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[bookmark: _Toc214352780]ABSTRACT
Aisha Delyla. The Effect of Earnings Volatility and Leverage on Accounting Conservatism Supervised by Mrs. Anisa Kusumawardani. This research aims to examine the effect of earnings volatility and leverage on accounting conservatism. The research adopts a quantitative approach, with a population consisting of food and beverage sub-sector companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2019–2023 observation period. The sample was selected using purposive sampling, resulting in 23 companies. Secondary data was utilized, and hypothesis testing was conducted using multiple linear regression analysis with SPSS version 27. The findings indicate that earnings volatility has a negative and significant effect on accounting conservatism, while leverage shows a positive and significant effect on accounting conservatism.
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INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc214352788]Background	
For companies, financial statements are vital instruments in presenting relevant and reliable financial information to stakeholders for economic decision-making. The reliability of financial information is an essential aspect in supporting economic decision-making, whether in terms of investment, financing, or operational activities. Companies must prepare financial statements that reflect how management optimally manages company resources. Financial statements prepared based on accounting principles give management the flexibility to choose specific accounting methods, which will ultimately affect the company's overall financial recording and reporting processes.
Among the principles adopted in the process of financial reporting, one of them is the principle of conservatism. Statement of Financial Accounting Concepts (SFAC) No. 2 published by the Financial Accounting Standards Board (FASB) states that accounting conservatism is a cautious way of responding to uncertainty in order to make sure that business risks have been adequately considered and to prevent the presentation of overstated information (Savitri, 2016). Accounting conservatism leads to persistent negative accruals over a considerable amount of time, reflecting a tendency to report lower profits compared to the operating cash flow generated (Shubita, 2021).
[bookmark: _GoBack]The implementation of the principle of conservatism in financial reporting has been the subject of debate among academics and practitioners, particularly regarding how it impacts information quality and its relevance in economic decision-making. Conservatism is defined by Khalilov (2020) as a prudence principle in financial reporting whereby companies avoid acknowledging as well as measuring assets and profits too early and quickly recognize potential losses and debts as soon as they are foreseeable. The principle of conservatism is a concept where expenses along with liabilities are recognized as soon as possible despite the uncertainty regarding the outcome, whereas income and assets are only recognized when there is a clear certainty that they will be received (Ghaleb & Kozimjonov, 2024).
Cases of financial statement presentation that do not comply with standards indicate a low implementation of accounting conservatism. Improper implementation of accounting conservatism principle has a detrimental effect on financial statements. Companies that do not implement the principle of accounting conservatism will record excessively inflated profits, leading to inaccurate performance indicators in subsequent periods (Ghazalat & AlHallaq, 2024). 
One example of irregularities in financial reporting in the sub-sector of food and beverage occurred at PT Tiga Pilar Sejahtera Food Tbk (AISA) from 2019 to 2020. The investigation report by Ernst & Young revealed indications of overstatement by PT Tiga Pilar Sejahtera Food amounting to IDR 4 trillion, which included overstatements in revenue, inventory, and fixed assets accounts (CNBC Indonesia, 2020). It can be observed that the company did not comply with accounting conservatism principles and management failed to exercise prudence in preparing financial statements, resulting in misleading information that misinformed stakeholders.
This phenomenon indicates that the implementation of accounting conservatism principles in Indonesia is still relatively low. Companies show excessive optimism in recognizing revenue, so that the reported profit does not reflect the actual conditions (Al Ani & Chong, 2021). Based on agency theory, accounting conservatism has a role that is strategic in mitigating agency conflicts between management and shareholders, especially in terms of information asymmetry and opportunistic behavior of management.
Earnings volatility is one of the financial factors associated with accounting conservatism practices. Earnings volatility is defined as fluctuations or variability in the earnings of a company over time, a reflection of the level of uncertainty and business risk faced by the company (Al-Hasnawi et al., 2021). Earnings stability is a crucial component in evaluating the financial performance of a company (Bilal & Zunaidah, 2024). Companies with high earnings volatility tend to face pressure to stabilize their financial reporting, prompting management to implement less conservative accounting policies in an effort to reduce reported profit fluctuations (Khalifa et al., 2024). 
Earnings volatility can be caused by various factors such as changes in production costs, pricing policies, competitive pressures, and macroeconomic conditions that affect public purchasing power (Anagnostopoulou & Tsekrekos, 2017). Earnings volatility can also be driven by changes in the accounting policies applied by the company. Adjustments to revenue recognition methods, changes in accounting estimates such as the useful life of fixed assets, depreciation methods, or inventory valuation can shift the timing of profit recognition, creating unstable profit patterns between periods (Bilal, 2023). Thus, earnings volatility not only comes from external factors, but also from managerial decisions in selecting and adjusting accounting policies that directly affect reported earnings numbers.

[bookmark: _Toc204184371][bookmark: _Toc214353373]Figure 1.1 Earnings Volatility Chart
Source: Data Processed, 2025
Referring to the IDX data, the sub-sector of food and beverage in Indonesia showed significant fluctuations in Earnings Before Interest and Taxes (EBIT) throughout the 2019-2023 period. In 2019, the average EBIT was at IDR 1.35 trillion, before increased to IDR 1.59 trillion in 2020. The positive trend continued in 2021 with average EBIT reaching its peak at IDR 1.85 trillion. However, there was a decline in 2022 to IDR 1.68 trillion, before increasing again to IDR 1.87 trillion in 2023.
These fluctuations indicate earnings volatility, which can be caused by various factors. This phenomenon is relevant to study given that high earnings volatility has implications for the quality of financial reporting. The relationship between earnings volatility with accounting conservatism reflects the strategic behavior of companies in responding to business environment uncertainty, particularly the tendency to reduce conservatism practices when facing high earnings volatility.
Leverage is also a factor that is related to accounting conservatism. Leverage describes the proportion of company’s capital structure that comes from debt financing, which is a reflection of the level of financial risk faced by the company (Liasari & Biduri, 2024). Companies with high leverage face close scrutiny from creditors and financial institutions, which encourages management to adopt accounting practices that are more conservative as a form of prudence in financial reporting (Hadi & Salim, 2023). Research by Yuliani and Hasanuh (2023) shows that high debt levels create a need for greater transparency and accountability, so companies tend to implement conservatism principles in preparing financial statements.
Previous research on the relationship between leverage and accounting conservatism have been done extensively. However, no research has specifically discussed the influence of earnings volatility on accounting conservatism. Khalifa et al. (2024) conducted a research examining the relationship between the climate risk index with accounting conservatism, through earnings volatility as a control variable. The results show a negative relationship between earnings volatility and accounting conservatism, although the primary focus of the research was to analyze the impact of climate risk on companies' financial reporting practices. These findings indicate that earnings volatility is related to and can influence accounting conservatism, but it has not been explored as a main independent variable that directly influences accounting conservatism.
This research attempts to resolve the gap by using earnings volatility and leverage as independent variables and testing their direct effect on accounting conservatism. This current research was carried out on companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage that are on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) list for the period 2019-2023. Thus, this study will give contributions in expanding the understanding of the determinants of accounting conservatism, particularly regarding the role of earnings volatility, which has not been comprehensively studied as a major factor in previous research.
Based on the background as well as the identified research gap, the researcher takes interest in carrying out a research entitled “The Effect of Earnings Volatility and Leverage on Accounting Conservatism (An Empirical Study of Food and Beverage Sub-Sector Companies Listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange for the Period 2019-2023)".






[bookmark: _Toc214352789]Problem Formulation
From the previous background description, the formulated research problem is as follows:
1. Does earnings volatility affect accounting conservatism in food and beverage sub-sector companies listed on the IDX for the period 2019-2023?
2. Does leverage affect accounting conservatism in food and beverage sub-sector companies listed on the IDX for the period 2019-2023?
[bookmark: _Toc214352790]Research Objectives
The following is the research objectives to be accomplished:
1. To determine the effect of earnings volatility on accounting conservatism in food and beverage sub-sector companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange in 2019-2023.
2. To determine the effect of leverage on accounting conservatism in food and beverage sub-sector companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange in 2019-2023.






[bookmark: _Toc214352791]Research Benefits
The following benefits are expected to be provided in this research:
[bookmark: _Toc214352792]Theoretical Benefits
This research is expected to add new knowledge and insight, provide empirical evidence regarding the effect of earnings volatility as well as leverage on accounting conservatism, along with enriching the literature on accounting conservatism so that it can be used as a reference for further research.
[bookmark: _Toc214352793]Practical Benefits
This research’s findings are expected to be used as input as well as consideration for investment decisions for investors and prospective investors, and to provide additional information for companies about the effects of earnings volatility along with leverage on accounting conservatism.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
[bookmark: _Toc214352795]Theoretical Framework
[bookmark: _Toc214352796]Agency Theory
Agency theory, as explained by Jensen and Meckling (1976) is a contractual relationship between the company owner (principal) and the management (agent). The employment contract is governed by mutual agreement and contains the authority and responsibilities of both parties. Management, as the agent, acts as the decision maker who is expected to maximize the welfare of the principal. However, in practice, there is often a divergence of interests between the two parties (Hong & Tramy, 2024).
Agency theory explains that the separation between control of a company and ownership can contribute to a difference of interests. The agency theory’s basic assumption is that every individual tends to act to maximize their personal interests, thereby leading the agent and the principal to have conflicting interests. Scott (2019) explains that this conflict of interest is exacerbated by information asymmetry, since the agent holds more complete access to information regarding the company's condition than the principal. There are two main forms in which this information asymmetry can manifests itself: adverse selection as well as moral hazard. Adverse selection occurs when agents possess information that is unknown to principals, while moral hazard occurs when principals cannot fully observe the actions of agents (Scott, 2019).
			
	

9

Agency theory forms the basis for understanding the accounting policy choices made by management, including the implementation of the accounting conservatism principles (Hajawiyah et al., 2020). Financial reports serve as a monitoring tool to reduce agency conflicts between principals and agents. However, management's flexibility in choosing accounting methods has the potential to be exploited for personal gain that is not always in line with the objectives of shareholders (Jensen & Meckling, 1976).
In situations of high earnings volatility, information asymmetry between principals and agents tends to increase, creating conditions conducive to opportunistic behavior by management (Al-Hasnawi et al., 2021). highly leveraged companies also face pressure from creditors as additional principals who have different interests from shareholders, thereby influencing the accounting policy choices implemented by management (García Lara et al., 2020). 
The use of agency theory in this research provides a conceptual foundation for analyzing how earnings volatility and leverage affect accounting conservatism policy choices in food and beverage sub-sector companies that are on IDX list. This theory helps explain managerial motivations and the contractual implications of accounting conservatism practices in agency conflicts and information asymmetry inherent in principal-agent relationships.


