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ABSTRACT

The paper aims to understand the impact of corporate ownership structure on tax
avoidance in Asian contexts. The ownership structure in Asia is concentrated in one
group of shareholders, which enables this shareholder to have a significant influence
on tax avoidance. This research mainly reviews published research articles. Search
terms, such as ownership, tax avoidance, and tax aggressiveness were used in the
search function in all fields of the papers from Scopus and Web of Science databases.
This study captured nine pieces of empirical research after applying several filtrations
(inclusion and exclusion) in the article search. Most of selected researches were
conducted in China, while some in Southeast Asia. There are four review questions
in this research, namely: (1) How do shareholders influence tax avoidance levels in
Asia; (2) What is the best way to measure the level of ownership and tax avoidance;
(3) What type of corporate owners do scholars study the most and the least; (4) What
are the methodological gaps in the research topic (corporate ownership and tax
avoidance) that future scholars should be aware of. The paper finds that different
shareholders behave differently towards tax, and the behaviour is according to the
host country’s attributes, such as country settings, national tax policy, and investor
protection levels. The study primarily helps governments and regulators understand
the motives and techniques shareholders apply to avoid tax. Furthermore, it also
provides repeatable methodological guidance in detail for future researchers to
conduct a systematic literature review and for research students to formulate their
hypothesis on the relationship between ownership structure and tax avoidance.
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AHHOTAIWA

Lemp cTaThy - THOHSTH BIIMSHME CTPYKTYPBI KOPIIOPATUBHOV COOCTBEHHOCTM Ha
YKJIOHEHVe OT yTUIaThI HaJIOTOB B yCJTOBUsAX cTpaH Asvm. CTpyKTypa cOOCTBEHHOCTI
B A3uM cocpe[loTOYeHa B PyKaX OJHOV IPYIIIbI aKIMOHEPOB, YTO II03BOJISeT 3TOV
rpyIile aKuyoHepOB OKa3bIBaTh 3HAUMTEIbHOe B/IVSHVE Ha YKIOHeHVe OT yIUIaThl
Haj1oToB. B maHHOM MccieToBaHY pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS TAHHEIE 113 OITy OJTMKOBaHHEIX
HayuHBIX cTaTeil. [ToucKoBble TepMUHBI, Takue KaK COOCTBEHHOCTD, YKJIOHeHWe OT
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VIDIaTEI HAJIOTOB V1 HAJIOTOBasl arpecCUBHOCTD, OBUIN VICIIOJIB30BAHEL B (DYHKIIVVI ITO-
VICKa I10 BCeM IT0JIsIM cTartert n3 06a3 maHHbIx Scopus 1 Web of Science. B mannoe mcciie-
IOBaHMe [T0CyIe IIPVYIMeHeHNsT HECKOTBKIX METOJIOB (PVJIbTPALIVY TPV TIOVICKE CTaTel
(BKIFOUEHVIE VI VICKITIOUeHe) ObUIO BKJIFOUEHO JIeBSATh SMITMPIIECKIIX VICCIIEIOBAHA.
BOIBIIMHCTBO M3 BBIOPAHHBIX MCCIIeIOBaHNII ObUI mIpoBeeHs! B Knrae, a HekoTo-
prle - B cTpanax FOro-Bocrounoit Asun. B vccrteioBaHmI IIOCTaBIIeHbI YeThIpe 00-
30pHBIX BoIIpoca, a MMeHHO: (1) Kak akimoHeps! BIVSIOT Ha YPOBEHb YKIOHEHVIS OT
Has1oros B Asvm; (2) Kakos HavoTydmmmii criocod M3MepeHms ypOBHS COOCTBEHHOCTI
Y YKJIOHeHMs OT Hajioros; (3) Kakorm TuIl KopHopaTuBHBIX COOCTBEHHMKOB yUeHble
M3ydaroT OoJIbllle BCEro U MeHblIle Bcero; (4) KakoBel MeTomorornyaeckme mpooers
B TeMe VcClef[oBaHMs (KOpIiopaTiBHasi COOCTBEHHOCTh V1 YKJIOHEHe OT HaJIOrOB),
0 KOTOPBIX JJOJDKHBI 3HaTh Oy TyIrye y4aeHsre. B paboTe ycTaHOBIIEHO, UTO Pa3InuHbIe
AKIIMOHEPBI BeIyT cebsi [Io-pasHOMY B OTHOIIEHWV HAJIOTOB, VI 3TO IIOBEJIEHIE 3aB-
CUT OT XapaKTePUCTVK M3y94aeMOVi CTPAHBI, TAKMX KaK SKOHOMIUECKIe YCIIOBYS, Ha-
IIMOHaJIbHAS HAJIOTOBast TIOJINTMKA V1 YPOBEHbB 3allUTHI MHBECTOPOB. VcceosaHme,
B IIePBYIO OYepellb, II03BOJINUT IIPaBUTEIbCTBAM VI PErYIIVIPYIOIIVIM OpraHaM IIOHSATh
MOTMBBI VI METOJIbI, IIpVIMeHsIeMble aKIMOHepaMu I yxoma oT Hajoros. Kpome
TOT0, ITOJIPOOHO M3JI0KEHbBI METOJIONIOTUeCKye PeKOMEH/IAIINNA TI0 ITIPOBEIEHIO CU-
CTeMaTV4IecKoro 0030pa JIMTepaTypbl, KOTOpble MOTYT OBITh VICIIOJIB30BAHEI yYEHBI-
MU U CTyIeHTaMM B OyIyImX MCCIefoBaHusIX TPy (POPMyJIMPOBKE TUIIOTES O B3a-
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VIMOCBS131 MeX]ITy CprKTypOVI CODOCTBEHHOCTM U YKJIOHE€HIMEM OT YIUIaThl HaJIOI'OB.
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CHICTeMaTUYeCcKUVI 0030p JINTepaTyphl, YKIOHEHME OT YIUIAaThl HaJIOTOB, CTPYKTypa

cobcTBeHHOCTY, A3mst

1. Introduction

Taxes are one of the most important
costs for firms [1] and are commonly
perceived as the most considerable cost
incurred by firms. Companies treat the
tax expense like how they treat other ex-
penses to achieve the targeted after-tax in-
come possible. The effort to reduce the tax
liability is called tax avoidance if legally
done without altering one’s consumption
basket [2] or called tax evasion if done by
breaching rules/regulations.

Avoiding taxes can be accomplished
through various legal means, whereas
evading taxes is a financial crime and
can result in severe penalties [3]. While
someone is punishable for tax evasion,
tax avoidance refers to minimising tax
payment/liabilities by planning tax al-
lowable under tax law, thus unpunisha-
ble. Companies may have different pre-
ferences regarding their involvement in
tax avoidance activities [4]. Indeed, these
activities are considered risky corporate
decisions [5].

Lower-income countries lose around
5.5% of their annual tax revenue or 52%
of their public health budget due to tax
avoidance [6], which is expected to in-
crease salaries for medical workers in
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rural areas for a better public health
system. As around two-thirds of Asian
countries are lower-income and deve-
loping, they potentially experience con-
siderable economic consequences of tax
avoidance abuse.

From the ethics perspective, tax
avoidance is considered unfair as it is
exclusively benefiting the shareholders
(and others but less). Tax avoidance af-
fects government revenue to be spent on
the public, and the wider community that
is ultimately served by government ex-
penditure (on health, security, infrastruc-
ture, and welfare) is greatly affected [7].
Aggressively avoiding tax prevents
governments from their primary resour-
ces [8]. This is why tax avoidance is also
deemed to be a major issue related to
economic consequences. However, fur-
ther discussion is crucial to understand
whether tax avoidance is ethical.

