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[bookmark: _Toc224668541]ABSTRACT
Aurelius Richaldo Jaya Dwi. The Effect of Financial Distress and Leverage on Tax Avoidance with Institutional Ownership as a Moderating Variable. Supervised by Mrs. Yana Ulfah. This research aims to analyze the effect of financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance with institutional ownership as a moderating variable. This research is a quantitative research, with a population of mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) in the observation period from 2020 to 2024. The sampling technique in this research used purposive sampling and obtained 23 companies with 88 observation data as research samples. The data used is secondary data, and hypothesis testing uses multiple linear regression analysis and Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) with SPSS 27. The results of this research indicate that financial distress does not have a significant effect on tax avoidance, while leverage has a negative and significant effect on tax avoidance. Furthermore, institutional ownership was found to weaken the effect of financial distress on tax avoidance, but did not moderate the effect of leverage on tax avoidance.
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[bookmark: _Toc224668548]CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION
1.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668549]Background
A country’s development efforts naturally require support from various parties, one of which is the public through its tax contributions. In Indonesia, taxes are one of the largest sources of government revenue, used to fund government spending, infrastructure development, education, healthcare, and various social welfare programs. Paying taxes is a form of public participation in supporting the functioning of the government. 
The government’s efforts to maximize tax revenue are inevitably accompanied by various challenges. Differences in perspective between the government and corporations, as taxpayers, are one of the causes of tax avoidance practices. The government seeks to maximize tax revenue as the primary source of state income, while corporations tend to strive to minimize their tax burden. This is because taxes are viewed as a burden that can reduce corporate profits (Khairunnisa et al., 2023). 

Tax avoidance refers to actions taken by companies to reduce their tax burden using legal methods that do not violate the provisions of applicable tax regulations (Stawati, 2020). Tax avoidance in Indonesia is one of the causes of low tax revenue in the country. Many companies in Indonesia still engage in tax avoidance  by using various methods to minimize their tax burden. Therefore, tax avoidance is an issue that requires the attention of the Indonesian government. 
2

An example of tax avoidance in Indonesia can be seen in the case involving PT Adaro Energy Tbk. The international organization Global Witness published a report titled “Taxing Times for Adaro” that revealed alleged profit shifting by PT Adaro Energy through its Singapore-based subsidiary, Coaltrade Services International Pte. Ltd. In practice, PT Adaro Energy sells coal to this subsidiary at a lower price, and then Coaltrade resells the coal at a higher price. 
This scheme allows PT Adaro to transfer the majority of its profits overseas, thereby reducing the amount of taxes it would otherwise have to pay in Indonesia. According to the report, Coaltrade paid only USD 125 million in taxes, an amount considered significantly lower than the potential tax liability it should have paid (CNBC Indonesia, 2019). As a result of this action, the government is estimated to lose up to USD 14 million in tax revenue each year. 
A similar case also occurred at PT Kaltim Prima Coal, which is suspected of engaging in tax avoidance through a transfer pricing scheme by selling coal to its affiliate, PT Indocoal Resource Limited, a subsidiary of PT Bumi Resources Tbk based in the Cayman Islands. The sale of coal to PT Indocoal Resource Limited was conducted at a significantly lower price approximately half of the price typically used when PT Kaltim Prima Coal sells directly to foreign buyers. Subsequently, PT Indocoal Resource Limited resold the coal to consumers at the usual market price.
This scheme results in the company’s profits not being reported in Indonesia, but rather in jurisdictions with very low tax rates, thereby reducing PT Kaltim Prima Coal’s tax liability or even resulting in an overpayment. As a result of these tax avoidance practices, the potential loss of government revenue is estimated to reach Rp1.5 trillion (Kompasiana, 2025).
These cases illustrate how companies can legally exploit loopholes in tax laws to reduce their tax burden, yet still result in losses for government revenue. To date, the number of tax avoidance cases in Indonesia is believed to remain quite high (Tanjaya & Nazir, 2021). This will undoubtedly result in a decrease in government revenue and cause financial losses for the government.
One factor contributing to tax avoidance practices is the financial distress experienced by a company. Financial distress describes a situation in which a company is unable to maintain its business operations, caused by persistent losses, high debt levels, and insufficient cash to meet debt obligations. In such circumstances, companies tend to make decisions that can reduce their financial burden, including legally reducing tax liabilities through tax avoidance practices (Pratiwi & Djajanti, 2022). A research conducted by Fadhila & Andayani (2022) and Nugroho et al. (2022) indicates that financial distress has a significant positive effect on tax avoidance, whereby companies experiencing financial pressure seek to minimize their tax burden by engaging in legal tax avoidance practices in order to ensure business continuity. However, different results were found by Febriyanto & Laurensius (2022) and Ari & Sudjawoto (2021) which concluded that financial distress does not affect tax avoidance; in other words, the financial difficulties experienced by a company do not influence the company’s engagement in tax avoidance practices.
Another factor influencing tax avoidance is the level of leverage. Leverage reflects the extent to which a company finances its assets with debt used for its operational activities. A high level of leverage requires management to maintain optimal performance in order to preserve creditors’ confidence in the company (Primus & Sumarta, 2021). These conditions ultimately reduce management’s incentive to engage in tax avoidance practices, as management focuses more on meeting debt obligations and maintaining the company’s financial stability. This is consistent with research conducted by Hakim & Cahyonowati (2024) and Arliani & Yohanes (2023) which indicates that leverage has a significant negative effect on tax avoidance, as companies with high debt already bear substantial financial risks, leading management to avoid the additional risks associated with tax avoidance practices that could trigger legal sanctions and reputational damage. However, these findings are inconsistent with the results of a research conducted Dewi & Estrini (2024) and Sudibyo (2022) which states that leverage has no effect on tax avoidance, meaning that a company’s leverage ratio does not influence its engagement in tax avoidance practices.
On the other hand, institutional ownership, as a form of corporate governance mechanism, is considered capable of influencing the relationship between a company’s financial condition and its tax decisions. The greater the institutional ownership, the stricter the potential oversight of management actions, thereby reducing fraudulent behavior by management (Afrika, 2021).  This is consistent with research conducted by Pangestu et al. (2024) and Ningsih & Purwasih (2023) which states that institutional ownership has a significant negative effect on tax avoidance. The greater the institutional ownership, the more effective the oversight mechanisms over management are, in accordance with agency theory. Institutional ownership acts as the principal, which can curb opportunistic behavior by agents, including tax avoidance that could potentially pose reputational or legal risks to the company. However, this contradicts research conducted by Putra & Pratami (2024) and Arliani & Yohanes (2023) which indicates that institutional ownership has no effect on tax avoidance.
Several prior research have reported inconsistent findings regarding the influence of institutional ownership on tax avoidance. This inconsistency indicates that the role of institutional ownership may not operate directly, but instead depends on the firm’s financial condition. Accordingly, this study positions institutional ownership as a moderating variable to assess how far the monitoring function of institutional investors can strengthen or weaken the impact of financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance practices.
The relationship among financial distress, leverage, institutional ownership, and tax avoidance can be understood through agency theory. This theory highlights the presence of conflicts of interest between managers (agents) and shareholders (principals). Managers may pursue actions that serve their own interests, including engaging in tax avoidance practices that may not align with shareholders’ preferences. However, institutional ownership can function as an effective monitoring mechanism that helps restrain managerial opportunistic behavior, thereby reducing the likelihood of tax avoidance practices.
The role of institutional ownership as a moderating variable in the relationship between financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance has not been extensively studied in previous research, making it a relevant research gap to be further explored. This research was conducted on mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) for the period 2020–2024.
1.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668550]Problem Formulations
Based on the background described above, the research questions formulated include the following:
1. Does financial distress have an effect on tax avoidance?
2. Does leverage have an effect on tax avoidance?
3. Does institutional ownership moderate the effect of financial distress on tax avoidance?
4. Does institutional ownership moderate the effect of leverage on tax avoidance?
1.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668551]Research Objectives
The objectives of this research are as follows:
1. Analyzing the effect of financial distress on tax avoidance.
2. Analyzing the effect of leverage on tax avoidance.
3. Analyzing whether institutional ownership moderates the effect of financial distress on tax avoidance.
4. Analyzing whether institutional ownership moderates the effect of leverage on tax avoidance.
1.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668552]Research Benefits
This research is expected to benefit a number of parties, including:
1. Theoretical Benefits
The findings of this research can help companies understand how their financial condition influences tax-related decisions, thereby serving as a basis for developing more effective financial strategies that comply with applicable tax regulations.
2. Practical Benefits
a. For Companies
The findings of this research can help companies understand how their financial condition influences tax-related decisions, thereby serving as a basis for developing more effective financial strategies that comply with applicable tax regulations.
b. For the Government
2

This research can provide tax authorities with insights into the tax avoidance patterns employed by companies with high leverage or in financial distress, thereby serving as a basis for developing more effective tax policies and oversight strategies.

[bookmark: _Toc224668553]CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668554]Theoretical Framework
2.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668555]Agency Theory
According Jensen & Meckling (1976), agency theory is a legally binding contractual relationship between two parties: shareholders (principals) and management (agents). Agency theory highlights the importance of the delegation of authority from the principal to the agent, whereby the agent is responsible for managing the company in accordance with the principal’s interests (Faldiansyah et al., 2020). Through this delegation, the agent gains power and control over the company’s operations; thus, if both parties share aligned intentions, the agent will carry out the principal’s instructions. In other words, agency theory can be used to explain the relationship between a company’s owners and its managers.

Differences in perspective between an agent and a principal regarding the management of a company can lead the agent to act contrary to the principal’s wishes. These differences in perspective arise from information asymmetry a situation in which each party possesses information that has not been disclosed to the other party. Sembiring & Trisnawati (2020) explains that information asymmetry occurs when managers have a deeper understanding of the company’s internal condition as well as future business prospects compared to investors and other stakeholders. The existence of the information asymmetry can encourage the companies to disclose inaccurate or misleading information, particularly when the company’s information relates to the assessment of the company’s performance 
2

(Putri & Diantini, 2022). Therefore, agents are required to always act transparently in managing the company.
Managers as agents, tend to take actions that maximize profits for the company or their own personal interests through tax avoidance strategies. These actions often conflict with the long-term interests of company owners because they can pose legal and reputational risks. The information asymmetry held by the agent allows managers to implement aggressive tax reporting policies without the principal being fully aware of them. Therefore, tax avoidance can be viewed as one of the consequences of agency problems that have not been properly managed.
2.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668556]Tax Avoidance
Tax avoidance is a strategy used by companies to legally reduce their tax liability without violating the tax regulations established by the government, by identifying loopholes in the tax code. (Aulia & Mahpudin, 2020). Actions taken by taxpayers whether individuals or business entities to reduce their total tax liability without violating existing tax regulations by utilizing tax loopholes such as tax exemptions, deductions, and deferrals in accordance with applicable rules.
According Irawati et al. (2020),  Tax avoidance is a strategy used by companies in designing their tax policies to legally reduce their tax burden in accordance with applicable tax regulations. Although it does not violate the law, this practice often sparks debate because it is viewed as not reflecting ideal tax compliance. Companies typically view taxes as a burden that reduces corporate profits, since the higher the profits a company generates, the higher the taxes it will be required to pay.  
Therefore, it is not uncommon for companies to employ various tax management strategies, one of which is legal tax avoidance, in order to minimize their tax burden and maintain profitability. This strategy is often implemented through tax planning that takes advantage of loopholes in tax regulations without violating applicable laws.
2.1.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668557]Financial Distress
According Piatt & Piatt (2002), financial distress refers to the stage of deteriorating financial condition that a company experiences prior to bankruptcy or liquidation. A company’s deteriorating financial condition is characterized by sustained losses and an inability to meet its financial obligations on time. Financial distress can be defined as a condition in which a company is at risk of bankruptcy or faces a high risk of financial failure, marked by difficulties in meeting debt obligations or financing its operational activities (Faldiansyah et al., 2020). 
If a company’s operations are unable to meet its obligations, the company will face financial difficulties in the future. When a company faces financial distress, management tends to rely on funds from tax savings as the quickest and easiest source of capital, thereby encouraging them to engage in tax avoidance practices (Istiqomah & Cahyono, 2024). Therefore, forecasting financial difficulties is quite important as a means of detecting potential corporate bankruptcy at an early stage.
2.1.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668558]Leverage
Leverage is a measure of how much debt a company has relative to its total capital (Khairunnisa et al., 2023). Leverage describes the extent to which debt is used to finance a company’s operations (Istanita & Ulfah, 2023). The debt can be used by the entity to finance its operating activities or to fund the company’s investment activities. According Moleong (2018),  The higher the leverage ratio, the greater the risk the company faces; however, on the other hand, this also opens up opportunities for the company to achieve higher returns.
The use of debt in a company’s capital structure will result in additional costs in the form of interest expenses. The greater the amount of debt a company holds, the higher the interest expenses it must bear, which reduces the company’s profits and leads to a decrease in its equity. This situation can affect the company’s sustainability due to a decline in its ability to invest and innovate.
2.1.5 [bookmark: _Toc224668559]Institusional Ownership
Institutional ownership refers to the proportion of a company’s shares held by financial institutions, such as insurance companies, banks, investment firms, and other entities acting as institutional investors (Sutrisno & Riduwan, 2022). High levels of institutional ownership can encourage more intensive oversight of management, thereby limiting opportunistic behavior, including profit-reporting practices carried out by management for their own personal gain. Institutional ownership has the opportunity, resources, and sufficient capacity to monitor a company’s managerial performance compared to managerial ownership (Holly & Lukman, 2021).
According Jensen & Meckling (1976), Institutional ownership is believed to reduce agency conflicts because these institutions have the capacity and incentive to monitor managerial behavior. Given that these institutions typically possess sufficient resources, information, and expertise, they can curb opportunistic behavior by management, including tax avoidance.
2.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668560]Previous Research
As a reference for this research, several previous research findings should be noted as follows:
[bookmark: _Toc225284686]Table 2.1 Previous Research
	No
	Author
	Research Title
	Variables
	Results

	1
	Dewi & Estrini (2024)
	Pengaruh Ukuran Perusahaan, Leverage, Dan Profitabilitas Terhadap Penghindaran Pajak (Studi Empiris Pada Perusahaan Perbankan Yang Terdaftar Di Bursa Efek Indonesia Tahun 2019-2022)
	X: Ukuran Perusahaan, Leverage, Profitabilitas
Y: Penghindaran Pajak
	1. Ukuran Perusahaan and leverage do not have a significant effect on Penghindaran Pajak
2. Profitabilitas has a significant positive effect on Penghindaran Pajak

	2
	Hakim & Cahyonowati (2024)	Pengaruh Leverage Terhadap Tax Avoidance Dengan Institutional Ownership Sebagai Variabel Moderasi (Studi Empiris Pada Perusahaan Tambang Yang Terdaftar Di Bursa Efek Indonesia Tahun 2019-2023)
	X: Leverage
Y: Tax Avoidance
Z: Institutional Ownership
	1. Leverage has a negative effect on tax avoidance
2. Institutional ownership weakens the relationship between leverage and tax avoidance

	3
	Safitri & Arifin (2024)	Pengaruh Kepemilikan Institusional, Komisaris Independen, Financial Distress terhadap Tax Avoidance dengan Ukuran Perusahaan sebagai Variabel Moderasi (Studi Kasus pada Perusahaan Makanan dan Minuman yang Terdaftar di Bursa Efek Indonesia Tahun 2020-2022)
	X:Institutional Ownership, Komisaris Independen, Financial Distress
Y: Tax Avoidance
Z: Ukuran Perusahaan
	1. Institutional Ownership and Financial Distress have a positive effect on Tax Avoidance
2. Komisaris Independen have no effect on Tax Avoidance
3. Ukuran Perusahaan does not moderate the relationship between Institutional Ownership, Komisaris Independen, and Financial Distress on Tax Avoidance
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Table 2.1 Continued
	No
	Author
	Research Title
	Variables
	Results

	4
	Vionika et al. (2024)	Pengaruh Konservatisme Akuntansi Dan Leverage Terhadap Tax Avoidance Dengan Kepemilikan Institusional Sebagai Variabel Moderasi
	X: Konservatisme Akuntansi, Leverage
Y: Tax Avoidance
Z: Kepemilikan Institusional
	1. Konservatisme Akuntansi has no effect on tax avoidance  
2. Leverage has a positive effect on tax avoidance  
3. Kepemilikan Institusional does not moderate the relationship between Konservatisme Akuntansi and tax avoidance  
4. Kepemilikan Institusional weakens the relationship between leverage and tax avoidance