[bookmark: _Toc214352797]Accounting Conservatism
Among the fundamental principles in financial reporting practices, one of them is accounting conservatism. Accounting conservatism is defined by García Lara et al. (2020) as accountants tendencies to demand a verification in higher level to acknowledge good news as profit than to recognize bad news as a loss. This definition emphasizes the asymmetrical aspect in the recognition of profits and losses, where losses are recognized more quickly than profits.
The definition of accounting conservatism is expanded by Ghaleb and Kozimjonov (2024) as a principle of prudence in financial reporting that recognizes all possible losses and expenses, but does not anticipate profits or revenues before they are actually realized. This definition highlights the essence of conservatism as a practice that results in persistently understated net asset values. Accounting conservatism is also defined as the selection of accounting methods and estimates that lead to the reporting of lower profit and asset values in the long term compared to the actual cash flows received (Ghazalat & AlHallaq, 2024).
SFAC No. 2 states that conservatism is a cautious way of responding to uncertainty in making sure that business risks as well as uncertainties have been adequately considered. If a company is faced with two different accounting methods, the choice that must be made for the company is the one that is less favorable to the company's capital. The chosen method is the one that produces the lowest income and asset values, or the method that yields the highest debt and expense results (Savitri, 2016). Some proxies for measuring accounting conservatism are as follows:
1. Basu Model
Basu Model (1997) measures conservatism through the asymmetry of profit recognition in response to good and bad news, meaning that bad news is reflected in profits more quickly than good news. The basic formula is:
NIt = β0 + β1NEGt + β2RETt + β3(NEGt×RETt) + ϵt
NIt is the company's net profit in period t. NEGt is a dummy variable that is 1 when the return is shown to be negative and 0 otherwise. RETt is the stock return in period t.
2. Givoly and Hayn Model
Givoly and Hayn (2000) developed an accrual-based measure of conservatism with the argument that conservative practices generate persistent negative accruals. The accruals in question are the difference between net income prior to depreciation/amortization with operating cash flow. The formula is:

A more negative accrual accumulation value indicates conservatism on a higher level.
3. Market-to-Book (MTB) Ratio
MTB ratio by Beaver and Ryan (2000) has been used as a proxy for conservatism, assuming that conservative accounting practices result in lower book values compared to market values. The basic formula is:

An MTB ratio higher than 1 indicates the application of accounting conservatism, with higher values indicating greater levels of conservatism.
[bookmark: _Toc214352798]Earnings Volatility
Earnings volatility is an important component in financial analysis that describes fluctuations in a company's profits from one period to another. Cahyawati and Miftah (2022) define profit volatility as variations in a company's profits that reflect the level of uncertainty and risk in the operational activities of the company. This definition emphasizes that earnings volatility is an indicator of uncertainty in a company's financial performance.
Research conducted by Bilal (2023) reveals that earnings volatility is the level of variability in the profits reported by companies and is a major concern for company management in operational decision-making and financial reporting. The research states that non-volatile or stable earnings are generally the goal of corporate financial reporting.
Earnings volatility is often analyzed for its impact on profit quality. High earnings volatility is generally associated with lower earnings quality because it reduces the predictive ability of profits for future cash flows (Fernanda & Sofian, 2024). However, volatility that reflects the real economic conditions of a company can provide useful information for investors. The following are commonly used proxies for measuring earnings volatility:


1. Standard Deviation of Earnings
The most commonly used measure of earnings volatility is to calculate the standard deviation of pre-tax earnings over the observation period (Cahyawati & Miftah, 2022). A higher result indicates higher earnings volatility, and vice versa. The basic formula is:

Standard deviation is denoted by σ, and EBIT is scaled by total assets to control for differences in company size.
2. Standard Deviation of ROA
Earnings volatility can also be measured using the standard deviation of return on assets (ROA), in which it is shown how much a company's return on assets fluctuates over a certain period. This measurement is calculated using the standard deviation formula of ROA during the observation period. The calculation of ROA itself is done by dividing net profit by the total assets of the company (Pratiwi & Zulfikar, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc214352799]Leverage
Leverage is a solvency ratio, which indicates how far a company utilizes debt or capital to finance the assets that it has (Liasari & Biduri, 2024). Companies can obtain funding for their operational activities through internal or external capital, one of which is through debt. A high level of leverage reflects a company's excessive dependence on external financing, which can ultimately increase the risk of credit agreement violations (Khalifa et al., 2022).
Salamah et al. (2023) define leverage as a ratio that measures how much the assets of a company are financed by debt or liabilities in comparison to its own capital, which reflects the level of financial risk faced by the company. The following are some commonly used leverage measurement indicators:
1. Debt-to-Assets Ratio (DAR)
Debt-to-Assets Ratio describes the proportion of total liabilities to total assets owned by the company, thus showing how much of a company's assets are funded by liabilities. A higher DAR ratio indicates greater dependence of the company on debt financing, which implies a high level of financial risk. The basic formula is:

2. Debt-to-Equity Ratio (DER)
Debt-to-Equity Ratio measures the ratio of total debt to total equity and serves to assess the capital structure and the company's capacity of fulfilling its obligations in the long term. The basic calculation formula is:







[bookmark: _Toc214352800]Previous Research
[bookmark: _Toc204182579][bookmark: _Toc204184258][bookmark: _Toc214353201]Table 2.1 Previous Research
	No.
	Name & Year
of Research
	Research Title
	Research Variables
	Research Results

	1.
	Khalifa et al.
(2024)

	The Impact of Climate Risk on
Accounting Conservatism: Evidence
from Developing Countries
	Dependent:
· Accounting conservatism
Independent:
· Climate Risk
Control:
· Earnings volatility
	· Climate Risk has a negative effect on accounting conservatism.
· Earnings volatility as a control variable has a negative relationship with accounting conservatism.


	2.
	Liasari and Biduri (2024)
	Impact of Profitability on Accounting Conservatism: Efference of Manufacturing Companies in Indonesia

	Dependent:
· - Accounting conservatism
· accounting
Independent:
· Financial distress
· Leverage
· Company size
· Profitability
	· Financial distress, 
leverage, company size, and profitability have a positive effect on accounting conservatism.
· Profitability moderates the influence of financial distress and leverage but does not moderate the influence of company size on accounting conservatism.


	3.
	Fernanda and Sofian 
(2024)
	Pengaruh Fleksibilitas Keuangan dan Volatilitas Laba terhadap Struktur Modal
	Dependent:
· Capital structure Independent:
· Financial flexibility
· Earnings volatility
	· Financial flexibility has a negative effect on capital structure.
· Earnings volatility does not  affect capital structure.


	4.
	Setyanto et al.
(2024)
	How Profitability, Leverage, Financial Distress,
Institutional Ownership, and Capital Intensity affect
Accounting Conservatism
	Dependent:
· Accounting conservatism
Independent:
· Profitability
· Leverage
· Financial distress
· Institutional ownership
· Capital Intensity


	· Financial distress and capital intensity influence accounting conservatism.
· Profitability, leverage, and institutional ownership have no effect on accounting conservatism.

	5.
	Salamah et al.
(2023)

	The Influence of Financial Distress, Profitability
and Leverage on Accounting Conservatism in
Manufacturing Companies on IDX 2017-2021 Period
	Dependent:
· Accounting conservatism
Independent:
· Financial distress
· Profitability
· Leverage








	· Financial distress and leverage have a negative effect on accounting conservatism.
· Profitability does not affect accounting conservatism.


Continued on the next page
Table 2.1 Continued
	No.
	Name & Year
of Research
	Research Title
	Research Variables
	Research Results

	6.
	Yuliani and Hasanuh
(2023)
	Pengaruh Leverage dan Profitabilitas terhadap Konservatisme Akuntansi pada Perusahaan Publik atau Emiten Sektor Keuangan.
	Dependent
· Accounting conservatism
Independent:
· Leverage
· Profitability











	Leverage and profitability have a positive effect on accounting conservatism.


	7.
	Cahyawati and Miftah
(2022)

	Pengaruh Volatilitas Laba, Kebijakan Dividen, dan Leverage Terhadap Volatilitas Harga Saham IDX30
	Dependent:
· Stock price volatility
Independent:
· Earnings volatility
· Dividend policy
· Leverage

	Earnings volatility, dividend policy, and leverage affect stock price volatility.


	8.
	Ibrahimy and Suryaputri
(2022)

	Pengaruh Ukuran Perusahaan serta Leverage terhadap Konservatisme Akuntansi
	Dependent:
· Accounting conservatism
Independent:
· Company size
· Leverage

	· Company size has a positive effect on accounting conservatism
· Leverage has a negative effect on accounting conservatism


	9.
	Al-Hasnawi et al.
(2021)

	Relationship between accounting Conservatism, Persistence and volatility of earnings of companies listed on the ISE
	Dependent:
· - Accounting conservatism
· accounting
Independent:
· Earnings persistence
Control:
· Earnings volatility

	· Persistence earnings influence accounting conservatism.
· Earnings volatility as a control variable has an effect on accounting conservatism.

	10.
	Krismiaji and Astuti
(2020)

	Accounting Conservatism and Earnings Management –Indonesian Evidence
	Dependent:
· Earnings management Independent:
· Accounting conservatism

	Accounting conservatism has a positive effect on earnings management.


Source: Review of various reference sources
[bookmark: _Toc214352801]Conceptual Framework
This research refers to the Agency Theory that Jensen and Meckling (1976) proposed, in which it is explained that the relationship between principals (owners) with agents (management) has the potential for conflicts of interest because of differences in objectives. In corporate financial reporting, management, which has greater access to internal company information, tends to act opportunistically to maximize personal interests, for example, through financial information manipulation. Therefore, financial statements serve as a monitoring mechanism to reduce information asymmetry between management and owners.
One approach used to reduce information asymmetry is the implementation of accounting conservatism principles, which is an accounting principle that tends to recognize potential losses sooner than profits. However, in practice, the level of conservatism applied by companies can be influenced by various factors, including earnings volatility and leverage.
Earnings volatility is a measure of the fluctuation or instability of a company's earnings over time. In situations where earnings volatility is high, information uncertainty also increases, thereby increasing the likelihood of opportunistic behavior by management. In such conditions, companies should increase accounting conservatism to maintain the credibility of their financial statements. However, in reality, management may choose to reduce conservatism in order to cover up profit instability and create a more stable performance image than the actual conditions.
Leverage, or the level of a company's dependence on debt, also plays a role that is crucial in influencing the quality of financial reporting. A higher company’s leverage indicates the greater the pressure to meet its obligations to creditors Based on agency theory, this situation encourages management to act more cautiously in preparing financial reports to reduce potential conflicts of interest between owners and creditors. This results in an increasing tendency to implement accounting conservatism principles, as management may accelerate the recognition of liabilities or losses in an effort to maintain transparency and trust from external parties, especially creditors.
Agency Theory (Jensen & Meckling, 1976)
Financial Statements

Earnings Volatility (X1)
Leverage (X2)
Accounting Conservatism (Y)











