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Abstract: The study was conducted with the aim of analyzing the influence of transfer pricing, 

return on assets, leverage, firm size, and tax haven on income shifting (an empirical study of 

energy sector companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange from 2019-2022. The method 

used a quantitative method with an explanatory research type. The populations selected of the 

study are all Energy Companies listed on the IDX from 2019-2022 by totaling 75 Companies. 

The sampling technique of the study used a purposive sampling technique. The data analysis 

method used panel data with the Eviews software program version 10. The study found that 

transfer pricing has no effect on income shifting, return on assets has effect on income shifting, 

leverage has effect on income shifting, firm size has effect on income shifting, and tax haven 

has effect on income shifting in energy sector companies listed on the IDX for the period 2019-

2022. 

 

Keywords: Transfer Pricing, Income Shifting, Return on Asset, Leverage, Firm Size, Tax 

Haven. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

A country's primary source of income, after state revenue, is taxes. However, taxes 

represent an additional cost that companies must bear, which can reduce their net profit. One 

of the largest corporate expenses is income tax. From 2010 to 2019, the Indonesian government 

implemented a corporate income tax rate of 25%, requiring companies to contribute 25% of 

their income to the state. This rate decreased to 22% for the 2020 and 2021 fiscal years. The 

corporate income tax rate applied by the Indonesian government is still relatively high 

compared to the corporate income tax rates of other Asian countries, such as Singapore (17%), 

Brunei Darussalam (18%), Thailand, Cambodia, and Vietnam (20%), Laos (24%), and 

Malaysia (24%) (Warsini et al., 2020). 
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One strategy often used by multinational companies or companies with affiliates abroad 

to reduce corporate income tax, or what is known as tax avoidance, is income shifting, namely 

by transferring income that should be subject to domestic tax, to another country (tax haven). 

In Indonesia, income shifting is commonly practiced by multinational companies to take 

advantage of lower tax rates and transfer costs. This tax avoidance strategy is used to shift a 

company's tax liability from a high-tax jurisdiction to a low-tax jurisdiction using an income 

shifting mechanism (Frandyanto & Riandoko, 2017). In Indonesia, income shifting is 

commonly practiced by multinational companies to take advantage of lower tax rates and 

transfer costs. Using the income shifting mechanism, tax avoidance methods are implemented 

to reduce corporate tax liabilities by shifting corporate tax liabilities from high-tax areas to 

low-tax areas (Richardson & Taylor, 2015). In 2019, the energy sector, which is highly 

dependent on international trade and commodity prices, did not develop, as stated by Finance 

Minister Sri Mulyani Indrawati (Setiawan, 2020). Despite rising global oil prices in September 

2020, energy sector tax revenue remained negative at 42.78% (Kurniati, 2020). The Corruption 

Eradication Commission (KPK) stated that the energy sector requires government attention due 

to the potential for difficult-to-detect tax violations. 

PT Adaro Energy Tbk is an example of tax avoidance involving a revenue shifting 

approach in the energy sector. According to the Taxing Times for Adaro study published by 

Global Witness, Adaro Energy avoided or minimized its tax obligations by shifting its income 

to a group of foreign companies that functioned as tax havens. Thus, from 2009 to 2017, Adaro 

Energy may have avoided taxes by US$125 million. In this case, Adaro used transfer pricing 

to conduct tax avoidance (Global Witness, 2019). 

Companies may choose to engage in income shifting for various reasons, such as transfer 

pricing, tax havens, return on assets, leverage, and company size. Income shifting is the practice 

of multinational companies using transfer pricing techniques to facilitate cross-border 

transactions and avoid taxes. Companies in Indonesia may experience losses due to differences 

in rates applied in Indonesia and partner countries, thereby exempting them from paying taxes 

on their losses. Transfer pricing poses significant challenges for tax authorities and other 

financial institutions due to the uncertainty surrounding its permissible use. Amelia & Usman 

(2022) which shows that transfer pricing has an effect on income shifting. Then the research 

conducted Yoo (2022) also shows the same results that transfer pricing has an effect on income 

shifting. 

