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FMOBA/bHI NAHLUKOMM CTBOPEHHA BAPTOCTI
AK ®AKTOP CTAHOBJ/IEHHA CNELUN®IYHUX POPM
TIHISAUIT MI}KHAPOAHOI TOPTIBAI

Memoro cmammi € 00TpyHmy8anHts iHmepnpemayii 2100a1bHUX TAHYIONCKIE CMEOPEHHS 6APMOCMI SIK IHCIMUMYYIHO
0p2anizoeanoi cucmemu mpancHayioHaibHoi KOOpOuHayii, wo Gopmye cepedoguwye GUHUKHEHH CReyudiunux Gopm
MIHI3aYii MIJICHAPOOHOI MOpeiei, a MaKodc 88e0eHHA AHATTMUYHOT OUXOMOMIT Mpaouyiunux i cneyu@ivnux @opm
minizayii 3a Kpumepicm muny opeaizayii cmeopenus ma npuceocuus sapmocmi. Iinomesa 00Criodicenns noisieac 8
momy, wo 3a yMo8 2auboKoi mpaHcHayioHanizayii eupobHuymea minizayis mpauncopmyemoca 3 nepughepitinoco
BIOXUNEHHA 6I0 (POPMANLHO2O CEKMOpY y CUCEMHY 6IACIMUBICIb MPAHCHAYIOHATbHUX BUPOOHUYUX Mepedic, Oe
BUKOPUCMAHHSA  Pe2YISMOPHUX GIOMIHHOCMEl [ MAHINYIIO8AHH GHYMPIUHbOMIPMOGUMU MPAHCAKYISAMU CIMAIOMb
iHcmpymenmamu — NiOBUUWJEHHS  KOHKYPEHMOCNPOMOJCHOCIMI. Y cmammi — 0xapakmepuzo8ano  CMpPYKMypHy
mpancgopmayilo ceimosozo 20cn00apcmed, nog’sa3amy 3 nepexooom 6i0 mMooeni 0OMiHy 20MosuMU MoO8aApamu 0o
@DYHKYIOHAILHO THME2POBAHO20 MPAHCHAYIOHAILHO20 BUPOOHUYMEA, Y8E0CHO AHANIMUYHY OUXOMOMII0 opm minizayil
ma adanmoeano KOH@I2ypayitinuil nioxio 0o ix ananizy.

Hosedeno, wjo nowtupenns eno6arbHux AAHYIONHCKI6 CMEBOPEHHS 8APMOCII PAOUKATLHO 3MIHIOE 02IKY opMyeanis
MIHLOBUX NPAKMUK, OCKLIbKU —(bpasmenmayis UpOOHUYUX CcmMAOill  MidC 1OPUCOUKYIAMU A  OOMIHYBAHHS
SHYMPIUWHbODIPMOBOT MOP2i6Ni 3yMOBNIOIOMb NOAY MEXAHIZMIB NPUXOBAHO20 NEPePO3NOOLTY 8apmMOChi, iIHIMeSPOBAHUX
v opmanvho necanvui Kopnopamugui cmpykmypu. OOTpyHmogano, wo cneyughiuni gopmu minizayii 6UHUKAIOMD
VHACTIOOK PO3PUBY MINHC (PYHKYIOHATbHOK OP2aHi3ayicio UPOOHUYMEA I MepumopiaibHOK OP2aHi3ayier pe2yio8anHts,
wjo Haoae im KoH@i2ypayitiHo2o Xxapakmepy ma 3yMOGIIOE iX CMPYKMYPHY IHKOPROPAyiro y 2100aibHi 6UpoOHUYL Mepeici.
3anpononosano nopisHaibHy munonozito opm minizayii 8 yMoeax KiacuyHoi ma mexHoI02iYHO-yugposoi modenel
CBIM06020 20cn00apcmea, wo 00360JIA€ nepeumu Gi0 onucy OKpemux HOpyuieHb 00 aHalizy CMpPYKMYPHUX YMOG ix
8I0MBOPEHHSL.

