tax 
return 

preparer 

Understatement of 
Taxable Income 

0.099 
 

(2.328) 

0.00* 
(14.921) 

0.030 
(3.541) 

0.009 
(3.426) 

0.00* 
(10.702) 

0.00* 
(10.702) 

0.00* 
(5.686) 

0.036 
(2.886) 

Overstatement of 
Tax Deductions 

0.00* 
(11.105) 

0.00* 
(12.704) 

0.369 
(0.999) 

0.00* 
(14.353) 

0.003 
(4.713) 

0.003 
(4.713) 

0.00* 
(5.285) 

0.218 
(1.488) 

Fail to Submit a 
Tax Return 

0.00* 
(9.654) 

0.00* 
(13.281) 

0.015 
(4.268) 

0.043 
(2.493) 

0.884 
(0.218) 

0.884 
(0.218) 

0.00* 
(6.517) 

0.028 
(3.057) 

Tax Evasion 0.001 
(6.665) 

0.00* 
(-15.587) 

0.045 
(3.131) 

0.00* 
(6.048) 

0.008 
(3.981) 

0.008 
(3.981) 

0.016 
(3.090) 

0.290 
(1.254) 

 
 
 cause for concern. In the case of the study data, the 
following means and standard deviations were 
computed. 
 Based on Table 10, the mean value of the 
dependent variable, perception towards tax evasion as 
a serious crime, is (2.17). This reveals that most of the 
responses are positioned at the low-level perception of 
tax evasion as a serious crime. Consequently, the 
majority of the respondents perceive tax evasion as a 
less serious crime. The mean value of the first 
independent variable, age, is (1.83). This indicates that 
most of the respondents are positioned between young 
and middle aged individuals. As for the mean value of 
the second independent variable, marital status, it is 
(1.81). This highlights that most of the respondents are 
single and married individuals. In terms of the third 
independent variable, education, the mean value is 
(3.00). This reveals that most of the respondents hold 

medium level of education, higher diploma and 
bachelor degree. In terms of the fifth independent 
variable, source of income, the mean value is (2.04). 
This indicates that most of the respondents get their 
income from private and governmental sources of 
income. Regarding the sixth independent variable, 
occupation, the mean value is (2.04). This means that 
the majority of the respondents work for private and 
governmental sectors. In terms of the seventh 
independent variable, level of income, the mean value 
is (2.13). This means that the majority of the 
respondents are low and medium income level 
receivers. Finally, as for the eight independent 
variable, a tax return preparer, the mean value is (3.45). 
This indicates that the majority of the respondents get 
their tax return prepared by a tax agent or other parties 
assist them to get so such as their employers. 
 The second step is an analysis of bivariate 
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relationships between variables. This can be done 
using a correlation matrix. Variable association refers to 
a wide variety of coefficients which measure the 
strength of a relationship. Correlation is a bivariate 
measure of association (strength) of the relationship 
between two variables. It varies from 0 (random 
relationship) to 1 (perfect linear relationship) or -1 
(perfect negative linear relationship). It is usually 
reported in terms of its square (r2), interpreted as a 
percent of variance explained. The use of partial 
correlation is usually restricted to simple models of 3 
or 4 variables, 5 at most (Cohen, 1983). 
 Correlation is symmetrical, not providing evidence 
of which way causation flows. If other variables also 
cause the dependent variable, then any covariance they 
share with the given independent variable in a 
correlation may be falsely attributed to that 
independent. Also, to the extent that there is a 
nonlinear relationship between the two variables being 
correlated, correlation will understate the  relationship. 
 Correlation will also be attenuated to the extent that 
there is measurement error, including the use of sub-
interval data or artificial truncation of the range of the 
data. 
 Table 11 shows the correlations between the 
perception towards tax evasion as a crime and the 
demographic factors. 
 In the case of the data of the present study, it is noted 
that the age and gender correlate non-significantly in a 
very weak negative relationship  
(-.195** and -.067) with the perception towards tax 
evasion as a serious crime. While, marital status, source 
of income and occupation correlate non-significantly in 
a very weak positive relationship (.136*, .126* and 
.126* respectively) with the perception towards tax 
evasion as a serious crime, as for education and tax 
return preparer, they correlate significantly in a very 
weak positive relationship (.32 and .28 respectively) 
with the perception towards tax evasion as a serious 
crime. While, the level of income correlates significantly 
in a very weak negative relationship (-.036) with the 
perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime. 
 The formulas to compute the regression weights 
with eight weights (variables) with one dependent 
variable are available from various sources 
(Stockburger, 2005). 
 The output consists of a number of tables. The 
"Coefficients" table presents the optimal weights in 
the regression model, as seen in the following: 
 
 Recalling the prediction Equation (Y) = PO + (31X1 + 
(32X2 + p3X3+ |34X4 + [35X5+P6X6 + P7X7 + p8X8 

 
 where, 

y = A measure of perception towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime. Xj= A measure of age. X2= A 
measure of gender. Xj= A measure of marital 
status. X4= A measure of education. X5= A 
measure of source of income. Xg= A measure of 
occupation X7= A measure of level of income 
Xs- A measure of tax return preparer. 

b = Regression weights and are computed in a way 
that minimizes the sum of squared deviations. 

 
 The values for the weights can now be found by 
observing the "B" column under "Unstandardized 
Coefficients." They are b0 = 1.701, fa = - .555,  
b2 = - 0.242, b3 = .621, b4 = .051 and b5 = .166,  
b6= .166, b7= - .049, b8= .079 and the regression 
equation appears as: 
 
Y1 = 1.701 - .555 X,j - .242 X2i + .621 X3i + .051 X4i + 
.166 X5i + .166 Xand - .049X7i+ .079X8i 

t:      (4.271)     (-5.534)    (-1.903)    (4.902)    
(1.053)    (2.709)    (2.709)     (-1.117)     (1.314) *: 
Significant at a=0.05 