The ethical sides of tax avoidance de-
pend on a person’s philosophical beliefs in
faith. As utilitarianists focus on the good
consequences for greater benefactors of
one’s action, utilitarianist-capitalists be-
lieve that the private sector is more effi-
cient in generating economic benefit for
society than the public sector [9]. Others
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believe that the tax revenue that govern-
ments have collected just serves the least
advantaged members of society to narrow
the gap and inequalities in society to create
a fair civil system [10]. Thus, any efforts
and intention that supports tax avoidance
and others like that are greedy, unethical,
and certainly of poor corporate citizen-
ship [11]. Some others believe that if the
societal harm is greater than the benefits
provided in such actions, then aggressive
tax planning would not meet an ethical
determination under utilitarianism [12].

Companies have different prefe-
rences regarding their involvement in tax
avoidance activities. The incentives to
avoid taxes can be driven by numerous
factors, such as size, leverage, profitabi-
lity, and corporate governance [8; 13; 14].
Some investigate the effect of ownership
structure on tax avoidance [15-18] since
ownership structure is an important
governance tool, especially in the absence
of a strong legal environment. Hence, the
incentives to engage in such risky activi-
ties may vary among different groups of
shareholders [19].

The relationship between ownership
structure and tax avoidance needs to be
proved empirically as the correlation
could be different in other countries with
different economic settings and cultural
backgrounds. However, the influence of
ownership structure on tax avoidance is
becoming interesting in Asia as concen-
trated equity ownership is common in
Asian contexts [20], which makes par-
ticular shareholders control the decisions,
including tax avoidance. There are In this
region, studies on ownership structure
and tax avoidance have been just ex-
plored profoundly in China [21-25] but
less explored in other parts of Asia.

In more recent years, ownership
structure has been tested to have a dis-
tinct impact on corporate tax planning
[26]. Ownership structure can mean both
shareholding concentration and share-
holders” identity [27]. Shareholders are
interested in profit after tax since this
profit will be distributed to shareholders
as dividends or kept in the company as
retained earnings. Therefore, ownership
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structure determines the direction of the
company’s operations [28], including the
decision to avoid tax. Nowadays, studies
focus on the ownership classes within its
structure (managerial, foreign, and insti-
tutional ownership), which may influence
the level of tax avoidance [29].

In developed countries, issues on ow-
nership structure might not be captivating
to study as the monitoring power of share-
holders is dispersed to many shareholders.
While in Asian developing countries, the
ownership structure is concentrated [20],
enabling the shareholder to exercise its
majority power over the minority share-
holders. This should be the main concern
for researchers to investigate how these
shareholders influence their companies to
avoid tax. Currently, most published re-
search articles are concentrated on some
types of ownership structure, and the
empirical research in Asian emerging eco-
nomies is still scanty. Most of the previous
research focuses on certain types of share-
holders, i.e. family [4; 24] and govern-
ment [30; 31], and on certain institutional
settings like China [22; 32], Thailand [33],
and Malaysia [34; 35]. Another reason why
economies in Asia provide an appealing
setting to study is that the Asian markets
are emerging and massive, and they re-
ceive considerable economic impacts from
tax avoidance practices.

This paper aims to explore empiri-
cal pieces of academic evidence on how
different types of shareholders affect the
level of tax avoidance in Asia.

2. Methodology

2.1. Review Protocol

ROSES (Reporting Standards for Sys-
tematic Evidence Synthesis), which was
introduced by Haddaway et al. [36], has
become popular as a review protocol for
building an SLR paper. The SLR process
starts by setting the research questions
following the formulation of PICo: Popu-
lation, Interest, and Context. The next
step was systematic document searching,
applying the three phases: identification,
screening, and eligibility. Lastly, the se-
lected articles were going through data
extraction and data analysis.
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2.2. Formulation of the review questions

The main objective of this SLR paper
is to review published journal articles
to understand the impact of corporate
ownership structure on tax avoidance in
Asian contexts. In SLR studies, it is highly
encouraged to formulate a review ques-
tion using mnemonics, also known as
Research Questions Development Tools
(RQDT) [37].

Some examples of RQDTs include
PICOC (population, intervention, com-
parison, outcomes, and context), PICo
(population, interest, context), and SPI-
DER (sample, phenomenon of interest,
design, evaluation, and research type).
As each of these RQDTs provides spe-
cific purposes, we thus, selected PICo
to help us formulate research questions.
The implementation of the PICo frame-
work in this paper is detailly presented
in Table 1.

This study mainly aims to review pub-
lished journal articles on how each type
of shareholder influences tax avoidance
levels in Asian contexts. However, Mas-
saro et al. [38] argue that an SLR should
have at least three research questions to
discuss one topic extensively. Therefore,
the review questions of this SLR paper
are as follows. (1) How do shareholders
influence tax avoidance levels in Asia?
(2) What is the best way to measure the
level of ownership and tax avoidance? (3)
What type of corporate owners do scho-
lars study the most and the least? (4); and

What are the methodological gaps in the
research topic (corporate ownership and
tax avoidance) that future scholars should
be aware of?

2.3. Systematic searching strategies

We employed the systematic identi-
fication, screening, and eligibility process
proposed by Shaffril et al. [37] to retrieve
relevant articles. These processes allowed
authors to trace papers in a well-organised
manner comprehensively. The sub-sections
2.3.1 to 2.3.3 explain in detail the searching
strategies in this SLR paper. A summary of
this part is presented in Table 2.

2.3.1. Identification

The first step of document search is to
choose keywords to find relevant articles
that extend existing topics in a particular
field. Thus, keywords need careful consi-
deration to select the correct terms [39].

We used several search terms, such
as ownership, tax avoidance, and tax ag-
gressiveness. In this case, we also used the
term “tax aggressiveness’ since researchers
usually used it interchangeably with tax
avoidance. Then, we inputted these terms
in the search function of Scopus and Web
of Science (WoS). We limited our search
within Scopus and WOS databases to en-
sure the quality of the papers.

Instead of searching the terms in
a specific part of the paper (such as title,
abstract, and keywords), we searched the
terms in all fields of the paper, as some

Table 1

Review question development per PICo tools

Concept Definition ‘

Application

Population The population is the type
of literature to be reviewed.

The reviewed articles must be indexed in Scopus
or WoS during 2015-2020.

Not all shareholders are interested in tax avoidance.
Previous researchers use various formulas to
measure ownership and tax avoidance levels.

Previous pieces of research have been discussing
a particular type of shareholders more often than

others.

Future researchers might be interested in doing
empirical research on how shareholders affect tax
avoidance.

Interest Interest is the interesting
issues or phenomena to be
highlighted.

Context The settings or areas

of the population.

Type of ownership that impacts the tax avoidance
in the Asian context.
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papers may not contain the observed
variables in the title, abstract, and key-
words. Therefore, the complete Boolean
operators for search within all fields are:

ALL(tax-avoidance OR tax-aggressiveness
AND ownership).

These operators enable authors to
identify articles that have “tax avoidance
and ownership” or “tax aggressiveness
and ownership” in the paper. Therefore,
we obtained 2,786 research articles in Sco-
pus and 2,419 in WoS indexes at this stage.

2.3.2. Screening

Screening is the second step in filtering
papers by setting up the inclusion-exclu-
sion criteria. This review paper restricted
the articles published between 2015 and
2020. The chosen timeline is to include the
latest empirical discussion on the owner-
ship structure of Asian companies.