	5
	Pangestu et al. (2024)	Pengaruh Financial Distress, Karakter Eksekutif, Thin Capitalization Dan Kepemilikan Institusional Terhadap Tax Avoidance (Studi Empiris Pada Perusahaan Pertambangan Yang Terdaftar Di Bei Tahun 2018-2022)
	X: Financial Distress, Karakter Eksekutif, Thin Capitalization, Kepemilikan Institusional
Y: Tax Avoidance
	1. Financial Distress, Karakter Eksekutif, and Thin Capitalization have no effect on Tax Avoidance
2. Kepemilikan Institusional has a negative effect on Tax Avoidance

	6
	Herlina et al. (2024)	Pengaruh Sales Growth, Leverage, ROA Dan Ukuran Perusahaan Terhadap Tax Avoidance Dan Kepemilikan Institusional Sebagai Variabel Moderating Pada Perusahaan Sub Sektor Coal Mining Yang Terdaftar Pada BEI Periode 2020-2022
	X: Sales Growth, Leverage, ROA, Ukuran Perusahaan
Y: Penghindaran Pajak
Z: Kepemilikan Institusional
	1. Sales growth has a negative effect on Penghindaran Pajak
2. Leverage has a significant positive effect on Penghindaran Pajak
3. ROA and Ukuran Perusahaan have no effect on Penghindaran Pajak
4. Kepemilikan Institusional does not moderate the effects of sales growth, leverage, ROA, and Ukuran Perusahaan on Penghindaran Pajak

	7
	Ningsih & Purwasih (2023)	Pengaruh Kepemilikan Institusional, Pertumbuhan Penjualan dan Manajemen Laba Terhadap Penghindaran Pajak
	X: Kepemilikan Institusional, Pertumbuhan Penjualan, Manajemen Laba
Y: Penghindaran Pajak
	1. Kepemilikan Institusional has a significant negative effect on Penghindaran Pajak
2. Pertumbuhan Penjualan and Manajemen Laba have no effect on Penghindaran Pajak
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Table 2.1 Continued
	No
	Author
	Research Title
	Variables
	Results

	8
	Adelia et al. (2023)	Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Leverage Dan Capital Intensity Terhadap Tax Avoidance Dengan Kepemilikan Institusional Sebagai Pemoderasi
	X: Profitabilitas, Leverage, Capital Intensity
Y: Tax Avoidance
Z: Kepemilikan Institusional
	1. Profitabilitas and leverage have a negative effect on tax avoidance
2. Capital intensity has a positive effect on tax avoidance  
3. Kepemilikan Institusional does not moderate the relationship between Profitabilitas and capital intensity and tax avoidance
4. Kepemilikan Institusional strengthens the moderating effect of leverage on tax avoidance.

	9
	Abdurrosyid & Damayanti (2023)	Kepemilikan Institusional sebagai Moderasi: Manajemen Laba, Financial Distress, Sales Growth terhadap Praktik Tax Avoidance
	X: Manajemen Laba, Financial Distress, Sales Growth
Y: Tax Avoidance
Z: Kepemilikan Institusional
	1. Manajemen Laba has a positive effect on tax avoidance
2. Financial Distress and Sales Growth have a negative effect on tax avoidance
3. Kepemilikan Institusional weakens the relationship between Manajemen Laba, Financial Distress, and Sales Growth and tax avoidance

	10
	Arliani & Yohanes (2023)	Pengaruh Kepemilikan Institusional, Transfer Pricing, Dan Faktor Lainnya Terhadap Penghindaran Pajak
	X: Kepemilikan Institusional, Transfer Pricing
Y: Penghindaran Pajak
	1. Kepemilikan Institusional, Transfer Pricing, Sales Growth, Firm Size, and Return on Assets have no effect on Penghindaran Pajak
2. Leverage has a significant negative effect on Penghindaran Pajak

	11
	Nugroho et al. (2022)	Pengaruh Financial Distress, Leverage, Sales Growth, Manajemen Laba, Dan Intensitas Aset Tetap Terhadap Penghindaran Pajak (Studi Empiris Pada Perusahaan Manufaktur Yang Terdaftar Dibei Selama Tahun 2018-2021)
	X: Financial Distress, Leverage, Sales Growth, Manajemen Laba, Intensitas Aset Tetap
Y: Penghindaran Pajak
	1. Financial Distress and Intensitas Aset Tetap have a positive effect on Penghindaran Pajak
2. Leverage, Sales Growth, and Manajemen Laba have a negative effect on Penghindaran Pajak

	12
	Fadhila & Andayani (2022)	Pengaruh Financial Distress, Profitabilitas, dan Leverage terhadap Tax Avoidance
	X: Financial Distress, Profitabilitas, Leverage
Y: Tax Avoidance
	1. Financial Distress and leverage have a positive effect on tax avoidance
2. Profitabilitas has a negative effect on tax avoidance


Continued on the next page
Table 2.1 Continued
	No
	Author
	Research Title
	Variables
	Results

	13
	Egiana & Nurdiniah (2022)	Pengaruh Profitabilitas dan Financial Distress Terhadap Tax Avoidance dengan Corporate Governance Sebagai Variabel Pemoderasi
	X: Profitabilitas, Financial Distress
Y: Tax Avoidance
Z: Corporate Governance
	1. Profitabilitas and Financial Distress have a positive effect on tax avoidance
2. Independent boards of commissioners and managerial ownership do not moderate the relationship between profitability and financial distress and tax avoidance
3. Institutional ownership strengthens the relationship between profitability and financial distress and tax avoidance

	14
	Sudibyo (2022)	Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Leverage, Dan Pertumbuhan Penjualan Terhadap Penghindaran Pajak
	X: Profitabilitas, Leverage, Pertumbuhan Penjualan
Y: Penghindaran Pajak
	1. Profitabilitas has a significant positive effect on Penghindaran Pajak
2. Leverage has no significant effect on Penghindaran Pajak
3. Pertumbuhan Penjualan has a significant negative effect on Penghindaran Pajak

	15
	Febriyanto & Laurensius (2022)	Pengaruh Financial Distress Dan Prudence Terhadap Penghindaran Pajak Dengan Good Corporate Governance Sebagai Variabel Moderasi
	X: Financial Distress, Prudence
Y: Penghindaran Pajak
Z: Komisaris Independen
	1. Financial Distress and Prudence do not have a significant effect on Penghindaran Pajak
2. Independent Directors can moderate the relationship between Financial Distress and Penghindaran Pajak
3. Komisaris Independen cannot moderate the relationship between Prudence and Penghindaran Pajak

	16
	Ari & Sudjawoto (2021)	Pengaruh Financial Distress Dan Sales Growth Terhadap Tax Avoidance
	X: Financial Distress, Sales Growth
Y: Tax Avoidance
	1. Financial distress has no effect on tax avoidance
2. Sales growth has no effect on tax avoidance


Source: Research Findings (Processed data, 2025)

2.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668561]Conceptual Framework
This research is based on Agency Theory, as proposed by Jensen & Meckling (1976), which states that there is a conflict of interest between the company’s owners (principals) and managers (agents) as operational managers. Managers possess more information than owners and may act in their own self-interest. In this context, management decisions regarding tax strategy, including tax avoidance, can constitute opportunistic behavior that harms the company’s owners. Therefore, this theory is relevant in explaining how internal factors within a company can encourage or deter tax avoidance practices.
Financial distress describes a company’s financial condition when it is under pressure or at risk of bankruptcy. Companies experiencing financial difficulties tend to seek various ways to cut expenses, including reducing their tax burden through tax avoidance practices. Similarly, leverage indicates the extent to which a company relies on debt to finance its operational activities. High leverage actually increases scrutiny from creditors, thereby limiting management’s ability to pursue risky tax avoidance strategies. This situation encourages companies to prioritize tax compliance in an effort to maintain creditors’ trust.
In this research, institutional ownership is used as a moderating variable, which is assumed to either strengthen or weaken the effects of financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance. Institutional ownership plays a crucial role in mitigating agency conflicts between management and shareholders. The involvement of institutions as shareholders encourages more effective oversight of managerial actions, thereby minimizing the potential for opportunistic behavior by managers as much as possible.
Based on the explanation above, the relationships among the variables in this research can be illustrated in the following conceptual framework:
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc224669482]Figure 2.1 Conceptual Framework
Source: Developed in this research, 2025

2.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668562]Hypothesis Development
2.4.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668563]The Effect of Financial Distress on Tax Avoidance
Based on agency theory, a conflict of interest exists between managers (agents) and shareholders (principals)  that can lead to opportunistic behavior by managers, especially when the company is facing financial difficulties. In this relationship, managers, as agents, focus on their personal interests to maintain short-term financial performance and retain their positions within the company, while shareholders, as principals, prioritize the company’s sustainability, a positive public reputation, and compliance with tax regulations.
When a company is facing financial difficulties, managers, acting as agents, tend to make decisions that can improve short-term cash flow; one such decision is engaging in tax avoidance (Istiqomah & Cahyono, 2024). Tax avoidance is an attractive strategy for management because it can directly reduce the company’s tax burden without having to cut operational costs or other important investments.
This is supported by previous research conducted by Fadhila & Andayani (2022), Nugroho et al. (2022), Egiana & Nurdiniah (2022), and Safitri & Arifin (2024) which states that financial distress has a positive effect on tax avoidance. In situations of financial distress, management focuses more on efforts to maintain cash flow and the company’s operational continuity; thus, the decision to minimize tax payments is viewed as an efficiency strategy that can help the company survive. Consequently, the higher the level of financial difficulty a company faces, the greater its tendency to engage in tax avoidance. This is done to ensure business continuity and maintain the company’s profitability amid financial pressures.
Based on the above explanation, the hypothesis formulated in this research is as follows:
H1: Financial distress has a positive effect on tax avoidance
2.4.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668564]The Effect of Leverage on Tax Avoidance
According to agency theory, highly leveraged companies are subject to strict oversight by creditors who prioritize regulatory compliance and financial stability. In this situation, although there is a conflict of interest between managers (agents) and shareholders (principals) that encourages cash conservation, pressure from creditors actually limits management’s room to maneuver. Creditors tend to dislike risky practices such as tax avoidance, which can trigger legal sanctions and disrupt the company’s financial stability. Therefore, managers will prioritize compliance with tax regulations and avoid aggressive actions that could jeopardize relationships with creditors and damage the company’s reputation. Consequently, high leverage may actually reduce a company’s inclination to engage in tax avoidance in order to maintain creditor confidence and avoid additional risks.
This is consistent with previous research that has been conducted Hakim & Cahyonowati (2024), Arliani & Yohanes (2023) and Primus & Sumarta (2021) which states that leverage has a negative effect on tax avoidance. The higher the proportion of debt in a company’s capital structure, the smaller the incentive for management to engage in tax avoidance. This occurs because companies with high debt levels are subject to strict oversight by creditors who prioritize regulatory compliance and long-term financial stability. Management tends to prioritize transparency and prudence in tax policies to maintain creditor confidence and avoid legal consequences that could worsen the company’s financial condition.
Based on the above explanation, the hypothesis formulated in this research is as follows:
H2: Leverage has a negative effect on tax avoidance
2.4.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668565]Institutional Ownership Moderates the Effect of Financial Distress on Tax Avoidance
Institutional ownership can serve as a monitoring mechanism within a company’s governance structure. Institutional owners typically possess the capability, interest, and resources to monitor management’s performance and policies, including during periods of financial distress. In the context of agency theory, the presence of institutional owners can reduce information asymmetry and limit managers’ opportunistic behavior in taking actions that could harm shareholders (Holly & Lukman, 2021).
When a company is in financial distress, its managers may be tempted to engage in tax avoidance practices. However, if there is strong institutional ownership, the pressure or oversight from institutional owners can reduce tax avoidance practices that are inconsistent with the principles of good corporate governance. With high levels of professionalism and regulatory compliance, institutional owners tend to demand greater transparency and accountability, thereby weakening managers’ tendency to engage in tax avoidance practices. Furthermore, institutional ownership has a long-term orientation toward corporate value, so they will avoid managerial decisions that risk damaging the company’s reputation and sustainability in the future. This aligns with previous research conducted by Abdurrosyid & Damayanti (2023) which states that institutional ownership weakens the relationship between financial distress and tax avoidance. 
Based on the above explanation, the hypothesis formulated in this research is as follows:
H3: Institutional ownership weakens the impact of financial distress on tax avoidance
2.4.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668566]Institutional Ownership Moderates the Effect of Leverage on Tax Avoidance
In highly leveraged companies, pressure from creditors to maintain financial stability can lead management to restrict tax avoidance practices. This occurs because creditors prioritize regulatory compliance and financial stability to ensure the smooth repayment of debt. However, institutional ownership can encourage management to maintain an optimal level of tax avoidance to enhance the company’s financial performance. In the context of agency theory, this reflects differing interests between shareholders and management, where shareholders aim to maximize performance through legal tax efficiency strategies.
High leverage levels cause management to be more cautious in their tax policies, but shareholders may still seek tax avoidance to maximize profits and ensure the company’s financial performance remains strong. This is supported by previous research conducted by Hakim & Cahyonowati (2024)  and Vionika et al. (2024) which states that institutional ownership weakens the relationship between leverage and tax avoidance.
Based on the above explanation, the hypothesis formulated in this research is as follows:
H4: Institutional ownership weakens the impact of leverage on tax avoidance
Based on the four hypotheses outlined above, the research model developed in this research is:
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc224669483]Figure 2.2 Research Model
Source: Developed in this research, 2025
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[bookmark: _Toc224668567]CHAPTER III
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668568]Operational Definition
3.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668569]Dependent Variable
A dependent variable is a variable that is influenced by an independent variable. In this research, the dependent variable is tax avoidance. Tax avoidance refers to actions taken by companies to minimize their tax liability without violating applicable tax regulations. This strategy is typically carried out by exploiting legal loopholes or through legitimate tax planning to reduce the amount of tax owed.

In this research, tax avoidance is measured using the Effective Tax Rate (ETR) because it reflects the ratio of current tax expense to pre-tax profit. The ETR is considered a more stable measure for this research compared to other measures because it better reflects the actual tax burden borne by the company without being influenced by the timing of tax payments made by the company. In other words, the use of ETR aims to determine the extent of the tax liability borne by the company compared to the profit generated by the company in a specific period, where a lower ETR value indicates a higher tendency for the company to engage in tax avoidance. The formula used to measure tax avoidance is based on research by (Tanjaya & Nazir, 2021) are as follows:
2
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3.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668570]Independent Variables
An independent variable is a variable that can influence the dependent variable. The independent variables in this research are financial distress and leverage.
3.1.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668571]Financial Distress
Financial distress refers to the financial difficulties a company faces when it is unable to maintain its business operations, caused by persistent losses, high debt levels, and insufficient cash to meet its debt obligations. This condition often serves as an early warning sign of potential bankruptcy.
In this research, financial distress was measured using the Altman Z-Score, a bankruptcy prediction model that combines several financial ratios to assess a company’s financial health. A lower Z-Score indicates a higher level of financial distress, which is assumed to drive companies to engage in tax avoidance as a strategy to maintain financial stability. The formula used to measure financial distress by Safitri & Arifin (2024) are as follows:
	………………………..3.2


Description:
X1 = Working Capital / Total Assets 
X2 = Retained Earnings / Total Assets 
X3 = Profit Before Tax / Total Assets 
X4 = Total Equity / Total Liabilities
The Z-score reflects the likelihood of a company going bankrupt. If the Z-score is ≥ 2.99, the company is in a safe position and is not experiencing financial difficulties; if the Z-score is between 1.81 and 2.99, the company is in a gray area; and if the Z-score is < 1.81, the company is considered to be under financial strain (Istiqomah & Cahyono, 2024).
3.1.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668572]Leverage
Leverage is a ratio that indicates the extent to which a company uses debt in its capital structure to finance its operations. The higher the leverage ratio, the greater the company’s fixed liability burden including interest on debt which can influence management decisions regarding tax planning.
In this research, leverage is measured using the Debt-to-Equity Ratio (DER), which is the ratio of total debt to total equity. The DER is used to determine the extent to which a company relies on debt for financing. A high DER indicates greater financial risk, which may prompt the company to seek ways to reduce expenses, one of which is through tax avoidance. The formula used to measure leverage is based on research by Hakim & Cahyonowati (2024) are as follows:
	................................................3.3



3.1.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668573]Moderating Variable
A moderating variable is a variable that influences or strengthens the relationship between an independent variable and a dependent variable. In this research, the moderating variable is institutional ownership. Institutional ownership refers to the proportion of a company’s shares held by institutions such as insurance companies, pension funds, banks, or other financial institutions.
In this research, institutional ownership is measured by the percentage of shares held by institutions relative to the total outstanding shares. A higher proportion of institutional ownership is expected to strengthen the influence of independent variables on tax avoidance, assuming that institutional oversight can curb opportunistic practices, including tax avoidance. The formula used to measure institutional ownership is based on research by Syahnandevito et al. (2024) are as follows:
...........................................................3.4