[bookmark: _Toc204184386][bookmark: _Toc214353384]Figure 2.1 Conceptual Framework
Source: Developed in this research
[bookmark: _Toc214352802]Hypothesis Development
[bookmark: _Toc214352803]Effect of Earnings Volatility on Accounting Conservatism
In agency theory, agency conflicts arise due to differences in interests and information between principals and agents. One form of this conflict relates to financial performance reporting. When a company experiences high earnings volatility, this indicates unstable performance and uncertainty regarding future cash flows. This instability increases information asymmetry, as management has earlier and deeper access to financial information than investors. 
The higher the earnings fluctuations, the greater the pressure felt by management to present stable performance. Accounting conservatism, which requires the early recognition of losses compared to profits, can increase reported earnings fluctuations, which is undesirable for management in volatile conditions. Therefore, management will tend to use less conservative reporting methods to keep the figures looking consistent. This assumption is supported by previous research. Al-Hasnawi et al. (2021) and Khalifa et al. (2024) discovered that in high-risk situations, earnings volatility becomes a factor that reduces the implementation of accounting conservatism principles. On the basis of these theoretical and empirical considerations, this research’s first hypothesis is as follows:
H1: Earnings volatility has a negative and significant effect on accounting conservatism. 
[bookmark: _Toc214352804]Effect of Leverage on Accounting Conservatism
As explained in agency theory, a company's financing structure influences managerial behavior in financial reporting. A company that shows a leverage in high level indicates that the company highly depends on external financing through debt. This dependence creates a contractual relationship between companies and creditors through debt agreements that usually set certain financial performance limits. To maintain compliance with the contract and avoid potential conflicts with creditors, management is encouraged to implement more cautious accounting policies.
Highly leveraged companies will tend to use conservative principles in financial reporting, such as accelerating the recognition of expenses and deferring revenue recognition. Previous research support this assumption. Liasari and Biduri (2024) as well as Yuliani dan Hasanuh (2023) found that leverage shows an effect that is positive on accounting conservatism, because companies with debt levels that are high are more likely to exercise caution in their reporting as a way to maintain credibility in the eyes of creditors. On the basis of these theoretical and empirical considerations, this research’s second hypothesis is as follows:
H2: Leverage has a positive and significant effect on accounting conservatism.
From the hypothesis above, the following research model was developed:Earnings Volatility
(X1)
Leverage
(X2)
Accounting Conservatism (Y)

H1 (-)


	

H2 (+)



[bookmark: _Toc204184387][bookmark: _Toc214353385]Figure 2.2 Research Model
Source: Developed in this research
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[bookmark: _Toc214352805] 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
[bookmark: _Toc214352806]Operational Definition
[bookmark: _Toc214352807]Dependent Variable 
Accounting conservatism, which refers to the principle of prudence in preparing financial statements, is the dependent variable in this research. Accounting conservatism is a condition where a company reports lower earnings than its operating cash flow. Accounting conservatism principle aims to produce financial statements that avoid exaggerating the performance and financial condition of the company. 
In this research, accounting conservatism measurement is conducted through the use of accruals with the Givoly and Hayn model. The accrual value is the ratio between net income with operating cash flow. A negative accrual value indicates that net income is lower than operating cash flow, which is an indication of accounting conservatism principles application. The formula used refers to the research by Shiddieqy et al. (2023) namely:

  ……………………….……….……………………. 3.1
Description:
CONACC	: Accounting conservatism
NI		: Current year profit
DEP		: Depreciation of fixed assets


OCF		: Operating cash flow
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[bookmark: _Toc214352808]Independent Variables
There are several independent variables used in this research. Among them are earnings volatility and leverage. The explanation for this research’s independent variables is as follows.
[bookmark: _Toc214352809]Earnings Volatility
Earnings volatility is the level of instability in a company's earnings from one period to another. This instability can take the form of significant increases or decreases in profits and indicates how stable or unstable a company's financial performance is throughout a specific period. A higher level of volatility indicates greater uncertainty regarding future profit achievement, which can ultimately affect management decision-making. 
In this research, earnings volatility is measured using the standard deviation of EBIT during the 2019–2023 period. Standard deviation is a measure that shows how much the data values deviate from the mean. A greater standard deviation value indicates higher EBIT variation during that period, which indicates that the company's earnings are unstable. The formula used to measure earnings volatility refers to research by Cahyawati dan Miftah (2022) is as follows:

 ………………….……….…………………… 3.2
Description:
EVOL		: Earnings Volatility
EBIT		: Earnings before interest and taxes
[bookmark: _Toc214352810]Leverage
Leverage is an indicator that shows how heavily a company utilizes debt financing to finance all of the assets that it has. The greater the proportion of debt to total assets, the higher the financial risk faced by the company, because the burden of repaying the debt and interest increases. High leverage encourages management to prepare financial statements in a less conservative manner as a way to maintain the company's financial image.
Leverage is measured in this research using Debt-to-Assets Ratio (DAR), which is the ratio of total debt to a company’s total assets. This ratio illustrates how heavily the assets of a company are funded by debt compared to its own capital. A higher DAR value indicates a greater dependence of the company on external financing. The DAR calculation formula refers to the research by Yanti et al. (2022), namely:

 .…………………………….……….………………….3.3
[bookmark: _Toc214352811]Population and Sample
[bookmark: _Toc214352812]Population
Companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage were used as this research population. The sub-sector of food and beverage is part of the consumer goods industry sector listed on IDX. This sub-sector consists of companies involved in producing and distributing processed food and beverage products, both for household and commercial consumption. There are 56 companies included as this research population, which are listed on IDX during the period from 2019 to 2023.
[bookmark: _Toc214352813]Sample
The sample was selected through implementing the purposive sampling technique. This technique obtains samples according to specific criteria. Below is the sample selection criteria used for this research:
1. Companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage that are on IDX list from 2019 to 2023 that consistently publish annual reports.
2. Companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage that possess complete data for measuring all variables.
[bookmark: _Toc204182586][bookmark: _Toc204184274][bookmark: _Toc214353217]Table 3.1 Sampling Results
	No
	Description
	Total

	1
	Companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage that are on IDX list from 2019 to 2023 that consistently publish annual reports
	35

	2
	Companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage that do not have complete data for measuring all variables
	(12)

	Total of samples
	23

	Observation period (2019-2023)
	5

	Total of sample data (23×5)
	115


Source: Data processed, 2025
In the sample collection process, there were several companies that could not be included as research samples due to access limitations, including annual reports that were not completely published on the IDX or companies official websites, reports that were not publicly accessible, and financial information that did not provide detailed data for calculating research variables. 
This resulted in several companies not complying with the data completeness criteria as specified in purposive sampling. A total of 23 data samples were gathered from companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage with 5 years observation period (2019-2023), resulting in a total of 115 observation data samples.
[bookmark: 3.3_Jenis_dan_sumber_data][bookmark: _bookmark25][bookmark: _Toc214352814]Type and Source of Data
The type of data implemented in this research is quantitative, namely data that can be measured and analyzed numerically and figures that can be calculated objectively. The data analyzed is sourced from the companies' annual financial statements published on the IDX official website for the period 2019 to 2023.
The data for this research is sourced from secondary data, which is information gathered from documents or sources that are already available and not collected directly by the researcher. The data used in this research is taken from the financial reports of companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage on IDX.
[bookmark: 3.4_Metode_pengumpulan_data][bookmark: _bookmark26][bookmark: _Toc214352815]Data Collection Method
[bookmark: 3.5_Alat_analisis_data][bookmark: _bookmark27]ata in this research was collected through the method of documentation.. This method was done by compiling and analyzing the financial reports of companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage for the period 2019 to 2023. All necessary financial information was obtained from official sources, namely through IDX’s official website (www.idx.co.id) and from each company’s official websites.
[bookmark: _Toc214352816]Data Analysis Tools
The data analysis process was conducted through the use of SPSS version 27 software as a tool to process quantitative data. The aim of this processing was to identify the relationship between independent and dependent variables and to assess the extent of their influence. The collected data was analyzed through multiple linear regression analysis as well as classical assumption tests that include normality, heteroscedasticity, multicollinearity, along with autocorrelation tests.
[bookmark: 3.5.1_Analisis_Statistik_Deskrpitif][bookmark: _bookmark28][bookmark: _Toc214352817]Descriptive Statistical Analysis
This analysis provides detailed information on various data characteristics, including sample size, standard deviation, mean, minimum, as well as maximum values. This analysis’ function is to give a description of the entire data that is comprehensive and easily understood (Ghozali, 2018).
[bookmark: _Toc214352818]Classical Assumption Test
According to Ghozali (2018), classical assumption tests are needed to be a determinant of whether the results of regression model analysis are free from classical assumption deviations. Classical assumption tests can be the determinant of regression model suitable to be implemented in the research. The classical assumption tests applied for this research are normality, heteroscedasticity, multicollinearity, as well as autocorrelation tests.
[bookmark: _bookmark48][bookmark: _Toc195774778][bookmark: _Toc214352819]Normality Test
This test is conducted as a determinant of whether the regression model’s data shows a distribution that approximates a normal distribution, both for the independent as well as dependent variables (Ghozali, 2018). The Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) method was implemented in this research as a normality test tool. This test is two-tailed and is used to compare the cumulative distribution of sample data against the significance value. The data is declared to be normally distributed if the significance value is exceeding 0.05. Conversely, if the significance value does not exceed 0.05, a conclusion can be drawn that the data does not show a distribution that is normal.  
[bookmark: _bookmark49][bookmark: _Toc214352820]Heteroscedasticity Test
In regression analysis, this test is performed to detect differences in the variance of the residuals in each observation. Ghozali (2018) states that if the residuals show equal variance for every observation, this is known as homoscedasticity. Meanwhile, if the residual variance is not constant, it is termed heteroscedasticity. An ideal regression model should satisfy the assumption of homoscedasticity.
To test for heteroscedasticity, this research uses the Glejser method, which regresses the absolute residual value (ABS_RES) against each independent variable. Based on the criteria described by Ghozali (2018), if the Sig. value of the regression result exceeds 0.05, a conclusion can be drawn that no heteroscedasticity symptoms are present in the regression model.
[bookmark: _Toc195774780][bookmark: _Toc214352821]Multicollinearity Test
This test has the aim to be a determinant of whether the independent variables are correlated in the regression model. A regression model that is good does not show correlated independent variables. Multicollinearity can be detected by observing the values of tolerance as well as Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). When the VIF value is below 10, with the tolerance value exceeding 0.10, a conclusion can be drawn that the model is free from multicollinearity.
[bookmark: _bookmark50][bookmark: _Toc214352822]Autocorrelation Test
This test has the aim to detect correlations between the residuals in a particular observation as well as the residuals in the previous observation in a linear regression model. Ghozali (2018) states that a regression model with good quality is one that is free from autocorrelation problems, especially in time series data.
In this research, the autocorrelation test was conducted through the implementation of the Durbin-Watson test. The Durbin-Watson statistical value ranges from 0 to 4. As explained by Ghozali (2018), if the Durbin-Watson value is between the upper limit (dU) and (4 − dU), i.e., dU < DW < (4 − dU), a conclusion can be made that no autocorrelation is found in the regression model. Conversely, if the Durbin-Watson value is outside this range, there is an indication of autocorrelation.
[bookmark: _Toc195774782][bookmark: _Toc214352823]Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
Multiple linear regression model is used in this research to test the independent variables simultaneous effect on the dependent variable. As stated by Ghozali (2018), this model is used when more than one independent variable affects a single dependent variable. In this research, the effects of earnings volatility and leverage on accounting conservatism are tested using the following equation:
Ү = α + β1X1 + β2X2 + ε…………………….……….……………………… 3.4