Since our discussion is more from
the perspective of the economic im-
pact of tax aggressiveness, we limit the
screening process to articles published
in business-related subject areas, such as
Management, Accounting, Econometrics,
and Finance. Therefore, we remove ar-
ticles published in non-business-related
fields, such as social sciences, STEM, and
multidisciplinary, because those articles
might discuss ownership structure and
tax avoidance from non-business perspec-
tives. These two screening criteria resul-
ted in 1,536 remaining articles for Scopus
and 941 for WoS lists.

The authors only used literature that
had been published in its final form as
a journal article. The literature must also
include an empirical study conducted in
Asia, where this topic is still uncommon
but fascinating to explore. As a result,
empirical investigations conducted out-
side of Asia were omitted. Furthermore,
to minimise ambiguity, we only examine
papers written in English.

There were 649 journal papers in Sco-
pus and 177 in WoS indexes left at this point.
The final stage of the screening process was
to exclude papers that included tax evasion
or tax aggression. It left 132 articles in each
index to be screened for eligibility.
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2.3.3. Eligibility

In this final step, we manually checked
the articles that discuss ownership struc-
ture and tax avoidance inside the article.
The three reviewers (authors of this paper)
read the whole paper and extracted infor-
mation from the articles, such as type of
ownership, measurements of ownership
and tax avoidance, and political context/
country where the empirical study took
place. The final number of articles that
meet the eligibility is nine articles.

2.4. Quality Appraisal

Results of screening are presented from
each of the reviewers to ensure the review
consistency. We believe that having at least
three people reviewing the articles’ content
could solve conflicts of disagreement. Any
conflicts among the experts” opinions will
be solved by majority choice. Besides, we
only reviewed Scopus- and WoS-indexed
journal articles to maintain the quality of
the articles and the review.

3. Findings and Discussion

3.1. Review of the bibliographical
of the selected literature

All of the reviewed articles and jour-
nals are impactful to the academic socie-
ty, as shown in Table 3. The data from the
third column, Citations, is the number of
publications (within the same index) that
cited the article. The data is derived from
the database of Scopus and Web of Science.
The most cited research article is the one by
Bradshaw et al. [21] (75 citations) published
in the Journal of Accounting and Econo-
mics, and the least cited article is from
Chen et al. [22] (O citations) published in the
China Journal of Accounting Studies as of
March 31, 2022. The second most cited pa-
per is by Abdul Wahab et al. [34] (25 cita-
tions), followed by Li et al. [25] (14 citations).

The fifth column of Table 3 is the im-
pact of the journal on the body of know-
ledge measured by normalised impact
calculations, which are SNIP (Source-Nor-
malized Impact per Paper) for Scopus and
JCI (Journal Citations Indicator) for WoS
journals. The most impactful journal is
the Journal of Accounting and Econo-



ISSN 2412-8872

Journal of Tax Reform. 2022,;8(2):170-185

mics, with a 3.553 impact factor, and the
lowest impact factor is 0.110 for Asia-Pa-
cific Management Accounting Journal
(per observation on March 31, 2022.

This review is able to gather nine ar-
ticles indexed in Scopus and WoS data-
bases, many of which were published by
reputable academic publishers. Out of two
papers published by the university-owned
press, one is indexed by WoS in the ESCI
collections, and another is in Scopus. Cor-
porate Ownership and Control that pub-
lishes the paper by Sudibyo and Jianfu
[30] had been delisted from the Scopus
journal list for a specific publication issue,
while the others are still indexed by Sco-
pus or WoS as of the beginning of March
2022. Details about the journals and their
publishing house are exhibited in Table 4.

3.2. Review of the methodology
of the selected literature

From the nine articles, a total of four
papers focuses on China [21; 22; 25; 32],
two on Malaysia [34; 35], and one each on
Indonesia [30], Jordan [40], and the Philip-

pines [41]. There are generally two types
of proxies that researchers have used to
quantify ownership: by percentage and
a dummy. The ownership percentage
is the comparison of a particular type of
shareholder and total ownership. In this
review, ownership by institutions [32; 34;
40], foreigners [40; 41], and managers [40],
are measured by percentage. Some litera-
ture [21; 22; 25; 30] defines ownership by
binary measurement to classify compa-
nies as government-owned companies.
Rahman et al. [35] are the only ones who
used percentages in measuring govern-
ment ownership, which makes it possible
to test how changes in ownership can af-
fect the level of tax avoidance.

There are various scales used in meas-
uring tax avoidance. This review recorded
two articles [22; 32] employed Book-Tax
Difference modifications (BTDs), such as
total BTD, temporary BTD, and perma-
nent BTD, as one of the tax avoidance
measures, while others used ETR modi-
fications (ETRs) such as GAAP ETR and
Cash ETR.

Table 2

Systematic searching strategies

Research question:
How does ownership structure in Asian companies influence tax avoidance?

Systematic searching strategies

N articles| N articles

Scopus WoS
Boolean operators on document search
IDENTIFICATION  ALL(tax-avoidance OR tax-aggressiveness AND 2,786 2,419
ownership)
Inclusion Exclusion
Cover Before 2015;
period 2015-2020 ‘After 2020 1,794 1,411
Subject area Business fields Non-business fields 1,536 941
In-press articles.
Document Full artlcles; journal Books. 1,386 787
type articles Conference
SCREENING proceedings.
Couptry/ Asian countries ~ Non-Asia countries 662 184
territory
Language English Non-English 649 177
. All but:
Tax avoidance. .
Tax aggressiveness Tax avoidance.
Keywords 58 . " Tax aggressiveness. 132 132
Ownership. .
Types of ownershi Ownership.
yP P Types of ownership
ELIGIBILITY Handpick empirical articles meeting the objective: 9

Ownership (X) and Tax Avoidance (Y)
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Table 3
The citations of the reviewed articles and journal impact
No‘ Article ‘ Citations* ‘ Journal Impacts
Agency costs and tax planning when the 75 Journal of Accounting 3553
government is a major shareholder [21] and Economics ’
Political connections, corporate governance, 25 Asian Review of 0.936
and tax aggressiveness in Malaysia [34] Accounting ’
Controlling shareholders” incentive Journal of Business
3 and corporate tax avoidance - a natural 14 Finance and Accountin 1.738
experiment in China [25] 8
The impact of ownership structure and ol ol Emsel
the board of directors’ composition on tax .
. . e . 6 Reporting and 0.785
avoidance strategies: empirical evidence Accountin
from Jordan [40] &
The effect O,f institutional ownership on listed 2 Applied Economics 1.029
companies’ tax avoidance strategies [32]
Political connections, state-owned Corporate Ownershi
6 enterprises and tax avoidance: an evidence 2 P P 0.301

from Indonesia [30] eriel Coriaisl
An analysis of the effects of foreign .

7 ownership on the level of tax avoidance 1 ED(;SIE)IE?C?II?:sifw 0.415
across Philippine publicly listed firms [41]

Government-linked investment companies’ Asia-Pacific Management

shareholdings and tax aggressiveness [35] 1 Accounting Journal L
State ownership, performance evaluation, 0 China Journal of 0120
and tax avoidance [22] Accounting Studies '
Note: * as of March 1, 2022

Table 4

Review of bibliographical information
No Article ‘ Journal ‘Quartile‘ Publisher

The effect of institutional ownership on listed Applied Economics Q2 Taylor and
companies’ tax avoidance strategies [32] PP Francis
Political connections, corporate governance, Asian Review of 5 Tl
and tax aggressiveness in Malaysia [34] Accounting
State ownership, performance evaluation, China Journal of Q4 Taylor and
and tax avoidance [22] Accounting Studies Francis
Political connections, state-owned . Virtus
4 . : . . Corporate Ownership
enterprises and tax avoidance: an evidence and Control Q3  Interpress
from Indonesia [30] (2016)
An analysw of the effects of forelgn DLSU Business & De la Salle
5 ownership on the level of tax avoidance . . Q3 . .
Economics Review University

across Philippine publicly listed firms [41]

Agency costs and tax planning when the Journal of Accounting o1 Elsevier
government is a major shareholder [21] and Economics
Controlling shareholders” incentive Journal of Business .
- . Wiley-
7 and corporate tax avoidance - a natural Finance and Q1
. . . . Blackwell
experiment in China [25] Accounting
The impact of ownership structure and . .
. p L Journal of Financial
the board of directors” composition on tax R .
; T s : eporting and Q2  Emerald
avoidance strategies: empirical evidence Accountin
from Jordan [40] &
Government-linked investment companies’ Asia-Pacific Universiti
shareholdings and tax a ressivenesg [35] Management ESCI Teknologi
& 88 Accounting Journal MARA
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Specifically, the frequently-used mea-
sures from the options are the total BTD
and GAAP ETR. The BTD is the difference
between income measured for financial
reporting purposes and taxable income.
Using total BTD to measure tax avoidance
is not merely due to its straightforward
computation [42], but it has been used
widely by the latest research [4; 32; 43] dis-
cussing tax avoidance.