 
 If xi (age) increases one unit, then the perception 
towards tax evasion as a serious crime will decrease 
with about 0.555 and vice versa. If X2 (gender) increases 
one unit, then the perception towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime will decrease with about 0.242 and vice 
versa. If xs (marital status) increases one unit, then 
the perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime 
will increase with about 0.621 and vice versa. If x4 
(education) increases one unit, then the perception 
towards tax evasion as a serious crime will increase 
with about 0.051 and vice versa. If x5 (source of 
income) increases one unit, then the perception towards 
tax evasion as a serious crime will increase with about 
0.166 and vice versa. If x6 (occupation) increases one 
unit, then the perception towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime will increase with about 0.166 and vice 
versa. If x7 (level of income) increases one unit, then the 
perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime will 
decrease with about 0.049 and vice versa. If x8 (tax 
return preparer) increases one unit, then the perception 
towards tax evasion as a serious crime will increase 
with about 0.079 and vice versa. 
 From the above, it can be concluded that the 
perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime is 
influenced positively only by age, gender, marital 
status, source of income and occupation. 
 The value of R can be found in Table 13. In the case 
of this study data, the value for the multiple R when 
predicting Y from Xh X2, X3, X4, X5, X6, X7, X8, was 0.366. 
 In this study, the results could be reported thus 
"13.4% of the variance in the measure of perception 
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towards tax evasion as a serious crime can be predicted 
by measures of age, gender, marital status, education, 
occupation, level of income and tax return preparer". 
The results of a Pearson Correlation analysis indicate 
that, based on Table 11, the correlation between age 
and the perception towards tax evasion as a serious 
crime was negatively very weak (-0.195) which might 
indicate that the perception towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime will decrease as people get older and 
vice versa. Further, the correlation between gender and 
the perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime 
was negatively very weak (-0.067) which might 
indicate that the perception towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime will decrease as taxpayers are females 
and vice versa. 
 Also, the correlation between marital status and 
the perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime 
was positively very weak (0.136) which might indicate 
that the perception towards tax evasion as a serious 
crime will increase as taxpayers get married and go in 
other marital status conditions and vice versa. 
Furthermore, the correlation between education and 
the perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime 
was positively somewhat strong (0.032) which might 
indicate that the perception towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime will increase as taxpayers hold higher 
education and vice versa. Indeed, the correlation 
between source of income and the perception towards 
tax evasion as a serious crime was positively very 
weak (0.126) which might indicate that the perception 
towards tax evasion as a serious crime will increase as 
taxpayers get their income from governmental sectors 
and vice versa. As well, the correlation between 
occupation and the perception towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime was positively very weak (0.126) which 
might indicate that the perception towards tax evasion 
as a serious crime will increase as taxpayers work for 
governmental sectors and vice versa. 
 Either, the correlation between level of income 
and the perception towards tax evasion as a serious 
crime was negatively somewhat strong (-0.036) which 
might indicate that the perception towards tax evasion 
as a serious crime will decrease as the level of income 
increases and vice versa. And, the correlation 
between tax return preparer and the perception 
towards tax evasion as a serious crime was positively 
quite strong (0.28) which might indicate that the 
perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime will 
increase as the taxpayers get their tax return prepared 
by other preparers and not themselves and vice versa.  
 The results of Multiple Regression analysis 
supported by cross-tabulation analysis reveal that the 
perception towards tax evasion as a serious crime is 
influenced only by age, gender, marital status, source of 

income and occupation. As for measuring the 
perceived differences in perceptions of tax evasion 
offences by demographic variables, Table 14 
summarizes the results of t-test or one-way ANOVA 
for significant variables.  
 The results in Table 14 indicate that differences 
exist in terms of age, gender, marital status, 
education, source of income, occupation, level of 
income and tax return preparer for the entire 
individual items (3 evasion items) of tax evasion.  
 

Discussions and Conclusions 
 

Discussion 
 This study measures the perceptions of Yemeni 
citizens as to the severity of tax evasion relative to 
other offences. As it is stated earlier that one major 
contribution of this study is the introduction of three 
specific types of tax evasion behavior in Yemen. 
Largely, this survey utilizes insights of a 
questionnaire used in previous studies with some 
modifications to suit the context of Yemen.  
 Based on the research findings presented in the 
Results section, the perception of Yemeni citizens 
towards tax evasion as a crime is reported based on 
the following: a comparison has been made to 
measure the Yemeni citizens' perceptions towards tax 
evasion and other 30 offences. The analysis of Mean 
Scores was performed to the 30 crimes and to the 
category of crimes to rank the score of tax evasion 
compared to the other offences and the paired t-test 
was applied to compare the category of tax evasion 
with another category of offences as stated earlier in 
the Results section. The results of the performed 
analysis indicate that Yemeni citizens perceive tax 
evasion as the least serious crime compared to the 
other given offences and there is a difference between 
the category of tax evasion as a crime and the other 
categories of crimes in terms of their severity. The tax 
evasion three items were ranked as 28th, 29th and 
30th out of 30 crimes and the tax evasion category 
was ranked as the least score of Mean equaled 2.17 
out 5 Likert point scale. Accordingly, hypothesis H1, 
which is developed as tax evasion is perceived a less 
serious crime compared to other offences, is 
accepted. Furthermore, a comparison has been made 
to measure the Yemeni citizens' perceptions towards 
the seriousness of tax evasion with victim and 
victimless offences. The 30 given crimes have been 
divided into four groups that include: serious victim 
crimes, serious victimless crimes, non-serious victim 
crimes and non-serious victimless crimes. The 
analysis of the Mean Scores performed was used to 
make the comparison. It was found that the three 
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items of tax evasion were ranked as the least non-
serious victimless crimes compared to the other 
serious victim, serious victimless, non-serious victim 
and non-serious victimless crimes. However, 
hypothesis H2, which is developed that tax evasion is 
perceived a less serious crime compared to other 
victim and victimless of offences, is accepted. 
 To report the third classification of findings, the 
effects of eight demographic variables on factors that 
influence the perceptions towards tax evasion as a 
serious crime have been investigated. The eight 
variables are age, gender, marital status, education, 
source of income, occupation, level of income and tax 
return preparer. The results of t-test and one-way 
ANOVA indicate that differences in perceiving tax 
evasion as a serious crime exist in terms of age, 
gender, marital status, education, source of income, 
occupation, level of income except for the tax return 
preparer for the entire individual items (3 evasion 
items) of tax evasion.  Specifically, for the age 
variable, it was found that old people perceive tax 
evasion as a more serious crime than young people. It 
is important to note that this result goes in consistent 
with the previous study of Karlinsky et al. (2004), 
Abdul Manaf and Abdul Jabbar (2006), Christian and 
Gupta, (1993), Alm et al. (2006), Title (1980), 
Warneryd and Walerud (1982), Wahlund (1992), and 
Troutman and O'Bryan (2000). Thus, hypothesis H3 is 
accepted. Regarding the gender variable, it was found 
that females are more likely to perceive tax evasion 
as a less serious crime than males. This result has 
shown a consistent line with the studies carried out by 
Barnett and Karson (1987) and Weeks et al. (1999) 
that concluded the females are less likely to perceive 
tax evasion as an ethical practice than male. Thus, 
hypothesis H4 is rejected. As for the marital status 
variable, it was found that single people perceive tax 
evasion as a less serious crime than married or other 
condition individuals. This result goes in the same 
line with the previous studies of Clotfelter (1983), 
Karlinsky et al. (2004), and Abdul Manaf and Abdul 
Jabbar (2006). Thus, hypothesis H5 is accepted.  In 
terms of the education variable, it was found that tax 
evasion decreases as people get higher education. 
This is consistent with the previous studies (Witte and 
Woodbury, 1985; Beron et al., 1992; Wallschutzky, 
1984; Alm et al., 2006; Weber and Rockoff, 2001; 
Kasipillai et al., 2003; Milliron, 1985; Chan, 
Troutman and O'Bryan, 2000; Fallan, 1999). Thus, 
hypothesis H6 is accepted. 
  With regards to the source of income variable, it 
was found that employees who gain their income 
from the governmental sector perceive tax evasion as 
a less serious crime than those who gain their income 