3.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668574]Type and Source of Data
This research uses quantitative data, which is numerical data obtained from a specific population or sample and analyzed statistically to test the formulated hypotheses (Sugiyono, 2015). The data sources used are secondary data obtained from the official website of the Indonesia Stock Exchange and the annual financial reports of mining companies published on their respective official websites, with the research period spanning from 2020 to 2024.
3.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668575]Data Collection Method
Data collection was conducted through a documentary research, which involved compiling, recording, and analyzing documents in the form of annual financial reports from mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) for the period from 2020 to 2024.
3.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668576]Population and Sample
3.4.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668577]Population
A population consists of all objects that share specific characteristics identified by the researcher for the purpose of the research (Sugiyono, 2015). The population used in this research consists of mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) from 2020 to 2024. The research population comprises 65 companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange during the period from 2020 to 2024.
3.4.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668578]Sample
A research sample is a subset of the population that the researcher has selected for research (Sugiyono, 2015). Sampling in this research employed a purposive sampling method, which involves selecting a sample based on specific criteria relevant to the research objectives (Soegiarto, 2018). In this research, the samples selected must meet the criteria established by the researcher for sampling, namely:
[bookmark: _Toc225284690]Table 3.1 Sampling Criteria
	No
	Sampling Criteria
	Total

	1
	Mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange from 2020 to 2024
	65

	2
	Mining companies that have failed to consistently file annual financial reports from 2020 to 2024
	(7)

	3
	Mining companies that incurred losses during the research period
	(35)

	4
	Total Samples
	23

	5
	Total observational data over a 5-year period from 2020 to 2024
	115


Source: Processed Data, 2025
Using a purposive sampling method, 23 companies in the mining sector were selected as the research sample for a four-year observation period, from 2020 to 2024, resulting in a total of 115 data points used in this research. The sample was selected based on specific criteria to ensure that the analyzed data were relevant and aligned with the research objectives.
3.5 [bookmark: _Toc224668579]Data Analysis Methods
3.5.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668580]Data Analysis Tools
In this research, data analysis was conducted using SPSS version 27 to process the quantitative data obtained. This process aimed to determine the relationship between the independent variables financial distress and leverage, the moderating variable of institutional ownership, on the dependent variable, namely tax avoidance. The analytical techniques used included multiple linear regression with moderation interaction testing, classical assumption tests such as normality, multicollinearity, heteroscedasticity, and autocorrelation tests to ensure the validity of the regression model used, as well as hypothesis tests such as the F-test, coefficient of determination, and t-test.
3.5.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668581]Descriptive Statistical Analysis
Descriptive statistics are techniques used to describe the characteristics of data in a research. According Ghozali (2018), descriptive statistics present data using measures such as the mean, standard deviation, variance, maximum value, minimum value, sum, range, kurtosis, and skewness (distribution skewness). Descriptive statistics help researchers summarize and present the data they have collected, thereby providing informative and easily understandable insights
3.5.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668582]Classical Assumption Test
According Ghozali (2018), classical assumption tests are necessary to determine whether the regression model used in the research meets the requirements and is free from violations of classical assumptions. These tests aim to assess the suitability of the regression model to be used. Before conducting regression analysis, a classical assumption test must be performed first because multiple linear regression analysis requires that there be no violations of the basic assumptions so that the results obtained are reliable and do not cause problems in the analysis process.
3.5.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668583]Normality Test
Normality test is conducted to determine whether the data from the independent and dependent variables in a regression model are normally distributed or approximately normally distributed. A good regression model should have normally distributed data (Ghozali, 2018). In this research, the normality test was conducted using the nonparametric Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistical method. The data are considered to be normally distributed if the asymptotic significance value (p-value) of the K-S test is greater than 0.05. If the probability value of the K-S test is less than 0.05, the null hypothesis is rejected, meaning the data are not normally distributed. Conversely, if the probability value is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis is accepted, and the data are considered to be normally distributed
3.5.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668584]Multicollinearity Test
According Ghozali (2018), Multicollinearity tests aim to determine whether there are relationships among the independent variables in a regression model. A good regression model should not show any correlation among these independent variables. To detect multicollinearity in a model, two primary indicators can be used: the tolerance value and the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). These two values indicate the extent to which one independent variable can be explained by other independent variables. Tolerance measures the proportion of variability in an independent variable that cannot be explained by other independent variables in the model. The relationship between tolerance and VIF is inverse, since VIF is derived from the formula 1/tolerance. The threshold values commonly used to indicate the presence of multicollinearity are tolerance > 0.10 or VIF < 10.
3.5.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668585]Heteroscedasticity Test
In regression analysis, the heteroscedasticity test aims to identify differences in the variance of residuals across observations. If the variance of residuals tends to be stable across observations, this condition is known as homoscedasticity; if the variance of residuals is unstable or varies, this is referred to as heteroscedasticity. (Ghozali, 2018). A good regression model must satisfy the assumption of homoscedasticity in order for the estimates to be reliable.
The heteroscedasticity test in this research was conducted using the Glejser test, which aims to detect the presence or absence of unequal residual variances in the regression model. This test was performed by regressing the absolute values of the residuals against each independent variable. If the test results show a significance level greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that the regression model does not exhibit heteroscedasticity (Ghozali, 2018).
3.5.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668586]Autocorrelation Test
An autocorrelation test is performed to detect any correlation between the residuals of a given observation and the residuals of the previous observation in a linear regression model. A regression model can be considered valid if there is no autocorrelation among its residuals (Ghozali, 2018). The presence of autocorrelation may indicate that the model is not accurately capturing the data patterns, thereby affecting the reliability of the estimation results.
Autocorrelation testing in this research was conducted using the Durbin-Watson (DW) test, which aims to identify whether there is a relationship among the residuals in the regression model. The results were interpreted based on the DW statistic value in accordance with predetermined decision criteria. According to Ghozali (2018), the decision criteria, with or without autocorrelation, include:
[bookmark: _Toc225284691]Table 3.2 Decision Criteria for the Autocorrelation Test 
	Null Hypothesis
	Decision
	If

	No positive correlation
	Rejected
	0 < d < dl

	No positive correlation
	No decision
	dl < d < du

	No negative correlation
	Rejected
	4 – dl < d < 4

	No negative correlation
	No decision
	4 – du ≤ d ≤ 4 - dl

	No positive or negative correlation
	Not rejected
	du < d < 4 - du


Source: Ghozali (2018)
3.5.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668587]Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
This research uses multiple linear regression analysis to test the relationship between variables. Hypothesis testing was conducted both individually (partially) and collectively (simultaneously), after ensuring that the regression model did not violate classical assumptions.
Multiple linear regression analysis is used when there is more than one independent variable influencing a single dependent variable (Ghozali, 2018). The equation model used to test the effects of financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance is as follows:
	Y = α0 + β1 X1 + β2 X2 + e………………………………………………...……..3.5



Description:
Y 	= Tax Avoidance
α	= Constant
X1	= Financial Distress
X2	= Leverage
β1-2	= Regression Coefficient for Each Variable
e	= error 
3.5.5 [bookmark: _Toc224668588]Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA)
Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) aims to test whether institutional ownership strengthens or weakens the relationship between financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance. The test is conducted by adding the interaction between the independent variables and the moderator variable to the regression model, after first ensuring that the model meets the classical assumptions.
The equation model used to test the effects of financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance, with institutional ownership as a moderating variable, is as follows:
	Y = α1 + β1 X1 + β2 X2 + β3 Z + β4(X1*Z) + β5(X2*Z) + e……………………….3.6


Description:
Y 	= Tax Avoidance
α	= Constant
X1	= Financial Distress
X2	= Leverage
Z	= Institutional Ownership
X1*Z	= The Interaction Between Financial Distress and Institutional Ownership
X2*Z	= The Interaction Between Leverage and Institutional Ownership
β1-5	= Regression Coefficient for Each Variable
e	= error 
3.5.6 [bookmark: _Toc224668589]Hypothesis Test
3.5.6.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668590]F Test
The F-test is used to determine whether all the independent variables included in the model collectively have a significant effect on the dependent variable. The test is conducted at a significance level of 0.05. The decision criteria for this test are as follows:
a. If the F-statistic’s significance level is less than 0.05, the regression model is considered valid and can be used to test the hypothesis.
b. If the F-statistic’s significance level is greater than 0.05, then the regression model is deemed unsuitable for use in hypothesis testing.
3.5.6.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668591]Coefficient of Determination Test (R2)
This test is conducted to measure the extent to which the model explains the variation in the independent variables. According Ghozali (2018), A low R² value indicates that the independent variables have limited ability to explain the variance in the dependent variable, whereas an R2 value close to one indicates that the independent variables provide nearly all the information needed to predict the variance in the dependent variable.
3.5.6.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668592]Hypothesis Test (t Test)
The t-test is used to measure the extent to which each independent variable influences the dependent variable in part, assuming that the other independent variables are held constant. The test is conducted at a 5% significance level (α = 0.05). The decision criteria for this test are as follows:
a. If the p-value is < 0.05, the null hypothesis is rejected, meaning that the independent variable has a significant positive partial effect on the dependent variable and the moderator variable weakens the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable.
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b. If the p-value is greater than 0.05, the null hypothesis is rejected, indicating that the independent variable does not have a significant effect on the dependent variable and that the moderator variable does not moderate the effect of the independent variable on the dependent variable.

[bookmark: _Toc224668593]CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
4.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668594]Overview of the Research Object
In this research, the researcher utilized secondary data obtained from the annual reports of mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) for the period 2020–2024. Sampling was conducted using purposive sampling, in which companies were selected based on specific criteria established by the researcher to align with the research’s objectives. Based on these criteria, a total of 23 mining sector companies were identified as eligible for the sample, with a total of 115 data points for the 2020–2024 research period. The following is the sample of companies in this research:
[bookmark: _Toc225369108]Table 4.1 Company Sample
	No
	Code
	Company Name

	1
	ADRO
	Adaro Energy Indonesia Tbk

	2
	AKRA
	AKR Corporindo Tbk

	3
	BESS
	Batulicin Nusantara Maritim Tbk

	4
	BIPI
	Astrindo Nusantara Infrastruktur Tbk

	5
	BSSR
	Baramulti Suksessarana Tbk

	6
	BYAN
	Bayan Resource Tbk

	7
	ELSA
	Elnusa Tbk

	8
	GEMS
	Golden Energy Mines Tbk

	9
	HRUM
	Harum Energy Tbk

	10
	ITMG
	Indo Tambangraya Megah Tbk

	11
	MBAP
	Mitrabara Adiperdana Tbk

	12
	MYOH
	Samindo Resource Tbk

	13
	PSSI
	IMC Pelita Logistik Tbk

	14
	PTBA
	Bukit Asam Tbk

	15
	PTRO
	Pertosea Tbk



Continued on the next page
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Table 4.1 Continued
	No
	Code
	Company Name

	16
	RAJA
	Rukun Raharja Tbk

	17
	RUIS
	Radiant Utama Interinsco Tbk

	18
	SGER
	Sumber Global Energy Tbk

	19
	SHIP
	Silo Maritime Perdana Tbk

	20
	SOCI
	Soechi Lines Tbk

	21
	TCPI
	Transcoal Pasific Tbk

	22
	TOBA
	TBS Energi Utama Tbk

	23
	TPMA
	Trans Power Marine Tbk


Source: Indonesia Stock Exchange, 2025
After conducting a series of classical assumption tests, 27 data points were identified as outliers. To ensure the validity and reliability of the analysis results, these data points containing extreme values were removed from the research sample. Consequently, the final number of data points used in the statistical analysis was 88 observations. Details regarding the size and characteristics of the research sample are presented in Table 4.2 below.
[bookmark: _Toc225369109]Table 4.2 Total Sample After Removing Outliers 
	No
	Sampling Criteria
	Total

	1
	Mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange from 2020 to 2024
	65

	2
	Mining companies that have not consistently filed annual financial reports from 2020 to 2024
	(7)

	3
	Mining companies that incurred losses during the study period
	(35)

	4
	Total sample companies
	23

	5
	Total observational data over a 5-year period from 2020 to 2024
	115

	6
	Data Outliers
	(27)

	7
	Total data for the research period
	88


Source: Processed Data, 2025
4.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668595]Data Analysis
4.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668596]Descriptive Statistical Analysis
Descriptive statistical analysis was conducted to provide an overview of the research data using indicators such as sample size, minimum and maximum values, mean, and standard deviation. This analysis aims to describe the characteristics of the variables used, namely financial distress, leverage, institutional ownership, and tax avoidance.
[bookmark: _Toc225369110]Table 4.3 Results of Descriptive Statistical Analysis
	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Financial Distress
	88
	-1.1438
	10.4957
	4.430714
	2.3526018

	Leverage
	88
	.2060
	2.3301
	.923750
	.4933516

	Institutional Ownership
	88
	.1000
	.9988
	.791331
	.2040302

	Tax Avoidance
	88
	-.1931
	.7705
	.221949
	.1531858

	Valid N (Listwise)
	88
	
	
	
	


Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
Financial distress has a minimum value of -1.143 and a maximum value of 10.495. The mean value obtained is 4.430 with a standard deviation of 2.352. The lowest value in the analysis results comes from PT Astrindo Nusantara Infrastruktur Tbk (BIPI) in 2021, while the highest value is obtained by PT Mitrabara Adiperdana Tbk (MBAP) in 2024.
Leverage has a minimum value of 0.206 and a maximum value of 2.330. The mean value of leverage is 0.923, with a standard deviation of 0.493. The lowest leverage value was recorded by PT Batulicin Nusantara Maritim Tbk (BESS) in 2023, while the highest leverage value was recorded by PT Sumber Global Energy Tbk (SGER) in 2022.
Institutional ownership shows a minimum value of 0.100 and a maximum value of 0.998. The mean value obtained was 0.791 with a standard deviation of 0.204. The lowest institutional ownership value was found in PT Bayan Resources Tbk (BYAN) in 2020, while the highest institutional ownership value was found in PT Bukit Asam Tbk (PTBA) in 2023.
Tax avoidance has a minimum value of -0.193 and a maximum value of 0.770. The mean value obtained is 0.221 with a standard deviation of 0.153. The lowest tax avoidance value was recorded by PT Pelita Samudera Shipping Tbk (PSSI) in 2020, while the highest tax avoidance value was found in PT Astrindo Nusantara Infrastruktur Tbk (BIPI) in 2023.
4.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668597]Classical Assumption Test
4.2.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668598]Normality Test Results
The normality test aims to determine whether the data in the regression model are normally distributed or not. In this research, the One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test was used, with the following criteria: if the significance level (two-tailed) is ≥ 0.05, the data are normally distributed; if it is ≤ 0.05, the data are not normally distributed.
[bookmark: _Toc225369111]Table 4.4 Normality Test Results (One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test)
	
	Unstandardized Residual
(sebelum outlier)
	Unstandardized Residual
(setelah outlier)

	N
	115
	88

	Normal Parametersa,b
	Mean
	.0000000
	.0000000

	
	Std. Deviation
	.13598608
	.13760751

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	.101
	.078

	
	Positive
	.101
	.078

	
	Negative
	-.073
	-.064

	Test Statistic
	.101
	0.078

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)c
	.006
	.200d


Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
Based on Table 4.4, the Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) value for the data before outlier removal was 0.006, which is smaller than the significance level of 0.05; therefore, the data was deemed not normally distributed. Good data must satisfy the assumption of normality; thus, to improve the validity of the statistical analysis results, 27 outliers were detected and removed. After outlier removal, the Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) value increased to 0.200, which is greater than 0.05. This indicates that the data after treatment is normally distributed and meets the requirements of the normality test.
4.2.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668599]Multicollinearity Test Results
A multicollinearity test was conducted to determine whether there was a high correlation among the independent variables in the regression model. A good regression model should not exhibit multicollinearity, as this can lead to inaccurate estimates of the regression coefficients. This test was conducted by examining the tolerance and VIF values. The testing criteria used were as follows: if the tolerance value is > 0.10 and the VIF value is < 10, it can be concluded that there is no multicollinearity among the independent variables in the regression model.
[bookmark: _Toc225369112]Table 4.5 Multicollinearity Test Results
	Variabel
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	Financial Distress
	.642
	1.558