Financial leverage policies can be used to implement income shifting strategies in 

addition to transfer pricing strategies. Income shifting is a phenomenon that can be influenced 

by financial leverage. More specifically, when a company's financial leverage puts pressure on 

its directors and management, they may decide to use accounting techniques that lower the 

company's leverage ratio by shifting profits from future periods to the current period. To further 

their goals of collecting loans and paying dividends to shareholders, a company's board and 

management are more likely to engage in financial reporting fraud when its leverage ratio is 

high. According to research Amelia & Usman (2022) shows that Leverage has no effect on 

income shifting. 

One element that can influence revenue transfer is return on assets. Return on Assets, a 

measure of profitability, indicates how well a business can recoup its investment in its assets. 

Study Amelia & Usman (2022) shows that return on assets (ROA) is related to income shifting. 

This is different from research conducted by Demeré & Gramlich (2020) which makes Income 

shifting the independent variable and Return on Assets the dependent variable, the research 

shows that Income shifting has an effect on Return on Assets. 

Strategies for transferring income based on company size. The size of a business, as 

represented by its total assets, is referred to as company size. Because company size has a value 

that can represent the size of the company, it is another factor that can influence a company's 
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decision to implement transfer pricing. A company's size grows directly proportionally to the 

amount of assets it holds, indicating that the business may have a bright future. Executives at 

large companies are less likely to engage in revenue management, including transfer pricing, 

and are more cautious in disclosing financial information because their organizations are often 

subject to greater public and stakeholder scrutiny. Therefore, the likelihood of transfer pricing 

volume decreases with company size. Toby (2004) shows the relationship between revenue 

transfer and firm size. The findings of this study are consistent with research Amelia & Usman 

(2022) which shows that company size affects income transfer. 

Income shifting can also be influenced by tax havens. Because tax havens offer lower or 

even no tax rates, they can cause losses to non-compliant countries in the form of reduced 

revenue. Therefore, multinational companies are more likely to open branches or subsidiaries 

in countries that support tax havens. Financial reporting confidentiality is guaranteed by tax 

havens, including Switzerland, the US, the Cayman Islands, Hong Kong, Singapore, 

Luxembourg, Germany, Panama, and others. Tax havens are prime locations for businesses 

and individuals worldwide to store their assets or money to avoid taxes. Research conducted 

by Pramudya et al. (2021) and Widodo et al. (2020) which states that tax havens have an effect 

on tax avoidance. This is different from research Wijaya & Rahayu (2021) who found that tax 

havens have no effect on tax avoidance. 

Several previous studies have demonstrated that there are still differences or 

inconsistencies in the findings obtained by various researchers regarding the factors influencing 

income shifting. This creates a research gap. Based on this, the researcher is interested in 

conducting a study entitled: "The Effect of Transfer Pricing, Return on Assets, Leverage, Firm 

Size, and Tax Havens on Income Shifting (An Empirical Study of Energy Companies Listed 

on the IDX 2019-2022)". 

 

METHOD 

This research sample consists of all 75 energy companies listed on the Indonesia Stock 

Exchange (IDX) form 2019 to 2022. The author developed a method based on purposive 

sampling techniques with criteria for selecting the research sample. The secondary data 

category provides research data for the period 2019–2022 in the form of annual and financial 

reports. Each company's website was consulted for information. Data regression is the type of 

data analysis used in this study with the help of Eviews software. Panel data is produced by 

combining cross-sectional time series data. However, a series of traditional assumption tests, 

including autocorrelation, heteroscedasticity, multicollinearity, and normality tests, will be 

conducted before the analysis. 

This study aimed to quantitatively explain the population's attitudinal tendencies by 

examining a sample of that population. This study consisted of five independent variables and 

one dependent variable. Income shifting was the dependent variable in this study, while transfer 

pricing, return on assets, leverage, firm size, and tax havens were the independent variables. 