from the private sector, own business, or other 
sources of income. This finding is consistent with the 
previous studies of Groves (1958) and Wallschutzky 
(1984). Accordingly, hypothesis H7 is rejected.  In 
terms of the occupation variable, it was found that 
employees who gain their income from the 
governmental sector perceive tax evasion as a less 
serious crime than those who gain their income from 
the private sector, own business, or other sources of 
income. This finding is consistent with the previous 
studies of Westat (1980a) and Westat (1980b). 
Accordingly, hypothesis H8 is rejected. As for the level 
of income, it was found that as the level of income 
increases the perception towards tax evasion decrease. 
This is consistent with the several studies of Young 
(1994), Christian and Gupta (1993), Giese and 
Hoffman (1999), Hite (1997), and Crane and Nourzad 
(1990). Thus, hypothesis H9 is accepted. Regarding the 
tax return preparer variable, it was found that there is 
not any significant difference in perception of the 
seriousness of tax evasion based on who prepares the 
tax return. This is consistent with the previous studies 
of Karlinsky et al., (2004); Abdul Manaf and Abdul 
Jabbar (2006).  Thus, hypothesis H10 is rejected. 
 More important, from the interviews conducted, it 
seems that the respondents perceive tax evasion as the 
least serious crime. This perception is influenced by 
the Islamic perceptions towards collecting taxes. It 
appears that the majority of respondents agree with 
the fist two Islamic perspectives towards collecting 
taxes. In particular, since Yemen is an Islamic 
country, the perception towards tax evasion in most 
cases is looked into from the Islamic view of point. 
The majority of the individuals interviewed (90%) 
indicated that the current tax system is a Western 
system adopted from what it is called developed 
countries. As Muslims, the system have to be 
implemented is the Zakat system. Otherwise, there is 
a possibility for citizens to evade the tax when the 
government is not implementing the Islamic methods. 
Furthermore, tax evaders have a verdict that permits 
tax evasion stated by several famous Islamic scholars. 
In such cases, the influencing Islamic scholars have 
an argument that result in three verdicts towards tax. 
 
Conclusion 
 Theoretically, this study reasonably has achieved 
its objectives to measure the perceptions of Yemeni 
citizens as to the severity of tax evasion relative to 
other offences. The objectives of the study have been 
achieved through the result after conducting the 
analysis of Mean Scores and paired t-test. The first 
objective deals with whether there is a significant 
difference in the perception of the seriousness of tax 
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evasion compared to the given 27 offences. The results 
highlight that tax evasion related items are ranked 28th, 
29th and 30th out of 30 offences. The general trend of 
perceptions seems to be similar and consistent with the 
previous studies of Karlinsky et al. (2004) and Abdual 
Manaf and Abdul Jabbar (2006). However, this study 
shows that tax evasion is ranked the least serious crime 
compared to the other 27 given offences (28th, 29th 
and 30th out of 30 offences).  
 As for the other categories, tax evasion category 
(3 tax evasion items) is ranked sixth (out of six 
categories). It was indicated that tax evasion as a 
category of offence is found to be the least serious 
than the other five categories of offences. 
Comparison of tax evasion (as a category) with other 
categories of crimes (6 categories) revealed that 
significant differences exist in the perceptions of the 
seriousness of tax evasion with all offences 
categories. The second objective of the study has 
been achieved through the result after conducting the 
analysis of the Mean Scores. This objective deals 
with whether there is a significant difference in the 
perception of the seriousness of tax evasion compared 
to other victim and victimless crimes. In general, 
serious crimes are perceived more severe than non-
serious crimes and victim crimes are perceived more 
severe than victimless crimes. Tax evasion is 
perceived the least non-serious victimless crime 
among the other serious and non-serious victim and 
victimless crimes. 
 The third objective of the study has been achieved 
through the result after conducting the analysis of t-
test, one-way ANOVA and cross-tabulation. 
Objective three deals wit whether demographic 
variables influence the perception of the seriousness 
of tax evasion. The results indicate significant 
differences in perception exist among male and 
female, individuals' ages, people with different 
marital status, academic qualification, source of 
income, occupation and level of income. Regarding 
the condition of preparing tax return, there does not 
appear to be any significant differences in the 
perception of the seriousness of tax evasion based on 
who prepares the tax return. 
 As for the interviews conducted, it appears that 
there is an obvious influence of the Islamic 
perspectives on the perceptions of Yemeni people 
towards tax evasion. The majority of respondents 
believe that either collecting taxes by governments is 
completely prohibited in all cases or collecting taxes 
is permitted only in some cases as stated earlier. 
Specifically, Yemen is considered unique in its 
culture in terms of the religion, Islam, and how this 
religion influences the whole life aspects ignoring the 

power of regulation and laws that go against Islamic 
teachings. People evade tax like Americans, 
Australians and Malaysians. But, the reason of 
evading the tax is different from the reasons stated by 
the other countries. The most important reason is that 
Islam forbids collecting tax because Muslims are 
subject to pay only Zakat. And, paying tax is only 
subject to special circumstances in which the country 
is in need for further funds. 
 This study is still subject to some limitations. One 
of the limitations of this study is that this paper has 
reported 310 respondents’ opinion towards tax 
evasion. Thus, the results have not shown a whole 
picture of all people in Yemen. Future research is 
required to extend the results of this research and fill 
in this gap. The second limitation of this study is that 
the time considered under investigation is limited to 
the perception of people in 2008. Hence, future 
research is required to extend the results of this study 
by covering a range of previous years to this study 
and/or post-periods to this study. Finally, this study 
has explored the perception of Yemeni people 
towards tax evasion using questionnaires and 
interviews. therefore, the results found in this study 
are limited to the methodological approach used. 
Future research is required to extend and confirm 
these results by using different methodological 
approaches and introducing several variables such as 
the country-specific factors: religion, culture, political 
system, economic development and comparing 
perceptions of South and North Yemen because there 
were two countries in the past, before 1990. 
 

References 
 

Abdul Manaf, N. and Abdul Jabbar, H. “A Survey of Perception 
Towards Tax  Evasion as a Crime.” Further Global 
Challenges in Tax Administration. Fiscal Publications, 
(2006). 

Akaah, I. P. “Differences in Research Ethics Judgments between 
Male and Female Marketing Professionals.” Journal of 
Business Ethics, Vol. 8, (1989), 375-381. 

Aljamaree, Y. and Algaylee, A. “Financial Ministry Implements 
Transparency Principle to Reform the Financial Regulations 
and Laws.” Retrieved June 10, 2008 from 
http://www.sabanews.net/ar/news131480.htm , (2007). 

Allingham, M. and Sandmo, A. “Income Tax Evasion: A 
Theoretical Analysis.” Journal of Public Economics, Vol. 1, 
(1972), 323-338. 

Alm, J.; Jackson, B. and McKee, M.   “Estimating the 
Determinants of Taxpayer Compliance with Experimental 
Data.” National Tax Journal, Vol. 45, No. (1), (1992), 107-14. 

Alm, J.; Martinez-Vazque, J. and Torgler, B. “Russian Attitudes 
Toward Paying Taxes before, during, and after the 
Transition.” International Journal of Social Economics, Vol. 
33, No. (12), (2006), 832- 857. 

Alm, J.; McClelland, G.H. and Schulze, W.D. “Why Do People 
Pay Taxes?” Journal of Public Economics, Vol. 48, No. (1), 
(1992), 21-48. 