	Leverage
	.626
	1.597

	Institutional Ownership
	.944
	1.059


a. Dependent variable: Tax Avoidance
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
Based on the results of the multicollinearity test in Table 4.5, it is found that the financial distress variable has a tolerance value of 0.642 and a VIF value of 1.558. The leverage variable has a tolerance value of 0.626 and a VIF value of 1.597, while the institutional ownership variable has a tolerance value of 0.944 and a VIF value of 1.059. All tolerance values are greater than 0.10 and all VIF values are less than 10; therefore, it can be concluded that none of the independent variables in this research exhibit multicollinearity.
4.2.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668600]Heteroscedasticity Test Results
A heteroscedasticity test was conducted to determine whether there was unequal variance in the residuals of the regression model. A good regression model is one that satisfies the assumption of homoscedasticity, meaning that the residuals have constant variance. In this research, the Glejser test was used, in which the absolute values of the residuals were regressed against the independent variables. If the significance value (Sig.) for each variable is > 0.05, it can be concluded that the model does not exhibit heteroscedasticity.
[bookmark: _Toc225369113]Table 4.6 Heteroscedasticity Test Results
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.193
	.058
	
	3.325
	.001

	
	Financial Distress
	-.009
	.005
	-.253
	-1.961
	.053

	
	Leverage
	.008
	.023
	.043
	.330
	.742

	
	Institutional Ownership
	-.066
	.045
	-.157
	-1.471
	.145


a. Dependent variable: ABS_RES
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
Based on the results in Table 4.6, the financial distress variable has a significance value of 0.053, leverage has a significance value of 0.742, and institutional ownership has a significance value of 0.145. All of these significance values are greater than the significance level of 0.05. Thus, all variables can be stated as having no effect on the residual variance, meaning this regression model is free from the issue of heteroscedasticity.
4.2.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668601]Autocorrelation Test Results
The purpose of the autocorrelation test is to determine whether there is a relationship or correlation between the residual values in a given period and the residuals from the previous period. A good regression model should be free of autocorrelation. In this research, autocorrelation was detected using the Durbin-Watson (DW) statistic as a reference.
[bookmark: _Toc225369114]Table 4.7 Autocorrelation Test Results
	Model Summaryb

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Durbin-Watson

	1
	.439a
	.193
	.164
	.1400432
	1.966


a. Predictors: (Constant), Institutional Ownership, Financial Distress, Leverage
b. Dependent Variable: Tax Avoidance
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
The Durbin-Watson test result in Table 4.7 shows a value of 1.966, which is then compared with the lower limit (dl = 1.583) and upper limit (du = 1.724) from the Durbin-Watson table. Based on the decision criteria, the regression model is considered free of autocorrelation if the DW value is above du and remains within the upper limit (4 − du). Since the value of 1.966 is greater than du and remains within the safe range, namely 1.724 to 2.275, it can be confirmed that the residuals in this research do not exhibit autocorrelation issues in the model used.
4.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668602]Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
Multiple linear regression analysis is a method used to examine the linear relationship between several independent variables and a single dependent variable. In this research, the independent variables include financial distress and leverage, with tax avoidance as the dependent variable.
[bookmark: _Toc225369115]Table 4.8 Multiple Linear Analysis Results
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.050
	.065
	
	.782
	.437

	
	Financial Distress
	.009
	.008
	.140
	1.140
	.258

	
	Leverage
	.142
	.038
	.457
	3.730
	<,001


a. Dependent variable: Tax Avoidance
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
Based on the results of the multiple linear regression analysis, the following equation was obtained:
	Y = 0,050 + 0,009X1 + 0,142X2 ………………………...……………………...4.1


Based on the multiple linear regression equation above, the following conclusions can be drawn:
1. The constant term indicates that when the financial distress and leverage variables are zero, tax avoidance has an initial value of 0.050. This means that, without the influence of these two independent variables, the tax avoidance rate stands at 0.050.
2. The financial distress coefficient of 0.009 indicates that for every 1-unit increase in the financial distress variable, the ETR will increase by 0.009, assuming all other variables remain constant. Given the inverse relationship between the ETR and tax avoidance, this increase in the ETR actually indicates a decrease in tax avoidance. Thus, as financial distress increases, the level of tax avoidance actually decreases.
3. The leverage coefficient of 0.142 means that for every 1-unit increase in the leverage variable, the ETR increases by 0.142, assuming all other variables remain constant. Because of the inverse relationship between ETR and tax avoidance, this increase in ETR indicates a decrease in tax avoidance. Therefore, as leverage increases, the level of tax avoidance actually decreases.
4.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668603]Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA)
The inclusion of a moderating variable in this research aims to test the extent to which it weakens the relationship between the independent and dependent variables. The test was conducted using moderated regression analysis. Through this method, a regression equation was obtained that incorporates the interaction between the independent variable and the moderating variable, thereby determining whether the presence of the moderating variable influences the main relationship.
[bookmark: _Toc225369116]Table 4.9 Moderated Regression Analysis Results
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.015
	.320
	
	3.170
	.002

	
	Financial Distress
	-.102
	.033
	-1.561
	-3.079
	.003

	
	Leverage
	-.072
	.184
	-.232
	-.392
	.696

	
	Institutional Ownership
	-1.139
	.391
	-1.516
	-2.910
	.005

	
	X1*Z
	.131
	.040
	1.945
	3.315
	.001

	
	X2*Z
	.233
	.235
	.613
	.995
	.323


a. Dependent variable: Tax Avoidance
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
Based on the results of the moderated regression analysis, the following equation was obtained:
	Y = 1.105 – 0,102X1 – 0,072X2 -1.139Z + 0,131(X1*Z) + 0,233(X2*Z)………..4.2


Based on the moderated regression analysis equation above, the following conclusions can be drawn:
1. The constant of 1.015 indicates that when all variables—financial distress, leverage, institutional ownership, and interaction terms—are set to zero, the ETR stands at 1.015. Given the inverse relationship between the ETR and tax avoidance, this high ETR value suggests that, in the absence of other variables, the level of tax avoidance is low.
2. The financial distress coefficient of –0.102 indicates that a one-unit increase in financial distress reduces the ETR by 0.102, assuming all other variables remain constant. Because of the inverse relationship between the ETR and tax avoidance, this decrease in the ETR actually indicates an increase in tax avoidance. In other words, the higher the level of financial distress, the more tax avoidance tends to increase.
3. The leverage coefficient of –0.072 indicates that a one-unit increase in leverage reduces the ETR by 0.072, assuming all other variables remain constant. Given the inverse relationship between the ETR and tax avoidance, this decrease in the ETR indicates an increase in tax avoidance. This means that the higher a company’s debt ratio, the more tax avoidance tends to increase.
4. The coefficient for institutional ownership of –1.139 indicates that a one-unit increase in institutional ownership reduces the ETR by 1.139. Given the inverse relationship between the ETR and tax avoidance, this reduction in the ETR actually indicates an increase in tax avoidance. This means that the greater the oversight by institutional investors, the higher the firm’s level of tax avoidance.
5. The interaction coefficient between financial distress and institutional ownership of 0.131 indicates that a one-unit increase in the interaction between financial distress and institutional ownership raises the ETR by 0.131. Given the inverse relationship between the ETR and tax avoidance, this increase in the ETR indicates a decrease in tax avoidance. This proves that institutional ownership weakens the influence of financial distress on tax avoidance.
6. The interaction coefficient between leverage and institutional ownership of 0.233 indicates that a one-unit increase in the interaction between leverage and institutional ownership will increase the ETR by 0.233. Because of the inverse relationship between the ETR and tax avoidance, this increase in the ETR indicates a decrease in tax avoidance. Thus, institutional ownership weakens the effect of leverage on tax avoidance.
4.2.5 [bookmark: _Toc224668604]F Test
The F-test is used to evaluate the validity of a regression model simultaneously, that is, to determine whether all the independent variables included in the model collectively have a significant effect on the dependent variable. A model is considered valid if the F-test significance level is < 0.05.
[bookmark: _Toc225369117]Table 4.10 F-Test Results for Multiple Linear Regression 
	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	f
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.315
	2
	.158
	7.758
	<,001b

	
	Residual
	1.726
	85
	.020
	
	

	
	Total
	2.042
	87
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Tax Avoidance
b. Predictors: (Constant), Leverage, Financial Distress
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
Based on Table 4.10, the results of the F-test indicate that the variables of financial distress, leverage, and institutional ownership simultaneously have a significant effect on tax avoidance. This is evidenced by a significance value of 0.001, which remains below the significance level of 0.05. Furthermore, the results of the F-test after adding the interaction variable between institutional ownership and financial distress and leverage show the following results:
[bookmark: _Toc225369118]Table 4.11 Results of the F-Test for Moderate Regression Analysis
	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	f
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.603
	5
	.121
	6.878
	<,001b

	
	Residual
	1.438
	82
	.018
	
	

	
	Total
	2.042
	87
	
	
	


a. Dependent Variable: Tax Avoidance
b. Predictors: (Constant), X2*Z, Institutional Ownership, Financial Distress, X1*Z, Leverage
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
Based on Table 4.11, it can be concluded that the regression model, after including the interaction term between institutional ownership and financial distress and leverage, continues to show a significant simultaneous effect on tax avoidance. This is indicated by a p-value of 0.001, which remains below the significance level of 0.05.
4.2.6 [bookmark: _Toc224668605]Coefficient of Determination Test (R2)
The coefficient of determination (R²) is used to measure the extent to which the variation in the dependent variable can be explained by the variation in the independent variables in the model. The R² value ranges from 0 to 1, and in this research, the interpretation is based on the Adjusted R² value to account for the number of independent variables used.
[bookmark: _Toc225369119]Table 4.12 (R²) Test Results for Multiple Linear Regression
	Model Summary

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

	1
	.393a
	.154
	.134
	.1425154


a. Predictors: (Constant), Leverage, Financial Distress
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)

Based on the analysis results, the adjusted R² value of 0.134 indicates that the variables of financial distress and leverage account for 13.4% of the variation in tax avoidance. The remaining 86.6% is attributed to other variables outside the research model. The results obtained by including the interaction term between institutional ownership and financial distress and leverage are as follows:
[bookmark: _Toc225369120]Table 4.13 (R²) Test Results for Moderate Regression Analysis
	Model Summary

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

	1
	.544a
	.295
	.253
	.1324412


a. Predictors: (Constant), X2*Z, Institutional Ownership, Financial Distress, X1*Z, Leverage
Source: Processed Data, 2025 (SPSS 27 IMB Output)
After adding the interaction term between institutional ownership and financial distress and leverage, the coefficient of determination (Adjusted R²) increased to 0.253. This indicates that the variables in the moderation model collectively account for 25.3% of the variance in tax avoidance, while the remaining 74.7% is attributed to other variables not included in the research.
4.2.7 [bookmark: _Toc224668606]Hypothesis Test (t Test)
A t-test was conducted to examine the partial effect of each independent variable on the dependent variable. The decision criterion was based on a significance level of 0.05. If the p-value was less than 0.05, the independent variable was found to influence the dependent variable, meaning the hypothesis was accepted; conversely, if the p-value was greater than 0.05, the independent variable was found not to influence the dependent variable, meaning the hypothesis was rejected. 
Based on the results of the t-test in Table 4.8 above, the interpretation of the hypothesis test results can be explained as follows:
1. The first hypothesis states that financial distress has a significant positive effect on tax avoidance. Based on the test results in Table 4.8, a regression coefficient of 0.009 was obtained, indicating a positive relationship, but the significance value was 0.258. Since the significance value is greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that financial distress does not have a significant effect on tax avoidance; therefore, H1 is rejected.
2. The second hypothesis states that leverage has a significant positive effect on tax avoidance. Based on the test results in Table 4.8, a regression coefficient of 0.142 was obtained with a significance value of 0.001. However, given the inverse relationship between ETR and tax avoidance, this positive coefficient actually indicates a negative effect of leverage on tax avoidance. Thus, it can be concluded that leverage has a significant negative effect on tax avoidance, so H2 is accepted.
To test the role of institutional ownership as a moderator variable, which is hypothesized to moderate the effects of financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance, a moderated regression analysis was conducted. This method was used to examine the effect of the interaction between institutional ownership and financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance.
Based on the results of the t-test in Table 4.9 above, the interpretation of the hypothesis test results can be explained as follows:
1. Hypothesis 3 states that institutional ownership weakens the effect of financial distress on tax avoidance. Based on the test results, the interaction coefficient between financial distress and institutional ownership was found to be 0.131 with a significance level of 0.001. Given the inverse relationship between ETR and tax avoidance, this positive interaction coefficient confirms that institutional ownership does indeed weaken the effect of financial distress on tax avoidance. Since the significance level is less than 0.05, it can be concluded that institutional ownership significantly weakens the effect of financial distress on tax avoidance; thus, H3 is accepted.
2. Hypothesis 4 states that institutional ownership weakens the effect of leverage on tax avoidance. Based on the test results, the interaction coefficient between leverage and institutional ownership is 0.233 with a significance value of 0.323. Given the inverse relationship between ETR and tax avoidance, this positive interaction coefficient indicates that institutional ownership weakens the effect of leverage on tax avoidance. However, since the significance value is greater than 0.05, it can be concluded that institutional ownership does not moderate the effect of leverage on tax avoidance; therefore, H4 is rejected.
4.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668607]Discussion
4.3.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668608]The Effect of Financial Distress on Tax Avoidance
Based on the results of the hypothesis testing in Table 4.8, it is evident that financial distress does not have a significant effect on tax avoidance. This is indicated by a p-value of 0.258, which is greater than 0.05. Thus, it can be concluded that H1, which states that financial distress has a positive effect on tax avoidance in mining sector companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange for the 2020–2024 period, is not supported.
These findings suggest that financial distress does not automatically prompt management to engage in tax avoidance. In fact, financial distress can limit a company’s ability to pursue aggressive tax planning, as management focuses its efforts on saving the company’s operations and maintaining relationships with creditors. In financially distressed situations, companies tend to adopt a more cautious approach to tax policy to avoid additional risks that could worsen their financial condition.
These results can be explained by agency theory Jensen & Meckling (1976) which is based on the existence of a conflict of interest between shareholders (principals) and management (agents). When a company experiences financial distress, management, as the agent, tends to avoid risky tax avoidance practices due to concerns about legal and reputational consequences that could worsen the company’s condition. On the other hand, shareholders, as principals, actually have an incentive to encourage tax avoidance to increase short-term cash flow. However, in a situation of financial distress, management prefers to err on the side of caution by prioritizing the company’s survival over meeting shareholders’ demands for aggressive and risky tax optimization.
This is consistent with research conducted by Febriyanto & Laurensius (2022) and Ari & Sudjawoto (2021) which states that financial distress does not affect tax avoidance; in other words, the financial difficulties faced by a company do not influence the company’s engagement in tax avoidance practices. Companies experiencing financial distress are more likely to consider other options such as securing funding from affiliated companies or restructuring management by hiring a more competent team rather than engaging in tax avoidance practices (Ari & Sudjawoto, 2021).
4.3.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668609]The Effect of Leverage on Tax Avoidance
Based on the results of the hypothesis testing in Table 4.8, it is found that leverage has a coefficient value of 0.142 with a significance level of 0.001, which is less than 0.05. A positive coefficient value for ETR indicates that the higher the leverage, the higher the company’s ETR, meaning that the company’s level of tax avoidance is lower. This is because ETR and tax avoidance are inversely related; therefore, it can be concluded that leverage has a negative and significant effect on tax avoidance in mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange for the 2020–2024 period.
This is because high leverage results in significant interest obligations for the company, prompting strict oversight from creditors. This oversight limits management’s ability to engage in aggressive tax avoidance. Furthermore, interest expenses already provide a legal tax deduction, so the company no longer needs to engage in additional risky tax avoidance practices.
These results are consistent with agency theory Jensen & Meckling (1976) which is based on the existence of a conflict of interest between shareholders (principals) and management (agents). When leverage is high, management, as the agent, actually has an incentive to avoid aggressive tax avoidance. This is because the high debt burden has attracted close scrutiny from creditors who place great importance on cash stability and the company’s ability to meet its interest obligations. Risky tax avoidance actions can jeopardize the company’s liquidity and trigger breaches of debt covenants, thereby damaging management’s reputation. On the other hand, principals in this situation intensify their oversight and tend to prioritize tax management in compliance with regulations to mitigate financial risk.
This is consistent with research conducted by Hakim & Cahyonowati (2024) and Arliani & Yohanes (2023) which states that leverage has a significant negative effect on tax avoidance; thus, the more debt a company uses, the lower its tax burden becomes, as pre-tax profits decrease due to high interest expenses. Companies with high debt levels already bear significant financial risks, so management tends to avoid the additional risks associated with tax avoidance practices that could lead to legal penalties and reputational damage.
4.3.3 [bookmark: _Toc224668610]The Moderating Effect of Institutional Ownership on the Impact of Financial Distress on Tax Avoidance
Based on the results of the hypothesis testing in Table 4.9, it is found that the interaction between financial distress and institutional ownership has a coefficient value of 0.131 with a significance level of 0.001, which is less than 0.05. A positive coefficient value for ETR indicates that the higher the interaction between financial distress and institutional ownership, the higher the company’s ETR, meaning that the company’s level of tax avoidance is lower. This is because ETR and tax avoidance are inversely related; therefore, it can be concluded that institutional ownership weakens the influence of financial distress on tax avoidance in mining sector companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange for the 2020–2024 period.
This is because high institutional ownership creates an effective oversight mechanism for management decisions during periods of financial distress. This oversight prevents management from engaging in aggressive tax avoidance practices even when the company is under financial pressure. Institutional ownership promotes transparency and tax compliance to safeguard the company’s reputation and avoid tax risks that could worsen its financial condition.
These results are consistent with agency theory Jensen & Meckling (1976) which is based on the existence of a conflict of interest between shareholders (principals) and management (agents). When a company experiences financial distress, institutional shareholders, as principals, play an active role in monitoring the actions of management, as agents, to prevent risky tax avoidance practices. This oversight mechanism effectively limits management’s leeway in implementing aggressive tax practices that could jeopardize the company’s sustainability. Management tends to prioritize regulatory compliance and avoid conflicts with shareholders by implementing transparent tax policies, rather than risking legal sanctions or reputational damage that could exacerbate the financial distress the company is currently facing.
This is consistent with research conducted by Abdurrosyid & Damayanti (2023) which states that institutional ownership weakens the impact of financial distress on tax avoidance, as the presence of institutional ownership creates a strict oversight mechanism over management performance, thereby driving an improvement in the company’s overall performance. When a company experiences financial distress, institutional ownership prevents tax avoidance practices because such practices could actually worsen the company’s financial condition. Instead, the company focuses its efforts on fundamental business improvements, such as maintaining financial health and protecting cash flow to keep it stable.
4.3.4 [bookmark: _Toc224668611]The Moderating Effect of Institutional Ownership on the Impact of Leverage on Tax Avoidance
Based on the results of the hypothesis testing in Table 4.9, it is found that the interaction between leverage and institutional ownership has a coefficient value of 0.233 with a significance level of 0.323, which is greater than 0.05; therefore, it can be concluded that institutional ownership is unable to moderate the effect of leverage on tax avoidance in mining sector companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange for the 2020–2024 period.
This is because the high level of corporate debt continues to limit tax avoidance practices, regardless of whether institutional ownership in the company is high or low. Thus, institutional ownership cannot influence the relationship between leverage and the tax avoidance policies implemented by companies.
These results are consistent with agency theory Jensen & Meckling (1976) which is based on the existence of a conflict of interest between shareholders (principals) and management (agents). In this context, leverage creates a strong financial discipline mechanism in which creditors, as additional principals, impose strict oversight and debt covenants that constrain management’s discretion as agents. This intensive external oversight by creditors dominates to the point of hindering the moderating role of institutional ownership. Although institutional ownership possesses strong oversight capacity over management, the high level of oversight from creditors actually restricts its scope of action, so that institutional ownership is ineffective as a moderator of leverage against tax avoidance, given that agency pressure from creditors applies equally to all levels of institutional ownership.
This is consistent with research conducted by Herlina et al. (2024) and Adelia et al. (2023) which states that institutional ownership does not moderate the effect of leverage on tax avoidance, as high leverage levels cause management to focus more on meeting debt obligations and maintaining relationships with creditors. The issue of tax avoidance becomes a secondary priority; thus, pressure from institutional ownership in this context does not have a significant impact on management decisions that are already focused on fulfilling the company’s obligations.
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[bookmark: _Toc224668612]CHAPTER V
CLOSURE
5.1 [bookmark: _Toc224668613]Conclusion
This research aims to analyze the effects of financial distress and leverage on tax avoidance, with institutional ownership serving as a moderating variable. The subjects of this research are mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange from 2020 to 2024 that met the sampling criteria, resulting in a total of 88 observations.
The conclusions that can be drawn from the results of this research are as follows:
1. Financial distress does not have a significant impact on tax avoidance among mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2020–2024 period. This suggests that financial pressure does not automatically prompt management to engage in tax avoidance; rather, it causes companies to be more cautious and to prioritize operational stability and maintaining relationships with creditors.
2. Leverage has a negative and significant effect on tax avoidance among mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2020–2024 period. High debt levels lead to strict oversight by creditors, causing management to avoid risky tax avoidance practices and instead prioritize financial stability and compliance with tax regulations.  