Description	:
Ү		: Accounting Conservatism 
X1 		: Earnings Volatility
X2 		: Leverage
α 		: Constant
β1, β2		: Regression Coefficients
ε		: Error Term
[bookmark: _Toc214352824]Model Fit Test (F Test)
This test evaluates the overall feasibility of the regression model, namely as a determinant of whether the dependent variable is simultaneously affected by the independent variables in a significant manner (Ghozali, 2018). When the F test shows a Sig. value below 0.05, the model is considered fit and all independent variables together can explain the dependent variable. Meanwhile, a Sig. value exceeding 0.05 is an indication that the model is not feasible because the dependent variable is not significantly affected by the independent variables.
[bookmark: _Toc195774784][bookmark: _Toc214352825]Coefficient of Determination Test (R2)
The coefficient of determination (R²) is used in the regression model as a determinant of the proportion of variation in the dependent variable that can be interpreted by the independent variables (Ghozali, 2018). The R² value ranges between 0 to 1. A value nearing 1 reflects greater ability of the research model to give an explanation on the dependent variable, meaning that almost every variation in the dependent variable can be interpreted by the independent variables used in the research model.
[bookmark: _Toc214352826]Hypothesis Test (t Test)
	In the regression model, this test determines each independent variable’s partial effect on the dependent variable (Ghozali, 2018). The test is conducted by making comparisons between the significance value of the test result with a Sig. level of 0.05. A significant value below 0.05 is an indication that the independent variable significantly impacts the dependent variable, resulting in the acceptance of the hypothesis. Conversely, a significance value that exceeds 0.05 is an indication that no significant effect is found which results in the rejection of the hypothesis. In addition, the effect’s direction is indicated by the regression coefficient sign. A positive coefficient is an indication of a direct relationship, whereas an inverse relationship is indicated by a negative coefficient.
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[bookmark: _Toc214352827]
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
[bookmark: _Toc214352828]Overview of the Research Object
This research’s population comprises companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage that are on Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) list during the period 2019 to 2023. The selection of this sub-sector stems from the characteristics of the industry, which has a relatively high level of income instability due to fluctuations in raw material prices, dependence on consumer demand, and operational cost dynamics. These conditions have the potential to cause significant earnings volatility, making this sector relevant for analysis in relation to the application of accounting conservatism principles. From the results of sample selection using purposive sampling techniques, 23 companies in the sub-sector of food and beverage were obtained. The following are the sample companies in this research:
[bookmark: _Toc204182719][bookmark: _Toc204184303][bookmark: _Toc214353234]Table 4.1 Company Sample
	No.
	Code
	Company Name

	1.
	AALI
	Astra Agro Lestari Tbk

	2.
	BISI
	Bisi International Tbk

	3.
	BUDI
	Budi Starch & Sweetener Tbk

	4.
	CAMP
	Campina Ice Cream Industry Tbk

	5.
	CEKA
	Wilmar Cahaya Indonesia Tbk

	6.
	CLEO
	Sariguna Primatirta Tbk

	7.
	CPIN
	Charoen Pokphand Indonesia Tbk

	8.
	DLTA
	Delta Djakarta Tbk

	9.
	DSNG
	Dharma Satya Nusantara Tbk

	10.
	GOOD
	Garudafood Putra Putri Jaya Tbk


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

	11.
	ICBP
	Indofood CBP Sukses Makmur Tbk

	12.
	INDF
	Indofood Sukses Makmur Tbk

	13.
	JPFA
	Japfa Comfeed Indonesia Tbk

	14.
	LSIP
	PP London Sumatra Indonesia Tbk

	15.
	MLBI
	Multi Bintang Indonesia Tbk

	16.
	MYOR
	Mayora Indah Tbk

	17.
	ROTI
	Nippon Indosari Corpindo Tbk

	18.
	SKBM
	Sekar Bumi Tbk

	19.
	SKLT
	Sekar Laut Tbk

	20.
	SSMS
	Sawit Sumbermas Sarana Tbk

	21.
	STTP
	Siantar Top Tbk

	22.
	TGKA
	Tigaraksa Satria Tbk

	23.
	ULTJ
	Ultra Jaya Milk Industry & Trading Company Tbk


Source: Indonesia Stock Exchange, 2025
It is known from the table above that the number of samples in this study was 115 company data. However, several outlier data were found during processing. The presence of outliers can affect the normality of data in SPSS and potentially cause bias in the analysis. Therefore, in accordance with Ghozali (2018), the outlier data were removed so that the number of samples used in the final analysis was reduced to 82 data.
[bookmark: _Toc214352829]Data Analysis
[bookmark: _Toc214352830]Descriptive Statistical Analysis
The purpose of descriptive statistical analysis is to obtain an overview of all variables used in the research by looking at the results of measurements of the maximum, minimum, mean, as well as standard deviation values. Descriptive statistics give an overview of the characteristics of the study variables, namely earnings volatility, leverage, and accounting conservatism.
[bookmark: _Toc204182720][bookmark: _Toc204184304][bookmark: _Toc214353235]Table 4.2 Results of Descriptive Statistical Analysis
	Variables
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	Earnings Volatility
	82
	0,008
	0,168
	0,03833
	0,029264

	Leverage
	82
	0,093
	0,832
	0,39157
	0,175849

	Accounting Conservatism
	82
	-0,111
	0,093
	-0,00608
	0,041419

	Valid N (listwise)
	82
	
	
	
	


Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
Referring to the outcomes of the descriptive statistical analysis presented in the table, below is obtained results: 
1. Earnings volatility shows a minimum value of 0.008 as well as a maximum of 0.168, along with its average at 0.03833 and a standard deviation at 0.029264. The average value exceeds the standard deviation, an indication of good data dispersion. The highest earnings volatility occurred in Multi Bintang Indonesia Tbk.
2. Leverage shows a minimum value of 0.093 as well as a maximum of 0.832, along with its average leverage value at 0.39157 and a standard deviation at 0.175849. The average value is greater than the standard deviation, an indication that the data is well distributed. The highest leverage occurs in the company Sawit Sumbermas Sarana Tbk.
3. Accounting conservatism shows a minimum value of -0.111 and a maximum of 0.093, along with its average at -0.00608 and a standard deviation at 0.041419. The large standard deviation compared to the average value indicates high diversity or data that is not well distributed. The highest accounting conservatism occurred at Multi Bintang Indonesia Tbk.
[bookmark: _Toc214352831]Classical Assumption Test
[bookmark: _Toc214352832]Normality Test
The Kolmogorov-Smirnov normality test was conducted by making a comparison of the test results with the significance level. A greater significance value than 0.05 is an indication that the data shows a distribution that is normal.
[bookmark: _Toc204182721][bookmark: _Toc204184305][bookmark: _Toc214353236]Table 4.3 Normality Test Results (One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test)
	Description
	Unstandardized Residual
(before outlier)
	Unstandardized Residual
(after outlier)

	N
	115
	82

	Normal
Parametersa,b
	Mean 
	0,0000000
	0,0000000

	
	Std. Deviation
	0,06149303
	0,03272637

	Most Extreme
Differences
	Absolute
	0,089
	0,067

	
	Positive
	0,089
	0,067

	
	Negative
	-0,074
	-0,060

	Test Statistic
	0,089
	0,067

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)
	0,026c
	0,200c


Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
Referring to Table 4.3, the Asymp.Sig (2-tailed) value in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test shows a value of 0.026, which is below the significance level of 0.05, thus indicating that the data is not normally distributed. According to (Ghozali, 2018), normality is an important requirement in regression analysis to make sure of the statistical test results validity. The abnormality of data distribution can be caused by extreme values or outliers that affect the overall data distribution pattern.
Ghozali (2018) and Field (2024) state that issues with data that does not show normal distribution can be resolved, one of which is by detecting and managing outliers using the boxplot method. Outliers are data observations whose values are very different or deviate significantly from the majority of other data, which can distort the results of statistical analysis. Outlier detection is performed by identifying values that are outside the upper fence and lower fence limits on the boxplot for each research variable (Field, 2024).
[bookmark: _Toc214353237]Table 4.4 Outlier Data
	No
	Description
	Total

	1
	Observation data for 2019-2023 (23 companies x 5 years)
	115

	2
	Total outlier
	(33)

	3
	Observation data after outlier
	82


Source: Data processed (2025)
Outlier detection results show that there are 33 observations identified as outliers from a total of 115 initial observations. After eliminating these outliers, 82 valid observations were obtained for further analysis.
The next step was to perform another normality test with the use of Kolmogorov-Smirnov. A Sig. value at 0.200 was obtained, which exceeds 0.05. This is an indication that the research data after outlier removal has been normally distributed and meets the normality assumption, making it suitable for use in the next regression analysis.
[bookmark: _Toc214352833]Heteroscedasticity Test
This research used the Glejser test for heteroscedasticity testing, with the criterion that if the Sig. value exceeds 0.05, no heteroscedasticity is found in the regression model.


[bookmark: _Toc204182722][bookmark: _Toc204184306][bookmark: _Toc214353238]Table 4.5 Heteroscedasticity Test Results
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0,024
	0,006
	
	4,253
	0,000

	
	Earnings Volatility
	0,005
	0,072
	0,008
	0,073
	0,942

	
	Leverage
	0,006
	0,012
	0,060
	0,530
	0,598

	a. Dependent Variable: ABS_RES


Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
It is known from the table above that earnings volatility has a Sig. value of 0.942 > 0.05, an indication that no heteroscedasticity is detected. Leverage shows a Sig. value of 0.598 > 0.05, an indication of no heteroscedasticity. Therefore, a conclusion can be drawn that in this research regression model, no heteroscedasticity problem occurs.
[bookmark: _Toc214352834]Multicollinearity Test
Multicollinearity testing is conducted in studies with more than one independent variable. Multicollinearity testing determines if a correlation is present between variables in the regression model. If the tolerance value is below 0.10 with the VIF exceeding 10, a conclusion can be made that a high multicollinearity is detected. A regression model that is good should be devoid of multicollinearity.
[bookmark: _Toc204182723][bookmark: _Toc204184307][bookmark: _Toc214353239]Table 4.6 Multicollinearity Test Results
	Variable
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	Earnings Volatility
Leverage
	0,996
	1,004

	
	0,996
	1,004


a. Dependent variable: Konservatisme Akuntansi
Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
Referring to Table 4.6, the outcomes of the multicollinearity test demonstrate that the tolerance value exceeds 0.10 for the earnings volatility variable at 0.996 and leverage at 0.996. And the VIF value is not below 10 for the earnings volatility variable at 1.004 and leverage at 1.004. This is an indication that the independent variables in the research can be used because no multicollinearity is present.
[bookmark: _Toc214352835]Autocorrelation Test
This test is conducted to assess whether a correlation is present between one period with another. Autocorrelation testing is a necessary procedure in research that uses time series data as the basis for analysis. A regression model that can be considered good is one that does not show autocorrelation between periods. The Durbin-Watson test is used for this research autocorrelation testing.
[bookmark: _Toc204182724][bookmark: _Toc204184308][bookmark: _Toc214353240]Table 4.7 Autocorrelation Test Results
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted
R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate
	Durbin-Watson

	1
	0,613a
	0,376
	0,360
	0,033138
	1,714


Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
Referring to Table 4.7, the Durbin-Watson value obtained is 1.714. With the number of independent variables (k) of 2 and the number of samples (n) of 82, according to the Durbin-Watson table, the lower limit (dl) is 1.5915 and the upper limit (du) is 1.6913. If the Durbin-Watson value is between du and (4 − du), a conclusion can be drawn that no autocorrelation is found. Since 1.714 is within the range of 1.6913 < 1.714 < 2.3087, the data in this research does not indicate autocorrelation.
[bookmark: _Toc214352836]Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
This analysis is conducted as a determinant of how far the effect of independent variables on dependent variables. In this research, the analysis was performed to test the effects of earnings volatility as well as leverage on accounting conservatism. The outcomes of the multiple linear regression analysis are displayed in the table below:
[bookmark: _Toc204182725][bookmark: _Toc204184309][bookmark: _Toc214353241]Table 4.8 Multiple Linear Analysis Results
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0,003
	0,010
	