J. King Saud Univ., Vol. 24, Law & Political Sci. (2), Riyadh (2012/1433H.)  23 
 

Alm, J.; McClelland, G.H. and Schulze, W.D. “Changing the 
Social Norm of Tax Compliance by Voting.” KYKLOS, Vol. 
48, No. (1), (1999),  41-171. 

Alomari, E. “The Islamic Verdict in Implementation Taxes.” 
Retrieved August 12, 2008 from www.meshkat.net/new/ 
list.php?catid=5andsart=100 - 53k, (2004). 

An, Z. “Identity and Tax Evasion." National Tax Association 
Proceedings. 99th Annual Conference on Taxation, (2007). 

Baldry, J. and Kasipillai, J. “Malaysia: Income Tax 
Enforcement.” Asia-Pacific Tax Bulletin, Vol. 2, No. (9), 
(1996), 268-272. 

Baldry, J. “Income Tax Evasion and the Tax Schedule: Some 
Experimental Results.” Public Finance, Vol. 42, No. (3), 
(1987), 357-383. 

Barnett, J. H. and Karson, M.J. “Personal Values and Business 
Decisions: An Exploratory Investigation.” Journal of 
Business Ethics, Vol. 6, (1987), 371-382. 

Bennett, T. “Drugs and Crime: The Results of the Second 
Development of the New ADAM Programs.” Home Office 
Study, Vol. 205, (2000). 

Beron, K. J.; Tauchen, H.V. and Witte, A.D. The Effects of 
Audits and Socioeconomic Variables on Compliance. In: Joel 
Slemrod (Ed.), Why People Pay Taxes:  Tax Compliance and 
Enforcement, Ann Arbor, MI, USA: University of Michigan 
Press, (1992), 67-89. 

Boyd, D. P. “Improving Ethical Awareness Through the Business 
and Society Course.” Business and Society, Vol. 20, No.(2), 
Vol. 21, No. (1), (1981), 27-31. 

Boylan, S. and Sprinkle, G.  “Experimental Evidence on the 
Relation between Tax Rates and Compliance:  The Effect of 
Earned vs. Endowed Income.” Journal of the American 
Taxation Association, Vol. 23, No. (1), (2001), 75-90. 

Braithwaite, J. Crime, Shame and Reintegration. Cambridge, UK: 
Cambridge University Press, (1989). 

Brand, P. “Compliance: A 21st Century Approach.” National Tax 
Journal, Vol. 49, No. (3), (1996), 413-420. 

Brown, C. Taxation and the Incentive to Work. Oxford University 
Press, (1983). 

Browning, J. and Zabriskie, N.B. “How Ethical Are Industrial 
Buyers?” Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 12, (1983), 
219-224. 

Cabrera, S. “Drug Use Among Hispanic Youth: Examining 
Common and Unique Contributing Factors.” Hispanic 
Journal of Behavioral Sciences, Vol. 2 , No. (1), (1999). 

Central Statistical Organization. (2003-2004). “Crimes and 
Judiciary Statistics Indicators for 2003-2004.” Retrieved July 
3, 2008 from http://www.cso-yemen.org/ 
content.php?lng=englishandid=310. 

Chan, C.; Troutman, C. and O'Bryan, S. “An Expanded Model 
of Taxpayer Compliance: Empirical Evidence from the 
United States and Hong Kong.” Journal of International 
Accounting Auditing and Taxation, Vol. 9, No. (2), (2000), 
83-103. 

Chaney, K. and Lewis, M. “Earnings Management and Firm 
Valuation Under Asymmetric Information.” Journal of 
Corporate Finance, (1995), 319-345. 

Christian, C. and Gupta, S. “New Evidence on Secondary 
Evasion.” Journal of the American Taxation Association, 
Vol. 16, (1993), 72-93. 

Clotfelter, C. “Tax Evasion and Tax Rates: An Analysis of 
Individual Returns.” The Review of Economics and Statistics, 
Vol. 65, No. (3), (1983), 363-373. 

Cohen, J. Statical Power Analysis for the Behavioral Science. 
Hillsdale, New Jersey: Lawrence Erlbaum, (1988). 

Criminal Intelligence Service Alberta. Provincial Public Opinion 
Survey on Organized Crime (2001) and (2004). (2005). 
Criminal Intelligence Service Alberta. Retrieved November 

10, 2005 from http://www.cisalberta.ca/surveys /2004 
%20public %20opinion%20survey.pdf 

Croall, H. White Collar Crime. Philadelphia: Open University 
Press, (1992). 

Dasipillai, J. A Comprehensive Guide to Malaysian Taxation 
under Self Assessment. McGraw-Hill, (2005). 

Degeorage, F.; Patel, J. and Zeckhauser, R. “Earnings 
Management to Exceed Thresholds.” The Journal of 
Business, Vol. 72, (1999), 1-33. 

Dubin, J. and Wilde, L. “An Empirical Analysis of Federal 
Income Tax Auditing and Compliance.” National Tax 
Journal, Vol. 41, No. (1), (March 1988), 61-74. 

Eicher, J.; Stuhldreher, T. and Stuhldreher, W. “Men, Women, 
Taxes, and Ethics.” Tax Notes, (2002), 401-406. 

Embassy of Yemen. Structure and Features of the Yemeni 
Economy. Retrieved June 10, 2008 from http://www. 
yemenembassy.org/economic/YemeniEconomy.htm, (2007).  

Erard, B. and Ho, C. “Searching for Ghosts: Who Are the 
Nonfilers and How Much Tax Do They Owe?” Journal of 
Public Economics, Vol. 81, (2001),  25-50. 

Fallan, L. “Gender, Exposure to Tax Knowledge, and attitudes 
Towards Taxation: An Experimental Approach.” Journal of 
Business Ethics, Vol. 18, (1999), 173-184. 

Fatt, K. “Malaysian Taxation: Principle and Practice” (10th. ed). 
Infoworld Malaysia, (2004). 

Feinstein, J. “An Econometric Analysis of Income Tax Evasion 
and Its Detection.” Rand Journal of Economics, Vol. 22, No. 
(1), (1991), 14-35. 

Feld, L.P. and Tyran, J-R. “Tax Evasion and Voting: an 
Experimental Analysis.” KYKLOS, Vol. 55, No. (2), (2002), 
197-222. 

Fisher, R.; Goddeeris, J. and Young, J.  “Participantion in Tax 
Amnesties: The Individual Income Tax.” National Tax 
Journal, Vol. 42, No. (2), (1989), 15-27. 

Flathmann, Janine and  Sheffrin, Steven. ‘‘Are Surveys of 
Taxpayers’ Honesty Honest?’’ CD-ROM. International 
Institute of Public Finance Congress Proceedings, Prague, 
(2003). 

Franicevic, Vojmir. ‘‘Political Economy of the Unofficial 
Economy: The State and Regulation.’’ Paper presented at the 
international workshop on the Importance of Unofficial 
Economy in Economic Transition, Zagreb, (1997). 

Frey, B.S. Not Just for the Money – An Economic Theory of 
Personal Motivation. Cheltenham:  Edward Elgar Publishing 
Limited, (1997). 