Measurements of each variable are presented in the following table. 

 
Table 1. Variable Measurement 

No Variable Indicator 
Measurement 

Scale 

1 Income Shifting (Y) 

Amidu, et al (2019) 

BTDit = α0+ α1TAXit + α2FIASit + 

α3SALES + α4OINit 

Ratio 

2 Transfer Pricing (X1) 

Roslita (2020) 
𝑇𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑓𝑒𝑟 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑛𝑔 =

𝑅𝑒𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑒𝑖𝑣𝑎𝑏𝑙𝑒𝑠
 

Ratio 

3 Return on Asset (X2) 

Olivia & 

Dwimulyani (2019) 

𝑅𝑒𝑡𝑢𝑟𝑛 𝑜𝑛 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡 =  
𝑃𝑟𝑜𝑓𝑖𝑡 𝐴𝑓𝑡𝑒𝑟 𝑇𝑎𝑥

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡
 

 

Ratio 
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No Variable Indicator 
Measurement 

Scale 

4 Leverage (X3) 

Kasmir (2014) 
𝐷𝑒𝑏𝑡 𝑡𝑜 𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜 =  

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐿𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑒𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦
 

 

Ratio 

5 Firm Size 

Amidu et al. (2019) 

𝐹𝑖𝑟𝑚 𝑆𝑖𝑧𝑒 = 𝐿𝑛 (𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡) 

 

Ratio 

6 State Utilization Tax 

Haven  

Anh et al. (2018) 

Dummy 1 = Companies that have subsidiaries 

located in tax haven countries 

Dummy 0 = Companies that do not have 

subsidiaries located in tax haven countries 

Dummy 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Normality Test 

Data will behave normally if the probability value (p-value) is greater than the 5% 

significance level. The results of the normality test calculations in this study can be seen in the 

following graph: 

 

 

Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 

Figure 1. Result Normality Test 

 

From the graph above, it can be concluded that the data in this study is normally 

distributed because the probability value of 0.115490 is greater than the significance level of 

0.05. 

 

Multicollinearity Test 

 
Table 2. Multicollinearity Test Results 

Variable VIF 

Transfer_Pricing  1.119267 

Roa  1.142820 

Der  1.130337 

Size  1.782703 

Tax_Haven  1.838021 

Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 
 

Based on the multicollinearity test above shows that the variables tax haven, return 

on assets, leverage, transfer pricing, and company size have a VIF value of less than 10. 

Because the calculated VIF value is less than 10, it can be assumed that there is no 

multicollinearity problem with the five variables. 
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Heteroscedasticity Test 

The White test is used to demonstrate heteroscedasticity. A significance level of 0.05 

indicates the presence of heteroscedasticity at a 95% confidence level. The following table 

shows the results of the heteroscedasticity test in this study: 

 
Table 3. Heteroscedasticity Test Results 

     
     F-statistic 2.586441     Prob. F(19,45) 0.0045 

Obs*R-squared 33.93004     Prob. Chi-Square(19) 0.0187 

Scaled explained SS 43.39985     Prob. Chi-Square(19) 0.0011 

     
     Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 

 

Based on the heteroscedasticity test, it shows that Prob. Obs*R-Squared is 0.0187 < 

0.05. This result concludes that the variable experiences heteroscedasticity problems 

because the Prob. Obs*R-Squared value is < 0.05. 

 

Autocorrelation Test 

Santoso (2015) states that a Durbin-Watson number below -2 indicates positive 

autocorrelation, which is the basis for using the test for decision-making. A Durbin-

Watson number between -2 and +2 indicates no autocorrelation. Furthermore, a negative 

autocorrelation exists if the Durbin-Watson number is greater than +2. The results of the 

autocorrelation test are shown in the table below: 

 
Table 4. Autocorrelation Test Results 

    Durbin-Watson stat 1.773264 

Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 

 

The results of the autocorrelation test above obtained a Durbin-Watson value of 

1.773264 which is between -2 to + 2. So it is concluded that the data in the model in the 

research variables does not experience autocorrelation. 