Ha 6iominy 6i0 npaxmuuno-pezyisimopHux nioxodis, 30cepeddiceHux Ha npomudii eposii nooamkogoi 6asu, ma
KIIBKICHUX OYIHOK Macuumabié npuxosanux (QIiHAHcosux nomoKie, 3anponoHo8aHutl nioxXio popmye meopemuiny pamy
NOSICHeHHsT MIHI3ayii SIK NOXIOHOI 6i0 [HCMUMyYiiHOl KoHpieypayii 2no0anbHUX JAHYIONCKIE CIMEOPEHHS 8apmMOCHL.
Ompumani pezynbmamu cmeopiooms RIOTPyHmMs 011 nodanbwiol onepayionanizayii cneyu@iunux opm minizayii y
BUCOKOMEXHONIO2IYHUX CeKMopax ma O pO3POONeHHs [HCMPYMEHMAPIo V3200JiCeHHs NOMMUKU OemiHizayii 3
PeanbHUMU MEXAHIZMAMU OPeaHi3ayii MpaHCHAYIOHATbHO20 8UPOOHUYMEA.

Knwuosi  cnoea:  ecnobanvhi  namyrocu  CMBOPEHHA — 6ApPMOCHII miHizayis, MpaHcHayloHaizayisi,
KOHKYPEHMOCNPOMOIICHICIb, MIJCHAPOOHA MOP2I6is, Mpanc@epmue YiHOYMBOPEHHS, pe2yIsimopHuill apoimpasic,
MPAHCHAYIOHAbHE  KOpnopayii, —6HYMPIWHbOQIpMOsa MOp2iens, pecyno8anus, dacumempis, @pacmenmayis,

HeopMmanbia ekoOHOMIKA, THCmumyyitine cepedoguuje, 0eminizayis

Problem statement. In the contemporary world econ-
omy, global value chains constitute the key organizational
form of production and trade, within which a new configu-
ration of economic interaction among states, corporations,
and production networks is emerging. Their spread has
deepened international specialization while simultaneously
transforming the mechanisms through which shadow eco-
nomic practices take shape [1]. In this context, the shad-
owization of international trade assumes new structural
characteristics, necessitating a distinction between tradi-
tional and specific forms of shadowization as analytical
categories [2-4].

In classical studies of the shadow economy [4-6] to the
large-scale empirical generalizations of F. Schneider and
D. Enste [1] and L. Medina and F. Schneider [6], shad-
owization is predominantly interpreted as a reaction of eco-
nomic agents to excessive regulatory or tax burden.
S.Johnson, D. Kaufmann, and P. Zoido-Lobaton [7]
demonstrated that regulatory discretion is a key factor in
the scale of the unofficial sector, while B. Torgler and
F. Schneider [8] showed the significance of tax morale and
institutional quality. These approaches effectively explain
traditional forms of shadow activity but have limited

analytical capacity regarding those forms of shadowization
that emerge within functionally integrated transnational
production systems [9-14].

The scale of the structural transformation of the world
economy, which creates the environment for new forms of
shadowization, is confirmed by statistical data. According
to WTO estimates, the share of intermediate goods in world
merchandise trade (excluding fuel) has long exceeded
50%, though in 2022-2023 it fell slightly below that level
[15]. At the same time, the trade-based GVC participation
rate rose from 35.2% in 1995 to 46.1% in 2008 and, despite
some stabilization after the global financial crisis, remains
at 44.4% as of 2020 [16]. According to OECD TiVA data,
the foreign value added share in exports of OECD coun-
tries averages 26.7%, indicating deep integration of na-
tional economies into transnational production networks
[17]. These indicators reflect the scale of the environment
in which specific forms of shadowization are formed: the
higher the level of functional fragmentation of production
and intra-firm transactions, the greater the scope for hidden
value redistribution across jurisdictions.