Frey, B.S. and Feld, L.P. “Deterrence and Morale in Taxation: an 
Empirical Analysis.” Working Paper No. 760, CES ifo, 
Munich, (2002). 

Frey, B.S. “The Role of Deterrence and Tax Morale in Taxation in 
the European Union.” Jelle Zijlstra Lecture, Netherlands 
Institute for Advanced Study in the Humanities and Social 
Sciences, Wassenaar, (2003). 

Gerxhani, K. “Explaining Gender Differences in Tax Evasion: 
The Case of Tirana, Albania.” Feminist Economics, Vol. 13, 
No. (2), 119-155. 

Gerxhani, Klarita and Schram, Arthur. ‘‘Tax Evasion and 
Income Source: A comparative Experimental Study.’’ 
Journal of Economic Psychology, Vol. 27, No. (3), (2006), 
402–22. 

Gerxhani, Klarita. ‘‘The Informal Sector in Transition: Tax 
Evasion in an Institutional Vacuum.’’ PhD diss., Tinbergen 
Institute Research Series 265, University of Amsterdam, 
(2002). 

Ghosh, D. and Crain, T. “Ethical Standards, Attitudes Toward 
Risk, and International Non-compliance: An Experimental 
Investigation.”  Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 14, No. 5, 
(1995), 353-365.  



24 K.S. Aljaaidi, N.A. Abdul Manaf and S.S. Karlinsky: Crime of Tax Evasion: A Survey of its Perception in Yemen 

Giese, Sebastian and Hoffman, Antje. ‘‘Tax Evasion and Risky 
Investments in an Inter temporal Context – An Experimental 
Study.’’ Discussion Paper 153, Humboldt University, Berlin, 
(1999). 

Gigler, F. “Self-Enforcing Voluntary Disclosures.” Journal of 
Accounting Research,  (1994), 224-240. 

Glen, W. "The Influence of Gender and Education on Tax 
Avoidance and Tax Evasion." In: Evas, C. and Greenbaum, 
A. (Eds.). Tax Administration – Facing Challenges of the 
Future. NSW: Prospect Media Pty. Ltd., (1998). 

Goricelli, G.; Joffily, M.; Montmarquette, C. and Villeval, M. 
“Tax Evasion: Cheating Rationally or Deciding 
Emotionally?” Scientific Series, Vol. 22, (2007). 

Groves, H. Empirical Studies of Income Tax Compliance. 
National Tax Journal, (1958), 291-301. 

Guenther, D.; Maydew, E. and Nutter, S. “Financial Reporting, 
Tax Costs, and Book-Tax Conformity.” Journal of 
Accounting and Economics, (1997), 225-248. 

Hajah Mustafa, M. “An Evaluation of the Malaysian Tax 
Administrative System, and Taxpayers' Perceptions Towards 
Assessment Systems. Tax Law Fairness, and Tax Law 
Complexity.” PhD Dissertation, Universiti Utara Malaysia, 
(1996). 

Hanousek, Jan and Palda, Filip. ‘‘Why People Evade Taxes in 
the Czech and Slovak Republics: A Tale of Twins.’’ CERGE-
EI Discussion Paper 2002–85, (2002). 

Harris, J. R. “Ethical Values of Individuals at Different Levels in 
the Organizational Hierarchy of a Single Firm.” Journal of 
Business Ethics, Vol. 9. (1990), 741-750. 

Hasseldine, J. “Gender Differences in Tax Compliance.” Asia-
Pacific Journal of Taxation, Vol. 3, No. (2), (1999), 73-89. 

Heslin, E., and Gordon, C. “Tax Reform: Thy Name is 
Arbitrariness.” Business Quarterly (1986-1998), Vol. 53, No. 
(1), (1988), 21-35.  

Hessing, D.; Elffers, H. and Weigel, R. “Exploring the Limits of 
Self-reports and Reasoned Action: An Investigation of the 
Psychology of Tax Evasion Behavior.” Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 54, No. (3), (1988), 
405-413. 

Hite, P. “Identifying and Mitigating Taxpayer Non-compliance.” 
Australian Tax Forum, Vol. 13, (1997), 155-180. 

Hoffman, J. J. “Are Women Really More Ethical Than Men? 
Maybe It Depends on the Situation.” Journal of Managerial 
Issues, Vol. 10, (1998), 60-73. 

Isachsen, Arne J. and Strom Steiner. ‘‘The Size and Growth of 
the Hidden Economy in Norway.’’ Review of Income and 
Wealth, Vol. 31, No. (1), (1985), 21–38. 

Jackson, B. and Milliron, V. “Tax Compliance Research, 
Findings, Problems and Prospects.” Journal of Accounting 
Literature, Vol. 5, (1986), 125-161. 

Jackson, B. and Milliron, V. “Tax Compliance Research: 
Findings, Problems and Prospects.” Journal of Accounting 
Literature, Vol. 5, (1986).. 

Jones, J. “Earnings Management During Import Relief 
Investigations.” Journal of Accounting Research, Vol. 29, 
No. (2), (1991), 193-228. 

Kaplan S., and Reckers, P. “A Study of Tax Evasion Judgments.” 
National Tax Journal, Vol. 38, No. (1), (1985), 97-102.  

Karlinsky, S.; Burton, H. and Blanthorne, C. “Perceptions of 
Tax Evasion as a Crime.” E – Journal of Tax Research, Vol. 
2, No. (2), (2004), 226-240. 

Karofi, U. “Drug Abuse and Criminal Behavior in Penange, 
Malaysia: A Multivariate Analaysis.” Bangladesh e-Journal of 
Sociology, Vol. 2, No. (2), (2005), 1-26. retrieved December 7, 
2005 from http://www.bangladeshsociology.org/ BEJS%20-
%202.2%20 Karofi%20-20Drug%20abuse.pdf 

Kasipillai, J. "Aspects of the Hidden Economy and Tax Non-

compliance in Malaysia." PhD Thesis, The University of New 
England, (1997).  

Kasipillai, J.; Aripin, N. and Amran, N. “The Influence of 
Education on Tax Avoidance and Tax Evasion.” E-Journal of 
Tax Research, Vol. 1, No. (2), (2003), 134-146. 

Kinsey, K. “Theories and Models of Tax Cheating.” Taxpayer 
Compliance Project Working Paper, American Bar 
Foundation, (1985), 84-2. 

Lamont, O. “Earnings and Expected Return.” The Journal of 
Finance, Vol. 53, No. (5), (1998), 1563-1587. 

Lewis, A. The Psychology of Taxation, Oxford: Martin Robertson 
Publishing Limited, (1982). 

Lewis, A. The Psychology of Taxation. New York: St. Martine's 
Press, (1982). 

Long, S. and Swingen, J. “Taxpayer Compliance: Setting New 
Agendas for Research, Review of National Academy of 
Sciences Panel Report on Taxpayer Compliance.” Law and 
Society Review, Vols. 1 and 2, No. (25), (1991), 639-683. 

Makkai, T.; Fitzgerald, J. and Doak, P. “Drug Use Among 
Police Detainees.” Bulleting on Crime and Justice, (2000). 

Mason, R. and Calvin, L. “A Study of Admitted Income Tax 
Evasion.” Law and Society Review, Vol. 13, (1978), 73-89. 

