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Abstract: Tax aggressiveness is an important issue to research because it relates to corporate taxation issues. Several factors, direct and
indirect, with the moderating role of capital structure, are of interest to further research on their impact on tax aggressiveness. This study
examines how profitability, liquidity, and capital intensity affect tax aggressiveness in food and beverage companies listed on the Indonesia
Stock Exchange from 2018 to 2023. It also explores the moderating role of capital structure on the relationship. Using a quantitative
approach, this study analyzes secondary data from financial statements using multiple linear regression and moderation regression analysis.
The results show that profitability and liquidity significantly affect tax aggressiveness, while capital intensity and structure do not. In
addition, capital structure moderates the effect of profitability and liquidity on tax aggressiveness but does not affect the relationship between
capital intensity and tax aggressiveness. This study contributes to understanding the dynamics of tax strategies in Indonesia’s food and
beverage sector. It is concluded that profitability and liquidity significantly impact tax avoidance, while capital structure strengthens the
role of profitability and liquidity in tax avoidance.

Keywords: profitability, liquidity, capital intensity, tax aggressiveness, capital structure, corporate taxation

1. Introduction

Taxes make a significant contribution to budget revenues.
Taxes are one source of government income that helps the country’s
economy. Society is the beneficiary of welfare programs funded
by taxes. The state’s construction of public facilities is proof that
tax revenues are allocated for community welfare. Considering the
importance of utilizing tax revenues, citizens must fulfill their tax
obligations, particularly by calculating, reporting, and paying taxes.
According to Tazkiyannida and Hidayatulloh [1], taxes are defined
as contributions from the people to the state that are based on law and
are coercive in nature, and the benefits are not given directly and are
used to finance public interests. In Indonesia, taxes are the main tool
for generating income. Taxes are the responsibility of taxpayers and
the business world. The higher the taxes a company pays, the greater
the state’s tax revenues. On the other hand, for companies, taxes are
a burden that must be borne and can reduce the net profit received
by the company. The difference in benefits causes taxpayers to tend
to reduce the amount of tax they have to pay, and the business world
tries to pay taxes at a low rate from net profits, while the govern-
ment wants high taxes to burden public administration. Based on
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these differences in interests, companies carry out practical actions
to regulate or design income or tax-aggressive actions.

According to Firmansyah et al. [2] and Apriliana [3], tax
aggressiveness is an action taken by a company to reduce taxable
income, which is carried out through tax planning either by legal
means (tax avoidance) or by illegal means (tax evasion). This tax
aggressiveness action is carried out to minimize the tax burden
from the imagined tax costs or can be concluded by using efforts to
reduce tax costs. There are examples of phenomena or cases of tax
avoidance or tax aggressiveness in this case. Likewise, according
to Hutauruk et al. [4], several significant internal company finan-
cial factors influence tax aggressiveness. According to research by
Awaliyah et al. [5], corporate tax avoidance trends can be analyzed
through the effective tax rate (ETR) value. The company’s ETR
value is calculated from the ratio between tax burden and profit
before tax. Analysis of tax avoidance trends for companies listed
on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) in Indonesia during the
2016–2020 period shows a significant increase in tax avoidance
trends from 2018 to 2020. This trend is mainly dominated by prop-
erty and real estate companies, as demonstrated by the statistical
data on the minimum ETR value in the graph below. The peak of
tax avoidance occurred in 2019 and 2020, triggered by the impact
of the COVID-19 pandemic, which caused a significant decline in
company revenues.

According to Awaliyah et al. [5], the sector with the greatest
tax avoidance is the property and real estate sector, as evidenced by
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statistical data showing the minimum ETR value. For five consec-
utive years, this sector has had the lowest ETR value, which means
the tax burden paid is the smallest. This indicates that this sector
carried out the largest tax avoidance during the research period.
Based on the trend in the ETR value above, we can see that in 2016,
it was at 0.218, and in 2017, it was at 0.243, with an increase of
0.025. In 2018, it was at 0.223, which shows a decrease from the
previous year, namely 2017, which was 0.243, with a difference of
0.020. In 2019, it was at 0.216, which indicates again a decrease
from the previous year of 0.007. In 2020, it was at 0.212, which
experienced another decline from the prior year, 0.004. According
to Purwaningsih and Mardiana [6], in Indonesia, one of the phe-
nomena of tax avoidance involves PT. Coca-Cola Indonesia, which
is estimated to have evaded taxes, resulting in an underpayment of
IDR 49.24 billion in taxes paid. PT. Coca-Cola Indonesia admit-
ted that it had a large cost burden, which reduced taxable income,
thereby decreasing the amount of tax payable that should be paid
by the issuer. These costs are expenses for advertising Coca-Cola
beverage products.

Several factors likely influence tax aggressiveness: profitabil-
ity, liquidity, and capital intensity. According to Mustofa et al. [7],
profitability is the company’s ability to generate profits from income
related to sales, assets, and equity. Companies with high profitabil-
ity often receive attention from the public and government, resulting
in a high tax burden. It is one of the reasons why companies will use
accounting methods that can reduce profits, thereby reducing the tax
burden that the company must pay. According to Apriliana [3], the
company’s ability to carry out tax-aggressive obligations can be seen
from the liquidity ratio. If the liquidity ratio is high, the company
is in a smooth cash flow condition. Companies experiencing liquid-
ity difficulties are unlikely to comply with tax regulations and will
reduce the company’s tax expenditures. According to Panjaitan and
Haq [8], the ratio of total fixed assets (buildings, equipment, sup-
plies) to total assets, such as cash, trade receivables, fixed assets, and
others, sacrificed to fund assets is the definition of capital intensity.
The depreciation expenditure the company will incur will increase
proportionally to its investment in fixed assets. In the future, this
depreciation expense will increase the company’s burden and reduce
its income and tax burden.

This research is amodificationofprevious researchbyApriliana
[3] entitled ”The Influence of Liquidity, Profitability and Leverage
on Tax Aggressiveness.” This research maintains the profitability
variableontaxaggressivenessbecause it states thatprofitability influ-
ences taxaggressiveness. Incontrast, researchbyEfiliaet al. [9] states
that profitability does not affect tax aggressiveness. This research
also maintains the liquidity variable on tax aggressiveness because,
based on research conducted by Apriliana [3], it states that liquid-
ity does not affect tax aggressiveness. On the other hand, research
by Kariimah and Septiowati [10] states that liquidity influences tax
aggressiveness.Basedon the existinggaps, researchers are interested
in conducting further research. This research replaces the leverage
variable with capital intensity. This change was made by selecting
the capital intensity variable because this variable can describe the
proportion of fixed assets in total assets, allowing for an influence
on tax avoidance strategies through depreciation and tax incentives
related to capital investment. In addition, capital structure as a mod-
erating variable was added to test whether the composition of debt
and equity in company financing influences the relationship between
profitability, liquidity, and capital intensity on tax aggressiveness.
This approach is expected to provide more comprehensive and rel-
evant insight into the dynamics of tax avoidance in the context of
companies with different capital structures.”