3. Institutional ownership mitigates the impact of financial distress on tax avoidance among mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange
2

(IDX) during the 2020–2024 period. The presence of institutional shareholders creates an effective oversight mechanism, preventing management from engaging in aggressive tax avoidance even when the company faces financial pressure.
4. Institutional ownership does not moderate the effect of leverage on tax avoidance among mining companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2020–2024 period. High debt levels have fostered strong financial discipline among creditors, meaning that the role of institutional ownership is not significant enough to influence the relationship between leverage and tax avoidance policies in this sector.
5.2 [bookmark: _Toc224668614]Suggestion
Based on the research conducted, there are several recommendations worth considering:
1. For Mining Companies
Companies in the mining sector are encouraged to pay closer attention to the impact of debt levels and the role of institutional ownership when formulating tax policies. While financial pressures do not directly lead to tax avoidance, it is important to maintain good and transparent governance to mitigate risks and build long-term trust with stakeholders, including tax authorities and creditors.
2. For Tax Authorities and Regulators
Tax authorities are encouraged to consider a company’s leverage ratio as one indicator in monitoring and assessing tax compliance risks. The finding that high leverage actually reduces tax avoidance can be taken into account when formulating fiscal incentive policies that promote sound capital structures, while also increasing oversight of companies with high institutional ownership that may engage in aggressive tax planning practices.
3. For Further Research
2

Future researchers may expand upon this research by employing different methods of measuring tax avoidance, such as the Cash Effective Tax Rate (CETR), to test the consistency of the findings. Furthermore, future researchers are advised to explore other variables that may influence tax avoidance in the mining sector, such as fixed asset intensity, executive characteristics, or transfer pricing policies. Future researchers may also include additional moderating variables to enrich the analysis. Expanding the research period or comparing findings with other sectors is also recommended to enhance the generalizability of the results.  
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[bookmark: _Toc225370769]Appendix 1. Sample Companies in the Mining Sector
	No
	Code
	Company Name

	1
	ADRO
	Adaro Energy Indonesia Tbk

	2
	AKRA
	AKR Corporindo Tbk

	3
	BESS
	Batulicin Nusantara Maritim Tbk

	4
	BIPI
	Astrindo Nusantara Infrastruktur Tbk

	5
	BSSR
	Baramulti Suksessarana Tbk

	6
	BYAN
	Bayan Resource Tbk

	7
	ELSA
	Elnusa Tbk

	8
	GEMS
	Golden Energy Mines Tbk

	9
	HRUM
	Harum Energy Tbk

	10
	ITMG
	Indo Tambangraya Megah Tbk

	11
	MBAP
	Mitrabara Adiperdana Tbk

	12
	MYOH
	Samindo Resource Tbk

	13
	PSSI
	IMC Pelita Logistik Tbk

	14
	PTBA
	Bukit Asam Tbk

	15
	PTRO
	Pertosea Tbk

	16
	RAJA
	Rukun Raharja Tbk

	17
	RUIS
	Radiant Utama Interinsco Tbk

	18
	SGER
	Sumber Global Energy Tbk

	19
	SHIP
	Silo Maritime Perdana Tbk

	20
	SOCI
	Soechi Lines Tbk

	21
	TCPI
	Transcoal Pasific Tbk

	22
	TOBA
	TBS Energi Utama Tbk

	23
	TPMA
	Trans Power Marine Tbk


Source: Indonesia Stock Exchange, 2025
[bookmark: _Toc225370770]Appendix 2. Calculation of Financial Distress
	No
	Code
	Year
	6,56(X1)
	3,26(X2)
	6,72(X3)
	1,05(X4)
	Z

	1
	ADRO
	2020
	     0,6031 
	     1,1990 
	     0,2339 
	     1,7076 
	     3,7437 

	
	
	2021
	     1,2767 
	     1,1960 
	     1,3164 
	     1,4963 
	     5,2854 

	
	
	2022
	     1,7472 
	     1,3550 
	     2,7898 
	     1,6108 
	     7,5027 

	
	
	2023
	     1,3573 
	     1,6250 
	     0,5253 
	     2,5389 
	     6,0464 

	
	
	2024
	     1,9168 
	     1,6511 
	     0,8120 
	     4,2360 
	     8,6160 

	2
	AKRA
	2020
	     1,0324 
	     1,2093 
	     0,4286 
	     1,3638 
	     4,0341 

	
	
	2021
	     0,7578 
	     1,0429 
	     0,3988 
	     0,9717 
	     3,1712 

	
	
	2022
	     1,1005 
	     1,0904 
	     0,7474 
	     0,9843 
	     3,9226 

	
	
	2023
	     1,2099 
	     1,0111 
	     0,8135 
	     0,9072 
	     3,9417 

	
	
	2024
	     1,4947 
	     0,9503 
	     0,5708 
	     0,8307 
	     3,8465 




	No
	Code
	Year
	6,56(X1)
	3,26(X2)
	6,72(X3)
	1,05(X4)
	Z

	3
	BESS
	2020
	-    0,0598 
	     0,5836 
	     0,5929 
	     1,0963 
	     2,2131 

	
	
	2021
	     0,2614 
	     1,0919 
	     1,1633 
	     1,9167 
	     4,4332 

	
	
	2022
	     0,2754 
	     1,1788 
	     0,5110 
	     1,8442 
	     3,8094 

	
	
	2023
	     0,8359 
	     1,7029 
	     0,7938 
	     5,0970 
	     8,4296 

	
	
	2024
	     1,3239 
	     1,8960 
	     0,3062 
	     9,4171 
	   12,9433 

	4
	BIPI
	2020
	-    1,5480 
	-    0,4665 
	     0,1767 
	     0,4225 
	-   1,4153 

	
	
	2021
	-    1,5147 
	-    0,6085 
	     0,2019 
	     0,7775 
	-   1,1438 

	
	
	2022
	-    1,2351 
	     0,5968 
	     0,1083 
	     0,9477 
	     0,4177 

	
	
	2023
	-    0,8109 
	-    0,3708 
	     0,1413 
	     0,5184 
	-   0,5220 

	
	
	2024
	     0,0188 
	-    0,3721 
	     0,1656 
	     0,5651 
	     0,3774 

	5
	BSSR
	2020
	     0,8747 
	     1,4837 
	     1,0421 
	     2,7395 
	     6,1400 

	
	
	2021
	     1,5386 
	     1,3636 
	     4,0786 
	     1,4518 
	     8,4325 

	
	
	2022
	     0,6805 
	     1,2075 
	     5,1256 
	     1,2557 
	     8,2694 

	
	
	2023
	     0,9357 
	     1,3724 
	     3,6292 
	     1,5340 
	     7,4714 

	
	
	2024
	     1,3994 
	     1,6469 
	     3,0104 
	     2,3291 
	     8,3858 

	6
	BYAN
	2020
	     2,1570 
	     1,4663 
	     1,7700 
	     1,1932 
	     6,5865 

	
	
	2021
	     2,6023 
	     2,1994 
	     4,4941 
	     3,4268 
	   12,7227 

	
	
	2022
	     0,9459 
	     1,5039 
	     5,0165 
	     1,0743 
	     8,5406 

	
	
	2023
	     1,0715 
	     1,6642 
	     3,1860 
	     1,4178 
	     7,3395 

	
	
	2024
	     1,2840 
	     1,0009 
	     2,3005 
	     2,0118 
	     6,5972 

	7
	ELSA
	2020
	     1,4259 
	     1,1316 
	     0,3064 
	     1,0278 
	     3,8917 

	
	
	2021
	     1,7097 
	     1,1982 
	     0,1883 
	     1,1476 
	     4,2438 

	
	
	2022
	     1,3031 
	     1,1005 
	     0,3477 
	     0,9161 
	     3,6674 

	
	
	2023
	     1,2791 
	     1,1194 
	     0,4324 
	     0,8942 
	     3,7252 

	
	
	2024
	     1,0186 
	     1,1685 
	     0,5571 
	     0,8994 
	     3,6435 

	8
	GEMS
	2020
	     0,6226 
	     0,5183 
	     1,0499 
	     0,7903 
	     2,9811 

	
	
	2021
	     0,0707 
	     0,3829 
	     3,7355 
	     0,6478 
	     4,8370 

	
	
	2022
	     1,4587 
	     0,9607 
	     5,3488 
	     1,0268 
	     8,7950 

	
	
	2023
	     1,1329 
	     1,0836 
	     3,4981 
	     1,0729 
	     6,7876 

	
	
	2024
	     0,9763 
	     1,1438 
	     3,4466 
	     1,2001 
	     6,7668 

	9
	HRUM
	2020
	     2,9558 
	     1,6376 
	     0,8647 
	   11,1689 
	   16,6270 

	
	
	2021
	     1,2528 
	     1,1855 
	     0,9801 
	     3,0649 
	     6,4833 

	
	
	2022
	     1,5060 
	     1,3838 
	     2,5095 
	     3,6362 
	     9,0354 

	
	
	2023
	     0,7048 
	     1,3855 
	     1,0822 
	     2,6909 
	     5,8633 

	
	
	2024
	     0,6870 
	     0,9477 
	     0,3004 
	     2,3637 
	     4,2988 

	10
	ITMG
	2020
	     1,2039 
	     0,0014 
	     0,0004 
	     2,8450 
	     4,0507 

	
	
	2021
	     2,4539 
	     0,0017 
	     2,5049 
	     2,7151 
	     7,6755 

	
	
	2022
	     3,2871 
	     0,0019 
	     3,9319 
	     2,9683 
	   10,1891 

	
	
	2023
	     2,9553 
	     0,0020 
	     1,9784 
	     4,7031 
	     9,6387 

	
	
	2024
	     2,9736 
	     0,0020 
	     1,3817 
	     4,2952 
	     8,6526 

	No
	Code
	Year
	6,56(X1)
	3,26(X2)
	6,72(X3)
	1,05(X4)
	Z

	11
	MBAP
	2020
	     3,3198 
	     2,0024 
	     1,3802 
	     3,3171 
	   10,0193 

	
	
	2021
	     3,9929 
	     2,1955 
	     3,3610 
	     3,6369 
	   13,1863 

	
	
	2022
	     4,5665 
	     2,3788 
	     5,0563 
	     4,6690 
	   16,6706 

	
	
	2023
	     3,9591 
	     2,0616 
	     0,8999 
	     3,1990 
	   10,1197 

	
	
	2024
	     3,7639 
	     2,1871 
	     0,7048 
	     3,8398 
	   10,4957 

	12
	MYOH
	2020
	     4,2282 
	     2,0368 
	     1,2901 
	     6,1420 
	   13,6971 

	
	
	2021
	     4,5732 
	     2,1203 
	     1,4179 
	     6,3205 
	   14,4319 

	
	
	2022
	     4,7411 
	     2,2276 
	     0,7413 
	     7,4870 
	   15,1971 

	
	
	2023
	     2,6316 
	     1,7521 
	     0,6416 
	     2,5259 
	     7,5511 

	
	
	2024
	     3,1865 
	     2,0416 
	     0,6695 
	     3,8409 
	     9,7384 

	13
	PSSI
	2020
	     0,1146 
	     0,8741 
	     0,3234 
	     1,8977 
	     3,2098 

	
	
	2021
	     0,7507 
	     1,2523 
	     1,1555 
	     2,5845 
	     5,7430 

	
	
	2022
	     1,1833 
	     1,7149 
	     1,7545 
	     4,5750 
	     9,2278 

	
	
	2023
	     2,2942 
	     1,8832 
	     1,5160 
	     5,0223 
	   10,7157 

	
	
	2024
	     3,0630 
	     1,8427 
	     0,5895 
	     5,3054 
	   10,8006 

	14
	PTBA
	2020
	     1,2249 
	     2,1032 
	     0,9027 
	     2,4989 
	     6,7298 

	
	
	2021
	     1,9451 
	     1,9956 
	     1,9270 
	     2,1454 
	     8,0131 

	
	
	2022
	     1,9857 
	     1,8896 
	     2,4004 
	     1,8465 
	     8,1222 

	
	
	2023
	     0,8766 
	     1,5994 
	     1,4136 
	     1,3155 
	     5,2051 

	
	
	2024
	     0,5116 
	     1,5291 
	     1,0066 
	     1,2421 
	     4,2894 

	15
	PTRO
	2020
	     1,0705 
	     1,2877 
	     0,4508 
	     0,8183 
	     3,6274 

	
	