McBernett, D. “Whitter Than White Collar Crime: Tax Fraud 
Insurance, and the Management of Stigma.” British Journal 
of Sociology, Vol. 42, (1991), 3232-344. 

McGee, R. W. and Guo, Z. “The Ethics of Tax Evasion: A Survey 
of Law, Business and Philosophy Students in China.” 
Published in the Proceedings of the International Academy of 
Business and Public Administration Disciplines (IABPAD), 
2006 Winter Conference, Orlando, Florida, January 3-6, pp. 
748-763. Reprinted at www.ssrn.com, (2006). 

McGee, R. W. and Lingle, C. “The Ethics of Tax Evasion: A 
Survey of Guatemalan Opinion.” Presented at the 60th 
International Atlantic Economic Conference, New York, 
October 6-9, 2005. Also available at www.ssrn.com. 

McGee, R. W. “The Ethics of Tax Evasion in Islam: A Comment.” 
Journal of Accounting, Ethics and Public Policy, Vol. 1, 
(1998b), 162-168. 

McGee, R.W. and Smith, S.R. “Ethics, Tax Evasion and 
Religion: A Survey of Opinion of Members of the Church of 
Jesus Christ of Latter-Day Saints,” Andreas School of 
Business Working Paper, Barry University, (2006). 

Merks, P. “Tax Evasion, Tax Avoidance and Tax Planning.” 
INTERTAX, Vol. 34, No. 5, (2006), 272-281. 

Murtuza, A. and Ghazanfar, S.M.. “Taxation as a Form of 
Worship: Exploring the Nature of  Zakat.” Journal of 
Accounting, Ethics and Public Policy, Vol. 1, (1998), 134-
161. 

Nyaw, M. and Ng, I. “A Comparative Analysis of Ethical Beliefs: 
A Four Country Study.” Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 13, 
(1994), 543-555. 

OECD. MENA- OECD INVESTMENT PROGRAMME; 
Recommendations on Frameworks to Support Development 
of National Tax Policy Reform Agendas. Working Group 3. 
Retrieved July 2, 2008 from www.oecd.org/dataoecd/56 
/20/36086830.pdf, (2007). 

Peacock, A. and Shaw, G. “Tax Evasion and Tax Revenue Loss.” 
Public Finance, Vol. 37, (1982), 268-278. 

Pentland B., and Carlile, P. “Audit the Taxpayer, Not the Return: 
Tax Auditing as an Expression Game.” Accounting, 
Organizations and Society, Vol. 21, No. (2), (1996), 269-287. 

Pommerehne, W.; Hart, A. and Frey, B.S. “Tax Morale, Tax 
Evasion and the Choice of Policy Instruments in Different 
Political Systems.” Public Finance, Vol. 49, Supplement, 
(1994),  52-69. 

Porcano, T. “Correlates of Tax Evasion.” Journal of Economic 
Psychology, Vol. 9, (1988), 47-67. 



J. King Saud Univ., Vol. 24, Law & Political Sci. (2), Riyadh (2012/1433H.)  25 
 

Reckers, P.; Sanders, D. and Roark, S. “The Influence of Ethical 
Attitudes on Taxpayer Compliance.” National Tax Journal 
Tax Journal, Vol. 47, No. (4), (1994), 825-867.  

Ritsema, C.; Thomas, D. and Gary, F. “Economic and 
Behavioral Determinants of Tax Compliance: Evidence From 
The 1997 Arkansas Tax Penalty Amnesty Program.” 
Working Paper Presented at IRS Research Conference, 
(2003). 

Rosenmerkel, S. “Wrongfulness and Harmfulness as Components 
of Seriousness of White Collar Crime.” Journal of 
Contemporary Criminal Justice, Vol. 17, (2001), 308-327. 

Sandmo, A. “The Theory of Tax Evasion: A Retrospective View.” 
National Tax Journal LVIII, Vol. 4, (2005), 643-663. 

Sandmo, A. “The Theory of Tax Evasion: A Retrospective View.” 
National Tax Journal, Vol. 58, No. (4), (2005), 643-663. 

Schneider, F. and Enste, D. “Shadow Economies: Size, Causes, 
and Consequences.” The Journal of Economic Literature, 
Vol. 38, No. (1), (1998), 77-114. 

Schneider, F. and Enste, D.H. The Shadow Economy–An 
International Survey, Cambridge, MA: Cambridge University 
Press, (2002). 

Sekaran, U. Research Methods for Business: A Skill Building 
Approach, Fourth Edition, (2003). 

Silvani, C. “Improving Tax Compliance in Federal Taxation 
1994.” Comprehensive, (1994), 274-305. 

Song, Y. and Yarbrough, T. “Tax Ethics and Taxpayer Attitudes: 
A Survey.” Public Administration Review, Vol. 38, No. (5), 
(1978), 442-452. 

Stulhofer, Alekandar. ‘‘Between Opportunism and Distrust: 
Socio-cultural Aspects of the Informal Economy in Croatia.” 
Paper presented at the International Workshop on the 
Importance of Unofficial Economy in Economic Transition, 
Zagreb, (1997). 

Sutherland, E. White-Collar Crime. New York: Dryden Press, 
(1949). 

Tan, M. and Chin-Fatt, C. “The Impact of Tax Knowledge on the 
Perceptions of Tax Fairness and Attitudes Towards 
Compliance.” Asian Review of Accounting, Vol. 8, No. (1), 
(2000), 44-58. 

Tappan, P. “Who is the Criminal?” American Sociological 
Review, Vol. 12, (1947). 

The Columbia Electronic Encyclopedia. Sixth Edition. Retrieved 
July 3, 2008 from http://www.answers.com/library/ 
Encyclopedia, (2003). 

Title, C. Sanctions and Social Deviance: The Question of 
Deterrence. New York: Praeger, (1980). 

Torgler, Benno. ‘‘Does Culture Influence Tax Morale? Evidence 
from Different European Countries.’’ WWZ 
(Wirtschaftswissenschaftlichen Zentrum der Universita¨t 
Basel) Discussion Paper, 02/08, (2002a). 

Vogel, J. “Taxation and Public Opinion in Sweden: An 
Interpretation of Recent Survey Data.” National Tax Journal, 
Vol. 27, No. (4), (1974), 499-513. 

Wahlund, R. “Tax Changes and Economic Behavior: The Case of 
Tax Evasion.” Journal of Economic Psychology, Vol. 13, 
(1992), 657-677. 

Wallschutzky, I. “Possible Causes of Tax Evasion.” Journal of 
Economic Psychology, Vol. 5, (1984), 371-384. 

Warneryd, K. and Walerud, B. “Taxes and Economic Behavior: 
Some Interview Data on Tax Evasion in Sweden.” Journal of 
Economic Psychology, Vol. 2, (1982), 187-211. 

Warr, M. “What is the Perceived Seriousness of Crimes?” 
Criminology, Vol. 28, (1989), 795-821. 

Weber, D. and Rockoff, E. “The Relationship btween 
Demographic Characteristics of Local Education Agencies 
and Compliance with PL 93-380 and PL 94-142.” The 
Journal of Special Education, Vol.14, No. 2, (2001). 