	0,344
	0,732

	
	Earnings Volatility
	-0,820
	0,126
	-0,579
	-6,504
	0,000

	
	Leverage
	0,056
	0,021
	0,238
	2,669
	0,009


Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
 Referring to the outcomes of multiple linear regression analysis, the following equation was obtained:Accounting Conservatism (Ү) = 0,003 - 0,820X1 + 0,056X2 ……….……… 4.1




From this equation, several pieces of information and interpretations can be drawn: 
1. The constant (α) of 0.003 is an indication that if each independent variable, which include earnings volatility and leverage, are at zero, the value of accounting conservatism is estimated to be 0.003. The constant represents the base value of accounting conservatism when no effect is detected from the two studied independent variables.
2. The value of β1 of -0.820 is an indication that each one unit increase in earnings volatility will result in decreased the value of accounting conservatism by -0.820, with the assumption that leverage remains constant. A higher earnings volatility indicates lower amount of accounting conservatism.
3. The β2 value of 0.056 is an indication that each one unit increase in leverage will result in increased accounting conservatism by 0.056, with the assumption that earnings volatility remains constant. A higher leverage indicates greater amount of accounting conservatism. 
[bookmark: _Toc214352837]Model Fit Test (F Test)
This test intends to determine the overall validity of the regression model, which is to discover whether the independent variables collectively explain the dependent variable. The outcomes of the model validity test are shown below:
[bookmark: _Toc204182726][bookmark: _Toc204184310][bookmark: _Toc214353242]Table 4.9 Model Fit Test Results (F Test)
	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.052
	2
	0,026
	23,772
	0,000b

	
	Residual
	0.087
	79
	0,001
	
	

	
	Total
	0.139
	81
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Accounting Conservatism

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Leverage, Earnings Volatility


Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
As can be seen from the table, the Sig. value obtained is 0.000, which is below the significance margin of 0.05. This finding is an indication that the regression model used has met the feasibility criteria, because the independent variables collectively impact the dependent variable in a significant manner. Thus, the multiple linear regression model is declared fit to describe the correlation between the independent with the dependent variables.
[bookmark: _Toc214352838]Coefficient of Determination Test (R2)
This test was conducted to evaluate the capacity of the model in explaining the proportion of the dependent variable, namely accounting conservatism, which is simultaneously affected by independent variables, namely earnings volatility and leverage. The magnitude of this contribution is shown by the R square value, which ranges between 0 to 1, as displayed in the table below:
[bookmark: _Toc204182727][bookmark: _Toc204184311][bookmark: _Toc214353243]Table 4.10 Coefficient of Determination Test Results (R2)
	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	0,613a
	0,376
	0,360
	0,033138


Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
The outcomes of the coefficient of determination test show that the R Square (R2) value is 0.376 or equal to 37.6%. This means that the dependent variable, namely accounting conservatism, can be explained by 37.6% by the independent variables used in this research, namely earnings volatility and leverage. Whereas the remaining 62.4% is explained by various factors that are not in this current research.
[bookmark: _Toc214352839]Hypothesis Test (t Test)
The conduct of this test is to partially test hypotheses, namely to determine how far each independent variable affects the dependent variable. This test is performed by referring to each variable’s significance value, through the use of a significance level of 0.05 (α = 5%). A Sig. value exceeding 0.05 signifies the rejection of the hypothesis. Conversely, a significance value below 0.05 signifies the acceptance of the hypothesis.
[bookmark: _Toc204182728][bookmark: _Toc204184312][bookmark: _Toc214353244]Table 4.11 Hypothesis Test Results (t Test)
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0,003
	0,010
	
	0,344
	0,732

	
	Earnings Volatility
	-0,820
	0,126
	-0,579
	-6,504
	0,000

	
	Leverage
		0,056
	0,021
	0,238
	2,669
	0,009


Source: Data processed with SPSS 27
Referring to the t test outcomes in Table 4.11, the interpretation of the hypothesis testing results is explained as follows:
1. The first hypothesis states that earnings volatility negatively and significantly affects accounting conservatism, meaning that an inverse relationship is present between the two variables. From the test results in Table 4.11, a regression coefficient value of -0.820 was obtained, indicating a negative relationship, and a significance value of 0.000. Due to the significance value falling below 0.05, an interpretation can be made that earnings volatility significantly affects accounting conservatism, so  H1 is accepted.
2. The second hypothesis states that leverage positively and significantly affects accounting conservatism. This means that a direct relationship is present between leverage with accounting conservatism. From the outcomes in Table 4.11, the regression coefficient value is 0.056, indicating a positive direction, and the significance value is 0.009. Given the Sig. value is below 0.05, an interpretation can be drawn that leverage significantly affects accounting conservatism, thus H2 is accepted. 
[bookmark: _Toc214352840]Discussion
[bookmark: _Toc214352841]The Effect of Earnings Volatility on Accounting Conservatism
The outcomes of the first hypothesis test demonstrate that earnings volatility negatively and significantly affects accounting conservatism with a regression coefficient value of -0.820 as well as a Sig. level of 0.000, which is below 0.05. This finding indicates that a higher level of earnings volatility of a company is an indication of lower level of the applied accounting conservatism. The explanation for this phenomenon can be seen from the fact that when a company experiences high earnings fluctuations, management tends not to strictly apply the principle of conservatism for fear of worsening investors' perceptions of company performance stability. High earnings volatility encourages management to focus more on stabilizing financial reporting rather than applying the principle of prudence, which could potentially exacerbate the instability.
This research findings are backed by the basic concept of accounting conservatism, which requires immediate recognition of losses but delayed recognition of gains. In the framework of Financial Accounting Standards in Indonesia, particularly PSAK 1 on Financial Statement Presentation, it is stated that financial statements must be prepared on an accrual basis and with prudence. However, this standard also allows flexibility in the selection of accounting policies as long as they are in accordance with the company's conditions. When earnings volatility is high, management takes advantage of this flexibility by choosing more neutral or even optimistic accounting methods, such as selecting depreciation methods that result in lower expenses in the early years or capitalization policies for certain costs that should be immediately expensed. This practice shows that although the principle of conservatism is recognized in the conceptual framework, its application is highly dependent on the volatility of the company's performance.
The correlation between earnings volatility and the choice of accounting method can be seen in several areas of accounting policy regulated in PSAK. For example, in PSAK 14 on Inventories, companies can choose between the First In First Out (FIFO) method or the weighted average method for inventory valuation. When raw material prices fluctuate significantly, this choice of method will have a different impact on reported earnings. Companies with high earnings volatility tend to choose methods that produce more stable earnings than methods that conservatively reflect current economic conditions. In addition, in PSAK 16 on Fixed Assets, companies have the option to use various depreciation methods. In conditions of high volatility, management tends to avoid recognizing asset impairment, which is an application of conservatism, as this will further increase the fluctuation in reported earnings.
From the perspective of agency theory that Jensen and Meckling (1976) proposed, the negative correlation between earnings volatility and accounting conservatism reflects a conflicting interest between principals (shareholders) and agents (management). Agency theory explains that management, as agents, has more complete information than principals regarding the condition of the company, including the choice of accounting policies to be used. When earnings volatility is high, there is greater information asymmetry because it is difficult for principals to distinguish whether earnings fluctuations are caused by external factors or opportunistic actions by management. In these circumstances, management faces pressure to show stable performance to principals in order to maintain their position and compensation. Accounting conservatism, which requires the earlier recognition of losses, will actually make earnings appear lower or more volatile, which can worsen the assessment of management's performance. Therefore, management tends to reduce the application of conservatism to protect their personal interests.
This negative relationship can also be explained through the bonding and monitoring mechanisms in agency theory. Accounting conservatism actually functions as a bonding mechanism that limits opportunistic behavior by management by forcing the earlier recognition of bad news. However, when earnings volatility is high, management has a stronger incentive to avoid this bonding mechanism because rapid recognition of losses will further exacerbate already high volatility. From a monitoring perspective, shareholders incur higher costs to supervise management in conditions of high volatility because it is difficult to distinguish between normal and abnormal fluctuations. These monitoring limitations provide management with room to reduce conservatism, which increases information asymmetry and aggravates agency conflicts.
In the sub sector of food and beverage on IDX, this phenomenon can be observed in several companies that have experienced significant profit fluctuations due to raw material price volatility and changes in consumption patterns, especially during the COVID-19 pandemic as well as economic recovery period. When facing high earnings volatility due to these factors, company management tends to use more flexible accounting policies in terms of revenue and expense recognition. For example, some companies delay recognizing inventory write-downs even when there are indications of a decline in market value, or use longer asset useful life estimates to reduce annual depreciation expenses. This practice shows that in industries that are vulnerable to external volatility, accounting conservatism application is often ignored in order to maintain financial reporting stability.
This finding is backed by previous research by Al-Hasnawi et al. (2021) in which it is shown that earnings volatility has an effect that is significant negative on accounting conservatism. Furthermore, research by Khalifa et al. (2024) found that the more unstable a company's earnings condition is, the lower the tendency to be cautious in financial reporting. This can occur because such instability creates pressure to present more optimistic performance results.
[bookmark: _Toc214352842]The Effect of Leverage on Accounting Conservatism
The outcomes of the second hypothesis test demonstrate that leverage positively and significantly affects accounting conservatism with a regression coefficient value of 0.056 along with a significance level of 0.000, which is less than 0.05. This finding implies that a higher level of corporate leverage is an indication of higher level of accounting conservatism. Companies with high leverage face greater financial risks, so creditors demand greater transparency and prudence in financial reporting. This condition encourages management to implement the principle of accounting conservatism as a form of responsiveness to the need for credible information for creditors and other stakeholders.
In PSAK 55 on Financial Instruments: Recognition and Measurement, it is stipulated that companies must recognize impairment losses in a timely manner. Accounting conservatism serves as a mechanism to provide early warning to creditors when a company is facing financial problems, allowing creditors to take protective measures before conditions deteriorate. Highly leveraged companies implement conservative accounting policies such as the use of accelerated depreciation methods, the creation of higher allowance for doubtful accounts, and the faster recognition of asset impairment. By implementing conservatism, companies demonstrate their commitment to prudent risk management, thereby increasing creditor confidence and potentially obtaining more advantageous terms of credit.
Conservatism is a principle that recognizes losses more quickly but recognizes gains more slowly, providing a higher level of verifiability because losses are generally easier to verify than gains, which are still potential. Creditors, as the parties bearing the main risk of corporate failure, require verifiable information to assess a company's capacity of meeting its debt obligations. In practice, highly leveraged companies tend to use more pessimistic estimates in various areas of accounting, such as the estimated economic life of assets or project completion rates. This approach reduces the possibility of overstating assets and profits, which could mislead creditors in assessing the company's actual financial condition.
On the basis of agency theory, the positive relationship between leverage and accounting conservatism reflects effective corporate governance mechanisms in overcoming agency conflicts between shareholders, management, and creditors. Management may have an incentive to present overly optimistic information in order to avoid technical default on debt covenants. Accounting conservatism serves to reduce this conflicts by limiting management's ability to present overstated information. By applying conservatism, management signals to creditors that they are committed to presenting reliable information and will not take actions that are detrimental to the interests of creditors.
For example, PT Indofood Sukses Makmur Tbk (INDF), one among the largest companies in the sub sector of food and beverage listed on IDX, possesses a significant debt structure in its financing. In the financial reports for the 2019-2023 period, Indofood has consistently applied a conservative approach in its financial reporting, which can be identified through conservatism measurement using the Givoly and Hayn model. This model measures the level of conservatism based on accruals, where persistent negative accruals indicate a high level of conservatism because they show that accounting profits tend to be lower than operating cash flows (Givoly & Hayn, 2000).
Observations of Indofood's financial statements show that the company has had consistent negative accruals for five consecutive years, indicating the implementation of the principle of prudence in the recognition of income as well as expenses. This shows that highly leveraged companies such as Indofood understand the importance of accounting conservatism as a strategy to maintain creditor trust, comply with debt covenants, and ultimately reduce long-term capital costs, while providing protection for investors against overstated risks in financial statements.
This finding is backed by research of Liasari and Biduri (2024) in which it is stated that leverage positively affects conservatism. It is also explained in the research by Yuliani and Hasanuh (2023) that companies with high debt levels tend to implement conservative reporting policies as a form of caution in reporting and to maintain the credibility of the company in creditors’ eyes.