	2021
	     0,7933 
	     1,4377 
	     0,5214 
	     1,0026 
	     3,7550 

	
	
	2022
	     2,5929 
	     1,5079 
	     0,5651 
	     1,0485 
	     5,7143 

	
	
	2023
	     0,3940 
	     0,9497 
	     0,1481 
	     0,5025 
	     1,9944 

	
	
	2024
	     0,9678 
	     0,8221 
	     0,0610 
	     0,4247 
	     2,2756 

	16
	RAJA
	2020
	     1,5627 
	     1,1815 
	     0,1808 
	     2,9819 
	     5,9070 

	
	
	2021
	     1,2082 
	     0,8237 
	     0,1273 
	     1,0905 
	     3,2497 

	
	
	2022
	     0,7961 
	     0,8625 
	     0,3360 
	     1,0962 
	     3,0907 

	
	
	2023
	     0,4825 
	     0,8921 
	     0,8311 
	     0,9320 
	     3,1377 

	
	
	2024
	     0,6407 
	     1,0376 
	     0,6737 
	     1,1315 
	     3,4835 

	17
	RUIS
	2020
	     0,2211 
	     0,8406 
	     0,2402 
	     0,5381 
	     1,8400 

	
	
	2021
	     0,4580 
	     0,9042 
	     0,1690 
	     0,6253 
	     2,1566 

	
	
	2022
	     0,7578 
	     0,9599 
	     0,2057 
	     0,7393 
	     2,6628 

	
	
	2023
	     1,1399 
	     0,9363 
	     0,1588 
	     0,7282 
	     2,9633 

	
	
	2024
	     1,7143 
	     0,9275 
	     0,1333 
	     0,6892 
	     3,4644 

	18
	SGER
	2020
	     1,7960 
	     0,5439 
	     0,3977 
	     0,5496 
	     3,2873 

	
	
	2021
	     1,9575 
	     0,5084 
	     1,4709 
	     0,5678 
	     4,5046 

	
	
	2022
	     1,8847 
	     0,7453 
	     1,4918 
	     0,4506 
	     4,5724 

	
	
	2023
	     2,1111 
	     0,4648 
	     1,2504 
	     0,5122 
	     4,3385 

	
	
	2024
	     2,7316 
	     0,8312 
	     1,1749 
	     0,9817 
	     5,7195 

	No
	Code
	Year
	6,56(X1)
	3,26(X2)
	6,72(X3)
	1,05(X4)
	Z

	19
	SHIP
	2020
	-    0,0550 
	     0,7168 
	     0,5951 
	     0,8873 
	     2,1442 

	
	
	2021
	-    0,0758 
	     0,7330 
	     0,5035 
	     0,9177 
	     2,0784 

	
	
	2022
	-    0,0339 
	     0,7658 
	     0,5217 
	     0,8730 
	     2,1266 

	
	
	2023
	     0,1249 
	     0,7883 
	     0,4556 
	     0,8671 
	     2,2358 

	
	
	2024
	     0,1072 
	     0,7988 
	     0,3831 
	     0,8890 
	     2,1781 

	20
	SOCI
	2020
	     0,6547 
	     0,9521 
	     0,3178 
	     1,2690 
	     3,1936 

	
	
	2021
	     0,6501 
	     1,0318 
	     0,0825 
	     1,4739 
	     3,2383 

	
	
	2022
	     0,3303 
	     1,0581 
	     0,0931 
	     1,5113 
	     2,9928 

	
	
	2023
	     0,1584 
	     1,1558 
	     0,1212 
	     1,8110 
	     3,2465 

	
	
	2024
	-    0,1177 
	     1,2539 
	     0,2134 
	     2,0783 
	     3,4278 

	21
	TCPI
	2020
	-    0,3918 
	     0,6248 
	     0,1413 
	     1,1382 
	     1,5125 

	
	
	2021
	-    0,4428 
	     0,6980 
	     0,2016 
	     1,2374 
	     1,6941 

	
	
	2022
	-    0,3663 
	     0,8243 
	     0,2791 
	     1,4894 
	     2,2264 

	
	
	2023
	-    0,3224 
	     0,7988 
	     0,3633 
	     1,5571 
	     2,3968 

	
	
	2024
	     0,3847 
	     0,8695 
	     0,1698 
	     1,4541 
	     2,8782 

	22
	TOBA
	2020
	-    0,2189 
	     0,6269 
	     0,3664 
	     0,6351 
	     1,4094 

	
	
	2021
	     0,6798 
	     0,7481 
	     0,6772 
	     0,7382 
	     2,8432 

	
	
	2022
	     0,9437 
	     0,9246 
	     0,8570 
	     0,9354 
	     3,6607 

	
	
	2023
	     0,6196 
	     0,8808 
	     0,2329 
	     0,8487 
	     2,5820 

	
	
	2024
	     0,7175 
	     1,0293 
	     0,4577 
	     1,0031 
	     3,2076 

	23
	TPMA
	2020
	     0,0992 
	     1,3779 
	     0,1659 
	     3,0217 
	     4,6647 

	
	
	2021
	     0,3686 
	     1,4424 
	     0,3025 
	     3,6465 
	     5,7600 

	
	
	2022
	     0,7038 
	     1,1665 
	     0,6495 
	     3,2767 
	     5,7965 

	
	
	2023
	     0,4170 
	     1,0074 
	     1,2212 
	     2,1545 
	     4,8001 

	
	
	2024
	     0,4898 
	     1,0184 
	     0,9259 
	     1,5816 
	     4,0157 



[bookmark: _Toc225370771]Appendix 3. Calculation of Leverage
	No
	Code
	Year
	 Total Liabilities 
	 Total Equity 
	 DER 

	1
	ADRO
	2020
	 Rp 34.223.267.605.634 
	 Rp   55.657.943.661.972 
	    0,61 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp 44.694.585.714.286 
	 Rp   63.690.214.285.714 
	    0,70 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp 66.483.890.625.000 
	 Rp 101.989.656.250.000 
	    0,65 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp 47.137.861.538.462 
	 Rp 113.980.769.230.769 
	    0,41 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp 21.472.500.000.000 
	 Rp   86.626.322.580.645 
	    0,25 

	2
	AKRA
	2020
	 Rp   8.127.216.543.000 
	 Rp   10.556.356.272.000 
	    0,77 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp 12.209.620.623.000 
	 Rp   11.298.965.113.000 
	    1,08 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp 14.032.797.261.000 
	 Rp   13.154.810.775.000 
	    1,07 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp 16.253.614.293.000 
	 Rp   14.042.957.513.000 
	    1,16 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp 18.484.691.894.000 
	 Rp   14.623.992.474.000 
	    1,26 



	No
	Code
	Year
	 Total Liabilities 
	 Total Equity 
	DER

	3
	BESS
	2020
	 Rp      303.511.534.873 
	 Rp        316.895.998.461 
	    0,96 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp      236.216.688.731 
	 Rp        431.191.326.623 
	    0,55 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp      280.314.393.366 
	 Rp        492.352.056.536 
	    0,57 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp      117.265.164.483 
	 Rp        569.238.209.106 
	    0,21 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp        66.436.633.891 
	 Rp        595.850.694.380 
	    0,11 

	4
	BIPI
	2020
	 Rp 13.494.621.802.817 
	 Rp     5.430.525.830.986 
	    2,48 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   7.815.444.964.470 
	 Rp     5.787.187.722.953 
	    1,35 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   9.345.298.179.930 
	 Rp     8.435.068.398.119 
	    1,11 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp 18.093.415.597.829 
	 Rp     8.932.866.636.863 
	    2,03 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp 17.758.705.352.814 
	 Rp     9.558.138.184.051 
	    1,86 

	5
	BSSR
	2020
	 Rp   1.029.163.935.120 
	 Rp     2.685.134.626.234 
	    0,38 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   2.607.087.514.269 
	 Rp     3.604.633.176.370 
	    0,72 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   2.900.006.308.007 
	 Rp     3.468.267.641.969 
	    0,84 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   2.553.401.738.462 
	 Rp     3.730.514.769.231 
	    0,68 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   1.920.149.129.032 
	 Rp     4.259.186.758.065 
	    0,45 

	6
	BYAN
	2020
	 Rp 10.694.005.453.040 
	 Rp   12.152.215.982.270 
	    0,88 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   8.144.828.202.773 
	 Rp   26.581.811.050.606 
	    0,31 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp 30.678.097.810.458 
	 Rp   31.387.915.594.857 
	    0,98 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp 22.592.172.881.424 
	 Rp   30.505.461.402.032 
	    0,74 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp 19.517.449.758.726 
	 Rp   37.396.321.046.582 
	    0,52 

	7
	ELSA
	2020
	 Rp   3.821.876.000.000 
	 Rp     3.740.946.000.000 
	    1,02 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   3.456.723.000.000 
	 Rp     3.778.134.000.000 
	    0,91 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   4.718.878.000.000 
	 Rp     4.117.211.000.000 
	    1,15 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   5.185.414.000.000 
	 Rp     4.416.068.000.000 
	    1,17 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   5.724.826.000.000 
	 Rp     4.903.474.000.000 
	    1,17 

	8
	GEMS
	2020
	 Rp   6.548.423.427.362 
	 Rp     4.928.554.922.426 
	    1,33 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   7.313.878.659.058 
	 Rp     4.512.468.516.405 
	    1,62 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   8.975.505.738.994 
	 Rp     8.777.431.430.818 
	    1,02 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   9.998.923.852.080 
	 Rp   10.217.443.559.322 
	    0,98 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   9.344.814.184.168 
	 Rp   10.680.579.789.984 
	    0,87 

	9
	HRUM
	2020
	 Rp      612.184.514.286 
	 Rp     6.511.810.471.429 
	    0,09 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   3.188.362.842.857 
	 Rp     9.306.745.471.429 
	    0,34 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   4.775.555.850.000 
	 Rp   16.537.875.083.333 
	    0,29 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   7.639.779.033.333 
	 Rp   19.578.674.166.667 
	    0,39 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp 13.198.076.166.667 
	 Rp   29.710.908.700.000 
	    0,44 

	10
	ITMG
	2020
	 Rp   4.405.541.595.000 
	 Rp   11.936.920.450.000 
	    0,37 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   6.630.518.920.000 
	 Rp   17.145.045.371.000 
	    0,39 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp 10.852.769.707.000 
	 Rp   30.679.854.680.000 
	    0,35 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   6.155.716.712.000 
	 Rp   27.572.132.640.000 
	    0,22 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   7.640.326.908.000 
	 Rp   31.254.237.220.000 
	    0,24 

	No
	Code
	Year
	 Total Liabilities 
	 Total Equity 
	DER

	11
	MBAP
	2020
	 Rp      617.135.021.230 
	 Rp     1.949.595.582.480 
	    0,32 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp      824.365.716.284 
	 Rp     2.855.366.711.758 
	    0,29 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp      877.549.115.512 
	 Rp     3.902.143.729.920 
	    0,22 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp      875.589.737.467 
	 Rp     2.667.670.797.883 
	    0,33 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp      822.894.186.625 
	 Rp     3.009.321.388.720 
	    0,27 

	12
	MYOH
	2020
	 Rp      311.172.337.385 
	 Rp     1.820.218.118.810 
	    0,17 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp      333.520.001.892 
	 Rp     2.007.637.604.236 
	    0,17 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp      325.029.740.560 
	 Rp     2.317.630.819.560 
	    0,14 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   1.073.121.413.776 
	 Rp     2.581.481.792.994 
	    0,42 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp      777.378.705.850 
	 Rp     2.843.635.619.168 
	    0,27 

	13
	PSSI
	2020
	 Rp      737.761.982.685 
	 Rp     1.333.358.288.080 
	    0,55 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp      664.653.772.747 
	 Rp     1.636.024.851.603 
	    0,41 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp      526.663.450.347 
	 Rp     2.294.761.355.410 
	    0,23 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp      543.457.796.856 
	 Rp     2.599.432.461.832 
	    0,21 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp      506.164.328.188 
	 Rp     2.557.516.319.368 
	    0,20 

	14
	PTBA
	2020
	 Rp   7.117.559.000.000 
	 Rp   16.939.196.000.000 
	    0,42 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp 11.869.979.000.000 
	 Rp   24.253.724.000.000 
	    0,49 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp 16.443.161.000.000 
	 Rp   28.916.046.000.000 
	    0,57 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp 17.210.993.000.000 
	 Rp   21.563.196.000.000 
	    0,80 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp 19.141.764.000.000 
	 Rp   22.643.812.000.000 
	    0,85 

	15
	PTRO
	2020
	 Rp   4.206.600.846.262 
	 Rp     3.278.420.310.296 
	    1,28 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   3.887.489.300.999 
	 Rp     3.712.168.330.956 
	    1,05 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   4.692.279.874.214 
	 Rp     4.685.393.081.761 
	    1,00 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   7.585.747.303.544 
	 Rp     3.630.662.557.781 
	    2,09 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   9.976.009.693.053 
	 Rp     4.034.733.441.034 
	    2,47 

	16
	RAJA
	2020
	 Rp      612.121.088.670 
	 Rp     1.738.393.081.425 
	    0,35 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   1.718.970.677.024 
	 Rp     1.785.298.125.864 
	    0,96 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   2.004.899.322.333 
	 Rp     2.093.098.146.992 
	    0,96 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   2.684.015.660.272 
	 Rp     2.382.423.880.976 
	    1,13 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   2.577.646.316.636 
	 Rp     2.777.643.034.122 
	    0,93 

	17
	RUIS
	2020
	 Rp      890.642.914.518 
	 Rp        456.448.592.739 
	    1,95 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp      813.265.050.471 
	 Rp        484.312.312.632 
	    1,68 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp      743.817.825.130 
	 Rp        523.731.475.008 
	    1,42 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp      792.253.377.478 
	 Rp        549.475.940.532 
	    1,44 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp      845.895.951.156 
	 Rp        555.255.841.035 
	    1,52 

	18
	SGER
	2020
	 Rp      450.307.372.275 
	 Rp        235.692.505.020 
	    1,91 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp      802.902.534.546 
	 Rp        434.182.013.309 
	    1,85 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   2.358.362.130.045 
	 Rp     1.012.132.881.917 
	    2,33 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   3.037.542.632.520 
	 Rp     1.481.767.794.177 
	    2,05 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   2.397.070.273.304 
	 Rp     2.241.136.183.864 
	    1,07 

	No
	Code
	Year
	 Total Liabilities 
	 Total Equity 
	DER

	19
	SHIP
	2020
	 Rp   2.251.880.049.055 
	 Rp     1.902.943.647.605 
	    1,18 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   2.463.030.079.909 
	 Rp     2.152.642.437.215 
	    1,14 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   3.257.918.231.870 
	 Rp     2.708.818.703.791 
	    1,20 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   3.648.992.970.557 
	 Rp     3.013.263.141.668 
	    1,21 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   4.231.206.950.057 
	 Rp     3.582.258.412.801 
	    1,18 

	20
	SOCI
	2020
	 Rp   4.212.050.733.427 
	 Rp     5.090.590.818.054 
	    0,83 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   3.735.194.720.320 
	 Rp     5.243.258.604.452 
	    0,71 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   4.088.255.057.417 
	 Rp     5.884.372.707.252 
	    0,69 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   3.418.848.774.472 
	 Rp     5.896.760.366.888 
	    0,58 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   3.269.606.271.214 
	 Rp     6.471.494.989.494 
	    0,51 

	21
	TCPI
	2020
	 Rp   1.320.653.000.000 
	 Rp     1.431.558.000.000 
	    0,92 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   1.307.023.000.000 
	 Rp     1.540.273.000.000 
	    0,85 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   1.161.845.000.000 
	 Rp     1.648.024.000.000 
	    0,70 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   1.413.313.000.000 
	 Rp     2.095.940.000.000 
	    0,67 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   1.544.803.000.000 
	 Rp     2.139.399.000.000 
	    0,72 

	22
	TOBA
	2020
	 Rp   6.783.605.458.392 
	 Rp     4.103.161.636.107 
	    1,65 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp   7.187.968.002.853 
	 Rp     5.053.143.038.516 
	    1,42 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp   7.478.290.314.465 
	 Rp     6.662.111.525.157 
	    1,12 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp   8.076.272.465.331 
	 Rp     6.528.315.023.112 
	    1,24 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   7.384.101.744.750 
	 Rp     7.054.284.814.216 
	    1,05 

	23
	TPMA
	2020
	 Rp      377.414.763.180 
	 Rp     1.086.137.907.855 
	    0,35 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp      316.641.395.609 
	 Rp     1.099.647.890.611 
	    0,29 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp      594.590.631.973 
	 Rp     1.855.542.176.576 
	    0,32 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp      974.669.847.792 
	 Rp     1.999.960.490.232 
	    0,49 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp   1.598.701.014.712 
	 Rp     2.408.058.256.692 
	    0,66 