2. Literature Review

2.1. Agency theory

Agency theory in economics and management discusses the
relationship between principals (owners) and agents in decision-
making and resource management. This theory focuses on problems
that arise when there are differences in interests between the prin-
cipal and agent, as well as information uncertainty that may cause
the agent not to act in the principal’s interests. Several experts have
expressed their respective views on this agency theory. Discussions
of agency theory and agency costs [11] provide a comprehensive
analysis of the development of agency theory [12], dissect the
consequences of the separation of ownership and control in compa-
nies [13], discuss the role of corporate governance in overcoming
agency problems [14], and provide a philosophical perspective on
the theories underlying corporate governance, including agency
theory [15]. In the context of corporate governance, this theory
helps explain how company owners (shareholders) and managers
(agents) can have different objectives and how monitoring mech-
anisms can reduce agency problems. In investment, agency theory
explains the differences between investors (principals) and invest-
ment managers (agents) who may have different objectives. By
understanding agency theory, stakeholders can better manage their
relationships and reduce potential conflicts of interest that can harm
the organization.

2.2. Tax aggressivity

Tax aggressivity theory is a concept used in the field of taxation
and accounting to explain the aggressive behavior of companies or
individuals in an effort to minimize tax payments. Tax aggressivity
reflects strategies or actions taken to reduce tax liabilities legally or,
in some cases, close to legal limits, such as utilizing legal loopholes
or conducting aggressive tax planning. This article examines the
relationship between aggressiveness in tax reporting and aggressive
financial reporting [16]. The theory of tax aggressivity continues
to evolve due to changes in tax policy and globalization that allow
companies to more easily take advantage of differences in tax rates
in various countries. The Yulianti et al. [17] study discusses various
tax-related studies, including aggressive behavior in tax planning.
Furthermore, a study by Kalbuana et al. [18] discusses how man-
agerial incentives affect corporate tax avoidance behavior. Research
by Jiang et al. [19] examines differences in aggressive tax behavior
between family and non-family companies, and then Jedlička [20]
explains the various strategies used by companies to minimize tax
payments, as well as their impact on the economy.

The ETRmeasure was chosen because ETR calculates all taxes
owed using the company’s financial statements, namely by calculat-
ing the income tax expense divided by pre-tax income [21]. These
theories are often studied from an economic and legal perspec-
tive, especially in relation to how the tax system is designed and
how taxpayers respond to the policy. Tax aggressiveness behavior
can have negative impacts, such as reduced state revenue and eco-
nomic injustice, where large corporations may pay less tax than they
should, while small businesses and individuals have to pay a larger
proportion of tax.

2.3. Profitability

Return on assets (ROA) is one of the financial ratios used to
measure the level of profitability of a company based on its total
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assets. ROAshowshowefficient the company is at generating profits
from each unit of assets it owns. This ratio is very important for
investors and company management to assess how effectively the
company uses its assets to create net income [22]. The higher the
ROA value, the more efficient the company is at using its assets to
generate profits. A low ROA value could indicate that the company
has many assets that are not being used effectively or is having
problems generating profits. ROA varies greatly between industries.
For example, technology companies may have a higher ROA than
manufacturing companies or capital-intensive companies such as
the energy sector. Therefore, in assessing ROA, it is important to
compare it with relevant industry standards [23].

ROA helps investors understand how a company uses its assets
to generate profits. This is important because assets are the resources
needed to run a business, and their efficient use can provide a clearer
picture of the company’s overall financial performance [24–26].
ROA is a very useful tool in profitability analysis, providing a clear
picture of how well a company is utilizing its assets to generate
profits. However, it needs to be used with caution, especially in
comparing companies from different industries.

In his research, Birch Sørensen [27] discusses how profitabil-
ity can influence corporate decisions regarding tax avoidance and
tax strategies. Subsequently, Wang et al. [28] showed a relation-
ship between profitability and tax avoidance, arguing that more
profitable firms tend to be more aggressive in tax planning. In
their literature review, these researchers identified various factors
that influence tax aggressiveness, including profitability [29]. They
found that more profitable firms are more likely to engage in tax
avoidance [30].

2.4. Liquidity

CR is a financial ratio used to measure a company’s liquid-
ity, namely its ability to meet its short-term obligations. This ratio
is calculated by dividing total current assets [22, 31]. The CR is a
useful tool for assessing a company’s liquidity. Still, it should be
used with other financial ratios and more in-depth analysis to bet-
ter understand a company’s financial health [22, 31]. Research by
Wang et al. [28] found that liquidity, as measured by the CR, can
influence a company’s decision to avoid taxes. Companies with high
liquidity tend to bemore aggressive in their tax strategies [32]. Com-
panies with a higher CR tend to be more assertive in tax avoidance
[33–34]. The Tampubolon [35] article examines the impact of
the CR on tax aggressiveness and finds a positive relationship
between the two. Liquidity has been proven to impact corporate
tax avoidance significantly [36]. The CR plays an important role
in determining a company’s tax aggressiveness. Companies with
higher CRs may be more inclined to take an aggressive approach to
tax planning, while companies with lower CRs tend to be more cau-
tious. However, this relationship is influenced by various factors,
including industry, debt structure, and applicable tax policies. Fur-
ther research could help in understanding these dynamics in more
depth.

A study found that a company’s liquidity can influence the
tax strategy taken, where companies with higher liquidity may
have more choices in tax planning [27]. Schwab et al. [37] explain
how liquidity can affect a company’s tax decisions and the ten-
dency to undertake aggressive tax planning. Likewise, Ftouhi and
Ghardallou [38] show that liquidity can influence tax avoidance,
with higher liquidity allowing companies to be more flexible in their
tax strategies. In this study, the authors examine the effect of liquid-
ity on tax aggressiveness in Chinese companies, showing a positive
relationship between the two.

2.5. Capital intensity

Capital intensity is a measure that describes how much capital
is used in the production process compared to labor. This concept is
generally used to assess what proportion of investment in the form
of equipment, machinery, and infrastructure is required to produce
certain goods or services. The higher the level of capital intensity,
the more capital is required for each unit of output produced. Dif-
ferences in productivity in various countries highlight the role of
capital intensity in determining output levels [39].

The research results show that profitability has a significant
effect on tax avoidance, but capital intensity does not have a sub-
stantial impact on tax avoidance [40]. In this research, the authors
directly analyze the effect of capital intensity on tax avoidance,
showing that companies with higher capital intensity tend to bemore
aggressive in their tax strategies. The research findings of Alfian
and Ghozali [41] show the need to improve corporate governance
and minimize risk related to tax avoidance and dividend policy.
Capital intensity has an impact on tax aggressiveness. Tax aggres-
siveness refers to the manipulation of taxable profit or the reduction
of tax liabilities owed by the corporation [42–44]. The relation-
ship between capital intensity and tax aggressiveness, suggesting
that firms with more fixed assets may be more likely to engage in
aggressive tax avoidance [45]. The impact of capital intensity on
tax aggressiveness is complex and influenced by various factors,
including industry characteristics, regulatory environments, and the
strategic choices of firms. Understanding this relationship can pro-
vide valuable insights for policymakers and corporate managers
as they navigate the challenges of tax planning and compliance.
Further empirical research is necessary to drawmore definitive con-
clusions regarding this relationship across different contexts and
periods.

2.6. Capital structure

Capital structure refers to the composition or proportion of
various financing sources companies use to fund their assets and
operations. These financing sources generally consist of two main
categories: equity and debt. The optimal capital structure maximizes
firm value and minimizes the cost of capital. The Modigliani-Miller
theory states that in a perfect market, a firm’s value is unaffected
by its capital structure, provided there are no taxes. However, taxes
and bankruptcy costs can affect capital structure decisions [46]. The
trade-off theory describes the balance between the tax benefits of
debt and bankruptcy costs. The firm will seek a capital structure
that maximizes firm value by considering these two factors [47]. It
also discusses the challenges firms face in determining the optimal
capital structure and explains how trade-off theory explains firms’
funding decisions. Pecking order theory states that firms prefer to
fund investment through internal sources (retained earnings) first,
then debt, and finally equity. This happens because the cost of equity
expenditure is higher than debt and retained earnings [48]. This
study tests the pecking order theory and touches on aspects of the
trade-off theory, providing empirical evidence that the pecking order
theory is not the only theory that can be used to test the trade-off
theory.