It should be noted that the problem of hidden value
transfer in the globalized economy has already received
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recognition in the practically-regulatory domain: the
OECD BEPS project (Base Erosion and Profit Shifting)
has systematically identified base erosion and profit shift-
ing as a structural consequence of globalization since 2013
[18], while the research of G. Zucman has empirically con-
firmed the scale of hidden capital movement through off-
shore jurisdictions [19]. A. Cobham and P. Jansky devel-
oped a methodology for estimating illicit financial flows
based on the premise that shadowization is a function of
the architecture of international transactions [20]. How-
ever, these approaches are primarily aimed at solving prac-
tical regulatory problems or at quantitatively assessing the
scale of the problem and do not propose a holistic theoret-
ical framework to explain the emergence of specific forms
of shadowization as a derivative of the configuration of
global value chains. That is the problem this study takes
up.

Literature review. The issue of the shadow economy
has a long research tradition. The fundamental works of
F. Schneider and D. Enste [1] systematized knowledge
about the scale, causes, and consequences of the shadow
economy, forming the methodological foundation for fur-
ther research. E. Feige [5] proposed an institutional ap-
proach to defining and estimating underground and infor-
mal economies, emphasizing the role of the institutional
environment in shaping shadow practices. N. Loayza [4]
developed a formalized model of the informal sector that
explains its scale through the ratio of regulatory pressure to
institutional quality. Further empirical generalizations by
L. Medina and F. Schneider [6] confirmed that the scale of
the shadow economy remains significant even in countries
with developed institutional systems, thereby raising
doubts about the explanatory power of factor models for
shadowization.

S. Johnson, D. Kaufmann, and P. Zoido-Lobaton [7]
substantiated the link between regulatory discretion and the
scale of the unofficial economy, while B. Torgler and
F. Schneider [8] expanded the analysis to include tax mo-
rale and institutional quality as determinants of shadow be-
havior. These works form a robust factor-based tradition of
shadowization analysis, which, however, has limited ex-
planatory capacity for forms of shadow practices arising
within formally legal transnational corporate structures.

In the practically regulatory domain, the problem of
hidden value transfer in the globalized economy is ad-
dressed by the OECD BEPS project [18], which identified
15 action areas to combat base erosion. G. Zucman [19]
empirically demonstrated the scale of hidden capital move-
ment through offshore jurisdictions, while A. Cobham and
P. Jansky [20] developed a methodology for estimating il-
licit financial flows based on the assumption that shad-
owization is a function of the architecture of international
transactions. These approaches identify the problem and
assess its scale, but do not propose a theoretical framework
for explaining shadowization as a derivative of the config-
uration of global value chains.

In the context of international trade, the studies of
N. Reznikova, O. Ivashchenko, and I. Dvornyk are valua-
ble, as they analyzed regulatory arbitrage as an instrument
of shadowization of the global economy [2] and the role of
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tax engineering in offshore financial centers [3]. N. Rezni-
kova, O. Bulatova, O. Yatsenko, and O. Ivashchenko [9]
examined fiscal instruments of regulatory competition un-
der conditions of challenges to macroeconomic stability,
which is directly relevant to understanding inter-jurisdic-
tional incentives for shadowization.

A significant contribution to understanding digital
transformations of the global economy is made by works
devoted to competition in the digital era and strategic de-
terminants of competitiveness [10], digital trade in global
markets [11], financial technologies in the development of
e-commerce [12], as well as the conceptualization of the
digital media market [13]. These studies capture the trans-
formation of the institutional environment of international
trade but do not examine its direct connection with the for-
mation of new forms of shadowization in high-tech sectors.

The empirical dimension of the problem is reflected in
data from Global Financial Integrity [14], which docu-
ments significant discrepancies in the trade statistics of de-
veloping countries, indicating the systemic nature of hid-
den financial flows. However, these assessments do not
differentiate between traditional and specific forms of
shadowization, treating them as a homogeneous phenome-
non. Thus, the existing literature has developed three re-
search directions: factor-based analysis of the causes of
shadowization, a practically regulatory approach to com-
bating base erosion, and research on the digital transfor-
mations of international trade. However, these directions
remain insufficiently integrated, and the question of how
the structural characteristics of globally organized produc-
tion create qualitatively new forms of shadowization re-
quires separate theoretical treatment.