 

Hypothesis Testing 

Determination Analysis (R2) 

The proportion of the impact of all independent factors combined on the dependent 

variable was found using analysis of determination. The following table displays the findings 

of the coefficient of determination test in the study. 
 

Table 5. Determination Analysis Results 

Variable Relationship Adjusted R-Squared 

Transfer Pricing, Return on Assets, Leverage, Firm 

size, and Tax Haven simultaneously on Income 

Shifting 

0.552 

Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 

 

The Adjusted R-Squared value is 0.552, or 55.2%. This indicates that transfer pricing, 

return on assets, leverage, firm size, and tax havens influence income shifting by 55.2%. 

Meanwhile, factors not included in the research model and not used in this study contribute the 

remaining 44.8%. 

 

F Statistical Test 

The results of the simultaneous test (F test) of this study are as follows: 
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Table 6. F Statistical Test Results 

F-statistic Prob(F-statistic) 

4.283418 0.000025 

Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 

 

The F-Statistic value of this study is 4.283418, and the probability value is 0.000025, 

according to the Prob value (F-statistic). It can be concluded that the independent variables 

in this study, namely Transfer pricing, Return on Assets, Leverage, Firm Size, and Tax 

Haven have an influence on the dependent variable, namely Income Shifting, with the Prob 

value (F-statistic) smaller than the significance value of α = 5%. 

 

Panel Data Regression Model 

This section will test the best model for this study. Pooled least squares, the fixed effects 

approach, and the random effects approach are three models that can be used for panel data, as 

discussed in the previous chapter. 

 
Table 7. Panel Data Regression Model Selection Results 

Name Test Prob Result 

Chow Test 0.0002 Fixed Effect Model 

Hausman Test 0.0046 Fixed Effect Model 

Langrage Multiplier Test 0.5893 Common effect model 

Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 

 

It is known that the chi-square probability value of 0.0002 < 0.05 is displayed in the 

Chow test findings. Consequently, H1 is accepted and Ho is rejected. This indicates that 

the fixed effect model is followed by the model estimation method. Then, the Hausman 

test findings show that the random cross-section test probability value is 0.0046 < 0.05. 

Thus, it is determined using the Hausman test that Ho is rejected and H1 is accepted. 

Therefore, it is said that the model uses a fixed effect model. Furthermore, the results of 

the Langrage multiplier test show a Chi-Square Prob. value of 0.5893 greater than alpha 

0.05. Consequently, H1 is rejected and Ho is accepted. This shows that the common effect 

model is followed by the model estimation method. In addition, it can be concluded that 

the fixed effect model is the most effective testing model for regression equations based 

on the Chow test, Hausman test, and Langrage multiplier test. 

The most effective panel data regression model in this study utilizes the results of 

panel data selection tests conducted with the common effects model. The following table 

presents the results obtained using the common effects model. 

 
Table 8. Common Effect Model Regression Results 

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob. 

C -1740729. 6253070. -0.278380 0.7822 

TRANSFER_PRICING -176140.4 397179.2 -0.443478 0.6598 

ROA 3067240. 711193.5 4.312807 0.0001 

DER -452607.2 166328.7 -2.721161 0.0096 

SIZE 171708.4 415556.1 0.413202 0.6817 

TAX_HAVEN 319122.3 429502.6 0.743004 0.4618 

Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 

 

The following regression equation was used in the study based on the tests mentioned 

above: 

 

IS = -1740729 - 176140.4TP + 3067240ROA - 452607.2DER + 171708.4SIZE + 

319122.3TH + ε 
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Table 9. Statistical Test Results t 

Variable Relationship T count Prob. Result 

TF → IS -0.443478 0.6598 No effect, H1 rejected 

ROA → IS 4.312807 0.0001 Positive effect, H2 accepted 

DER → IS -2.721161 0.0096 Negative effect, H3 accepted 

 SIZE→ IS 0.413202 0.6817 No effect, H4 rejected 

TH → IS 0.743004 0.4618 No effect, H5 rejected 

Source: Data Processing Results with Eviews 10 

 