This research explores the tax benefits of debt and shows
how capital structure affects corporate tax avoidance decisions [49].
Research by Becker and Wilson [50] examined the relationship
between the use of tax shelters and corporate debt structure, includ-
ing the role of capital intensity. The results show that companies
with high capital intensity are more likely to use tax protection
strategies. The results of Aryatama andRaharja’s [51] research show
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that several capital intensity variables positively affect tax avoid-
ance. Corporate social responsibility hurts tax avoidance. Then,
ROA as a proxy for measuring profitability has no significant effect
on tax avoidance. This study examines the effect of capital struc-
ture on tax aggressiveness and finds that companies with higher
debt ratios are more likely to engage in aggressive tax planning
[52]. This study found that companies with higher debt levels often
engage in tax aggressiveness due to tax deductions associated with
interest expenses. In this study, the authors examined how multina-
tional companies use capital structure to minimize tax burden, for
example, by moving debt to jurisdictions with higher tax rates [53].

3. Theoretical Framework

This theoretical framework integrates agency theory with
financial metrics and tax aggressiveness to explore corporate
decision-making and its impact on financial performance. It estab-
lishes a foundation for examining the interplay between governance,
profitability, liquidity, capital intensity, and capital structure in
shaping tax-related behaviors. This approach not only contributes
to the academic literature but also provides practical insights for
policymakers and practitioners navigating the challenges of tax
compliance and optimization.

Based on this description, this research model can be displayed
as follows in Figure 1.

Figure 1
Research Model

Profitability

Liquidity

Capital Intensity

Tax Aggresiveness

Capital Structure

The hypothesis put forward:

H1. Profitability positively affects tax aggressiveness
H2. Liquidity positively affects tax aggressiveness
H3. Capital intensity positively affects tax aggressiveness
H4. Capital structure positively affects tax aggressiveness
H5. Capital structure moderates the relationship between prof-

itability and capital structure
H6. Capital structure moderates the relationship between liquidity

and capital structure
H7. Capital structure moderates the relationship between capital

intensity and capital structure

4. Methodology

The data for this research were deductive, specifically involv-
ing testing broad ideas and facts by examining the proposed
hypotheses. This study discovered and incorporated the financial
architecture variables concerning financial performance, influenc-
ing the valuation of nonfinancial sector companies listed on the

IDX in 2018–2023. Nonprobability sampling methods were used to
obtain the sample for this study. This study investigated 43 com-
panies in IDX’s food and beverage short term, minus companies
that did not report financial reports and experienced losses in the
research period. So, it produces 116-panel data. The analysis is
carried out through three stages: descriptive statistics, evaluating
classical assumptions in regression analysis, and hypothesis test-
ing using regression analysis. All data analysis procedures employ
SPSS version 26 software.

4.1. Research design

This study was performed on nonfinancial sector firms that
were registered in the Indonesian capital market in 2018–2023.
This research employed quantitative data. This research utilized sec-
ondary data sources, including the yearly financial statements of
companies listed on the IDX. Secondary data were sourced from the
Indonesia Stock Exchange (ICMD) and the official IDX website at
https://www.idx.co.id.

The variables in this research comprised:

1) The independent factors included profitability, liquidity, and
capital intensity.

2) The dependent variable was tax aggressiveness.
3) The moderating variable in this study was capital structure.

Operational definition of variables

1) Tax aggressiveness refers to strategies companies or individu-
als use to aggressively reduce their tax liabilities, often through
legitimate methods or techniques that may fall within the bounds
of legality. It covers a wide range of practices. Tax aggressive-
ness can be measured by the formula: Effective tax rate (ETR) =
Income tax expense / profit before tax.

2) Profitability is a measure of how efficiently a company generates
profits from its resources. One way to measure profitability is
through ROA. ROA = (Net income before tax / total assets) ×
100%.

3) Liquidity: the ability of a company to meet its financial obli-
gations that are due in the short term, including debt and other
obligations. One way to measure liquidity is through the CR. CR
= Current assets / current liabilities.

4) Capital intensity: a measure that shows how much fixed capital
a company needs to generate a certain revenue or output. It illus-
trates how much the company relies on fixed assets compared to
other assets in its operations. One way to measure capital inten-
sity is through the Capital Intensity Ratio (CIR). CIR = Total
fixed assets / total revenue.

5) Capital structure: the composition of the financing sources used
by the company to fund its assets and operations.

Analysis technique
The analytical technique employed to test and validate the

hypothesis in this study is the multiple regression model, utilizing
Statistical Product and Service Solutions 26. The research model
of regression for this study can be articulated in the subsequent
equation:

Y = 𝛼 + 𝛽1X1 + 𝛽2X2 + 𝛽3X3 + 𝛽4X4 + e (1)

Information:
Y = Tax aggressiveness (ETR/Y)𝛼 = Constant𝛽1, 𝛽4, 𝛽3, 𝛽4 = Regression coefficient of profitability,

liquidity, capital intensity, and capital structure.
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X1 = Profitability (ROA/X1)
X2 = Liquidity (CR/X2)
X3 = Capital intensity (CIR/X3)
Z = Capital structure (DER/Z)
e = Error
The research model of moderated regression analysis for this

study can be articulated in the subsequent equation:

Y = 𝛼 + 𝛽1X1∗Z + 𝛽2X2∗Z + 𝛽3X3∗Z + e (2)

Information:
Y = Tax aggressiveness (ETR/Y)𝛼 = Constant
X1*Z = interaction between profitability (ROA/X1) and

capital structure (DER/Z)
X2*Z = interaction between liquidity (CR/X2) and capital

structure (DER/Z)
X3*Z = interaction between capital intensity (CIR/X3) and

capital structure (DER/Z)
e = error

5. Results

Subject and object research description
This research examines the impact of profitability, liquidity,

and capital intensity on tax aggression in food and beverage com-
panies listed on the IDX from 2018 to 2023. This study focuses on
a food and beverage subsector company listed on the IDX through-
out the 2018–2023 timeframe, as detailed on www.idx.co.id. The
total number of sample companies that meet the requirements is 114
observations.

Descriptive statistical analysis
This study uses descriptive statistical analysis to elucidate the

variables utilized, namely ROA, CR, CIR, DER, and ETR. The
research findings indicate the minimum, maximum, and average
values of each variable for the sampled company from 2018 to 2023,
as presented in Table 1.

The amount of data (N) contained in this study is 114 sam-
ples obtained from 19 financial reports that have been published
by each food and beverage subsector company listed on the IDX
for the period 2018–2023 and using several variables, namely prof-
itability, liquidity, capital intensity, tax aggressiveness, and capital
structure. The minimum values for each variable in this study are
profitability 0.00, liquidity 0.73, capital intensity 0.02, tax aggres-
siveness 0.03, and capital structure 0.11. The maximum value of
each variable in this study is profitability 0.42, liquidity 13.31, capi-
tal intensity 3.21, tax aggressiveness 0.81, and capital structure 2.97.
Each variable’s average value (mean) in this study is profitability
0.10, liquidity 3.05, capital intensity 0.35, tax aggressiveness 0.24,
and capital structure 0.76. The standard deviation (std deviation) of

each variable in this study is profitability 0.07, liquidity 2.63, capital
intensity 0.32, tax aggressiveness 0.09, and capital structure 0.57.