[bookmark: _Toc214352843]
CLOSURE
[bookmark: _Toc214352844]Conclusion
This research seeks to examine the volatility of earnings along with leverage that affect accounting conservatism. The objects in this research are manufacturing companies in the sub sector of food and beverage listed on IDX that have met the requirements in the sample screening process, resulting in 82 observations.
The conclusions below are drawn from the results of this research:
1. Earnings volatility has an effect that is significant negative on accounting conservatism in companies of food and beverage that are on IDX. This indicates that when a company's earnings volatility increases, management tends to reduce the implementation of accounting conservatism principles to avoid negative investor perceptions of the company's unstable performance. Management utilizes flexibility in selecting accounting methods to maintain the stability of financial reporting, even though it sacrifices the principle of prudence that should be applied.
2. Leverage has an effect that is positive and significant on accounting conservatism in companies of food and beverage that are on IDX. This finding confirms that a higher level of a company’s leverage indicates higher application of accounting conservatism as a mechanism to reduce information asymmetry. Conservatism serves as a form of responsiveness to strict monitoring by creditors, compliance with debt covenants, and efforts to maintain stakeholder trust through more prudent and verifiable financial reporting.
[bookmark: _Toc214352845]Suggestion
Based on the research conducted, the following suggestions can be considered:
1. The management of companies in the sub sector of food and beverage is expected to strike a balance between financial reporting stability and the implementation of accounting conservatism principles to give quality information that supports transparency as well as accountability in financial reporting so that financial reports can be relied upon by users
2. Investors along with potential investors are expected to be more attentive to the level of earnings volatility and the company's leverage structure as indicators of the quality of accounting conservatism implementation in investment decision-making. An in-depth analysis of these two factors can help investors evaluate the credibility and reliability of the financial information that the company presents.
3. Future researchers are expected to conduct explorations other variables that affect accounting conservatism besides earnings volatility and leverage, add moderating or mediating variables to strengthen empirical findings, as well as expand the research object to other sectors in the industry.
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[bookmark: _Toc214521462]Appendix 1. Sample Companies in the Food and Beverage Sub Sector

	No.
	Code
	Company Name

	1.
	AALI
	Astra Agro Lestari Tbk

	2.
	BISI
	Bisi International Tbk

	3.
	BUDI
	Budi Starch & Sweetener Tbk

	4.
	CAMP
	Campina Ice Cream Industry Tbk

	5.
	CEKA
	Wilmar Cahaya Indonesia Tbk

	6.
	CLEO
	Sariguna Primatirta Tbk

	7.
	CPIN
	Charoen Pokphand Indonesia Tbk

	8.
	DLTA
	Delta Djakarta Tbk

	9.
	DSNG
	Dharma Satya Nusantara Tbk

	10.
	GOOD
	Garudafood Putra Putri Jaya Tbk

	11.
	ICBP
	Indofood CBP Sukses Makmur Tbk

	12.
	INDF
	Indofood Sukses Makmur Tbk

	13.
	JPFA
	Japfa Comfeed Indonesia Tbk

	14.
	LSIP
	PP London Sumatra Indonesia Tbk

	15.
	MLBI
	Multi Bintang Indonesia Tbk

	16.
	MYOR
	Mayora Indah Tbk

	17.
	ROTI
	Nippon Indosari Corpindo Tbk

	18.
	SKBM
	Sekar Bumi Tbk

	19.
	SKLT
	Sekar Laut Tbk

	20.
	SSMS
	Sawit Sumbermas Sarana Tbk

	21.
	STTP
	Siantar Top Tbk

	22.
	TGKA
	Tigaraksa Satria Tbk

	23.
	ULTJ
	Ultra Jaya Milk Industry & Trading Company Tbk
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	No
	Code
	 Year
	EBIT
	SD EBIT
	TA
	EVOL 

	1
	AALI
	2018
	2.207.080.000.000
	809.958.083.966
	
	

	
	
	2019
	660.860.000.000
	
	26.974.124.000.000
	0,030

	
	
	2020
	1.462.635.000.000
	
	27.781.231.000.000
	0,029

	
	
	2021
	2.913.169.000.000
	
	30.399.906.000.000
	0,027

	
	
	2022
	2.429.178.000.000
	
	29.249.340.000.000
	0,028

	
	
	2023
	1.498.402.000.000
	
	28.846.243.000.000
	0,028

	2
	BISI
	2018
	505.499.000.000
	141.899.863.862
	
	

	
	
	2019
	404.771.000.000
	
	2.941.056.000.000
	0,048

	
	
	2020
	364.938.000.000
	
	2.914.979.000.000
	0,049

	
	
	2021
	477.367.000.000
	
	3.132.202.000.000
	0,045

	
	
	2022
	644.894.000.000
	
	3.410.481.000.000
	0,042

	
	
	2023
	733.895.000.000
	
	3.901.820.000.000
	0,036

	3
	BUDI
	2018
	71.781.000.000
	25.071.233.447
	
	

	
	
	2019
	83.905.000.000
	
	2.999.767.000.000
	0,008

	
	
	2020
	69.312.000.000
	
	2.963.007.000.000
	0,008

	
	
	2021
	113.965.000.000
	
	2.993.218.000.000
	0,008

	
	
	2022
	116.031.000.000
	
	3.173.651.000.000
	0,008

	
	
	2023
	127.311.000.000
	
	3.327.846.000.000
	0,008

	4
	CAMP
	2018
	84.038.783.563
	40.731.609.058
	
	

	
	
	2019
	99.535.473.132
	
	1.057.529.235.985
	0,039

	
	
	2020
	56.816.360.398
	
	1.086.873.666.641
	0,037

	
	
	2021
	126.156.941.830
	
	1.147.260.611.703
	0,036

	
	
	2022
	153.914.313.784
	
	1.074.777.460.412
	0,038

	
	
	2023
	160.678.405.480
	
	1.088.726.193.209
	0,037

	5
	CEKA
	2018
	123.394.812.359
	60.590.269.034
	
	

	
	
	2019
	285.132.249.695
	
	1.393.079.542.074
	0,043

	
	
	2020
	232.864.791.126
	
	1.566.673.828.068
	0,039

	
	
	2021
	236.334.817.214
	
	1.697.387.196.209
	0,036

	
	
	2022
	283.149.105.983
	
	1.718.287.453.575
	0,035

	
	
	2023
	195.807.621.110
	
	1.893.560.797.758
	0,032

	6
	CLEO
	2018
	81.356.830.315
	111.490.856.570
	
	

	
	
	2019
	172.342.839.552
	
	1.245.144.303.719
	0,090

	
	
	2020
	168.613.556.985
	
	1.310.940.121.622
	0,085

	
	
	2021
	229.981.620.687
	
	1.348.181.576.913
	0,083

	
	
	2022
	248.863.660.595
	
	1.693.523.611.414
	0,066

	
	
	2023
	412.590.561.105
	
	2.296.227.711.688
	0,049



	No
	Code
	 Year
	EBIT
	SD EBIT
	TA
	EVOL

	7
	CPIN
	2018
	5.907.351.000.000
	1.021.070.139.255
	
	

	
	
	2019
	4.595.238.000.000
	
	29.353.041.000.000
	0,035

	
	
	2020
	4.767.698.000.000
	
	31.159.291.000.000
	0,033

	
	
	2021
	4.633.546.000.000
	
	35.446.051.000.000
	0,029

	
	
	2022
	3.537.180.000.000
	
	39.847.545.000.000
	0,026

	
	
	2023
	2.996.885.000.000
	
	40.970.800.000.000
	0,025

	8
	DLTA
	2018
	441.248.118.000
	106.595.586.601
	
	

	
	
	2019
	412.437.215.000
	
	1.425.983.722.000
	0,075

	
	
	2020
	164.704.480.000
	
	1.225.580.913.000
	0,087

	
	
	2021
	240.865.871.000
	
	1.308.722.065.000
	0,081

	
	
	2022
	294.211.660.000
	
	1.307.186.367.000
	0,082

	
	
	2023
	251.130.452.000
	
	1.208.050.010.000
	0,088

	9
	DSNG
	2018
	611.264.000.000
	463.613.271.393
	
	

	
	
	2019
	280.084.000.000
	
	11.620.821.000.000
	0,040

	
	
	2020
	695.296.000.000
	
	14.151.383.000.000
	0,033

	
	
	2021
	965.884.000.000
	
	13.712.160.000.000
	0,034

	
	
	2022
	1.610.228.000.000
	
	15.357.229.000.000
	0,030

	
	
	2023
	1.140.643.000.000
	
	16.178.278.000.000
	0,029

	10
	GOOD
	2018
	582.506.906.329
	147.212.755.086
	
	

	
	
	2019
	580.567.005.845
	
	5.063.067.672.414
	0,029

	
	
	2020
	339.984.897.163
	
	6.570.969.641.033
	0,022

	
	
	2021
	632.654.506.311
	
	6.766.602.280.143
	0,022

	
	
	2022
	674.251.464.663
	
	7.327.371.934.290
	0,020

	
	
	2023
	783.016.628.548
	
	7.427.707.902.688
	0,020

	11
	ICBP
	2018
	6.446.785.000.000
	1.932.854.471.922
	
	

	
	
	2019
	7.436.972.000.000
	
	38.709.314.000.000
	0,050

	
	
	2020
	9.958.647.000.000
	
	103.588.325.000.000
	0,019

	
	
	2021
	9.950.170.000.000
	
	118.015.311.000.000
	0,016

	
	
	2022
	7.525.385.000.000
	
	115.305.536.000.000
	0,017

	
	
	2023
	11.444.693.000.000
	
	119.267.976.000.000
	0,016

	12
	INDF
	2018
	7.446.966.000.000
	3.178.706.688.779
	
	

	
	
	2019
	8.749.397.000.000
	
	96.198.559.000.000
	0,033

	
	
	2020
	12.426.334.000.000
	
	163.136.516.000.000
	0,019

	
	
	2021
	14.456.085.000.000
	
	179.356.193.000.000
	0,018

	
	
	2022
	12.318.765.000.000
	
	180.433.300.000.000
	0,018

	
	
	2023
	15.615.384.000.000
	
	186.587.957.000.000
	0,017




	No
	Code
	 Year
	EBIT
	SD EBIT
	TA
	EVOL

	13
	JPFA
	2018
	3.089.839.000.000
	699.024.166.070
	
	

	
	
	2019
	2.494.477.000.000
	
	26.650.895.000.000
	0,026

	
	
	2020
	1.679.091.000.000
	
	25.951.760.000.000
	0,027

	
	
	2021
	2.793.847.000.000
	
	28.589.656.000.000
	0,024

	
	