The hypothesis test findings indicate that Transfer Pricing has no effect on Income 

Shifting for companies in the energy sector listed on the IDX from 2019 to 2022. At 0.6598 > 

0.05, the t-value of -0.443478 indicates significance. This result indicates that Ho1 is accepted 

and Ha1 is rejected. This means that Transfer Pricing has no effect on Income Shifting for 

companies in the energy sector listed on the IDX between 2019 and 2022. The hypothesis 

results support the research conducted by Amelia & Usman (2022); Falbo & Firmansyah, 

(2018); Widiyantoro & Sitorus (2020); and Nugroho (2022) that transfer pricing has no 

influence on Income Shifting. 

The findings of the second hypothesis test indicate that, for energy sector companies 

listed on the IDX from 2019 to 2022, Return on Assets has a positive effect on Income Shifting. 

At 0.0001 < 0.05, the t-value of 4.312807 indicates significance. This finding indicates that 

Return on Assets has a positive effect on Income Shifting in energy sector companies listed on 

the IDX between 2019 and 2022. Thus, it can be concluded that Ho2 is rejected and Ha2 is 

accepted. The results of this hypothesis support the research conducted by Amelia & Usman 

(2022) that ROA influences income shifting. Similar results were also shown by Dewi and 

Noviari (2017), who found that ROA influences income shifting. This hypothesis proves that 

companies with high ROA have a greater incentive to engage in income shifting to protect their 

high profits from higher taxes. 

The findings of the third hypothesis test indicate that, for energy sector companies listed 

on the IDX from 2019 to 2022, leverage has a negative effect on income shifting. With the 

condition of 0.0096 < 0.05, the t-value of -2.721161 indicates significance. This finding 

indicates that Ha3 is accepted and Ho3 is rejected. The results of this study are in line with the 

research of Warsini et al. (2020) which found that the leverage factor significantly negatively 

affects income shifting. The same results are shown by Olibe & Rezaee (2008) that leverage 

significantly influences income shifting. 

The findings of the fourth hypothesis test indicate that, for energy sector companies listed 

on the IDX from 2019 to 2022, firm size has no effect on income shifting. With a t-value of 

0.6817 > 0.05, the t-value of 0.413202 indicates significance. This indicates that Ho4 is 

accepted and Ha4 is rejected. The results of the hypothesis support research conducted by 

Prihatiny (2018) which showed that firm size has no effect on income shifting. 

From the fifth hypothesis test, Tax Haven has no effect on Income Shifting for energy 

sector companies listed on the IDX from 2019 to 2022. With the provision of 0.4618 > 0.05, 

the t-value of 0.743004 indicates significance. Based on these findings, it can be concluded 

that Tax Haven has no effect on Income Shifting in energy sector companies listed on the IDX 

between 2019 and 2022. Thus, Ho5 is accepted, while Ha5 is rejected. These results support 

the research Nurhidayati & Fuadillah (2018) who found that income shifting had no effect on 

tax havens. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Based on the research and analysis that has been completed, it can be concluded that 

transfer pricing has no effect on income shifting. then, return on assets has a positive effect on 

income shifting. Furthermore, leverage has a negative effect on income shifting in energy 
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sector companies, firm size has no effect on income shifting, and finally, tax haven has no 

effect on income shifting in energy sector companies listed on the IDX for the period 2019 - 

2022. 

Based on the conclusions obtained, companies in the energy sector are advised to 

evaluate strategies to improve operational efficiency and optimal asset utilization, considering 

that Return on Assets (ROA) has been proven to influence income shifting. Furthermore, it is 

recommended that prudent leverage management is also important to ensure a balanced capital 

structure and reduce the risk of unwanted income shifting. Energy companies seeking to 

mitigate the risk of income shifting are also advised to consider expansion strategies that can 

increase company scale, thereby providing financial stability and better competitiveness. 