Regression model analysis
Regression analysis is employed to evaluate the influence of

independent factors on a dependent variable. This study employs
multiple regression analysis to assess the impact of profitability,
liquidity, capital intensity, and capital structure on tax aggression.
The subsequent outcome of the regression is presented. From the
analysis of regression in Table 2, the regression equation can be
articulated as follows.

Profitability
Profitability coefficients of −0.087mean that if the profitability

increased by one unit, tax aggressiveness would decrease by −0.087
and vice versa. The sign of a positive regression coefficient signifies
a direct relationship.

Liquidity
The liquidity variable coefficient of 0.053 means that if liq-

uidity is increased by one unit, then the tax aggressiveness of the
company will increase by 0.053 and vice versa. The sign of a
positive regression coefficient signifies a direct relationship.

Capital intensity
The coefficient for the capital intensity variable is −0.026.

This negative value indicates that an increase of one unit in capital
intensity will decrease −0.026 in tax aggressiveness.

Capital structure
A profitability coefficient of −0.014 indicates that an increase

of one unit in the capital structure would result in a decrease of
−0.014 in tax aggressiveness and conversely. A negative regression
coefficient indicates an inverse association.

Determination coefficient and correlation coefficient
From the regression test results, the coefficient of correlation

and determination can be seen as follows in Table 3.
Table 4 indicates that the correlation coefficient, R, is 0.403.

This indicates that the link between independent and dependent vari-
ables is categorized as moderated. The mean whole, conversely, has
a coefficient of determinationR² with a value of 0.162. The variation
in the Tax Aggressiveness variable (Y ) attributable to profitability,
liquidity, capital intensity, and capital structure is 0.162, or 16.2%,
whereas the remaining 83.8% is impacted by factors external to
these variables.

Hypothesis test
The classical assumption test results indicate that the data are

normally distributed, exhibit no autocorrelation, lackmulticollinear-
ity, and show no signs of heteroscedasticity. Hypothesis testing is
conducted to ascertain the significance of the impact of independent
factorsonthedependentvariable.The t-test resultsarepresentedhere.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics

Variable n Min Max Mean SD

Profitability (X1) 114 0.00 0.42 0.10 0.07
Liquidity (X2) 114 0.73 13.31 3.05 2.63
Capital Intensity (X3) 114 0.02 3.21 0.35 0.32
Tax Aggressiveness (Y) 114 0.03 0.81 0.24 0.09
Capital Structure (Z) 114 0.11 2.97 0.76 0.57
Valid N (listwise) 114
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Table 2
Regression coefficient results

Unstandardized coefficients Standardized coefficient Sig.
Model B SE 𝛽 t Sig.

(Constant) 0.262 0.021 12.334 0.000
Profitability –0.087 0.034 –0.254 –2.539 0.013
Liquidity 0.053 0.021 0.454 2.504 0.014
Capital Intensity –0.026 0.018 –0.159 –1.439 0.153
Capital Structure –0.014 0.019 –0.134 0.754 0.452

Notes: Dependent Variable: Tax Aggressivity. *Significant at 5%

Table 3
Determination and correlation coefficient result

Model R R2 Adjustment R2 Std error or the estimate
1 0.403 0.162 0.130 0.03219

Notes: aPredictors: (Constant), Profitability, Liquidity, Capital Intensity, Capital Structure, bDependent Variable: Tax
Aggressiveness

Table 4
T-test result of moderation regression analysis

Standardized coefficients Unstandardized coefficients
Model B SE 𝛽 t Sig.

1 Constant 0.239 0.010 23.591 0.000
Profitability*Capital Structure –0.075 0.036 –0.279 –2.107 0.037
Liquidity*Capital Structure 0.053 0.017 0.645 3.053 0.003
Profitability*Capital Intensity –0.025 0.025 –0.167 –0.980 0.330

Notes: aDependent Variable: Tax Aggressiveness. *Significant at 5%

Based on the results of direct effects and indirect effects with
moderation, the two equations can be arranged as follows (Tables 2
and 4):

Y = 0.262 − 0.087 + 0.053X2 − 0.026X3 − 0.014X4 + e (3)

Y = 0.239 − 0.075X1∗ − 0.014 + 0.053X2∗ − 0.014−0.025X3∗ − 0.014 + e
(4)

The classical assumption test results indicate that the data are
normally distributed, exhibit no autocorrelation, lackmulticollinear-
ity, and show no signs of heteroscedasticity. Hypothesis testing is
conducted to ascertain the significance of the impact of independent
factorsonthedependentvariable.The t-test resultsarepresentedhere.

According to Tables 2 and 4, the influence of each independent
variable can be elucidated as follows:

1) The profitability variable’s coefficient in relation to tax aggres-
siveness is −2.539, with a significance level of 0.013. The
significance level of this variable is below 5%, indicating
that profitability exerts a substantial negative influence on tax
aggression.

2) The liquidity variable’s impact on tax aggressiveness is 2.504,
with a significance level of 0.014. The significance level of this
variable is below 5%, indicating that liquidity exerts a substantial
positive influence on tax aggression.

3) The capital intensity variable has a coefficient of −1.439, with
a significance level of 0.153, in relation to tax aggressiveness.
The significance level of this variable is below 5%, indicating
that capital intensity has a negative and insignificant effect on
tax aggressiveness.

4) The capital structure variable’s correlation with tax aggressive-
ness is 0.754, with a significance level of 0.452. The significance
level of this variable is below 5%, indicating that capital
structure has an insignificant effect on tax aggressiveness.

5) Profitability negatively influences tax aggression, with capital
structure as a moderating variable, as indicated by the negative
and significant coefficient of −2.107 at 0.037.

6) Liquidity positively influences tax aggression, with capital struc-
ture as a moderating variable, as indicated by a significant
coefficient of 3.053 at a p-value of 0.003.

7) Capital intensity influences tax aggression as a moderated vari-
able of capital structure, indicated by a coefficient of −0.980,
which is both negative and statistically insignificant at 0.330.

6. Discussion

The effect of profitability on tax aggressiveness
The results of this study are in line with the agency theory put

forward by [11, 13, 54]. In this case, the influence of profitability on
tax aggressiveness is very closely related to agency theory. In this
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context, agency theory explains the relationship between the com-
pany owner (principal) and management (agent) who manage the
company on the owner’s behalf. It is also in line with the empiri-
cal studies of Cubizol [55], Wang et al. [28], Bassey et al. [56], and
Choi and Park [30], which found that more profitable companies are
more likely to engage in tax avoidance.

There is a relationship between profitability and tax avoidance,
with the argument that more profitable companies tend to be more
aggressive in tax planning. In agency theory, managers as agents can
have incentives to take actions that are not always in line with the
interests of the company owner. For example, if a company produces
high profitability, management may be encouraged to implement tax
aggressiveness to increase net profit after tax. This can reduce the
tax burden and increase the risk of future tax audits and penalties.
Companies with high profitability tend to focus more on ways to
maintain or increase net profit. Oneway is to reduce the tax thatmust
be paid. When profitability rises, companies have more resources to
carry out subsector strategies, such as tax avoidance or aggressive
tax planning, to maintain their profits. However, profitability can
also hurt tax aggressiveness in some contexts. Companies with high
profitability are often in the spotlight of the public and tax author-
ities. They may be less likely to practice tax aggressiveness due to
concerns about increased scrutiny from the government, media, and
other stakeholders. The reputational risks resulting from aggressive
tax avoidance strategies can harm large companies relying on a good
public image.