	2022
	1.954.529.000.000
	
	32.690.887.000.000
	0,021

	
	
	2023
	1.261.237.000.000
	
	34.109.431.000.000
	0,020

	14
	LSIP
	2018
	417.052.000.000
	395.960.361.332
	
	

	
	
	2019
	352.743.000.000
	
	10.225.322.000.000
	0,039

	
	
	2020
	860.439.000.000
	
	10.922.788.000.000
	0,036

	
	
	2021
	1.246.886.000.000
	
	11.851.182.000.000
	0,033

	
	
	2022
	1.283.525.000.000
	
	12.417.013.000.000
	0,032

	
	
	2023
	911.426.000.000
	
	12.514.203.000.000
	0,032

	15
	MLBI
	2018
	1.671.912.000.000
	488.956.123.593
	
	

	
	
	2019
	1.626.612.000.000
	
	2.896.950.000.000
	0,169

	
	
	2020
	396.470.000.000
	
	2.907.425.000.000
	0,168

	
	
	2021
	877.781.000.000
	
	2.922.017.000.000
	0,167

	
	
	2022
	1.246.487.000.000
	
	3.374.502.000.000
	0,145

	
	
	2023
	1.397.720.000.000
	
	3.407.442.000.000
	0,143

	16
	MYOR
	2018
	2.381.942.198.855
	823.615.622.449
	
	

	
	
	2019
	2.704.466.581.011
	
	19.037.918.806.473
	0,043

	
	
	2020
	2.683.890.279.936
	
	19.777.500.514.550
	0,042

	
	
	2021
	1.549.648.556.686
	
	19.917.653.265.528
	0,041

	
	
	2022
	2.506.057.517.934
	
	22.276.160.695.411
	0,037

	
	
	2023
	4.093.715.832.812
	
	23.870.404.962.472
	0,035

	17
	ROTI
	2018
	186.414.713.941
	154.261.288.909
	
	

	
	
	2019
	347.098.820.613
	
	4.682.083.844.951
	0,033

	
	
	2020
	160.357.537.779
	
	4.452.166.671.985
	0,035

	
	
	2021
	376.045.893.335
	
	4.191.284.422.677
	0,037

	
	
	2022
	572.782.719.985
	
	4.130.321.616.083
	0,037

	
	
	2023
	427.990.685.263
	
	3.943.518.425.042
	0,039

	18
	SKBM
	2018
	20.887.453.647
	42.231.107.939
	
	

	
	
	2019
	5.163.201.735
	
	1.820.383.352.811
	0,023

	
	
	2020
	13.568.762.041
	
	1.768.660.546.754
	0,024

	
	
	2021
	44.152.540.846
	
	1.970.428.120.056
	0,021

	
	
	2022
	117.187.513.903
	
	2.042.199.577.083
	0,021

	
	
	2023
	11.946.009.923
	
	1.839.622.473.747
	0,023




	No
	Code
	 Year
	EBIT
	SD EBIT
	TA
	EVOL 

	19
	SKLT
	2018
	39.567.679.343
	26.309.594.999
	
	

	
	
	2019
	56.782.206.578
	
	790.845.543.826
	0,033

	
	
	2020
	55.673.983.557
	
	773.863.042.440
	0,034

	
	
	2021
	101.725.399.549
	
	889.125.250.792
	0,030

	
	
	2022
	92.439.536.022
	
	1.033.289.474.829
	0,025

	
	
	2023
	97.118.384.008
	
	1.282.739.303.035
	0,021

	20
	SSMS
	2018
	340.868.812.000
	780.590.163.890
	
	

	
	
	2019
	154.592.621.000
	
	11.845.204.657.000
	0,066

	
	
	2020
	899.545.934.000
	
	12.775.930.059.000
	0,061

	
	
	2021
	1.873.952.184.000
	
	13.850.610.076.000
	0,056

	
	
	2022
	1.964.686.167.000
	
	11.136.909.800.000
	0,070

	
	
	2023
	552.135.147.000
	
	11.810.444.633.000
	0,066

	21
	STTP
	2018
	324.694.650.175
	253.648.265.645
	
	

	
	
	2019
	607.043.293.422
	
	2.881.563.083.954
	0,088

	
	
	2020
	773.607.195.121
	
	3.448.995.059.882
	0,074

	
	
	2021
	765.188.720.115
	
	3.919.243.683.748
	0,065

	
	
	2022
	756.723.520.605
	
	4.590.737.849.889
	0,055

	
	
	2023
	1.102.640.346.668
	
	5.482.234.635.262
	0,046

	22
	TGKA
	2018
	426.291.444.535
	73.405.520.287
	
	

	
	
	2019
	553.046.935.019
	
	2.995.872.438.975
	0,025

	
	
	2020
	625.284.763.496
	
	3.361.956.197.960
	0,022

	
	
	2021
	608.171.241.151
	
	3.403.961.007.490
	0,022

	
	
	2022
	604.907.000.000
	
	4.178.952.000.000
	0,018

	
	
	2023
	587.515.000.000
	
	4.566.006.000.000
	0,016

	23
	ULTJ
	2018
	949.018.000.000
	215.313.699.069
	
	

	
	
	2019
	1.375.359.000.000
	
	6.608.422.000.000
	0,033

	
	
	2020
	1.421.517.000.000
	
	8.754.116.000.000
	0,025

	
	
	2021
	1.541.932.000.000
	
	7.406.856.000.000
	0,029

	
	
	2022
	1.288.998.000.000
	
	7.376.375.000.000
	0,029

	
	
	2023
	1.507.285.000.000
	
	7.523.956.000.000
	0,029








[bookmark: _Toc204184793][bookmark: _Toc214521464]Appendix 3. Leverage Calculation
	No
	Code
	Year
	Total Liabilities
	Total Assets
	DAR

	1
	AALI
	2019
	7.995.597.000.000
	26.974.124.000.000
	0,296

	
	
	2020
	8.533.437.000.000
	27.781.231.000.000
	0,307

	
	
	2021
	9.228.733.000.000
	30.399.906.000.000
	0,304

	
	
	2022
	7.006.119.000.000
	29.249.340.000.000
	0,240

	
	
	2023
	6.280.237.000.000
	28.846.243.000.000
	0,218

	2
	BISI
	2019
	624.470.000.000
	2.941.056.000.000
	0,212

	
	
	2020
	456.592.000.000
	2.914.979.000.000
	0,157

	
	
	2021
	404.157.000.000
	3.132.202.000.000
	0,129

	
	
	2022
	360.231.000.000
	3.410.481.000.000
	0,106

	
	
	2023
	455.124.000.000
	3.901.820.000.000
	0,117

	3
	BUDI
	2019
	1.714.449.000.000
	2.999.767.000.000
	0,572

	
	
	2020
	1.640.851.000.000
	2.963.007.000.000
	0,554

	
	
	2021
	1.605.521.000.000
	2.993.218.000.000
	0,536

	
	
	2022
	1.728.614.000.000
	3.173.651.000.000
	0,545

	
	
	2023
	1.736.519.000.000
	3.327.846.000.000
	0,522

	4
	CAMP
	2019
	122.136.752.135
	1.057.529.235.985
	0,115

	
	
	2020
	125.161.736.940
	1.086.873.666.641
	0,115

	
	
	2021
	124.445.640.572
	1.147.260.611.703
	0,108

	
	
	2022
	133.323.429.397
	1.074.777.460.412
	0,124

	
	
	2023
	136.086.922.155
	1.088.726.193.209
	0,125

	5
	CEKA
	2019
	261.784.845.240
	1.393.079.542.074
	0,188

	
	
	2020
	305.958.833.204
	1.566.673.828.068
	0,195

	
	
	2021
	310.020.233.374
	1.697.387.196.209
	0,183

	
	
	2022
	168.244.583.827
	1.718.287.453.575
	0,098

	
	
	2023
	251.275.135.465
	1.893.560.797.758
	0,133

	6
	CLEO
	2019
	478.844.867.693
	1.245.144.303.719
	0,385

	
	
	2020
	416.194.010.942
	1.310.940.121.622
	0,317

	
	
	2021
	346.601.683.606
	1.348.181.576.913
	0,257

	
	
	2022
	508.372.748.127
	1.693.523.611.414
	0,300

	
	
	2023
	781.642.680.910
	2.296.227.711.688
	0,340

	7
	CPIN
	2019
	8.281.441.000.000
	29.353.041.000.000
	0,282

	
	
	2020
	7.809.608.000.000
	31.159.291.000.000
	0,251

	
	
	2021
	10.296.052.000.000
	35.446.051.000.000
	0,290

	
	
	2022
	13.520.331.000.000
	39.847.545.000.000
	0,339

	
	
	2023
	13.942.042.000.000
	40.970.800.000.000
	0,340




	No
	Code
	Year
	Total Liabilities
	Total Assets
	DAR

	8
	DLTA
	2019
	212.420.390.000
	1.425.983.722.000
	0,149

	
	
	2020
	205.631.950.000
	1.225.580.913.000
	0,168

	
	
	2021
	298.548.048.000
	1.308.722.065.000
	0,228

	
	
	2022
	306.410.502.000
	1.307.186.367.000
	0,234

	
	
	2023
	273.635.750.000
	1.208.050.010.000
	0,227

	9
	DSNG
	2019
	7.889.229.000.000
	11.620.821.000.000
	0,679

	
	
	2020
	7.920.634.000.000
	14.151.383.000.000
	0,560

	
	
	2021
	6.686.697.000.000
	13.712.160.000.000
	0,488

	
	
	2022
	7.197.089.000.000
	15.357.229.000.000
	0,469

	
	
	2023
	7.288.850.000.000
	16.178.278.000.000
	0,451

	10
	GOOD
	2019
	2.297.546.907.499
	5.063.067.672.414
	0,454

	
	
	2020
	3.676.532.851.880
	6.570.969.641.033
	0,560

	
	
	2021
	3.735.944.249.731
	6.766.602.280.143
	0,552

	
	
	2022
	3.975.927.432.106
	7.327.371.934.290
	0,543

	
	
	2023
	3.518.496.516.469
	7.427.707.902.688
	0,474

	11
	ICBP
	2019
	12.038.210.000.000
	38.709.314.000.000
	0,311

	
	
	2020
	53.270.272.000.000
	103.588.325.000.000
	0,514

	
	
	2021
	63.074.704.000.000
	118.015.311.000.000
	0,534

	
	
	2022
	57.832.529.000.000
	115.305.536.000.000
	0,502

	
	
	2023
	57.163.043.000.000
	119.267.976.000.000
	0,479

	12
	INDF
	2019
	41.996.071.000.000
	96.198.559.000.000
	0,437

	
	
	2020
	83.998.472.000.000
	163.136.516.000.000
	0,515

	
	
	2021
	92.724.082.000.000
	179.356.193.000.000
	0,517

	
	
	2022
	86.810.262.000.000
	180.433.300.000.000
	0,481

	
	
	2023
	86.123.066.000.000
	186.587.957.000.000
	0,462

	13
	JPFA
	2019
	14.754.081.000.000
	26.650.895.000.000
	0,554

	
	
	2020
	14.539.790.000.000
	25.951.760.000.000
	0,560

	
	
	2021
	15.486.946.000.000
	28.589.656.000.000
	0,542

	
	
	2022
	19.036.110.000.000
	32.690.887.000.000
	0,582

	
	
	2023
	19.942.219.000.000
	34.109.431.000.000
	0,585

	14
	LSIP
	2019
	1.726.822.000.000
	10.225.322.000.000
	0,169

	
	