Moreover, specific BTDs, such as per-
manent BTD and discretionary permanent
BTD (DTAX), are the measures for compa-
nies with a certain level of tax aggressive-
ness, potentially breaking the tax system
or being non-compliant [19]. The GAAP
ETR is the reported tax expense on the
financial statements compared with the
before-tax profit. It can also capture the
form of tax reduction implied in tax shel-
ters and loopholes in tax laws [44], either
through legal or illegal strategies [13].

ETR has an inverse effect on tax avoi-
dance, and there is thus a greater involve-
ment in corporate tax avoidance, which
means lower values for the ETR. Table 5
presents the review results on the me-
thodology.

3.3. Review of the types of ownership
structures and their impact on tax avoidance

3.3.1. Foreign ownership and tax avoidance

Foreign ownership is the ownership
of shares held by foreign investors. Alkur-
di and Mardini [40] discover a positive
association between foreign ownership

and tax avoidance in Jordan, similar to
what Shi et al. [41] found in the Philip-
pines, which means that foreign investors,
with their power and influence, can affect
management to avoid tax.

The study supports the idea that for-
eign ownership increases the possibility
of tax avoidance schemes. Foreign owner-
ship effectively manages businesses, al-
lowing for more options for tax avoidance
by implying that their income falls be-
tween high and low tax rates in geogra-
phical regions [45]. This finding is in line
with previous research, which has found
a link between foreign ownership and tax
avoidance strategies [21; 46; 47].

Because of the poor shareholder pro-
tection in the host country, foreign inves-
tors can have enormous influence over
their investee enterprises [40]. As a result,
the government and anyone concerned
must take several steps to limit insiders’
potency to maximise their self-interest by
engaging in tax avoidance schemes. These
foreign investors make use of the possibi-
lity to spread profit across their different
operational outlets, causing multinational
corporations to avoid paying taxes in the
host country. Thus, the government should
consider imposing laws and restrictions on
corporation ownership structure.

Shi et al. [41] exposed that tax avoi-
dance schemes have developed over the
years and become more complex due to
the high tax rates and narrow tax base im-
posed in the Philippines. The schemes may

Table 5
Review of methodology
. 1| Govern- . S Tax
No Authors Country |Managerial mental Foreign |Institutional Avoidance
Alkurdi and
1 Mardini [40] Jordan  Percentage Percentage Percentage  ETRs
2 Bradshawetal.[21] China Dummy ETRs
3 Chenetal. [22] China Dummy BTDs
4 Jiangetal. [32] China Percentage  BTDs
5 Lietal. [25] China Dummy ETRs
6 Shietal. [41] Philippines Percentage ETRs
Sudibyo and .
7 Jianfu [30] Indonesia Dummy ETRs
8 Wahab et al. [34] Malaysia Percentage  ETRs
9 Rahmanetal. [35] Malaysia Percentage ETRs
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imply weaknesses in corporate governance
mechanisms and hinder the government
from providing quality public service. Shi
et al. [41] found a positive relationship be-
tween foreign influence and corporate tax
avoidance. Given the potential for greater
tax avoidance, officials should carefully
consider whether the costs of foreigner par-
ticipation outweigh the benefits.

3.3.2. Governmental ownership
and tax avoidance

Most Asian countries are developing
countries with lax (or non-existent) reg-
ulatory enforcement. According to Brad-
shaw et al. [21], companies in developing
countries may substantially be influenced
by governments as shareholders and only
minimally influenced by management in-
terest. As per Sudibyo and Jianfu [30], po-
litically linked enterprises are likely to pay
fewer taxes in developing economies with
a weak legal framework.

In China, research on ownership
structure is quite complex in discussing
government intervention as shareholders
in corporate decision-making. For exam-
ple, Chen et al. [22] looked at how local
and central government ownership af-
fects tax avoidance in Chinese business-
es. They emphasised that the viewpoints
on company performance and taxation
differ for both government control types.
After-tax profit is used by local govern-
ment-owned companies in Shanghai,
Guangdong, Zhejiang, and Fujian to eva-
luate their performance, whereas pre-tax
profit is used by local government-owned
companies in other provinces and central
government-owned companies. As a re-
sult, corporate tax is treated differently
by local and central government-owned
businesses.

The ability of local governments and
the federal government to encourage/
reduce tax avoidance is vastly different.
Bradshaw et al. [21] conclude that enter-
prises owned by local governments avoid
paying more taxes than those owned by
central governments. Li et al. [25] opined
that local governments have direct control
over the taxation authority, a location ad-
vantage, and cheaper communication costs
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when dealing with local SOEs. However,
local governments do not concern with tax
avoidance since they are not CIT tax collec-
tors, unlike the central governments.

Therefore, companies owned by lo-
cal governments are more aggressive in
tax avoidance than companies owned by
central governments. Bradshaw et al. [21]
also compared SOEs companies with non-
SOEs in tax avoidance. They found Chi-
nese SOEs pay more taxes than non-SOEs.
Similarly, Rahman et al. [35] discovered
that Malaysia’s Government-Linked In-
vestment Companies (GLICs) prevent tax
planning (GLICs). The analysis demon-
strates that the government’s involvement
in business ownership helps to secure
government revenue.

Previous research conducted in Asia
could not find a consensus on whether
the ownership level by government bo-
dies positively/negatively correlates with
tax avoidance. The dissimilar findings can
happen due to different cultures of the set-
tings and sampling methods. In China, the
governments used to own all corporations
around their political influence/ territories,
and their shares and ownership could not
be traded publicly until 2005 [21]. So, there
is a different level of sense of belonging
from governmental bodies toward corpo-
rations. On the other hand, governments in
Malaysia manage their ownership through
GLICs (government-linked investment
companies), comprising seven investment
companies. These GLICs govern the go-
vernmental shareholdings in the so-called
GLCs (government-linked companies).

In a western context, Mafrolla [31]
surprisingly found in Italy that govern-
ment-owned enterprises, especially those
owned by local governments, avoid tax
more than private-owned firms. Despite
the risk of damaging the firm’s reputation
and the political costs, government ow-
nership was shown to avoid corporate in-
come taxes. The local governments are not
purely tax collectors because the revenue
does not directly benefit the local govern-
ment. Because of this, the local govern-
ment paid less attention to tax collection,
and local government-owned businesses
were more likely to avoid paying taxes.