Despite the growing body of research, no study has yet
proposed a unified theoretical framework to explain shad-
owization as a structural derivative of the organization of
global value chains. The present study directly addresses
that gap.

The purpose of the study is to substantiate the inter-
pretation of global value chains as an institutionally orga-
nized system of transnational coordination that serves as an
environment for the formation of specific forms of interna-
tional trade shadowization, to introduce an analytical di-
chotomy of traditional and specific forms of shadowiza-
tion, and to adapt the configurational approach to their
analysis.

Research methods. To achieve the stated objective, the
study applies a set of general scientific and special methods
of economic analysis. The structural-logical method is
used to reveal the relationship between the spread of global
value chains, the transformation of the organization of in-
ternational production and trade, and the emergence of spe-
cific forms of international trade shadowization. The com-
parative method is applied to distinguish between tradi-
tional and specific forms of shadowization according to the
type of value creation and appropriation, and to compare
the classical and digital-technological models of the world
economy in terms of the reproduction of shadow practices.
The systemic approach makes it possible to interpret global
value chains as an institutionally organized system of trans-
national coordination that combines functional, spatial, and
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regulatory dimensions of production organization and
thereby forms the environment for the emergence of new
forms of shadowization. The method of theoretical gener-
alization is used to substantiate the interpretation of inter-
national trade shadowization as a derivative of the institu-
tional configuration of global value chains and to formulate
the analytical dichotomy of traditional and specific forms
of shadowization. The configurational approach is applied
to analyze specific forms of shadowization resulting from
the interaction among functional fragmentation of produc-
tion, the intra-firm character of trade, inter-jurisdictional
regulatory asymmetries, and multilevel corporate organi-
zation. The method of systematization is used to organize
theoretical approaches to the analysis of the shadow econ-
omy, regulatory arbitrage, transfer pricing, hidden value
redistribution, and the role of global value chains in the re-
production of shadow practices. The tabular method is ap-
plied to present the comparative characteristics of interna-
tional trade shadowization under the classical and digital-
technology models of the world economy and to visualize
their key differences. The statistical method is used to in-
terpret data from the WTO, OECD, and Global Financial
Integrity in order to confirm the scale of production frag-
mentation, countries’ participation in global value chains,
and the structural environment in which specific forms of
international trade shadowization are formed.

Main results of the research. In this study, global
value chains are interpreted not merely as a set of techno-
logically interconnected stages of production but as an in-
stitutionally organized system of transnational coordina-
tion of economic activity, within which the distribution of
functions, risks, and incomes among participants in inter-
national trade is determined. This interpretation combines
the approach to global value chains as a network structure
of production with their understanding as a mechanism for
institutional organization of transnational business, allow-
ing them to be considered simultaneously in functional,
spatial, and regulatory dimensions. This multidimensional-
ity is what makes global value chains analytically central
to the study of shadowization: shadow practices do not
arise solely at the stage of goods movement, but also in the
distribution of functions, the determination of value, and
the institutional consolidation of income rights within
transnational production systems.

This interpretation makes it possible to move from un-
derstanding shadowization as a set of isolated illegal acts
to its treatment as a derivative of the way global production
and trade are organized. Global value chains thus function
as more than a channel of international exchange. They
constitute an environment that generates structural incen-
tives for hidden redistribution of value, producing specific
forms of shadowization embedded within the functioning
of the formal sector.

Traditional forms of shadowization are historically as-
sociated with circumventing customs and tax regulations
within relatively autonomous national economies. These
include smuggling of goods, understatement or overstate-
ment of customs value, fictitious re-export, the use of off-
shore schemes to conceal income, and classical forms of
money laundering through trade operations. These

practices were shaped by the model of international trade,
in which the production of a good was concentrated in one
country, and its movement across borders constituted the
final stage of the economic cycle. Accordingly, shadowiza-
tion was concentrated at the stage of crossing the customs
border and had a distinct territorial attachment.