[bookmark: _Toc225370772]Appendix 4. Calculation of Institutional Ownership
	No
	Code
	Year
	Shares Held by Institutions
	Shares Outstanding
	 KI 

	1
	ADRO
	2020
	                 25.809.472.738 
	            31.985.962.000 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2021
	                 25.883.040.450 
	            31.985.962.000 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2022
	                 25.531.079.808 
	            31.985.962.000 
	     0,80 

	
	
	2023
	                 25.069.590.873 
	            31.985.962.000 
	     0,78 

	
	
	2024
	                 23.811.755.536 
	            31.985.962.000 
	     0,74 

	2
	AKRA
	2020
	                  3.749.819.209 
	              4.014.694.920 
	     0,93 

	
	
	2021
	                  3.828.980.916 
	              4.014.694.920 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2022
	                 19.285.287.840 
	            20.073.474.600 
	     0,96 

	
	
	2023
	                 19.193.792.017 
	            20.073.474.600 
	     0,96 

	
	
	2024
	                 19.097.489.917 
	            20.073.474.600 
	     0,95 



	No
	Code
	Year
	Shares Held by Institutions
	Shares Outstanding
	 KI 

	3
	BESS
	2020
	                  2.695.947.180 
	              3.402.436.702 
	     0,79 

	
	
	2021
	                  2.761.282.480 
	              3.412.457.110 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2022
	                  3.197.284.313 
	              3.433.061.158 
	     0,93 

	
	
	2023
	                  3.075.083.613 
	              3.440.455.528 
	     0,89 

	
	
	2024
	                  3.197.381.513 
	              3.440.455.528 
	     0,93 

	4
	BIPI
	2020
	                 37.431.683.927 
	            44.693.066.193 
	     0,84 

	
	
	2021
	                 36.290.430.455 
	            44.693.066.193 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2022
	                 44.299.345.626 
	            57.918.360.917 
	     0,76 

	
	
	2023
	                 51.930.499.743 
	            63.710.196.917 
	     0,82 

	
	
	2024
	                 51.930.499.743 
	            63.710.196.917 
	     0,82 

	5
	BSSR
	2020
	                  2.487.729.174 
	              2.616.500.000 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2021
	                  2.487.801.974 
	              2.616.500.000 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2022
	                  2.436.451.974 
	              2.616.500.000 
	     0,93 

	
	
	2023
	                  2.433.232.574 
	              2.616.500.000 
	     0,93 

	
	
	2024
	                  2.426.296.174 
	              2.616.500.000 
	     0,93 

	6
	BYAN
	2020
	                     333.338.000 
	              3.333.333.500 
	     0,10 

	
	
	2021
	                     333.338.000 
	              3.333.333.500 
	     0,10 

	
	
	2022
	                  3.333.380.000 
	            33.333.335.000 
	     0,10 

	
	
	2023
	                  3.333.380.000 
	            33.333.335.000 
	     0,10 

	
	
	2024
	                  3.333.380.000 
	            33.333.335.000 
	     0,10 

	7
	ELSA
	2020
	                  5.653.020.500 
	              7.298.500.000 
	     0,77 

	
	
	2021
	                  4.836.385.000 
	              7.298.500.000 
	     0,66 

	
	
	2022
	                  5.280.381.000 
	              7.298.500.000 
	     0,72 

	
	
	2023
	                  5.494.450.500 
	              7.298.500.000 
	     0,75 

	
	
	2024
	                  5.970.160.500 
	              7.298.500.000 
	     0,82 

	8
	GEMS
	2020
	                  5.875.528.000 
	              5.882.353.000 
	     1,00 

	
	
	2021
	                  5.876.371.800 
	              5.882.353.000 
	     1,00 

	
	
	2022
	                  5.872.344.600 
	              5.882.353.000 
	     1,00 

	
	
	2023
	                  5.852.656.748 
	              5.882.353.000 
	     0,99 

	
	
	2024
	                  5.858.738.687 
	              5.882.353.000 
	     1,00 

	9
	HRUM
	2020
	                  2.511.210.968 
	              2.703.620.000 
	     0,93 

	
	
	2021
	                  2.560.691.593 
	              2.703.620.000 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2022
	                 12.426.645.025 
	            13.518.100.000 
	     0,92 

	
	
	2023
	                 12.594.317.935 
	            13.518.100.000 
	     0,93 

	
	
	2024
	                 12.477.689.139 
	            13.518.100.000 
	     0,92 

	10
	ITMG
	2020
	                     945.447.766 
	              1.129.925.000 
	     0,84 

	
	
	2021
	                     999.245.458 
	              1.129.925.000 
	     0,88 

	
	
	2022
	                     996.022.282 
	              1.129.925.000 
	     0,88 

	
	
	2023
	                     966.706.700 
	              1.129.925.000 
	     0,86 

	
	
	2024
	                     974.300.500 
	              1.129.925.000 
	     0,86 

	No
	Code
	Year
	Shares Held by Institutions
	Shares Outstanding
	KI

	11
	MBAP
	2020
	                  1.157.784.952 
	              1.227.271.952 
	     0,94 

	
	
	2021
	                  1.159.989.252 
	              1.227.271.952 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2022
	                  1.161.426.598 
	              1.227.271.952 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2023
	                  1.163.466.498 
	              1.227.271.952 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2024
	                  1.161.760.713 
	              1.227.271.952 
	     0,95 

	12
	MYOH
	2020
	                  1.778.953.579 
	              2.206.312.500 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2021
	                  1.793.564.579 
	              2.206.312.500 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2022
	                  1.797.475.516 
	              2.206.312.500 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2023
	                  1.797.475.516 
	              2.206.312.500 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2024
	                  1.781.986.016 
	              2.206.312.500 
	     0,81 

	13
	PSSI
	2020
	                  5.209.240.253 
	              5.417.063.153 
	     0,96 

	
	
	2021
	                  5.290.757.499 
	              5.417.063.153 
	     0,98 

	
	
	2022
	                  5.294.041.299 
	              5.417.063.153 
	     0,98 

	
	
	2023
	                  5.290.757.499 
	              5.417.063.153 
	     0,98 

	
	
	2024
	                  5.300.223.352 
	              5.417.062.852 
	     0,98 

	14
	PTBA
	2020
	                 11.510.217.329 
	            11.520.659.250 
	     1,00 

	
	
	2021
	                 11.511.882.143 
	            11.520.659.250 
	     1,00 

	
	
	2022
	                 11.511.882.152 
	            11.520.659.250 
	     1,00 

	
	
	2023
	                 11.507.168.043 
	            11.520.659.250 
	     1,00 

	
	
	2024
	                 11.516.118.750 
	            11.520.659.250 
	     1,00 

	15
	PTRO
	2020
	                     751.595.711 
	              1.008.605.000 
	     0,75 

	
	
	2021
	                     754.342.711 
	              1.008.605.000 
	     0,75 

	
	
	2022
	                     943.752.668 
	              1.008.605.000 
	     0,94 

	
	
	2023
	                     927.867.368 
	              1.008.605.000 
	     0,92 

	
	
	2024
	                     887.921.068 
	              1.008.605.000 
	     0,88 

	16
	RAJA
	2020
	                  1.725.624.104 
	              4.227.082.500 
	     0,41 

	
	
	2021
	                  1.545.972.404 
	              4.227.082.500 
	     0,37 

	
	
	2022
	                  2.419.976.376 
	              4.227.082.500 
	     0,57 

	
	
	2023
	                  2.704.822.376 
	              4.227.082.500 
	     0,64 

	
	
	2024
	                  2.611.015.704 
	              4.227.082.500 
	     0,62 

	17
	RUIS
	2020
	                     440.899.500 
	                770.000.000 
	     0,57 

	
	
	2021
	                     440.017.100 
	                770.000.000 
	     0,57 

	
	
	2022
	                     442.508.100 
	                770.000.000 
	     0,57 

	
	
	2023
	                     440.985.300 
	                770.000.000 
	     0,57 

	
	
	2024
	                     432.838.425 
	                770.000.000 
	     0,56 

	18
	SGER
	2020
	                     914.000.000 
	              1.664.000.000 
	     0,55 

	
	
	2021
	                  1.386.828.267 
	              1.959.408.119 
	     0,71 

	
	
	2022
	                  2.693.330.966 
	              3.727.301.685 
	     0,72 

	
	
	2023
	                  3.132.338.466 
	              4.364.335.705 
	     0,72 

	
	
	2024
	                 11.182.844.168 
	            15.586.909.438 
	     0,72 

	No
	Code
	Year
	Shares Held by Institutions
	Shares Outstanding
	KI

	19
	SHIP
	2020
	                  2.697.311.400 
	              2.719.790.000 
	     0,99 

	
	
	2021
	                  2.697.311.400 
	              2.719.790.000 
	     0,99 

	
	
	2022
	                  2.690.401.200 
	              2.719.790.000 
	     0,99 

	
	
	2023
	                  2.699.740.500 
	              2.719.790.000 
	     0,99 

	
	
	2024
	                  2.699.931.200 
	              2.719.790.000 
	     0,99 

	20
	SOCI
	2020
	                  5.731.908.000 
	              7.059.000.000 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2021
	                  5.698.730.700 
	              7.059.000.000 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2022
	                  5.731.908.000 
	              7.059.000.000 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2023
	                  5.773.556.100 
	              7.059.000.000 
	     0,82 

	
	
	2024
	                  5.954.972.400 
	              7.059.000.000 
	     0,84 

	21
	TCPI
	2020
	                  4.335.763.700 
	              5.000.000.000 
	     0,87 

	
	
	2021
	                  4.490.753.400 
	              5.000.000.000 
	     0,90 

	
	
	2022
	                  4.297.286.600 
	              5.000.000.000 
	     0,86 

	
	
	2023
	                  4.416.459.200 
	              5.000.000.000 
	     0,88 

	
	
	2024
	                  4.485.684.100 
	              5.000.000.000 
	     0,90 

	22
	TOBA
	2020
	                  7.690.481.909 
	              8.049.964.000 
	     0,96 

	
	
	2021
	                  7.608.862.000 
	              8.049.964.000 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2022
	                  6.763.731.900 
	              8.106.699.837 
	     0,83 

	
	
	2023
	                  6.828.044.767 
	              8.167.826.937 
	     0,84 

	
	
	2024
	                  7.379.601.200 
	              8.068.271.058 
	     0,91 

	23
	TPMA
	2020
	                  2.504.291.890 
	              2.633.300.000 
	     0,95 

	
	
	2021
	                  2.270.797.390 
	              2.633.300.000 
	     0,86 

	
	
	2022
	                  2.187.370.290 
	              2.633.300.000 
	     0,83 

	
	
	2023
	                  2.139.538.690 
	              2.633.300.000 
	     0,81 

	
	
	2024
	                  2.496.598.078 
	              3.507.420.034 
	     0,71 



[bookmark: _Toc225370773]Appendix 5. Calculation of ETR
	No
	Code
	Year
	Income Tax Expense
	Profit Before Tax
	 ETR 

	1
	ADRO
	2020
	 Rp           896.619.718.310 
	 Rp   3.129.084.507.042 
	  0,29 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp        6.537.971.428.571 
	 Rp  21.232.157.142.857 
	  0,31 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp       25.704.625.000.000 
	 Rp  69.940.921.875.000 
	  0,37 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp        2.542.800.000.000 
	 Rp  12.593.661.538.462 
	  0,20 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp        2.779.612.903.226 
	 Rp  13.061.612.903.226 
	  0,21 

	2
	AKRA
	2020
	 Rp           229.719.593.000 
	 Rp   1.191.716.906.000 
	  0,19 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp           260.061.263.000 
	 Rp   1.395.063.019.000 
	  0,19 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp           544.757.403.000 
	 Rp   3.023.916.786.000 
	  0,18 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp           589.188.690.000 
	 Rp   3.667.658.391.000 
	  0,16 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp           412.883.578.000 
	 Rp   2.812.351.090.000 
	  0,15 



	No
	Code
	Year
	Income Tax Expense
	Profit Before Tax
	 ETR 

	3
	BESS
	2020
	 Rp               3.546.384.718 
	 Rp        54.741.228.792 
	  0,06 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp               3.066.592.250 
	 Rp      115.531.892.914 
	  0,03 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp               2.828.846.679 
	 Rp        58.751.082.752 
	  0,05 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp               1.644.016.991 
	 Rp        81.094.051.677 
	  0,02 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp               5.936.455.505 
	 Rp        30.177.974.281 
	  0,20 

	4
	BIPI
	2020
	 Rp           116.748.873.239 
	 Rp      497.671.915.493 
	  0,23 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp             96.306.241.260 
	 Rp      408.693.544.705 
	  0,24 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             60.587.110.069 
	 Rp      286.641.334.613 
	  0,21 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp           437.791.669.236 
	 Rp      568.180.751.680 
	  0,77 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp           504.773.087.242 
	 Rp      673.086.320.587 
	  0,75 

	5
	BSSR
	2020
	 Rp           145.539.407.616 
	 Rp      576.008.645.980 
	  0,25 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp           842.524.671.804 
	 Rp   3.770.097.859.589 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp        1.083.611.074.406 
	 Rp   4.857.341.120.025 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp           897.238.384.615 
	 Rp   3.393.691.600.000 
	  0,26 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp           646.429.483.871 
	 Rp   2.768.230.741.935 
	  0,23 

	6
	BYAN
	2020
	 Rp        1.159.089.334.585 
	 Rp   6.017.695.800.935 
	  0,19 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp        5.159.904.397.331 
	 Rp  23.223.849.710.329 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp       10.126.115.709.734 
	 Rp  46.332.672.569.591 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp        5.447.824.074.064 
	 Rp  25.173.842.334.336 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp        4.236.827.297.006 
	 Rp  19.483.655.113.698 
	  0,22 

	7
	ELSA
	2020
	 Rp             95.792.000.000 
	 Rp      344.877.000.000 
	  0,28 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp             93.868.000.000 
	 Rp      202.720.000.000 
	  0,46 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             79.103.000.000 
	 Rp      457.161.000.000 
	  0,17 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp           114.737.000.000 
	 Rp      617.868.000.000 
	  0,19 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp           167.402.000.000 
	 Rp      881.074.000.000 
	  0,19 

	8
	GEMS
	2020
	 Rp           441.129.675.599 
	 Rp   1.793.126.191.819 
	  0,25 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp        1.523.771.512.126 
	 Rp   6.574.047.831.669 
	  0,23 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp        3.188.438.207.547 
	 Rp  14.130.388.427.673 
	  0,23 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp        2.376.464.761.171 
	 Rp  10.523.589.753.467 
	  0,23 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp        2.465.728.384.491 
	 Rp  10.270.763.586.430 
	  0,24 

	9
	HRUM
	2020
	 Rp             55.415.457.143 
	 Rp      916.734.242.857 
	  0,06 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp           415.566.242.857 
	 Rp   1.822.426.671.429 
	  0,23 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp        1.629.584.783.333 
	 Rp   7.959.119.900.000 
	  0,20 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp        1.122.139.016.667 
	 Rp   4.383.342.383.333 
	  0,26 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp           624.092.366.667 
	 Rp   1.918.421.216.667 
	  0,33 

	10
	ITMG
	2020
	 Rp                 489.796.125 
	 Rp          1.023.360.065 
	  0,48 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp        2.078.979.031.000 
	 Rp   8.862.318.941.000 
	  0,23 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp        5.434.226.757.000 
	 Rp  24.301.122.952.000 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp        2.227.488.672.000 
	 Rp   9.929.630.592.000 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp        1.926.833.640.000 
	 Rp   7.997.297.002.000 
	  0,24 

	No
	Code
	Year
	Income Tax Expense
	Profit Before Tax
	 ETR 

	11
	MBAP
	2020
	 Rp           139.725.625.130 
	 Rp      527.154.515.160 
	  0,27 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp           404.501.879.540 
	 Rp   1.840.388.638.902 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp           799.299.852.728 
	 Rp   3.596.374.724.592 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp           139.681.496.285 
	 Rp      474.505.962.238 
	  0,29 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp             92.615.413.912 
	 Rp      401.943.553.991 
	  0,23 

	12
	MYOH
	2020
	 Rp             91.345.757.230 
	 Rp      409.183.059.740 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp           109.086.290.148 
	 Rp      493.970.982.978 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             71.670.327.528 
	 Rp      291.532.776.504 
	  0,25 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp             63.370.718.693 
	 Rp      348.916.320.569 
	  0,18 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp             99.028.498.823 
	 Rp      360.732.491.900 
	  0,27 