The effect of liquidity on tax aggressiveness
In line with agency theory [14], companies with good liq-

uidity may be more likely to take risks, including in terms of tax
aggressiveness. They have more resources to support tax avoidance
strategies, such as utilizing legal loopholes or using more complex
tax structures. The study results also confirm the empirical studies
of Kalbuana et al. [18], Amri et al. [32], Mariana et al. [57], Wahab
et al. [34], Tampubolon [35], and Setyowatia et al. [36], where the
CR can affect the company’s decision to avoid taxes. Companies
with high liquidity tend to be more aggressive in their tax strate-
gies. Liquidity is proven to have a significant impact on corporate
tax avoidance. In a situation where management feels that they have
sufficient liquidity support, they may feel freer to take aggressive
measures in tax avoidance, hoping to increase net profit. However,
this may not be in line with the interests of principals, who may
prefer conservative tax policies to avoid legal or reputational risks.

Overall, liquidity may influence tax aggressiveness through
its ability to provide the flexibility and resources necessary for
management to make riskier tax decisions. However, this relation-
ship must be carefully managed to ensure that the actions taken by
management do not lead to tax aggressiveness.

The effect of capital intensity on tax aggressiveness
These findings align with the tax aggressiveness theory pro-

posed by Nguyen et al. [48], where companies with high levels of
capital intensity are usually tied to high fixed costs to maintain and
run assets. This reduces their financial flexibility to invest in more
aggressive tax avoidance strategies. The results of this study con-
firm the empirical studies of Yahya et al. [42], Suryarini et al. [43],
and Yosephine and Gunawan [44], where capital intensity affects
tax aggressiveness, which also refers to the manipulation of tax-
able profit or the reduction of corporate tax liabilities. Companies
with high capital intensity have greater risks associated with asset
impairment or operating losses. This makes management more con-
servative in their tax approach and avoids aggressive strategies that
may add further risk. Companies with high capital intensity are

often under greater scrutiny from regulators and stakeholders due
to the high value of their investments. They may feel the need to
maintain a good reputation and operate within a stricter tax com-
pliance framework, which reduces the incentive to engage in
aggressive tax avoidance. Investors and stakeholders tend to value
companies that are transparent and compliant with their tax obli-
gations. It may encourage companies to be more transparent and
compliant with their tax obligations.

The effect of capital structure on tax aggressiveness

This study’s results align with the capital structure theory [46],
where taxes and bankruptcy costs can affect capital structure deci-
sions in the real world. Therefore, there should be a balance between
the tax benefits of debt and bankruptcy costs. This result is in line
with empirical studies [58] and [21] where capital structure can
influence the policy toward tax avoidance. According to Aryatama
and Raharja [51], capital structure significantly impacts tax avoid-
ance. Companies with higher debt levels will attempt to carry out tax
aggressiveness. Multinational companies use a capital structure to
minimize their tax burden. Companies with a capital structure with
a high proportion of debt often take advantage of tax deductions
from debt interest. However, companies with excessive debt may
be trapped in a situation where interest expense reduces profitabil-
ity and cash flow, thus triggering more aggressive tax avoidance
to maintain liquidity. Companies with an unbalanced capital struc-
ture may experience difficulties in complying with tax obligations.
Uncertainty regarding debt repayment obligations may encourage
firms to aggressively avoid taxes to meet other financial obligations.
If firms prefer debt financing over equity.

The effect of profitability on tax aggressiveness moderated capital
structure

These results align with agency theory, where the role of com-
panymanagers is tomanage the capital structure so that it can impact
company profitability and tax aggressiveness [11, 54]. Confirming
empirical studies of Richardson et al. [52], companies involved with
high debt risk will manage their profitability to reduce the tax they
must pay. This refers to the mix of debt and equity a company uses
to fund its assets. This structure can influence company decisions,
including tax strategies. More profitable companies tend to be more
aggressive in their tax strategies to maximize tax-aggressive prof-
its. They have an incentive to minimize taxes paid to retain more
profits. A capital structure heavier on debt can provide tax benefits,
as debt interest is often tax-deductible. Companies with more debt
may be more incentivized to take risks in tax aggressiveness, taking
advantage of available tax breaks. Companies with high debt may
be more inclined to adopt aggressive tax strategies to maximize the
benefits of tax reductions.

The effect of liquidity on tax aggressiveness moderated capital
structure

The results of this study align with the agency theory put
forward [15, 59], where several theories underlie agency theory.
Company financial managers must be able to use a good capital
structure to control company liquidity so that tax avoidance will be
affected even more. Previous studies by Amri et al. [32] stated that
the more liquid a company is, the more aggressive it will be in its
tax strategy. Companies with high liquidity tend to avoid taxes more
[34, 59]. Liquidity refers to a company’s ability to meet its after-tax
obligations.

Companies with high liquidity are better able to manage cash
flow and fulfill obligations without taking on more debt. Tax
aggressiveness refers to a company’s efforts to minimize its tax
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liabilities through legitimate tax strategies, including tax avoidance
and aggressive tax planning. Capital structure is the composition of
debt and equity in a company’s funding. It reflects how a company
finances its operations and investments. A capital structure that is
high in debt can affect a company’s liquidity. Companies with high
debt may have to allocate more cash to interest payments and debt
installments, which can reduce liquidity.

Conversely, a more balanced capital structure can provide
greater cash flexibility. Companies with diverse capital structures
may have more options in tax planning. For example, using debt can
provide tax benefits through reduced interest on debt, encouraging
companies to be more aggressive in their tax strategies.

The effect of capital intensity on tax aggressiveness moderated
capital structure

These findings are different from the agency theory [11, 60,
13], where a good capital structure should be able to manage cap-
ital intensity to reduce tax avoidance. The results of this study
do not confirm empirical studies [42–44], where there is always
a strong relationship between the role of capital structure in man-
aging capital intensity and being able to pay taxes. Companies
with large amounts of fixed assets should avoid taxes aggressively
[45]. A capital structure that does not moderate the relationship
between capital intensity and tax aggressiveness shows that com-
panies can carry out aggressive tax planning without considering
the proportion of existing debt and equity. Therefore, this rela-
tionship can still run its course, influenced by other factors such
as internal policies, compliance with tax regulations, and overall
tax management strategy.

7. Conclusion and Policy Recommendations

Based on the results of the data analysis in the previous
section, it can be seen that profitability hurts tax aggressiveness
and is caused by the company’s inability to generate the expected
profits. On the other hand, liquidity has a positive effect on tax
aggressiveness. This shows that the greater the level of liquidity, the
more secure you tend to feel in carrying out your tax obligations.
By having sufficient cash reserves, they may be better prepared
to take aggressive steps in tax planning without fear of a negative
impact on cash flow. Companies with high capital intensity have
many fixed assets in their asset structure. While this provides an
opportunity to take tax deductions through depreciation, a com-
pany may feel free to adopt a more aggressive tax strategy because
it is already gaining tax benefits from the depreciation of those
fixed assets. Capital structure, which has a negative and significant
effect on tax aggressiveness, means that an increase in the propor-
tion of a company’s capital structure tends to reduce the level of
tax aggressiveness carried out by the company. Capital structure
can moderate or strengthen the relationship between profitability
and liquidity and tax aggressiveness, except that capital structure
cannot enhance the relationship between capital intensity and tax
aggressiveness.