Weeks, W. A.; Moore, C.W.; McKinney, J.A. and 
Longenecker, J.G. “The Effects of Gender and Career Stage 
on Ethical Judgment.” Journal of Business Ethics, Vol. 20, 
(1999), 301-313. 

Weisburd, D.; Wheeler, S.; Waring, E. and Bode, N. Crimes of 
the Middle Class: White Collar Offenders in the Federal 
Courts. New Haven: Yale University Press, (1991). 

Wentworth, D. and Rickel, A. “Determinants of Tax Evasion and 
Compliance.” Behavioral Science and the Law, Vol. 3, No. 
(4), (1985), 455-466. 

Westat Inc. Individual Income Tax Compliance Factors Study 
Qualitative Research, Prepared for the Internal Revenue 
Service, (1980a). 

Westat Inc. Self-Reported Tax Compliance: A Pilot Survey Report, 
Prepared for the Internal Revenue Service, (1980b). 

Wheeler, S.; Mann, K. and Sarat, A. Sitting on the Judgment: 
Sentencing White Collar Criminals. New Haven: Yale 
University Press, (1988). 

Wilson, P.; Walker, J. and Mukherjee, S. “How the Public Sees 
Crime: An Australian Survey.” Australian Institute of 
Criminology Trends and Issues in Crime and Criminal 
Justice, (1986). 

Witte, A. and Woodbury, D. “The Effect of Tax Laws and Tax 
Administration on Tax compliance: The Case of the U.S. 
Individual Income Tax.” National Tax Journal, Vol. 38, 
(1985), 1-13. 

Yemen Times. “Auditing Body to Fight Corruption.” Transparency 
International's Quarterly Newsletter. Retrieved July 12, 2008 
from http://www.transparency.org/ 
content/download/2270/14250/version/1/file/ti_q_jun2005.pd
f, (2005). 

Yemeni Crime Statistics. Retrieved July 5, 2008 from 
http://www.nationmaster.com/country/ym-yemen/cri-crime, 
(2008). 

Yemeni Interior Ministry. The Yemeni Penal and Crime Code 
No. 12. Retrieved July 4, 2008 from http://www.police-
info.gov.ye/Laws/Pun02.htm, (1994). 

Yemeni Tax Authority. The Income Tax Law (Law No. -12- of 
1999) (as amended). Retrieved June 2, 2008 from 
http://www.tax.gov.ye/rules.php?address=5, (1991). 

Yitzhaki, S. “A Note on Income Tax Evasion: A Theoretical 
Analysis.” Journal of Public Economics, Vol. 3, No. (2), 
(1974), 201-202. 

Young, J. “Factors Associated with Noncompliance: Evidence 
from the Michigan Tax Amnesty Program.” Journal of the 
American Taxation Association, Vol. 16, No. (2), (1994), 82-
105 

Zikmund, W. Business Research Methods. Thomson, South-
Western, Seventh Edition, (2003). 

 
 



26 K.S. Aljaaidi, N.A. Abdul Manaf and S.S. Karlinsky: Crime of Tax Evasion: A Survey of its Perception in Yemen 

Appendix (1) 
 

Survey Questionnairs 
 
 
 ������ �	
	�Dear Respondent / 
 
 

A SURVEY ON PERCEPTION TOWARDS TAX EVASION AS A CRIME 
��

�� ��

��� �
���� ���� 
���� ����� ��� !����"� 

 
This study is designed to measure the perceptions 
of individuals as to the severity of tax evasion 
relative to other offences. The main purpose of this 
study is to grasp the opinion on the seriousness of 
selected offences. Kindly, share your opinion with 
us and spend five (5) to (10) minutes to complete 
this questionnaire. The findings of this study would 
provide valuable inputs useful to taxpayers, tax 
professionals and the revenue authorities. 

 ����������������������	
����
��	�������������������������������	����� !�"##$
����%�����&'��(�)�
�	��*�+,�-���.��/���0����������
�!�����	����� �1�23��'����4��1�

�	�/�5��&'��(���	
���6
7�89�:��;�	<�=>?�6
@A��0� �
�B���CD)�E����������������F��G�H�6I���J�*�K��9/��L��� �!�6��#MH�N�O,<�)��M	�P5���
��Q
�RH�ST������
/U9VQ�N�O/W��J*�X'�WY��P?��0�����I���Z��#/�����	����� !�['�/�

�����9,�-������2��V\�Y�J��*�C���D�������G*�
��#�W�E�]'��-������N�8@��@�/5��E��	�Y<�
]'��-���
^>@*�0� �

  
Please take note that there is no right or wrong 
answer. We would be grateful if you could tell us 
your honest feeling about each offence. Please be 
assured that all data gathered would be treated with 
strict confidence. 
 

 ��������������K��9/��L��N�_`�����<�a�^�$�.�
������
,�L�
����
��7I*��
����0��K
Db��
��������N��������C��M��	
�����
���	Y�����c�FY�@�����d	
V����;����)e)�"��#W��fH�8b��/g

K��9/�L��0�Mh/���=��,
�>�*�
,�3)�C*�V/��i#j/��k��������9����\�M�K�)�0� �
� �
  

Your response towards this survey will provide 
invaluable input to the success of this study. 
 

 ���	����� !�l�mH�N��?�3/��
#�W��I��Z��#���K��9/�L��� 1�O/U9VQ0 
  

Thank you so much for your cooperation and 
participation. 
 

 ��D��nI,o��nO/M	�P*��O���VQ�=>?0 
  

   
   
Regards 
 

 �,��/����p�q7L��X'�\�i*� �
  

   
Khaled Salmen Yaslam Aljaaidi      
aljaydi@yahoo.com  
Master student 
Faculty of Accountancy  
UNIVERSITI Utara Malaysia 
Tel:  711909493 
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 / ��#� $	���SECTION A 
 
Kindly, respond to each of the following statements to indicate your opinion (circle your choice) on the level of 
seriousness of the following scale: 
 

�G��n�E����������������O�,<	�J�?�r�V/��CG�����N�
�>s�C�M�=>?�]��t������������b5��	���u��=�>?����'�Y�i�v]�w������CG�����N�&'���(���	
����
��	�)�X�>V/,���#�\�E
2��/���%�5��=>?�Y�#/?L�)x� �

 

1 Not serious 
�&+ <�� 
2 Somewhat serious �>�� ?@[ 
�&+ 
3 Serious 
�&+  
4 Very serious �\� 
�&+  
5 Extremely serious ]�^_ `�{\[ 
�&+  

 

Not serious                   Extremely serious 

�&+ <��                        ]�^_ `�{\[ 
�&+ 

5  4 3 2 1 Description of offence 
��

�|� }~� Question 

5  4 3 2 1 Rape…………     …        ………………………������	 1 
5  4 3 2 1 Bribery………                  …………………………
��
�	 2 
5  4 3 2 1 Drug trafficking/ dealing        …  …...�������� �	�����	 ����� 3 
5  4 3 2 1 Snatch theft……………        … …………….������	 ��
� 4 