	13
	PSSI
	2020
	-Rp             19.241.674.270 
	 Rp        99.666.578.830 
	-0,19 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp             38.289.391.793 
	 Rp      395.610.921.607 
	  0,10 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             70.725.506.292 
	 Rp      736.655.279.405 
	  0,10 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp             78.654.004.432 
	 Rp      709.024.295.664 
	  0,11 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp             37.281.240.964 
	 Rp      268.767.579.038 
	  0,14 

	14
	PTBA
	2020
	 Rp           823.758.000.000 
	 Rp   3.231.685.000.000 
	  0,25 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp        2.321.787.000.000 
	 Rp  10.358.675.000.000 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp        3.422.887.000.000 
	 Rp  16.202.314.000.000 
	  0,21 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp        1.861.792.000.000 
	 Rp   8.154.313.000.000 
	  0,23 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp        1.119.823.000.000 
	 Rp   6.259.246.000.000 
	  0,18 

	15
	PTRO
	2020
	 Rp             42.849.083.216 
	 Rp      501.212.976.023 
	  0,09 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp           105.292.439.372 
	 Rp      589.643.366.619 
	  0,18 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp           141.336.477.987 
	 Rp      788.600.628.931 
	  0,18 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp             55.608.628.659 
	 Rp      247.257.318.952 
	  0,22 

	
	
	2024
	-Rp             33.667.205.170 
	 Rp      127.108.239.095 
	-0,26 

	16
	RAJA
	2020
	 Rp             27.657.648.200 
	 Rp        63.250.388.565 
	  0,44 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp             17.906.667.515 
	 Rp        66.374.622.154 
	  0,27 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             34.364.951.547 
	 Rp      204.878.656.280 
	  0,17 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp           208.069.705.752 
	 Rp      626.606.089.432 
	  0,33 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp           244.634.739.230 
	 Rp      536.884.265.850 
	  0,46 

	17
	RUIS
	2020
	 Rp             20.538.376.695 
	 Rp        48.080.574.358 
	  0,43 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp             14.278.393.590 
	 Rp        32.613.860.050 
	  0,44 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             18.685.145.002 
	 Rp        38.796.496.871 
	  0,48 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp             17.514.816.936 
	 Rp        31.703.255.835 
	  0,55 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp             14.487.868.817 
	 Rp        27.802.001.500 
	  0,52 

	18
	SGER
	2020
	 Rp             12.872.147.641 
	 Rp        40.597.365.323 
	  0,32 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp             68.210.197.634 
	 Rp      270.778.171.010 
	  0,25 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp           157.319.432.280 
	 Rp      748.250.494.759 
	  0,21 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp           159.603.994.721 
	 Rp      840.910.489.431 
	  0,19 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp           156.284.696.169 
	 Rp      810.943.455.658 
	  0,19 

	No
	Code
	Year
	Income Tax Expense
	Profit Before Tax
	 ETR 

	19
	SHIP
	2020
	 Rp             45.695.686.400 
	 Rp      367.932.338.410 
	  0,12 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp             48.376.469.749 
	 Rp      347.959.417.808 
	  0,14 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             52.337.517.697 
	 Rp      463.211.829.479 
	  0,11 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp             51.692.893.479 
	 Rp      451.653.799.908 
	  0,11 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp             55.489.882.011 
	 Rp      445.404.283.174 
	  0,12 

	20
	SOCI
	2020
	 Rp             55.206.078.984 
	 Rp      439.955.895.628 
	  0,13 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp             32.747.089.041 
	 Rp      110.263.884.132 
	  0,30 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             36.230.769.231 
	 Rp      138.156.913.639 
	  0,26 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp             30.367.103.438 
	 Rp      168.045.383.074 
	  0,18 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp             32.236.512.041 
	 Rp      309.307.806.691 
	  0,10 

	21
	TCPI
	2020
	 Rp                 156.000.000 
	 Rp        57.886.000.000 
	  0,00 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp                 833.000.000 
	 Rp        85.411.000.000 
	  0,01 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp               1.031.000.000 
	 Rp      116.698.000.000 
	  0,01 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp               1.027.000.000 
	 Rp      189.705.000.000 
	  0,01 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp               3.901.000.000 
	 Rp        93.100.000.000 
	  0,04 

	22
	TOBA
	2020
	 Rp             88.562.031.030 
	 Rp      593.553.088.858 
	  0,15 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp           297.643.737.518 
	 Rp   1.233.555.392.297 
	  0,24 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp           327.048.553.459 
	 Rp   1.803.233.364.780 
	  0,18 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp           184.982.172.573 
	 Rp      506.188.181.818 
	  0,37 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp           208.428.416.801 
	 Rp      983.487.011.309 
	  0,21 

	23
	TPMA
	2020
	 Rp               6.730.073.805 
	 Rp        36.140.282.360 
	  0,19 

	
	
	2021
	 Rp               7.252.147.905 
	 Rp        63.747.684.985 
	  0,11 

	
	
	2022
	 Rp             11.898.975.593 
	 Rp      236.791.915.746 
	  0,05 

	
	
	2023
	 Rp             20.576.274.760 
	 Rp      540.551.387.544 
	  0,04 

	
	
	2024
	 Rp             23.094.075.744 
	 Rp      552.059.123.214 
	  0,04 
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	No
	Financial Distress (X1)
	Leverage
 (X2)
	Institutional Ownership (Z)
	Tax Avoidance
 (Y)

	1
	4,5724
	2,3301
	0,7226
	0,2102

	2
	1,9944
	2,0894
	0,9200
	0,2249

	3
	4,3385
	2,0499
	0,7177
	0,1898

	4
	-0,5220
	2,0255
	0,8151
	0,7705

	5
	1,8400
	1,9512
	0,5726
	0,4272

	6
	3,2873
	1,9106
	0,5493
	0,3171

	7
	0,3774
	1,8580
	0,8151
	0,7499

	8
	4,5046
	1,8492
	0,7078
	0,2519

	9
	2,1566
	1,6792
	0,5715
	0,4378

	10
	1,4094
	1,6533
	0,9553
	0,1492

	11
	3,4644
	1,5234
	0,5621
	0,5211

	No
	Financial Distress (X1)
	Leverage
 (X2)
	Institutional Ownership (Z)
	Tax Avoidance
 (Y)

	12
	2,9633
	1,4418
	0,5727
	0,5525

	13
	2,8432
	1,4225
	0,9452
	0,2413

	14
	2,6628
	1,4202
	0,5747
	0,4816

	15
	-1,1438
	1,3505
	0,8120
	0,2356

	16
	3,6274
	1,2831
	0,7452
	0,0855

	17
	3,8465
	1,2640
	0,9514
	0,1468

	18
	2,5820
	1,2371
	0,8360
	0,3654

	19
	2,1266
	1,2027
	0,9892
	0,1130

	20
	2,1442
	1,1834
	0,9917
	0,1242

	21
	3,7252
	1,1742
	0,7528
	0,1857

	22
	3,6435
	1,1675
	0,8180
	0,1900

	23
	3,9417
	1,1574
	0,9562
	0,1606

	24
	3,6674
	1,1461
	0,7235
	0,1730

	25
	2,0784
	1,1442
	0,9917
	0,1390

	26
	3,1377
	1,1266
	0,6399
	0,3321

	27
	3,6607
	1,1225
	0,8343
	0,1814

	28
	0,4177
	1,1079
	0,7649
	0,2114

	29
	3,1712
	1,0806
	0,9537
	0,1864

	30
	5,7195
	1,0696
	0,7175
	0,1927

	31
	3,9226
	1,0667
	0,9607
	0,1801

	32
	3,7550
	1,0472
	0,7479
	0,1786

	33
	3,2076
	1,0468
	0,9146
	0,2119

	34
	3,8917
	1,0216
	0,7745
	0,2778

	35
	5,7143
	1,0015
	0,9357
	0,1792

	36
	6,7876
	0,9786
	0,9950
	0,2258

	37
	8,5406
	0,9774
	0,1000
	0,2186

	38
	3,2497
	0,9628
	0,3657
	0,2698

	39
	3,0907
	0,9579
	0,5725
	0,1677

	40
	2,2131
	0,9578
	0,7924
	0,0648

	41
	3,4835
	0,9280
	0,6177
	0,4557

	42
	1,5125
	0,9225
	0,8672
	0,0027

	43
	4,2438
	0,9149
	0,6627
	0,4630

	44
	6,5865
	0,8800
	0,1000
	0,1926

	45
	6,7668
	0,8749
	0,9960
	0,2401

	46
	1,6941
	0,8486
	0,8982
	0,0098

	47
	8,2694
	0,8362
	0,9312
	0,2231

	48
	3,1936
	0,8274
	0,8120
	0,1255

	49
	5,2051
	0,7982
	0,9988
	0,2283

	50
	4,0341
	0,7699
	0,9340
	0,1928

	No
	Financial Distress (X1)
	Leverage
 (X2)
	Institutional Ownership (Z)
	Tax Avoidance
 (Y)

	51
	7,3395
	0,7406
	0,1000
	0,2164

	52
	8,4325
	0,7233
	0,9508
	0,2235

	53
	2,8782
	0,7221
	0,8971
	0,0419

	54
	3,2383
	0,7124
	0,8073
	0,2970

	55
	2,2264
	0,7050
	0,8595
	0,0088

	56
	5,2854
	0,7017
	0,8092
	0,3079

	57
	2,9928
	0,6948
	0,8120
	0,2622

	58
	7,4714
	0,6845
	0,9300
	0,2644

	59
	2,3968
	0,6743
	0,8833
	0,0054

	60
	4,0157
	0,6639
	0,7118
	0,0418

	61
	7,5027
	0,6519
	0,7982
	0,3675

	62
	3,7437
	0,6149
	0,8069
	0,2865

	63
	3,2465
	0,5798
	0,8179
	0,1807

	64
	3,8094
	0,5693
	0,9313
	0,0481

	65
	3,2098
	0,5533
	0,9616
	-0,1931

	66
	4,4332
	0,5478
	0,8092
	0,0265

	67
	6,5972
	0,5219
	0,1000
	0,2175

	68
	3,4278
	0,5052
	0,8436
	0,1042

	69
	4,8001
	0,4873
	0,8125
	0,0381

	70
	8,3858
	0,4508
	0,9273
	0,2335

	71
	4,2988
	0,4442
	0,9230
	0,3253

	72
	7,5511
	0,4157
	0,8147
	0,1816

	73
	6,0464
	0,4136
	0,7838
	0,2019

	74
	5,7430
	0,4063
	0,9767
	0,0968

	75
	5,8633
	0,3902
	0,9317
	0,2560

	76
	7,6755
	0,3867
	0,8843
	0,2346

	77
	6,1400
	0,3833
	0,9508
	0,2527

	78
	4,0507
	0,3691
	0,8367
	0,4786

	79
	5,9070
	0,3521
	0,4082
	0,4373

	80
	4,6647
	0,3475
	0,9510
	0,1862

	81
	6,4833
	0,3426
	0,9471
	0,2280

	82
	10,1197
	0,3282
	0,9480
	0,2944

	83
	5,7965
	0,3204
	0,8307
	0,0503

	84
	5,7600
	0,2879
	0,8623
	0,1138

	85
	10,4957
	0,2734
	0,9466
	0,2304

	86
	8,6160
	0,2479
	0,7444
	0,2128

	87
	9,2278
	0,2295
	0,9773
	0,0960

	88
	8,4296
	0,2060
	0,8938
	0,0203



[bookmark: _Toc225370775]Appendix 7. Descriptive Statistical Analysis Before Outliers
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Financial  Distress
	115
	-1.4153
	16.6706
	5.506177
	3.6362488

	Leverage
	115
	.0940
	2.4850
	.856917
	.5522349

	Institutional Ownership
	115
	.1000
	.9996
	.816015
	.2016572

	Tax Avoidance
	115
	-.2649
	.7705
	.213972
	.1435156

	Valid N (listwise)
	115
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc225370776]Appendix 8. Descriptive Statistical Analysis After Outliers
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Financial Distress
	88
	-1.1438
	10.4957
	4.430714
	2.3526018

	Leverage
	88
	.2060
	2.3301
	.923750
	.4933516

	Institutional Ownership
	88
	.1000
	.9988
	.791331
	.2040302

	Tax Avoidance
	88
	-.1931
	.7705
	.221949
	.1531858

	Valid N (listwise)
	88
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Normality Test Before Outliers

	One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

	
	Unstandardized Residual

	N
	115

	Normal Parametersa,b
	Mean
	.0000000

	
	Std. Deviation
	.13598608

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	.101

	
	Positive
	.101

	
	Negative
	-.073

	Test Statistic
	.101

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)c
	.006

	Monte Carlo Sig. (2-tailed)d
	Sig.
	.006

	
	99% Confidence Interval
	Lower Bound
	.004

	
	
	Upper Bound
	.008

	a. Test distribution is Normal.

	b. Calculated from data.

	c. Lilliefors Significance Correction.

	d. Lilliefors' method based on 10000 Monte Carlo samples with starting seed 2000000.







Normality Test After Outliers

	One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

	
	Unstandardized Residual

	N
	88

	Normal Parametersa,b
	Mean
	.0000000

	
	Std. Deviation
	.13760751

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	.078

	
	Positive
	.078

	
	Negative
	-.064

	Test Statistic
	.078

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)c
	.200d

	Monte Carlo Sig. (2-tailed)e
	Sig.
	.209

	
	99% Confidence Interval
	Lower Bound
	.198

	
	
	Upper Bound
	.219

	a. Test distribution is Normal.

	b. Calculated from data.

	c. Lilliefors Significance Correction.

	d. This is a lower bound of the true significance.

	e. Lilliefors' method based on 10000 Monte Carlo samples with starting seed 299883525.




Heteroscedasticity Test

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.193
	.058
	
	3.325
	.001

	
	Financial Distress
	-.009
	.005
	-.253
	-1.961
	.053

	
	Leverage
	.008
	.023
	.043
	.330
	.742

	
	Institutional Ownership
	-.066
	.045
	-.157
	-1.471
	.145

	a. Dependent Variable: ABS_RES_1




Multicollinearity Test

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	.200
	.098
	
	2.043
	.044
	
	

	
	Financial Distress
	.006
	.008
	.097
	.794
	.429
	.642
	1.558

	
	Leverage
	.124
	.038
	.400
	3.225
	.002
	.626
	1.597

	
	Institutional Ownership
	-.152
	.076
	-.202
	-2.007
	.048
	.944
	1.059

	a. Dependent Variable: Tax Avoidance





Autocorrelation Test

	Model Summaryb

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Durbin-Watson

	1
	.439a
	.193
	.164
	.1400432
	1.966

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Institutional Ownership, Financial Distress, Leverage

	b. Dependent Variable: Tax Avoidance




[bookmark: _Toc225370778]Appendix 10. F Test
F-Test for Multiple Linear Regression Analysis

	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.315
	2
	.158
	7.758
	.001b

	
	Residual
	1.726
	85
	.020
	
	

	
	Total
	2.042
	87
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Tax Avoidance

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Leverage, Financial Distress



F-Test for Moderated Regression Analysis

	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.603
	5
	.121
	6.878
	.000b

	
	Residual
	1.438
	82
	.018
	
	

	
	Total
	2.042
	87
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Tax Avoidance

	b. Predictors: (Constant), X2*Z, Institutional Ownership, Financial Distress, X1*Z, Leverage



[bookmark: _Toc225370779]Appendix 11. Coefficient of Determination Test (R²)
R2 Test for Multiple Linear Regression Analysis

	Model Summary

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

	1
	.393a
	.154
	.134
	.1425154

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Leverage, Financial Distress



R² Test for Moderated Regression Analysis

	Model Summary

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

	1
	.544a
	.295
	.253
	.1324412

	a. Predictors: (Constant), X2*Z, Institutional Ownership, Financial Distress, X1*Z, Leverage





[bookmark: _Toc225370780]Appendix 12. Hypothesis Test (t Test)
The t-Test for Multiple Linear Regression Analysis

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.050
	.065
	
	.782
	.437

	
	Financial Distress
	.009
	.008
	.140
	1.140
	.258

	
	Leverage
	.142
	.038
	.457
	3.730
	.000

	a. Dependent Variable: Penghindaran Pajak




t-Test for Moderated Regression Analysis

	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1.015
	.320
	
	3.170
	.002

	
	Financial Distress
	-.102
	.033
	-1.561
	-3.079
	.003

	
	Leverage
	-.072
	.184
	-.232
	-.392
	.696

	
	Institutional Ownership
	-1.139
	.391
	-1.516
	-2.910
	.005

	
	X1*Z
	.131
	.040
	1.945
	3.315
	.001

	
	X2*Z
	.233
	.235
	.613
	.995
	.323

	a. Dependent Variable: Tax Avoidance
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