To reduce short-termness, policymakers should offer tax
incentives for profitable companies to encourage compliance and
provide relief for low-profit firms to discourage aggressive prac-
tices, promote liquidity management through tax benefits for
companies maintaining stable reserves, limit excessive depreciation
benefits for capital-intensive firms and enhance transparency in
tax deductions, regulate debt-financed firms to curb interest-related
tax avoidance while encouraging balanced capital structures,
and mandate corporate tax strategy disclosures and strengthen

governance to foster ethical practices and align tax compliance
with ESG standards.

Acknowledgment

We would like to express our sincere gratitude to the IDX for
providing access to the financial report data, which has been invalu-
able in supporting our research. The comprehensive and detailed
data obtained from IDX have significantly contributed to the depth
and accuracy of our analysis.

Ethical Statement

This study does not contain any studies with human or animal
subjects performed by any of the authors.

Conflicts of Interest

The authors declare that they have no conflicts of interest to
this work.

Data Availability Statement

Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no new data were
created or analyzed in this study.

Author Contribution Statement

Martinus Robert Hutauruk: Conceptualization, Methodol-
ogy, Software, Formal analysis, Writing – original draft, Writing
– review & editing, Visualization, Supervision. Firmansyah: Val-
idation, Resources, Data curation, Writing – original draft, Project
administration.Agus Riyanto: Investigation, Resources, Data cura-
tion, Project administration. Yessy Arisa: Investigation, Resources,
Data curation, Writing – original draft.

References

[1] Tazkiyannida, A., & Hidayatulloh, A. (2023). Determinan
penggelapan pajak: Sudut pandang wajib pajak orang pribadi
[Determinants of tax evasion: An individual taxpayer perspec-
tive]. JAK (Jurnal Akuntansi) Kajian Ilmiah Akuntansi, 10(1),
99–109. https://doi.org/10.30656/jak.v10i1.5449

[2] Firmansyah, F., Layli, M., & Utomo, C. M. F. (2022). Agresiv-
itas pajak ditinjau dari resiko perusahaan, likuiditas dan KAP
big four [Tax aggressiveness in terms of company risk, liquidity,
and Big Four audit firms]. Organum: Jurnal Saintifik Man-
ajemen Dan Akuntansi, 5(1), 50–61. https://doi.org/10.35138/
organum.v5i1.209

[3] Apriliana, N. (2022). Pengaruh likuiditas, profitabilitas dan
leverage terhadap agresivitas pajak [The influence of liquid-
ity, profitability, and leverage on tax aggressiveness]. Jurnal
Cendekia Keuangan, 1(1), 27–41. https://doi.org/10.32503/jck.
v1i1.2239

[4] Hutauruk, M. R., Firmansyah, F., Riyanto, A., Rohmah, S.,
Bachtiar, Y., & Sabran, S. (2023). The impact of capital inten-
sity and corporate social responsibility on tax aggressiveness
with profitability moderated role: Study on consumption good
industry sub-sectors company in Indonesia stock exchange
2017–2022. World Journal of Advanced Research and Reviews,
20(2), 347–356. https://doi.org/10.30574/wjarr.2023.20.2.2248

Pdf_Fol io:808

https://doi.org/10.30656/jak.v10i1.5449
https://doi.org/10.35138/organum.v5i1.209
https://doi.org/10.35138/organum.v5i1.209
https://doi.org/10.32503/jck.v1i1.2239
https://doi.org/10.32503/jck.v1i1.2239
https://doi.org/10.30574/wjarr.2023.20.2.2248


Journal of Comprehensive Business Administration Research Vol. 00 Iss. 00 2025

[5] Awaliyah, M., Nugraha, G. A., & Danuta, K. S. (2021). Pen-
garuh intensitas modal, leverage, likuiditas dan profitabilitas
terhadap agresivitas pajak [The influence of capital intensity,
leverage, liquidity, and profitability on tax aggressiveness]. Jur-
nal Ilmiah Universitas Batanghari Jambi, 21(3), 1222–1227.
https://doi.org/10.33087/jiubj.v21i3.1664

[6] Purwaningsih, E., & Mardiana, A. (2023). Pengaruh Profitabil-
itas, Intensitas Modal dan Kompetensi Komisaris Independen
Terhadap Penghindaran Pajak [The influence of profitability,
capital intensity, and the competence of independent com-
missioners on tax avoidance]. EKALAYA : Jurnal Ekonomi
Akuntansi, 1(1), 21–30. https://doi.org/10.59966/ekalaya
.v1i1.53

[7] Mustofa, M. A., Amini, M., & Djaddang, S. (2021). Pengaruh
Profitabilitas Terhadap Agresivitas Pajak Dengan Capital Inten-
sity Sebagai Variabel Moderasi [The influence of profitability
on tax aggressiveness with capital intensity as a moderating
variable]. Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi Kesatuan, 9(1), 173–178.
https://doi.org/10.37641/jiakes.v9i1.498

[8] Panjaitan, A. J. L., & Haq, A. (2023). Pengaruh profitabili-
tas, leverage, dan intensitas modal terhadap agresivitas pajak
[The influence of profitability, leverage, and capital intensity on
tax aggressiveness]. Jurnal Ekonomi Trisakti, 3(1), 1795–1804.
https://doi.org/10.25105/jet.v3i1.16330

[9] Efilia, S. E., Fauziyah, F., & Isnaniati, S. (2023). Pengaruh
ukuran perusahaan, profitabilitas dan inflasi terhadap agresiv-
itas pajak (studi kasus perusahaan food and beverage di bursa
efek indonesia tahun 2020–2021) [The influence of company
size, profitability, and inflation on tax aggressiveness (a case
study of food and beverage companies listed on the Indonesia
stock exchange in 2020–2021)]. Jurnal Ilmiah Cendekia Akun-
tansi, 8(1), 15–32. https://doi.org/10.32503/cendekiaakuntansi.
v8i1.2916

[10] Kariimah, M., & Septiowati, R. (2019). Pengaruh manaje-
men laba dan rasio likuiditas terhadap agresivitas pajak [The
influence of earnings management and liquidity ratios on tax
aggressiveness]. Jurnal Akuntansi Berkelanjutan Indonesia,
2(1). https://doi.org/10.32493/jabi.v2i1.y2019.p017-038

[11] Onjewu, A. K. E., Walton, N., & Koliousis, I. (2023).
Blockchain agency theory. Technological Forecasting and
Social Change, 191, 122482. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.
2023.122482

[12] Solomon, S. J., Bendickson, J. S., Marvel, M. R., McDowell, W.
C., & Mahto, R. (2021). Agency theory and entrepreneurship:
A cross-country analysis. Journal of Business Research, 122,
466–476. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.003

[13] Lesmono, B., & Siregar, S. (2021). Studi Literatur Tentang
agency theory [A literature review on agency theory]. Ekonomi,
Keuangan, Investasi Dan Syariah (EKUITAS), 3(2), 203–210.
https://doi.org/10.47065/ekuitas.v3i2.1128

[14] Indy, L. A., Uzliawati, L., & Yulianto, A. S. (2023). Managerial
ownership profitability and firm value agency theory perspec-
tive. Enrichment : Journal of Management, 13(1), 619–626.
https://doi.org/10.35335/enrichment.v13i1.1224