Finally, companies need to improve transparency and compliance with tax regulations, both 

domestic and international, including engaging in rigorous internal audits to ensure all tax 

practices are carried out in accordance with applicable standards. 

 

REFERENCES 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The Theory of Planned Behavior. Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes, 50, 179–211. 

Amelia, K., & Usman, B. (2022). The influence of transfer pricing, return on assets, financial 

leverage, firm size on income shifting in consumer goods companies listed on the IDX 

for the period 2014-2019. Ijd-Demos, 4(1), 109–124. 

Amidu, M., Coffie, W., & Acquah, P. (2019). Transfer pricing, earnings management and tax 

avoidance of firms in Ghana. Journal of Financial Crime, 26(1), 235–259. 

Anh, N. H., Hieu, N. T., & Nga, D. T. (2018). Determinants of transfer pricing aggressiveness: 

A case of Vietnam. South East Asia Journal of Contemporary Business, Economics and 

Law, 16(5), 104–112. 

Dechow, P. M., & Schrand, C. M. (2004). Earnings Quality. Research Foundation of CFA 

Institute Charlottesville, VA. 

Dechow, P., Ge, W., & Schrand, C. (2010). Understanding earnings quality: A review of the 

proxies, their determinants and their consequences. Journal of Accounting and 

Economics, 50(2–3), 344–401. 

Demeré, P., & Gramlich, J. (2020). Methodological issues with common accounting variables 

in the context of measuring income shifting consequences. Working Paper. 

Devi, N., & Noviari, N. (2022). The Influence of Taxes and the Use of Tax Havens on Transfer 

Pricing. E-Jurnal Akuntansi, 32(5), 1175–1188. 

Dewinta, I. A. R., & Setiawan, P. E. (2016). The influence of company size, company age, 

profitability, leverage, and sales growth on tax avoidance. E-Jurnal Akuntansi 

Universitas Udayana, 14(3), 1584–1613. 

Elemes, A., Blaylock, B., & Spence, C. (2021). Tax-motivated profit shifting in big 4 networks: 

Evidence from Europe. Accounting, Organizations and Society, 95, 101267. 

Falbo, T. D., & Firmansyah, A. (2018). Thin Capitalization, Transfer Pricing Aggresiveness, 

Penghindaran Pajak. Indonesian Journal of Accounting and Governance, 2(1), 1–28. 

https://doi.org/10.36766/ijag.v2i1.6 

Fishbein, M., & Ajzen, 1. (1975). Belief, Attitude, Intention, and Behavior: An Introduction to 

Thory and Research. Reading MA: Addison-Wesley. 

Frandyanto, S. A., & Riandoko, R. (2017). The Influence of Profit Transfer Instruments on the 

Utilization of Tax Haven Countries. Tangerang Selatan: Politeknik Keuangan Negara-

STAN. 

Ghozali, I. (2018). Multivariate Analysis Application with IBM SPSS Program 25. Semarang: 

Badan Penerbit Universitas Diponegoro. 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA


https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA                                                             Vol. 6, No. 6, 2025 

5268 | P a g e 

Jensen, M. C., & Meckling, W. H. (1976). Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency 

costs and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3(4), 305–360. 

Kasmir. (2014). Financial Statement Analysis (First Edition). Jakarta: Raja Grafindo Persada. 

Kasmir. (2017). Financial Statement Analysis (First Edition). PT Rajagrafindo Persada. 

Marques, M., Pinho, C., & Montenegro, T. M. (2019). The effect of international income 

shifting on the link between real investment and corporate taxation. Journal of 

International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation, 36, 100268. 

McVay, S. E. (2006). Earnings management using classification shifting: An examination of 

core earnings and special items. The Accounting Review, 81(3), 501–531. 

Nugroho, W. C. (2022). The Role of Audit Quality on the Influence of Transfer Pricing and 

Capital Intensity on Tax Avoidance. E-Jurnal Akuntansi, 32(6), 1578. 