The spread of global value chains radically changes this
logic. The production of a good or service is fragmented
into a series of functionally separate stages carried out in
different jurisdictions and coordinated by transnational
corporations. In such a system, international trade ceases
to be merely an exchange of final products between na-
tional economies and transforms into a complex network
of intra-industry and intra-firm flows. This structural trans-
formation creates the preconditions for specific forms of
shadowization, which differ from traditional ones not
merely in their instruments but in the underlying logic
through which they arise.

This transformation has not only an organizational but
a systemic character, as it reflects a change in the very ar-
chitecture of the world economy: a transition from the
model of international trade as an exchange of finished
goods between relatively autonomous national economies
to a model of functionally integrated transnational produc-
tion. In this new configuration, economic processes are in-
creasingly less correlated with state territorial boundaries,
while regulatory regimes remain institutionally tied to
them. The mismatch between the transnational character of
value creation and the territorial boundedness of regulatory
regimes constitutes the structural precondition for the
emergence of specific forms of shadowization.

Based on the above, this study proposes an analytical
dichotomy of traditional and specific forms of shadowiza-
tion as an instrument for theoretical reconceptualization of
this phenomenon under the conditions of global value
chains. This approach makes it possible to move from de-
scriptive classifications, built on the character of violations
or the subject composition, to a structural demarcation of
forms of shadowization depending on the organization of
international production and trade. The criterion for this
demarcation is the type of organization of value creation
and appropriation in international exchange: in traditional
forms, shadowization focuses on the border as a point of
control overflows, while in specific forms, it unfolds within
transnationally organized production and corporate config-
urations.

Under traditional forms of shadowization, we propose
to understand the totality of economic practices aimed at
the direct circumvention of customs, tax, and currency reg-
ulation within the classical model of international trade,
where the production of a good or service is localized pre-
dominantly in one jurisdiction and shadow activity is con-
centrated at the stage of crossing the state border. Under
specific forms of shadowization, we propose understand-
ing the mechanisms of hidden or semi-transparent redistri-
bution of value, income, and risks between jurisdictions in-
tegrated into the structure of global value chains, arising
from the functional fragmentation of production, the dom-
inance of intra-firm trade, regulatory asymmetries, and
multilevel corporate organization. Their distinguishing

321



Ne 211, 2026

Exonomiunuii npocmip

feature is their transnational character, structural embed-
dedness in the formal sector, and the complexity of identi-
fication using traditional control instruments.

One of the key characteristics of global value chains is
the dominance of intra-firm trade. A significant share of
international transactions is carried out between divisions
of the same corporations located in different countries.
Such transactions do not fall under the classical model of
market price formation, as their parameters are determined
by corporate strategies rather than competition among in-
dependent agents. This creates opportunities to set transfer
prices that deviate from market prices and are used to re-
distribute profits between jurisdictions. The OECD BEPS
project [18] directly identifies transfer pricing in intra-firm
trade as one of the key channels for base erosion but treats
it predominantly in a regulatory context as a problem re-
quiring practical solutions, rather than as a structural prop-
erty of a specific configuration of global value chains. In
such a configuration, shadowization acquires a specific
form that combines the formal legality of corporate opera-
tions with the de facto concealment of part of the value.

Another specific form of shadowization in global value
chains is functional segmentation of production. The divi-
sion of the production process into separate stages allows
companies to locate the most profitable functions in juris-
dictions with favourable tax regimes, while labour-inten-
sive and resource-intensive operations are localized in
countries with low labour costs. This division creates op-
portunities for the artificial understatement or overstate-
ment of the value of intermediate products and services that
move between links of the chain. As a result, hidden profit
redistribution occurs, making it difficult to identify using
traditional control methods.