ISSN 2412-8872

Journal of Tax Reform. 2022,;8(2):170-185

3.3.3. Institutional ownership
and tax avoidance

Institutional ownership is the owner-
ship of shares by institutions, such as fi-
nancial institutions, other companies, or
organisations. Jiang et al. [32] have found
that institutional shareholders in China’s
A-share market typically do short-term
investments and frequent transactions.
Thus, these institutional shareholders
have a reduced level of involvement in
corporate governance, allowing them to
improve their tax avoidance capabilities.

The exciting notion is that when
ownership concentration is high, the de-
gree of tax avoidance within the compa-
ny with low institutional ownership [32].
In other words, ownership concentration
is interdependent on institutional inves-
tors concerning promoting corporate tax
avoidance. When ownership concentra-
tion is low, the increase in institutional
shareholding can significantly promote
tax avoidance. Thus, institutional inves-
tors are likely to have a stronger promo-
tional effect on tax avoidance when they
have the opportunity to participate in cor-
porate governance effectively.

Currently, in China, the individual
power of institutional investors is weak
due to the restrictions of the investment
ratio policy, mixed-ownership reforms,
the registration system, and the reduction
in the dominant position and concentra-
tion of shares of the majority shareholder.
Therefore, institutional investors should
take advantage of this reform to improve
corporate governance. The degree of tax
avoidance by Chinese-listed companies
is relatively low. Instead of promoting tax
payment, regulators have encouraged in-
stitutional investors to invest with active
participation in corporate governance,
longer holding periods, and lower trans-
action frequency.

Contrastly, Alkurdi & Mardini [40]
from Jordania and Abdul Wahab et al. [34]
from Malaysia conclude that institutional
ownership is negatively associated with
tax avoidance. Institutional owners aim
to reduce tax avoidance to improve the
firm’s performance. Institutional inves-
tors play a governance role and increase
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monitoring levels in the firm [34]. Hence,
this improvement may attract investors’
attention as investing their capital in the
firm depends on the business’s perfor-
mance success [16]. These owners focus on
gaining more benefits by avoiding poten-
tial costs from tax authorities.

Alkurdi & Mardini [40] also suggested
that institutional structures consider the
cost of tax avoidance practices to outweigh
the benefit. A firm’s awareness of the com-
mitment to paying accrued tax can reduce
those agency problems among managers
and owners. For example, in Indonesia,
Resti Yulistia et al. [48] find that there is
a positive effect of institutional ownership
on corporate income tax avoidance.

Institutional ownership is a certain por-
tion of the capital contribution of both local
and foreign institutional shareholders. Pre-
vious researchers did not highlight or dis-
tinguish whether the institutional owner-
ship belonged to local or foreign investors.
Future researchers might hypothetically
make an empirical prediction that there
might be a possibility that there is a diffe-
rent tax planning behaviour between local
and foreign institutional shareholders.

3.3.4. Managerial ownership
and tax avoidance

Alkurdi & Mardini [40] reported
that a higher proportion of management
ownership reduces the likelihood of tax
avoidance in Jordan, a Western Asian
country. According to the experts, mana-
gers who own many shares in a Jorda-
nian company are less likely to engage
in tax avoidance. Researchers from the
Western world also back up these fin-
dings [14; 49; 50]. Managerial sharehol-
ders are more likely to be risk-averse and
hence less looking to engage in risky de-
cisions, such as tax avoidance, resulting
in a misalignment of interests between
managers and shareholders. Managerial
owners may also believe that the costs of
tax avoidance outweigh the advantages.

Those ideas may not be applicable in
other places, such as Egypt [51]. It was dis-
covered there that management owner-
ship could facilitate tax avoidance. Sim-
ilarly, as seen in Brazil [44], companies
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with larger degrees of manager owner-
ship have a higher level of tax avoidance.
To boost the firm’s value and long-term
viability, managers may increase owner-
ship levels, which may be enhanced by tax
avoidance strategies [52; 53]. By aligning
the interest with shareholders’ interest,
those managerial shareholders can obtain
unobserved benefits they could not get be-
fore being shareholders [54]. Therefore, in
Asian contexts, it concludes that there is
a positive relationship between manage-
rial ownership and tax avoidance.

3.4. Research agenda on ownership
structure and tax avoidance

Research on the effect of ownership
structure on tax avoidance in emerging
countries is scanty, as we found only
nine articles published from 2015 to 2020
in the established database Scopus and
WoS. The scarce evidence may be related
to the complexity of the ownership struc-
ture in Asia. However, this review paper
provides research agenda that future re-
searchers could follow.

This review documents that very lit-
tle research employs both BTDs and ETRs
at once as tax avoidance measures. So,
at most, researchers use only the modi-
fications of either one ETR modification
or one BTD modification to increase the
robustness of their model. Both ETRs and
BTDs might see a different perspective
on tax avoidance. Thus, using a combina-
tion of measurements can provide more
insight.

This review paper also suggests that
future researchers should understand that
using a dummy or a percentage delivers
a different meaning. Using a dummy
variable to explain ownership indicates
whether that certain type of shareholder
is a shareholder (indicated by 1) or not
a shareholder (indicated by 0) of the firm.

This way, tax avoidance is motivated
by the existence of ownership of a par-
ticular shareholder, regardless of the level
of ownership. Measuring the ownership
structure with a percentage could explain
that tax avoidance is motivated by the
ownership level of a particular sharehol-
der. Future researchers should be careful
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and have clear rationales when choosing
the measure of ownership structure.

This research also finds that business
in emerging countries is more into re-
lationship-based markets, creating con-
centrated ownership in a typical Asian
business  environment. Concentrated
ownership means the majority of the
ownership is held by a certain investor or
a group of investors. The family-owned
business is also common in Asia [20], but
the exploration of tax avoidance in family
businesses is much under the radar.

Prior researchers have done, to some
extent, research on ownership structure
and tax avoidance in Asian contexts but
very rarely discussed how family-owned
firms avoid tax. The existing litera-
ture [4; 55; 56] discusses family ownership
and tax avoidance outside the Asian con-
text. Family ownership is an effective or-
ganisational structure [57], [58], especial-
ly in Asia, where relationship-motivated
decisions are common. If the ownership
is concentrated in a family, there will be
lower diversification policies, long-term
objectives, and greater reputational con-
cerns [8]. Family-owned businesses usual-
ly firmly control the companies since
the family members usually sit on the
board, resulting in aligned management
(minimal agency conflicts). In addition
to that, family firms tend not to engage
in tax avoidance since the firm must de-
fend its big names and avoid future tax
problems [8]. In the Indonesian setting,
the related-party transactions (RPTs) are
so strictly regulated by the government
that makes family business owners prefer
dividend payment minimisation as a stra-
tegy to avoid tax [59].

Asian economies provide interesting
settings as emerging markets potentially
lead global business and trades in the fu-
ture. Additionally, developing countries,
like many of the Asian states, considerably
receive severe impacts from the practice of
corporate tax avoidance. That is why the
governments, as tax collectors and policy-
makers, need to give attention to limiting
unfavourable tax avoidance.

Through their research output, re-
searchers could help the policy makers
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by providing empirical evidence and
suggestions. This SLR paper offers po-
tential hypotheses that future researchers
can propose for their future empirical re-
search. The prosed hypothesis is that there
is a positive relationship between those
ownership levels by foreign, government,
institutional, and managerial shareholders
and tax avoidance in Asia.

4. Conclusion

This paper investigated how different
shareholders avoid tax in Asia through
a structured literature review. The share-
holder types captured in this paper are
foreign, governmental, institutional, and
managerial shareholders. This SLR paper
finds interesting findings on how these
shareholders to influence tax avoidance
strategies.

The involvement of foreign share-
holders is substantial in the corporate
governance mechanism and for corporate
growth. However, literature has said that
foreign shareholders making investments
in Asia tend to avoid tax due to the weak
investor protection in Asia, especially in
Asia’s developing countries. These share-
holders lower their tax contributions in
their host countries by playing with dif-
ferential tax rates between political terri-
tories (multinational transfer pricing).