[15] Kyere, M., & Ausloos, M. (2021). Corporate governance and
firms financial performance in the United Kingdom. Interna-
tional Journal of Finance and Economics, 26(2), 1871–1885.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.1883

[16] Agyei, J., Sun, S., & Abrokwah, E. (2020). Trade-off theory
versus pecking order theory: Ghanaian evidence. SAGE Open,
10(3), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020940987

[17] Yulianti, V., Purba, J., & Ningrum, W. A. (2023). Tax planning
and avoidance on firm value. East Asian Journal of Multidis-
ciplinary Research, 2(9), 3753–3764. https://doi.org/10.55927/
eajmr.v2i9.5834

[18] Kalbuana, N., Taqi, M., Uzliawati, L., & Ramdhani, D.
(2023). CEO narcissism, corporate governance, financial dis-
tress, and company size on corporate tax avoidance. Cogent
Business and Management, 10(1), 2167550. https://doi.org/10.
1080/23311975.2023.2167550

[19] Jiang, Q., Chen, Y., & Sun, T. (2023). Government social media
and corporate tax avoidance. China Journal of Accounting
Research, 16(2), 100304. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cjar.2023.
100304

[20] Jedlička, V. (2023). International tax planning and ownership
structure in the Czech Republic. Amfiteatru Economic, 25(64),
867–884. https://doi.org/10.24818/EA/2023/64/867

[21] Bastani, S., & Waldenström, D. (2020). How should capital be
taxed? Journal of Economic Surveys, 34(4), 812–846. https://
doi.org/10.1111/joes.12380

[22] Brigham, E. F., & Houston, J. F. (2015). Fundamentals of
financial management concise English edition (8th ed.). USA:
Cengage Learning.

[23] Gibadullina, A. (2023). Rent and financial accumulation:
Locating the profitability of American finance. New Political
Economy, 28(2), 259–283. https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.
2022.2095994

[24] Stepnov, I. M., & Kovalchuk, Y. A. (2021). Investment
assessment of modern business models. Accounting Analy-
sis Auditing, 8(2), 12–23. https://doi.org/10.26794/2408-9303-
2021-8-2-12-23

[25] Zutter, C. J., & Smart, S. (2019). Principles of managerial
finance (16th ed.). UK: Pearson Education Limited.

[26] Lessambo, F. I. (2022). Financial statements: Analysis, report-
ing and valuation. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-15663-2

[27] Birch Sørensen, P. (2014). Taxation of shareholder income and
the cost of capital in a small open economy. CESifo Working
Paper Series No. 5091. https://.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2536293

[28] Wang, F., Xu, S., Sun, J., & Cullinan, C. P. (2019). Corporate
tax avoidance: A literature review and research agenda. Journal
of Economic Surveys, 34(4), 793–811. https://doi.org/10.1111/
joes.12347

[29] Elitzur, R., & Yaari, V. (2024). Tax advisors and tax aggres-
siveness: A bargaining model. Journal of Accounting, Audit-
ing and Finance, 39(1), 160–180. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0148558X211051658

[30] Choi, J., & Park, H. (2022). Tax avoidance, tax risk, and cor-
porate governance: Evidence from Korea. Sustainability, 14(1),
469. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14010469

[31] Le Maux, L. (2020). The classical monetary theory on bank liq-
uidity and finance. Oxford Economic Papers, 72(3), 692–709.
https://doi.org/10.1093/oep/gpz051

[32] Amri, K., Ben Mrad Douagi, F. W., & Guedrib, M. (2023). The
impact of internal and external corporate governance mecha-
nisms on tax aggressiveness: Evidence from Tunisia. Journal of
Accounting in Emerging Economies, 13(1), 43–68. https://doi.
org/10.1108/JAEE-01-2021-0019

[33] Nyman, R. C. S., Kaidun, I. P., & Lingga, I. S. (2022). Pen-
garuh firm size, return on equity, dan current ratio Terhadap tax
avoidance pada Perusahaan LQ 45 yang Terdaftar di Bursa Efek
Indonesia [The effect of firm size, return on equity, and cur-
rent ratio on tax avoidance in LQ 45 companies listed on the

Pdf_Fol io:9 09

https://doi.org/10.33087/jiubj.v21i3.1664
https://doi.org/10.59966/ekalaya.v1i1.53
https://doi.org/10.59966/ekalaya.v1i1.53
https://doi.org/10.37641/jiakes.v9i1.498
https://doi.org/10.25105/jet.v3i1.16330
https://doi.org/10.32503/cendekiaakuntansi.v8i1.2916
https://doi.org/10.32503/cendekiaakuntansi.v8i1.2916
https://doi.org/10.32493/jabi.v2i1.y2019.p017-038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122482
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2023.122482
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.09.003
https://doi.org/10.47065/ekuitas.v3i2.1128
https://doi.org/10.35335/enrichment.v13i1.1224
https://doi.org/10.1002/ijfe.1883
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244020940987
https://doi.org/10.55927/eajmr.v2i9.5834
https://doi.org/10.55927/eajmr.v2i9.5834
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2167550
https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2023.2167550
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cjar.2023.100304
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cjar.2023.100304
https://doi.org/10.24818/EA/2023/64/867
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12380
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12380
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2022.2095994
https://doi.org/10.1080/13563467.2022.2095994
https://doi.org/10.26794/2408-9303-2021-8-2-12-23
https://doi.org/10.26794/2408-9303-2021-8-2-12-23
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-15663-2
https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2536293
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12347
https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12347
https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X211051658
https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X211051658
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14010469
https://doi.org/10.1093/oep/gpz051
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-01-2021-0019
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAEE-01-2021-0019


Journal of Comprehensive Business Administration Research Vol. 00 Iss. 00 2025

Indonesia stock exchange]. Jurnal Akuntansi, 14(1), 172–186.
https://doi.org/10.28932/jam.v14i1.4375

[34] Wahab, E. A. A., Ariff, A. M., Marzuki, M. M., & Sanusi, Z.
M. (2017). Political connections, corporate governance, and tax
aggressiveness in Malaysia. Asian Review of Accounting, 25(3).
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-05-2016-0053

[35] Tampubolon, L. D. (2021). The effect of liquidity, leverage and
profitability on the tax aggressiveness of manufacturing compa-
nies. ATESTASI: Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi, 4(2), 246–256. http://
.doi.org/10.57178/atestasi.v4i2.270

[36] Setyowatia, E., Titisaria, K. H., & Dewi, R. R. (2018). The
effect of profitability, leverage, liquidity, and the company size
on aggressiveness tax the sector companies consumer goods
industry that listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange year
2014–2016. In International Conference on Technology,
Education, and Social Science.

[37] Schwab, C. M., Stomberg, B., &Williams, B. M. (2022). Effec-
tive tax planning. The Accounting Review, 97(1), 413–437.
https://doi.org/10.2308/TAR-2019-0020

[38] Ftouhi, K., & Ghardallou, W. (2020). International tax plan-
ning techniques: A review of the literature. Journal of Applied
Accounting Research, 21(2), 329–343. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JAAR-05-2019-0080

[39] Monika, C. M., & Noviari, N. (2021). The effects of financial
distress, capital intensity, and audit quality on tax avoidance.
American Journal of Humanities and Social Sciences Research,
5(6), 282–287.