Specific forms of shadowization are also formed at the
level of contract manufacturing and subcontracting rela-
tions. In many industries, global corporations transfer a sig-
nificant portion of their production operations to independ-
ent suppliers operating in different institutional environ-
ments. This organization of production dilutes responsibil-
ity for compliance with regulatory norms and creates con-
ditions for the use of informal or semi-formal practices. In-
formal employment, the hidden use of production capaci-
ties, and unregistered component supply can be integrated
into formal supply chains, forming hybrid forms of shad-
owization. Of particular importance is the interaction of
global value chains with regional integration processes.
Regional trade agreements and free trade zones reduce bar-
riers to the movement of goods and capital within integra-
tion groupings, but they also create new opportunities to
circumvent regulatory restrictions at external borders. This
stimulates the development of so-called transit schemes, in
which goods move through several jurisdictions to change
their origin or value. Within global value chains, such op-
erations can be integrated into legal production processes,
which complicates their detection.

The theoretical conceptualization of specific forms of
shadowization in global value chains requires the
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configurational approach. The configurational approach, as
a methodology for analyzing complex social phenomena,
has its own research tradition, primarily associated with the
QCA methodology of Ch. Ragin. Its key idea is that social
outcomes are determined not by individual factors but by
specific combinations of conditions. In this study, this ap-
proach is adapted to the analysis of shadowization in global
value chains.

Unlike traditional factor analysis, which explains shad-
owization through individual factors [1; 4; 7], the configu-
rational approach views it as arising from interactions
among several structural conditions. These include the
functional fragmentation of production, the intra-firm char-
acter of trade, regulatory asymmetries between jurisdic-
tions, and the multilevel nature of corporate structures.
Specific forms of shadowization arise precisely from the
combination of these conditions, which cannot be reduced
to classical schemes of illegal trade. This approach ex-
plains the heterogeneity paradox: why identical regulatory
conditions across different configurations of global value
chains give rise to different scales and forms of shadowiza-
tion. This explains why the empirical observations of
L. Medina and F. Schneider [6] record the persistence of
significant scales of shadow activity even in countries with
developed institutional systems, and why the link between
regulatory discretion and shadowization established by
S. Johnson, D. Kaufmann, and P. Zoido-Lobaton [7] man-
ifests unevenly across different sectors.

The systematization of the presented characteristics en-
ables a comparative analysis of classical forms of shad-
owization and those emerging under the conditions of the
digital technology shift and geopolitical competition (Ta-
ble 1). This comparison demonstrates that we are dealing
not with a simple expansion of the arsenal of shadow prac-
tices but with a qualitative change in shadowization, from
episodic circumvention of regulatory restrictions to a sys-
temic property embedded in the functioning of high-tech
sectors of the global economy.

This points to a broader conceptual thesis: the structural
incorporation of shadowization into global value chains. Its
essence is that under conditions of deep transnationaliza-
tion of production, shadowization ceases to be an external
deviation from the formal sector and becomes an internal
mechanism of its functioning. The use of regulatory differ-
ences, manipulation of transfer prices, and integration of
informal segments into formal supply chains are trans-
formed into instruments of enhancing competitiveness on
a global scale. This thesis resonates with the conclusions of
the OECD BEPS project [18] and the empirical data of
G. Zucman [19] and Global Financial Integrity [14], which
capture the systemic nature of hidden value transfer. How-
ever, unlike these approaches, which identify the problem
and propose regulatory solutions, the interpretation pro-
posed here explains shadowization as a derivative of the
specific configuration of structural conditions in global
value chains, rather than as a reaction to an individual in-
stitutional defect.
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Table 1

Comparative characteristics of forms of international trade shadowization
under classical and technology-digital models of world economy organization

Comparison crite-
rion

Classical forms of shadowization

Forms of shadowization under the technology-digi-
tal shift and geopolitical competition

Object of shadow op-
erations

Physical goods, currency funds

Intangible assets (IP, data, algorithms, licenses), digital
services, dual-use technologies

Localization of
shadow activity

Stage of crossing the customs border

The entire length of the value chain, including R&D, de-
sign, marketing, and financial settlements