Federal or national government bodies
in Asia are corporate income tax collec-
tors, while local governments do not col-
lect income tax from corporations. These
governments could also own, usually ma-
jority, shares. The companies are called
government-owned companies when they
own more than 50% of the shares. This
paper finds that (national) government
shareholders tend to not be involved in
tax avoidance. Instead, they are concerned
more with the national agenda by secu-
ring the corporate income tax. However, in
countries where local governments could
hold corporate shares, these (local govern-
ment) shareholders avoid tax to a certain
level as they are in charge of corporate in-
come tax collection in the country.

Institutional shareholders invest some
of their funds in other firms hoping to re-
ceive dividends and returns. This paper

181

finds that institutional shareholders in Asia
contexts behave towards tax avoidance
levels differently depending on their share-
holding concentration and holding periods.
Managerial shareholders also act different-
ly for tax avoidance depending on whether
these managers have satisfying benefits by
being company employees. Literature has
said managerial shareholders are eager to
encourage tax avoidance if they want extra
substantial benefits and returns.

In general, tax avoidance is a crucial
topic to discuss as it impacts so much eco-
nomic development. Even though it is le-
gal, tax avoidance activities could impair
governments’ revenue, which reduces the
governments’ ability to run their agen-
da in improving national development.
Theoretically, shareholders are expecting
to earn after-tax income as much as pos-
sible through the default business goal of
shareholders” wealth maximisation. So, ef-
forts to minimise costs and expenditures,
including corporate income tax expenses,
would be implemented.

This paper reviewed empirical re-
search literature discussing shareholder
type and tax avoidance in the Asian re-
gion. It is seen that most research in Asia
was conducted in China, while some in
Southeast Asia. Research in other big and
important economies in Asia that dis-
cussed the relationship between owner-
ship structure and tax avoidance is unde-
tectable in the article search.

In this study, we investigated how
different types of shareholders affect the
level of tax avoidance in Asia through
a systematic literature review. We used
a systematic literature review for this study
using two established databases: Scopus
and WoS. Our literature analysis finds that
the ownership structures in Asian coun-
tries are concentrated ownership in spe-
cific types of shareholders, like foreigners,
governmental bodies, institutions, and
managers. Despite that, we find the liter-
ature scarce and limited as there are nine
articles from the established databases
meeting our literature search criteria.

Another type of ownership that is
common in Asia but rarely discussed to-
day is family ownership.
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Research in ownership structure and
tax avoidance is poorly explored in unique
Asian settings. This review paper helps
academicians and researchers find the re-
search gap to be filled by future researchers.
This study summarises the bibliographical
history, methodology, and findings of the
published articles. Besides that, this paper
assists regulators in understanding that
each type of shareholder has different mo-
tives and perspectives on tax avoidance.
The understanding is crucial in helping
regulators formulate legislation and policy,
especially on shareholdings that consider
different types of shareholders.

This study can also help researchers
develop hypotheses for the empirical
study in a specific economy. This study
also provides implications for the audi-
tors to understand the motives of diffe-
rent shareholdings that can influence their
audit outcomes. The study is restricted to
only two established databases, Scopus
and WoS. Thus, future research can ex-
tend the database to expand the inclu-
sion process of this systematic literature
review. Additionally, future studies can
be conducted to compare shareholdings
between developed and developing
countries.

References
1. Wang F.,, Xu S, Sun J., Cullinan C.P. Corporate Tax Avoidance: a Literature Review and Re-
search Agenda. Journal of Economic Surveys. 2020;34(4):793-811. https:/ /doi.org/10.1111/joes.12347
2. Slemrod J., Yitzhaki S. Tax avoidance, evasion, and administration. Chapter 22. Handbook
of Public Economics. 2002;3:1423-1470. https:/ /doi.org/10.3386 /w7473

3. Mohamad A., Zakaria M.H., Hamid Z. Cash economy: Tax evasion amongst SMEs in
Malaysia. Journal of Financial Crime. 2016,23(4):974-986. https:/ /doi.org/10.1108 / JFC-05-2015-0025

4. Gaaya S., Lakhal N., Lakhal, F. Does family ownership reduce corporate tax avoidance?
The moderating effect of audit quality. Managerial Auditing Journal. 2017,32(7):731-744. https:/ /

doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-02-2017-1530

5. Armstrong C.S., Blouin J.L., Jagolinzer A.D., Larcker D.F. Corporate governance,
incentives, and tax avoidance. Journal of Accounting and Economics. 2015;60(1):1-17. https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2015.02.003

6. Cobham A., Garcia-Bernardo J., Palansky M., Mansour M.B. The State of Tax Justice
2020: Tax Justice in the time of COVID-19. Tax Justice Network, 2020. Available: https://www.
taxjustice.net/reports/ the-state-of-tax-justice-2020/

7. West A. Multinational Tax Avoidance: Virtue Ethics and the Role of Accountants. Journal
of Business Ethics. 2018;153(4):1143-1156. https:/ /doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3428-8

8. Chen S., Chen X., Cheng Q., Shevlin T. Are family firms more tax aggressive than
non-family firms? Journal of Financial Economics. 2010;95(1):41-61. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/

j.ifineco.2009.02.003

9. McGee R.W. Four Views on the Ethics of Tax Evasion. In: McGee, R. (eds). The Ethics of
Tax Evasion. New York, NY: Springer New York, 2012, pp. 3-33. https:/ /doi.org/10.1007/978-

1-4614-1287-8 1

10. Rawls J. A Theory of Justice. Belknap Press, 1971. https:/ /doi.org/10.2307 /j.ctvjf9z6v
11. Mansi S., Qi J., Shi H. Advertising and tax avoidance. Review of Quantitative Finance and
Accounting. 2020:54(2):479-516. https:/ /doi.org/10.1007/s11156-019-00796-6

12. Payne D.M., Raiborn C.A. Aggressive Tax Avoidance: A Conundrum for Stakeholders,
Governments, and Morality. Journal of Business Ethics. 2018:147(3):469-487. https://doi.

org/10.1007/s10551-015-2978-5

13. Lanis R., Richardson G. The effect of board of director composition on corporate
tax aggressiveness. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy. 2011:30(1):50-70. https://doi.

org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2010.09.003

14. Minnick K., Noga T. Do corporate governance characteristics influence tax management?
Journal of Corporate Finance. 2010:16(5):703-718. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2010.08.005

15. Mindzak J., Zeng T. Pyramid ownership structure and tax avoidance among Canadian
firms. Accounting Research Journal.2020;33(1):16-33. https:/ /doi.org/10.1108/ AR]-02-2017-0036

16. Bird A., Karolyi S.A. Governance and Taxes: Evidence from Regression Discontinuity
(Retracted). The Accounting Review. 2017;92(1):29-50. https:/ /doi.org/10.2308 /accr-51520

17. Khan M., Srinivasan S., Tan L. Institutional ownership and corporate tax avoidance:
New evidence. Accounting Review. 2017,92(2):101-122. https://doi.org/10.2308 /accr-51529



https://doi.org/10.1111/joes.12347
https://doi.org/10.3386/w7473
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFC-05-2015-0025
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-02-2017-1530
https://doi.org/10.1108/MAJ-02-2017-1530
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2015.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2015.02.003
https://www.taxjustice.net/reports/the-state-of-tax-justice-2020/
https://www.taxjustice.net/reports/the-state-of-tax-justice-2020/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3428-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2009.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-1287-8_1
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4614-1287-8_1
https://doi.org/10.2307/j.ctvjf9z6v
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-019-00796-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2978-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2978-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2010.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jaccpubpol.2010.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2010.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARJ-02-2017-0036
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-51520
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-51529