5  4 3 2 1 Understatement of taxable income…….. !#�$�	 !<��	 >\]��
^�`
~�� 

5 

5  4 3 2 1 Financial fraud…………           ……………�����	 ���<�	 6 
5  4 3 2 1 Sexual harassment…………        …………..�����	 �
���	 7 
5  4 3 2 1 Murder……………                      ……………………!�$�	 8 
5  4 3 2 1 Overstatement of tax deductions… …^\�`
~�	 ���]��	 
��`� 9 

5  4 3 2 1 Employing illegal worker………   ….. �$`
�# ���� �\���
�\�
� 
\� 

10 

5  4 3 2 1 Prostitution…………                   ………………….
�����	 11 
5  4 3 2 1 Shop-lifting………………        …………�����	 �� ^�
��	 12 

5  4 3 2 1 Fail to submit a tax return………  ….. !<��	 �`�$� �� ��]<�	
��`
~�	 

13 

5  4 3 2 1 Illegal gambling………                  ……………..���$�	 ��� 14 
5  4 3 2 1 Terrorism………………                 ……………….�����	 15 
5  4 3 2 1 Alcohol drinking/ dealing.......        ...........������� 
���	 �
� 16 
5  4 3 2 1 Adultery………………                      ………………..����	 17  
5  4 3 2 1 Homosexuality…………………             ……�����	 �����	 18 
5  4 3 2 1 Islam abuse……………………        ….�����	 �`��� ^����	 19 
5  4 3 2 1 Official document forgery…        …..^\��
�	 �	������	 �\`�� 20 
5  4 3 2 1 Begging………………                    ………………..�����	 21 
5  4 3 2 1 Currency forgery……………            ………….^����	 �\`�� 22 
5  4 3 2 1 Robbery with firearms…………          ………. ����	 ����	 23 
5  4 3 2 1 Official seal forgery…………           …^\��
�	 ¡��<¢	 �\`�� 24 
5  4 3 2 1 Robbery without firearms…           ……… ����	 
\� ����	 25 
5  4 3 2 1 Arson…………               ……��£�����	 �¤ ������� ����	 �	
¥�	 26 
5  4 3 2 1 Contamination………                  …………………¦`����	  27 

5  4 3 2 1 Fireworks acquiring/dealing……       …….. ����
]��	 
��\¥
��\� �����	� 28 

5  4 3 2 1 Official stamps forgery……            …..^\��
�	 §#	���	 �\`�� 29 
5  4 3 2 1 Kidnapping……………                  ………………©���<�	 30 

 
31. Based on questions 1 to 30, kindly rank the five (5) most serious offences in the following order:    
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�J*��>U����=>?�Y�#/?L�)1 ��RH�30�E��&'��(��]Q	=�Y���]�Qq���]37��	
����yM��x� �

 
State question number (Question 1-30)  

 ������ �_{ �� ) �� ������� – ��(  
Seriousness 

�{�&���  
  Most serious offence 


���< 
ª«¢	 ^�`
��	  
  Second most serious offence 


���< 
ª«¢	 ^\��ª�	 ^�`
��	  
  Third most serious offence 


���< 
ª«¢	 ^ª��ª�	 ^�`
��	  
  Fourth most serious offence 


���< 
ª«¢	 ^�#	
�	 ^�`
��	  
  Fifth most serious offence 


���< 
ª«¢	 ^�����	 ^�`
��	  
 
32.  Based on questions 1 to 30, kindly rank the five (5) least serious offences in the following order: 
    

�J*��>U����=>?�Y�#/?L�)1 ��RH�30�E�=�Y���]�Qq���]37��	
���CW���&'��(��]Q	x� �
 

State question number (Question 1-30) 
 ������ �_{ �� ) �� ������� – ��(  

Seriousness 
�{�&���  

  Least serious offence 

���< !�¢	 ^�`
��	  

  Second least serious offence 
`
��	
���< !�¢	 ^\��ª�	 ^�  

  Third least serious offence 

���< !�¢	 ^ª��ª�	 ^�`
��	  

  Fourth least serious offence 

���< !�¢	 ^�#	
�	 ^�`
��	  

  Fifth least serious offence 

���< !�¢	 ^�����	 ^�`
��	  

 
 / ������ $	���SECTION B 

 
 
���¬ §­(®) ����	 ^#�¯�	 ¦\¥ ^�� . Please tick (®) where appropriate 

 
   / please specify)�`����	 °¯
`  (^�� /years old       __________    
���	33. Age /    

 
 [       ]
«�  /        Male      [       ]°ª�	    Female      ²���	 /34. Gender 

  
/ Martial status ^\����¯�	 ^����	35.  

  
[        ]  ���¤ /  Single  

[        ]   ³���� / Married  

[        ]  ´
<¤ /  Others _____________�`����	 °¯
` / Please specify 

 
 

 )��|� ��^��� �� ��
���� ���� �|�� 36. Highest academic qualification obtained (  
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[        ]   ^`���ª�	 
���� °�¬ / up to SPM 

[        ]  �`����£��	 !��� ^`���ª�	 �� °��¤ 
���� µ¤ �¤ ¡��#��  / STPM/Certificate/Diploma 

[        ]  �`����£��	 ^¯���  / Bachelor Degree/ Professional 

[        ]  \��¯���	 ^¯��
 / ¶	���«�  / Post Graduate /Doctorate 
  

����
�� �+\�� {\^� �@��� 37. Nature of primary income source / 
 

[        ]   ·�< ¸��� ����  / Employment – Private Sector 

[        ]   ���£¥ ¸��� ����  / Employment – Governmental Sector 

[        ]   

¥ ����¤ !¯� / ^¹�< ��«
� �¥�¹ / Business – Self- employed / partnership 

[        ]   ´
<¤–  �`����	 °¯
` ___________________________ / Others – please specify 

  
 ]
+#� �+\�� {��^� �@���38. Nature of other income source / 

[        ]  ���`¬/ º�#�¤ ���`��� / �	��\���	 �� !<�  / Rental/Dividend/Royalty income 

[        ]   �»�¯ ¡��# !��  / Part-time Business 

[        ]   ´
<¤– �`����	 ��`  ___________________________ / Others – please specify 

[        ]   �»�� 
\�  / Not Applicable 

  
 ������ ������� �+\��39. Annual gross income / 

[        ]  1000 000  !�¤ �¤   / R.Y 1000 000 and below 

[        ]  R.Y  1000 001 -  2000 000 

[        ]  R.Y  2000 001-  4000 000 

[        ]  R.Y  4000 001-  7000 000 

[        ]  R.Y  7000 001-  15000 000 

[        ]  15000 000  
ª«¤ �¤   / R.Y 15000 000 and above 

  
 ��

��� �+\�� ��\��� ������  /40. Prepare of your Tax Return 

[        ]   ¼�]�# / Yourself  

[        ]  ½`�¹ !�� �� 
������	/^¯�� �	 ³�� / �`
� / Assisted by friend/spouse/relative   

[        ]   �»	
­ ��£� / Tax agent 

  
41. Have you or someone close to you had personal experience with any of the offences listed in 

questions 1 to 30. 
 �� �|�"#� �� ��{\��� ���
��� \�� ����{�[ ��� �

_ \�� �� ����[ ��_ !� �\� ��� ��� ��        
[        ]            Yes � / [        ]            No � /
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