Typical mechanisms

Smuggling, customs value manipulation, ficti-
tious re-export, and documentary origin sub-
stitution

Transfer pricing of intangible assets, artificial functional
distribution of profit operations, algorithmic pricing, and
circumvention of supply schemes for technologies

Subjects

Individual importers/exporters, intermediar-
ies, and organized groups

Transnational corporations, digital platforms, contract
manufacturers, subcontracting networks

Relationship with the
formal sector

Predominantly outside the formal sector; a
clear boundary between legal and illegal

Integration into the formal sector; blurred boundary be-
tween optimization and shadowization

Role of the regulatory

Circumvention of national customs, tax, and

Systemic use of inter-jurisdictional asymmetries, regu-

environment currency regimes

latory arbitrage as an element of corporate strategy

Role of technologies
forgery, cargo concealment)

Technologies as auxiliary tools (document

Technologies as the environment of shadowization (dig-
ital platforms, cloud services, algorithmic systems)

Geopolitical ~ dimen-

sion and sanctions on specific goods

Limited; associated mainly with embargoes

Systemic; driven by fragmentation of technological eco-
systems, sanctions regimes, and technology export con-
trols

Complexity of detec-
tion

Identified through customs control, documen-
tation verification, and physical inspection

Requires analysis of corporate structures, transfer prices,
flows of intangible assets, and data

Nature of reproduction | Episodic, situational

Systemic, embedded in business models

Source: compiled by the authors.

Conclusion. Global value chains form a specific insti-
tutional environment within which new forms of shad-
owization of international trade emerge. Their distinction
from traditional forms lies in their transnational character,
functional integration into the formal sector, and the use of
complex corporate structures as instruments of hidden re-
distribution of value, which necessitates a revision of tra-
ditional approaches to the analysis of shadowization and
the development of new analytical frameworks capable of
accounting for the structural features of the global econ-
omy.

Interpreting global value chains as an institutionally or-
ganized system of transnational coordination, rather than
simply a set of production stages, shifts the analytical
frame. Shadowization is no longer a collection of isolated
illegal acts but a derivative of how global production and
value distribution are structured. The specific forms it takes
reflect a deeper architectural change in the world economy:
the replacement of finished-goods exchange between na-
tional economies by functionally integrated transnational
production.

The dichotomy between traditional and specific forms
cuts across descriptive classifications based on the charac-
ter of violations and redirects analysis toward the structural
conditions that reproduce them. Shadowization emerges as
an evolutionary phenomenon whose dominant forms track
the transformation of global value chains and regulatory
regimes, not as a fixed set of illegal schemes but as a mov-
ing target tied to the organization of international produc-
tion.

The configurational approach, drawing on the Qualita-
tive Comparative Analysis (QCA), provides a tool for this
analysis that factor-based models cannot. Where linear-
causal models attribute shadowization to individual

conditions, the configurational framework treats it as an
outcome of coordinated interaction among fragmentation
of production, intra-firm trade, inter-jurisdictional regula-
tory asymmetry, and multilevel corporate hierarchy. This
explains what factor models leave unresolved: why identi-
cal regulatory conditions produce different scales and
forms of shadowization across different configurations of
global value chains.

Unlike the practically regulatory approaches (OECD
BEPS) that identify the problem and the quantitative as-
sessments that measure its scale, the proposed approach
provides a theoretical framework for explaining these phe-
nomena through the prism of the institutional configuration
of global value chains. The research results provide a the-
oretical and methodological basis for further operationaliz-
ing specific forms of shadowization in high-tech sectors,
for developing methodological tools for their quantitative
assessment, and for aligning de-shadowization instruments
with the real mechanisms of global value chains. The most
immediate next step is empirical: testing the configura-
tional approach with QCA instruments on sectoral data
from individual chains, where the interaction of fragmen-
tation, intra-firm trade, and regulatory asymmetry can be
observed directly rather than inferred from aggregate sta-
tistics.
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