ISSN 2412-8872 Journal of Tax Reform. 2022,;8(2):170-185

18. McGuire S.T., Wang D., Wilson R.J. Dual class ownership and tax avoidance.
Accounting Review. 2014;89(4):1487-1516. https:/ /doi.org/10.2308 /accr-50718

19. Lietz G.M. Tax Avoidance vs. Tax Aggressiveness: A Unifying Conceptual Framework. 2013.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2363828

20. Claessens S., Djankov S., Lang L.H.P. The separation of ownership and control in
East Asian Corporations. Journal of Financial Economics. 2000;58(1-2):81-112. https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0304-405X(00)00067-2

21. Bradshaw M., Liao G., Ma M. (Shuai). Agency costs and tax planning when the
government is a major shareholder. Journal of Accounting and Economics. 2019;67(2-3):255-277.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2018.10.002

22. Chen X, Lin X,, Ding W., Zhu K. State ownership, performance evaluation and tax
avoidance. China Journal of Accounting Studies. 2018;6(1):84-105. https://doi.org/10.1080/216
97213.2018.1494109

23. Jiang Y., Wen J. Effects of COVID-19 on hotel marketing and management: a perspective
article. International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management. 2020;32(8):2563-2573.
https://doi.org/10.1108 /I]CHM-03-2020-0237

24. Kovermann J., Wendt M. Tax avoidance in family firms: Evidence from large private
firms. Journal of Contemporary Accounting and Economics. 2019;15(2):145-157. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jcae.2019.04.003

25.LiO.Z., Liu H., Ni C. Controlling Shareholders” Incentive and Corporate Tax Avoidance:
A Natural Experiment in China. Journal of Business Finance & Accounting. 2017;44(5-6):697-727.
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa.12243

26. Desai M.A., Dharmapala D. Corporate tax avoidance and high-powered
incentives. Journal of Financial Economics. 2006;79(1):145-179. https://doi.org/10.1016/].
jfineco.2005.02.002

27. Horsthuis L. Internal Corporate Governance Mechanisms and Corporate Performance:
Evidence From Dutch Listed Firms. University of Twente; 2019.

28. International Finance Corporation, Indonesia Corporate Governance Manual, Second edi.
Washington, D.C: World Bank Group; 2018. https:/ /doi.org/10.1596 /30122

29. Richardson G., Wang B., Zhang X. Ownership structure and corporate tax avoidance:
Evidence from publicly listed private firms in China. Journal of Contemporary Accounting and
Economics. 2016;12(2):141-158. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/j.jcae.2016.06.003

30. Sudibyo Y.A,, Jianfu S. Political connections, state owned enterprises and tax avoidance:
An evidence from Indonesia. Corporate Ownership and Control. 2016;13(3):279-283. https:/ /doi.
org/10.22495 / cocv13i3c2p2

31. Mafrolla E. Tax avoidance in government-owned firms: Evidence from Italy. Public
Money and Management. 2019;39(3):186-192. https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2018.1516955

32.Jiang Y., Zheng H., Wang R. The effect of institutional ownership on listed companies’
tax avoidance strategies. Applied Economics. 2021;53(8):880-896. https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/00036
846.2020.1817308

33. Marzuki M.M., Syukur M.S. The effect of audit fees, audit quality and board ownership
on tax aggressiveness: evidence from Thailand. Asian Review of Accounting. 2021;29(5):617-636.
https:/ /doi.org/10.1108 / ARA-11-2020-0179

34. Wahab E.A.A., Ariff A.M., Marzuki M.M., Sanusi Z.M. Political connections, corporate
governance, and tax aggressiveness in Malaysia. Asian Review of Accounting. 2017;25(3):424-451.
https://doi.org/10.1108 / ARA-05-2016-0053

35. Rahman R.A., Mahmud N.F.M., Zaini N., Zawawi M.M. Government-Linked
Investment Companies’ Shareholdings and Tax Aggressiveness. Asia-Pacific Management
Accounting Journal. 2018;13(3):149-166.

36. Haddaway N.R., Macura B., Whaley P., Pullin A.S. ROSES RepOrting standards for
Systematic Evidence Syntheses: pro forma, flow-diagram and descriptive summary of the plan
and conduct of environmental systematic reviews and systematic maps. Environmental Evidence.
2018;7(1):7. https:/ /doi.org/10.1186/s13750-018-0121-7

37. Shaffril H.A.M., Samah A.A., Samsuddin S.F. Guidelines for developing a systematic
literature review for studies related to climate change adaptation. Environmental Science and
Pollution Research. 2021;28(18):22265-22277. https:/ /doi.org/10.1007/s11356-021-13178-0

38. Massaro M., Dumay J., Guthrie J. On the shoulders of giants: undertaking a structured
literature review in accounting. Accounting, Auditing & Accountability Journal. 2016;29(5):767-801.
https://doi.org/10.1108/ AAA]-01-2015-1939

183


https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50718
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2363828
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(00)00067-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(00)00067-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2018.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/21697213.2018.1494109
https://doi.org/10.1080/21697213.2018.1494109
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-03-2020-0237
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcae.2019.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcae.2019.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/jbfa.12243
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2005.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2005.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1596/30122
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcae.2016.06.003
https://doi.org/10.22495/cocv13i3c2p2
https://doi.org/10.22495/cocv13i3c2p2
https://doi.org/10.1080/09540962.2018.1516955
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2020.1817308
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2020.1817308
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-11-2020-0179
https://doi.org/10.1108/ARA-05-2016-0053
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13750-018-0121-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11356-021-13178-0
https://doi.org/10.1108/AAAJ-01-2015-1939

Journal of Tax Reform. 2022;8(2):170-185 ISSN 2412-8872

39. CroninP., RyanF., Coughlan M. Undertaking aliterature review: a step-by-step approach.
British Journal of Nursing. 2008;17(1):38-43. https:/ /doi.org/10.12968 / bjon.2008.17.1.28059

40. Alkurdi A., Mardini G.H. The impact of ownership structure and the board of directors’
composition on tax avoidance strategies: empirical evidence from Jordan. Journal of Financial
Reporting and Accounting. 2020;18(4):795-812. https:/ /doi.org/10.1108 /JFRA-01-2020-0001

41.Shi A.A., Concepcion F.R., Laguinday CM.R,, Ong Hian Huy T.A.T., Unite A.A. An
analysis of the effects of foreign ownership on the level of tax avoidance across philippine
publicly listed firms. DLSU Business and Economics Review. 2020;30(1):1-14.

42. Evers M.T., Meier 1., Nicolay K. The implications of book-tax differences: A meta
analysis. Mannheim, 2017. ZEW Discussion Papers, No. 17-003. Available at: http:/ /hdl.handle.
net/10419/149747

43. Cabello O.G., Gaio LE. Watrin C. Tax avoidance in management-owned firms:
evidence from Brazil. International Journal of Managerial Finance. 2019;15(4):580-592. https:/ /doi.
org/10.1108 /IJMF-04-2018-0117

44. Dyreng S.D., Hanlon M., Maydew E.L., Thornock J.R. Changes in corporate effective
tax rates over the past 25 years. Journal of Financial Economics. 2017;124(3):441-463. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2017.04.001

45. Rego S.0. Tax-Avoidance Activities of U.S. Multinational Corporations. Contemporary
Accounting Research. 2003;20(4):805-833. https:/ /doi.org/10.1506/ VANN-B7UB-GMFA-9E6W

46. Annuar H.A., Salihu LA, Obid SN.S. Corporate Ownership, Governance
and Tax Avoidance: An Interactive Effects. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences.
2014;164(August):150-160. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016 /j.sbspro.2014.11.063

47. Egger P.,Hahn F.R. Endogenous bank mergers and their impact on banking performance.
Some evidence from Austria. International Journal of Industrial Organization. 2010;28(2):155-166.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijindorg.2009.07.007

48. Resti Yulistia M., Minovia A.F., Anison, Fauziati P. Ownership structure, political
connection and tax avoidance. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change.
2020,11(12):497-512.