Nurhidayati, N., & Fuadillah, H. (2018). The Influence of Income Shifting Incentives towards 

The Tax Haven Country Utilization: Case Study on the Companies listed in Indonesian 

Stock Exchange. Jurnal Akuntansi Dan Keuangan, 20(1), 27–38. 

https://doi.org/10.9744/jak.20.1.27-38  

Olibe, K. O., & Rezaee, Z. (2008). Income shifting and corporate taxation: the role of cross‐

border intrafirm transfer. Review of Accounting and Finance, 7(1), 83–101. 

Olivia, I., & Dwimulyani, S. (2019). The Effect of Thin Capitalization and Profitability on Tax 

Avoidance with Institutional Ownership as a Moderating Variable. Prosiding Seminar 

Nasional Pakar, 1–10. https://doi.org/10.25105/pakar.v0i0.4337  

Pramudya, T. A., Lie, C., Firmansyah, A., & Trisnawati, E. (2021). The role of independent 

commissioners in Indonesia: multinationality, tax havens, tax avoidance. Jurnalku, 1(3), 

200–209. 

Richardson, G., & Taylor, G. (2015). Income shifting incentives and tax haven utilization: 

Evidence from multinational US firms. The International Journal of Accounting, 50(4), 

458–485. 

Roychowdhury, S. (2006). Earnings management through real activities manipulation. Journal 

of Accounting and Economics, 42, 335–370. 

Santoso, S. (2015). Mastering Parametric Statistics Concepts and Applications with SPSS. 

Jakarta: PT Elex Media Komputindo. 

Saputra, H. (2019). Tax Compliance Analysis Using the Theory of Planned Behavior Approach 

(Towards Individual Taxpayers in DKI Jakarta Province). Muara Ilmu Ekonomi dan 

Bisnis Journal, 3(1), 47. https://doi.org/10.24912/jmieb.v3i1.2320  

Setiawan, D. A. (2020). Here's the 2019 Tax Actual by Business Sector, Manufacturing 

Contracted. DDTC News.  

Subramanyam, K. R. (2014). Financial Statement Analysis (Eleventh E). New York: McGraw-

Hill Education. 

Tax Justice Network. (2021). Corporate Tax Haven Index 2021. https://cthi.taxjustice.net/En/ 

Toby, S. (2004). An empirical investigation of factors influencing tax-motivated income 

shifting. Advances in Taxation, Volume, 16, 147–177. 

Warsini, S., Suhartati, T., & Nugroho, H. (2020). Income Shifting Strategy as a Response to 

Lower Corporate Tax Rates and Determining Factors. National Seminar on Applied 

Innovative Research. SENTRINOV, 6(2), 89–96. 

Widiyantoro, C. S., & Sitorus, R. (2020). The Effect of Transfer Pricing and Sales Growth on 

Tax Avoidance with Profitability as a Moderating Variable. Tax Accounting Media, 5(1), 

18–31. 

Widodo, L. L., Diana, N., & Mawardi, M. C. (2020). The influence of multinationality, good 

corporate governance, tax havens, and thin capitalization on tax avoidance practices in 

multinational companies listed on the IDX for the period 2016-2018. E_Jurnal Ilmiah 

Riset Akuntansi, 9(06), 119–133. 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA
https://doi.org/10.9744/jak.20.1.27-38
https://doi.org/10.25105/pakar.v0i0.4337
https://doi.org/10.24912/jmieb.v3i1.2320


https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA                                                             Vol. 6, No. 6, 2025 

5269 | P a g e 

Wijaya, S., & Rahayu, F. D. (2021). The influence of transfer pricing aggressiveness, the use 

of tax havens, and institutional ownership on tax avoidance. Journal of Information, 

Taxation, Accounting, and Public Finance, 16(2), 245–264. 

Yoo, J. S. (2022). The effects of transfer pricing regulations on multinational income shifting. 

Asia-Pacific Journal of Accounting & Economics, 29(3), 692–714. 

https://dinastipub.org/DIJEFA