[40] Marsahala, Y. T., Arieftiara, D., & Lastiningsih, N. (2020).
Profitability, capital intensity and tax avoidance in Indonesia:
The effect board of commissioners’ competencies. Journal of
Contemporary Accounting, 2(3), 129–140. https://doi.org/10.
20885/jca.vol2.iss3.art2

[41] Alfian, C. B., & Ghozali, I. (2023). Influence capital structure,
policy dividends, profitability and tax avoidance on intrinsic
firm value. International Journal of Economics Development
Research, 5(1), 1745–1757.

[42] Yahya, A., Agustin, E. G., & Nurastuti, P. (2022). Firm size,
capital intensity dan inventory intensity terhadap Agresivitas
Pajak [The effect of firm size, capital intensity, and inventory
intensity on tax aggressiveness]. Jurnal Eksplorasi Akuntansi,
4(3), 574–588. https://doi.org/10.24036/jea.v4i3.615

[43] Suryarini, T., Hajawiyah, A., & Munawaroh, S. (2021). The
impact of CSR, capital intensity, inventory intensity, and intan-
gible assets on tax aggressiveness. Jurnal Dinamika Akuntansi,
13(2), 168–179. https://doi.org/10.15294/jda.v13i2.31624

[44] Yosephine, K., & Gunawan, J. (2023). Influence of prof-
itability, leverage, and capital intensity on tax aggressiveness
with company size as moderating variable. International Jour-
nal of Research in Commerce and Management Studies, 5(4),
115–132. https://doi.org/10.38193/ijrcms.2023.5408

[45] Khan, M. A., & Nuryanah, S. (2023). Combating tax aggres-
siveness: Evidence from Indonesia’s tax amnesty program.
Cogent Economics and Finance, 11(2), 2229177. https://doi.
org/10.1080/23322039.2023.2229177

[46] Khanchel, I., & Lassoued, N. (2022). ESG disclosure and the
cost of capital: Is there a ratcheting effect over time? Sustain-
ability, 14(15), 9237. https://doi.org/10.3390/su14159237

[47] Kontuš, E., Šorić, K., & Šarlija, N. (2023). Capital structure
optimization: A model of optimal capital structure from the
aspect of capital cost and corporate value. Economic Research-
Ekonomska Istrazivanja, 36(2), 2147565. https://doi.org/10.
1080/1331677X.2022.2147565

[48] Nguyen, H. M., Giang Vuong, T. H., Nguyen, T. H., Wu,
Y. C., & Wong, W. K. (2020). Sustainability of both
pecking order and trade-off theories in Chinese manufactur-
ing firms. Sustainability, 12(9), 3883. https://doi.org/10.3390/
su12093883

[49] Golosov, M., Kocherlakota, N., & Tsyvinski, A. (2003). Opti-
mal indirect and capital taxation. The Review of Economic
Studies, 70(3), 569–587. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-937X.
00256

[50] Becker, J., & Wilson, J. D. (2023). Tax competition with two
tax instruments—and tax base erosion. Journal of Public Eco-
nomics, 225, 104965. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2023.
104965

[51] Aryatama, M. I., & Raharja, S. (2021). The effect of capital
intensity, corporate social responsibility, and profitability on
tax avoidance (In manufacturing companies industry of food
& beverage sub sectors listed on Indonesia stock exchange
2015–2020). Diponegoro Journal of Accounting, 10(4), 1–11.

[52] Richardson, G., Taylor, G., & Lanis, R. (2015). The impact
of financial distress on corporate tax avoidance spanning the
global financial crisis: Evidence from Australia. Economic
Modelling, 44, 44–53. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2014.
09.015

[53] Chen, J., Chen, D., Liu, L., & Wang, Z. (2023). Returnee
directors and corporate tax avoidance. Journal of Account-
ing, Auditing and Finance, 38(4). https://doi.org/10.1177/
0148558X211017356

[54] Steinfeld, J. M. (2023). Stewardship theory over agency
theory. In Public-private stewardship (pp. 123–134). Switzer-
land: Palgrave Macmillan. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-
17131-4_8

[55] Cubizol, D. (2020). Rebalancing in China: A taxation approach.
China Economic Review, 60, 101270. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
chieco.2019.01.009

[56] Bassey, E., Mulligan, E., & Ojo, A. (2022). A conceptual
framework for digital tax administration: A systematic review.
Government Information Quarterly, 39(4), 101754. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.giq.2022.101754

[57] Mariana, C., Subing, H. J. T., & Mulyati, Y. (2021). Does
capital intensity and profitability affect tax aggressiveness?
Turkish Journal of Computer and Mathematics Education,
12(8), 1050–1056.

[58] Terry, C. T. (2022). Normative capital cost recovery for
a realization-based income tax. Florida Tax Review, 5(7),
467–545. https://doi.org/10.5744/ftr.2002.1007

[59] Hardana, A. H., Hasibuan, L., & Hasibuan, S. E. (2023). Tax
aggressiveness, capital structure, corporate governance dan firm
performance. International Journal of Economic Research and
Financial Accounting, 1(2), 63–71. https://doi.org/10.55227/
ijerfa.v1i2.28

[60] Hendrastuti, R., & Harahap, R. F. (2023). Agency the-
ory: Review of the theory and current research. Jurnal
Akuntansi Aktual, 10(1), 85–100. https://doi.org/10.17977/
um004v10i12023p085

How to Cite: Hutauruk, M. R., Firmansyah, Riyanto, A., & Arisa, Y. (2025). 
The Moderating Role of Capital Intensity on Factors Influencing Tax Aggressive-
ness: A Case Study of Food and Beverage Companies Listed on the Indonesia 
Stock Exchange. Journal of Comprehensive Business Administration Research. 
https://doi.org/10.47852/bonviewJCBAR52024446

Pdf_Fol io:1010

https://doi.org/10.28932/jam.v14i1.4375
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-05-2016-0053
http://dx.doi.org/10.57178/atestasi.v4i2.270
http://dx.doi.org/10.57178/atestasi.v4i2.270
https://doi.org/10.2308/TAR-2019-0020
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-05-2019-0080
https://doi.org/10.1108/JAAR-05-2019-0080
https://doi.org/10.20885/jca.vol2.iss3.art2
https://doi.org/10.20885/jca.vol2.iss3.art2
https://doi.org/10.24036/jea.v4i3.615
https://doi.org/10.15294/jda.v13i2.31624
https://doi.org/10.38193/ijrcms.2023.5408
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2023.2229177
https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2023.2229177
https://doi.org/10.3390/su14159237
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2022.2147565
https://doi.org/10.1080/1331677X.2022.2147565
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093883
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12093883
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-937X.00256
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-937X.00256
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2023.104965
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2023.104965
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2014.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.econmod.2014.09.015
https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X211017356
https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X211017356
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-17131-4_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-17131-4_8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2019.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chieco.2019.01.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2022.101754
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2022.101754
https://doi.org/10.5744/ftr.2002.1007
https://doi.org/10.55227/ijerfa.v1i2.28
https://doi.org/10.55227/ijerfa.v1i2.28
https://doi.org/10.17977/um004v10i12023p085
https://doi.org/10.17977/um004v10i12023p085
https://doi.org/10.47852/bonviewJCBAR52024446

	Introduction
	Literature Review
	Agency theory
	Tax aggressivity
	Profitability
	Liquidity
	Capital intensity
	Capital structure

	Theoretical Framework
	Methodology
	Research design

	Results
	Discussion
	Conclusion and Policy Recommendations