49. Badertscher B.A., Katz S.P., Rego S.O. The separation of ownership and control and
corporate tax avoidance. Journal of Accounting and Economics. 2013;56(2-3):228-250. https:/ /doi.
org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2013.08.005

50. Graham ].R., Hanlon M., Shevlin T., Shroff N. Incentives for Tax Planning and
Avoidance: Evidence from the field. Accounting Review. 2014;89(3):991-1023. https://doi.
org/10.2308 /accr-50678

51. Deef A.T., Alrawashdeh B., Al-Fawaerh N. The impact of foreign ownership and
managerial ownership on tax avoidance: empirical evidence from Egypt. Academy of Accounting
and Financial Studies Journal. 2021;25(2):1-13.

52. Core ]. Performance consequences of mandatory increases in executive stock ownership.
Journal of Financial Economics. 2002;64(3):317-340. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016 /S0304-405X(02)00127-7

53. Austin C.R., Wilson R.J. An Examination of Reputational Costs and Tax Avoidance:
Evidence from Firms with Valuable Consumer Brands. Journal of the American Taxation
Association. 2017;39(1):67-93. https:/ /doi.org/10.2308 /atax-51634

54. Desai M.A., Dharmapala D. Corporate tax avoidance and high-powered incentives.
Journal of Financial Economics. 2006;79(1):145-179. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/].jfineco.2005.02.002

55. Kovermann J., Velte P. The impact of corporate governance on corporate tax avoidance -
A literature review. Journal of International Accounting, Auditing and Taxation. 2019;36:100270.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2019.100270

56. Mafrolla E., D’Amico E. Tax aggressiveness in family firms and the non-linear
entrenchment effect. Journal of Family Business Strategy. 2016;7(3):178-184. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2016.08.003

57. Andres C. Large shareholders and firm performance - An empirical examination
of founding-family ownership. Journal of Corporate Finance. 2008;14(4):431-445. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2008.05.003

58. Chu W. The influence of family ownership on SME performance: evidence from public
firms in Taiwan. Small Business Economics. 2009;33(3):353-373. https:/ /doi.org/10.1007 /s11187-
009-9178-6

59. Nuritomo, Utama S., Hermawan A.A. Family ownership and tax avoidance: an analysis
of foreign related party transactions and dividend payments. International Journal of Business and
Society. 2020;21(2):643-659. https:/ /doi.org/10.33736/ijbs.3280.2020

184


https://doi.org/10.12968/bjon.2008.17.1.28059
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFRA-01-2020-0001
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/149747
http://hdl.handle.net/10419/149747
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJMF-04-2018-0117
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJMF-04-2018-0117
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2017.04.001
https://doi.org/10.1506/VANN-B7UB-GMFA-9E6W
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.11.063
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijindorg.2009.07.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2013.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jacceco.2013.08.005
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50678
https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-50678
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0304-405X(02)00127-7
https://doi.org/10.2308/atax-51634
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2005.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intaccaudtax.2019.100270
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2016.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jfbs.2016.08.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2008.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcorpfin.2008.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-009-9178-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-009-9178-6
https://doi.org/10.33736/ijbs.3280.2020

ISSN 2412-8872 Journal of Tax Reform. 2022,;8(2):170-185

Acknowledgements
This paper is part of doctoral research, which is funded by the Malaysia International Scholarship
program, an initiative by the Malaysian Government. We are also very thankful for the time and
sincere academic dedication of the anonymous reviewers.

Information about the authors
Muhammad Syukur - MBA, Ph.D. Student, Faculty of Accountancy, Universiti Teknologi MARA
Cawangan Kelantan (Bukit Ilmu 18500 Machang, Kelantan Darul Naim, Malaysia); ORCID:
https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0001-8820-0477; e-mail: msyukurmail@gmail.com

Marziana Madah Marzuki - Ph.D, Associate Professor, Faculty of Accountancy, Universiti Teknologi
MARA Cawangan Kelantan (Bukit Ilmu 18500 Machang, Kelantan Darul Naim, Malaysia);
ORCID: https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0002-0971-0469; e-mail: marzianamadah@uitm.edu.my

Maheran Zakaria - Ph.D, Associate Professor, Faculty of Accountancy, Universiti Teknologi
MARA Cawangan Kelantan (Bukit Ilmu 18500 Machang, Kelantan Darul Naim, Malaysia);
ORCID: https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0002-3852-0277; e-mail: maher835@uitm.edu.my

For citation
Syukur M., Madah Marzuki M., Zakaria M. Ownership Structure and Tax Avoidance in Asia:
a Systematic Literature Review and a Research Agenda. Journal of Tax Reform. 2022;8(2):170-185.
https:/ /doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2022.8.2.115

Article info
Received June 15, 2022; Revised July 18, 2022; Accepted August 4, 2022

BbaaropapHocTH
Dra cTaThsl SBJIAEeTCS YacThio JJOKTOPCKOIO MCCiIefjoBaHMs, KOTopoe dpuHaHcupyeTcs: Maarn-
3UVICKOVT MEXIYHAPOITHOV CTUIIEHIMAIbHOV ITPOrpaMMOV, MHUIIMATUBOV MIPaBUTEIIbCTBA
Masavsum. MBI Takke od4eHb Or1arofgapHbl aHOHVIMHBIM pelleH3eHTaM 3a [IOTpaveHHOe BpeMs
¥ VICKPEHHIOIO aKaIeMINYeCKY0 IPUBEP)KeHHOCTh.

UHpopmauusa 06 aBTopax
Croxyp Myxammad - MBA, actimpaHT (aKyJibTeTa OyXrajrepckoro ydera TexXHOIOTMYECKOTO
yuusepcuteta MAPA (Bukit Ilmu 18500 Machang, Kelantan Darul Naim, Malaysia); ORCID:
https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0001-8820-0477; e-mail: msyukurmail@gmail.com

Maodax Mapsyxu Mapyuana - Ph.D, gorieHT dakysbreTa Oyxranrepckoro ydera TexHomormde-
ckoro yHMBepcuTera MAPA (Bukit IImu 18500 Machang, Kelantan Darul Naim, Malaysia);
ORCID: https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0002-0971-0469; e-mail: marzianamadah@uitm.edu.my

3axapus Maxepan - Ph.D, moneHT dakyspTeTa OyxrajTepcKoro ydera TexHOJIOTMYECKOro
yausepcutera MAPA (Bukit Ilmu 18500 Machang, Kelantan Darul Naim, Malaysia); ORCID:
https:/ / orcid.org/0000-0002-3852-0277; e-mail: maher835@uitm.edu.my

AAA UUTUPOBAHUA

Syukur M., Madah Marzuki M., Zakaria M. Ownership Structure and Tax Avoidance in Asia:
a Systematic Literature Review and a Research Agenda. Journal of Tax Reform. 2022;8(2):170-185.
https:/ /doi.org/10.15826/jtr.2022.8.2.115

UHopmauums o ctatbe

Hata nocryruienwst 15 uions 2022 e.; maTa nocTyIvleHws 11ocjie peuensuposanns 18 uiors 2022 e.;
IlaTa IpUHATKA K iedaTit 4 abeycma 2022 e.

185