	2020
	1.636.456.000.000
	10.922.788.000.000
	0,150

	
	
	2021
	1.678.676.000.000
	11.851.182.000.000
	0,142

	
	
	2022
	1.481.306.000.000
	12.417.013.000.000
	0,119

	
	
	2023
	1.166.762.000.000
	12.514.203.000.000
	0,093

	15
	MLBI
	2019
	1.750.943.000.000
	2.896.950.000.000
	0,604

	
	
	2020
	1.474.019.000.000
	2.907.425.000.000
	0,507

	
	
	2021
	1.822.860.000.000
	2.922.017.000.000
	0,624

	
	
	2022
	2.301.227.000.000
	3.374.502.000.000
	0,682

	
	
	2023
	2.015.987.000.000
	3.407.442.000.000
	0,592

	No
	Code
	Year
	Total Liabilities
	Total Assets
	DAR

	16
	MYOR
	2019
	9.137.978.611.155
	19.037.918.806.473
	0,480

	
	
	2020
	8.506.032.464.592
	19.777.500.514.550
	0,430

	
	
	2021
	8.557.621.869.393
	19.917.653.265.528
	0,430

	
	
	2022
	9.441.466.604.896
	22.276.160.695.411
	0,424

	
	
	2023
	8.588.315.775.736
	23.870.404.962.472
	0,360

	17
	ROTI
	2019
	1.589.486.465.854
	4.682.083.844.951
	0,339

	
	
	2020
	1.224.495.624.254
	4.452.166.671.985
	0,275

	
	
	2021
	1.341.864.891.951
	4.191.284.422.677
	0,320

	
	
	2022
	1.449.163.077.319
	4.130.321.616.083
	0,351

	
	
	2023
	1.550.086.849.761
	3.943.518.425.042
	0,393

	18
	SKBM
	2019
	784.562.971.811
	1.820.383.352.811
	0,431

	
	
	2020
	806.678.887.419
	1.768.660.546.754
	0,456

	
	
	2021
	977.942.627.046
	1.970.428.120.056
	0,496

	
	
	2022
	968.233.866.594
	2.042.199.577.083
	0,474

	
	
	2023
	772.343.255.862
	1.839.622.473.747
	0,420

	19
	SKLT
	2019
	410.463.595.860
	790.845.543.826
	0,519

	
	
	2020
	366.908.471.713
	773.863.042.440
	0,474

	
	
	2021
	347.288.021.564
	889.125.250.792
	0,391

	
	
	2022
	442.535.947.408
	1.033.289.474.829
	0,428

	
	
	2023
	465.795.522.143
	1.282.739.303.035
	0,363

	20
	SSMS
	2019
	7.776.637.385.000
	11.845.204.657.000
	0,657

	
	
	2020
	7.905.143.639.000
	12.775.930.059.000
	0,619

	
	
	2021
	7.743.102.311.000
	13.850.610.076.000
	0,559

	
	
	2022
	9.092.405.909.000
	11.136.909.800.000
	0,816

	
	
	2023
	9.820.482.573.000
	11.810.444.633.000
	0,832

	21
	STTP
	2019
	733.556.075.974
	2.881.563.083.954
	0,255

	
	
	2020
	775.696.860.738
	3.448.995.059.882
	0,225

	
	
	2021
	618.395.061.219
	3.919.243.683.748
	0,158

	
	
	2022
	662.339.075.974
	4.590.737.849.889
	0,144

	
	
	2023
	634.723.259.687
	5.482.234.635.262
	0,116

	22
	TGKA
	2019
	1.603.873.392.263
	2.995.872.438.975
	0,535

	
	
	2020
	1.763.283.969.693
	3.361.956.197.960
	0,524

	
	
	2021
	1.643.370.252.313
	3.403.961.007.490
	0,483

	
	
	2022
	2.133.663.000.000
	4.178.952.000.000
	0,511

	
	
	2023
	2.365.654.000.000
	4.566.006.000.000
	0,518

	23
	ULTJ
	2019
	953.283.000.000
	6.608.422.000.000
	0,144

	
	
	2020
	3.972.379.000.000
	8.754.116.000.000
	0,454

	
	
	2021
	2.268.730.000.000
	7.406.856.000.000
	0,306

	
	
	2022
	1.553.696.000.000
	7.376.375.000.000
	0,211

	
	
	2023
	836.988.000.000
	7.523.956.000.000
	0,111


[bookmark: _Toc204184794][bookmark: _Toc214521465]Appendix 4. Accounting Conservatism Calculation
	No
	Code
	Year
	NI
	DEP
	OCF
	TA
	CON
ACC

	1
	AALI
	2019
	243.629.000.000
	983.613.000.000
	1.292.353.000.000
	26.974.124.000.000
	- 0,002

	
	
	2020
	893.779.000.000
	946.219.000.000
	2.322.164.000.000
	27.781.231.000.000
	- 0,017

	
	
	2021
	2.067.362.000.000
	891.222.000.000
	4.895.119.000.000
	30.399.906.000.000
	- 0,064

	
	
	2022
	1.792.050.000.000
	875.093.000.000
	1.835.397.000.000
	29.249.340.000.000
	0,028

	
	
	2023
	1.088.170.000.000
	905.527.000.000
	2.538.738.000.000
	28.846.243.000.000
	- 0,019

	2
	BISI
	2019
	306.952.000.000
	35.779.000.000
	370.396.000.000
	2.941.056.000.000
	- 0,009

	
	
	2020
	275.667.000.000
	35.049.000.000
	714.412.000.000
	2.914.979.000.000
	- 0,138

	
	
	2021
	380.992.000.000
	35.493.000.000
	652.538.000.000
	3.132.202.000.000
	- 0,075

	
	
	2022
	523.242.000.000
	38.822.000.000
	668.145.000.000
	3.410.481.000.000
	- 0,031

	
	
	2023
	595.740.000.000
	44.905.000.000
	42.910.000.000
	3.901.820.000.000
	0,153

	3
	BUDI
	2019
	64.021.000.000
	171.879.000.000
	271.140.000.000
	2.999.767.000.000
	- 0,012

	
	
	2020
	67.093.000.000
	189.773.000.000
	193.682.000.000
	2.963.007.000.000
	0,021

	
	
	2021
	91.723.000.000
	194.379.000.000
	233.809.000.000
	2.993.218.000.000
	0,017

	
	
	2022
	93.065.000.000
	198.231.000.000
	31.245.000.000
	3.173.651.000.000
	0,082

	
	
	2023
	102.542.000.000
	209.681.000.000
	190.851.000.000
	3.327.846.000.000
	0,036

	4
	CAMP
	2019
	76.758.829.457
	72.966.470.987
	158.440.399.914
	1.057.529.235.985
	- 0,008

	
	
	2020
	44.045.828.312
	78.234.383.533
	202.642.422.392
	1.086.873.666.641
	- 0,074

	
	
	2021
	100.066.615.090
	69.778.167.626
	213.482.549.779
	1.147.260.611.703
	- 0,038

	
	
	2022
	121.257.336.904
	69.093.422.569
	178.373.991.059
	1.074.777.460.412
	0,011

	
	
	2023
	127.426.464.539
	72.147.499.537
	201.470.972.367
	1.088.726.193.209
	- 0,002

	5
	CEKA
	2019
	215.459.200.242
	23.482.658.129
	453.147.999.966
	1.393.079.542.074
	- 0,154

	
	
	2020
	181.812.593.992
	24.478.228.633
	171.295.450.196
	1.566.673.828.068
	0,022

	
	
	2021
	187.066.990.085
	24.885.362.150
	- 91.481.686.113
	1.697.387.196.209
	0,179

	
	
	2022
	220.704.543.072
	26.664.875.795
	11.867.530.566
	1.718.287.453.575
	0,137

	
	
	2023
	153.574.779.624
	29.635.905.290
	542.472.806.836
	1.893.560.797.758
	- 0,190

	6
	CLEO
	2019
	130.756.461.708
	56.880.765.141
	198.145.077.505
	1.245.144.303.719
	- 0,008

	
	
	2020
	132.772.234.495
	81.010.877.731
	226.926.314.731
	1.310.940.121.622
	- 0,010

	
	
	2021
	180.711.667.020
	89.377.996.965
	304.980.204.013
	1.348.181.576.913
	- 0,026

	
	
	2022
	195.598.949.689
	105.798.303.255
	190.077.226.164
	1.693.523.611.414
	0,066

	
	
	2023
	324.092.143.202
	166.708.440.180
	487.763.293.949
	2.296.227.711.688
	0,001

	7
	CPIN
	2019
	3.632.174.000.000
	856.183.000.000
	3.400.173.000.000
	29.353.041.000.000
	0,037

	
	
	2020
	3.845.833.000.000
	862.874.000.000
	4.845.575.000.000
	31.159.291.000.000
	- 0,004

	
	
	2021
	3.619.010.000.000
	981.432.000.000
	2.121.905.000.000
	35.446.051.000.000
	0,070

	
	
	2022
	2.930.357.000.000
	1.140.430.000.000
	1.673.887.000.000
	39.847.545.000.000
	0,060

	
	
	2023
	2.318.088.000.000
	1.216.045.000.000
	3.146.254.000.000
	40.970.800.000.000
	0,009




	No
	Code
	Year
	NI
	DEP
	OCF
	TA
	CON
ACC

	8
	DLTA
	2019
	317.815.177.000
	17.061.854.000
	274.364.533.000
	1.425.983.722.000
	0,042

	
	
	2020
	123.465.762.000
	16.278.335.000
	246.905.899.000
	1.225.580.913.000
	- 0,087

	
	
	2021
	187.992.998.000
	16.817.826.000
	335.398.629.000
	1.308.722.065.000
	- 0,100

	
	
	2022
	230.065.807.000
	15.891.520.000
	196.829.126.000
	1.307.186.367.000
	0,038

	
	
	2023
	199.611.841.000
	15.857.977.000
	135.317.376.000
	1.208.050.010.000
	0,066

	9
	DSNG
	2019
	178.164.000.000
	326.423.000.000
	587.071.000.000
	11.620.821.000.000
	- 0,007

	
	
	2020
	478.171.000.000
	344.095.000.000
	1.094.406.000.000
	14.151.383.000.000
	- 0,019

	
	
	2021
	739.649.000.000
	365.815.000.000
	1.055.505.000.000
	13.712.160.000.000
	0,004

	
	
	2022
	1.206.587.000.000
	478.683.000.000
	1.538.027.000.000
	15.357.229.000.000
	0,010

	
	
	2023
	841.665.000.000
	553.368.000.000
	1.874.372.000.000
	16.178.278.000.000
	- 0,030

	10
	GOOD
	2019
	435.766.359.480
	229.118.257.838
	474.666.272.987
	5.063.067.672.414
	0,038

	
	
	2020
	245.103.761.907
	292.066.317.975
	823.166.102.577
	6.570.969.641.033
	- 0,044

	
	
	2021
	492.637.672.186
	339.357.812.668
	709.767.241.234
	6.766.602.280.143
	0,018

	
	
	2022
	521.714.035.585
	339.625.149.251
	622.229.731.268
	7.327.371.934.290
	0,033

	
	
	2023
	601.467.293.291
	351.582.571.894
	863.578.001.049
	7.427.707.902.688
	0,012

	11
	ICBP
	2019
	5.360.029.000.000
	1.026.760.000.000
	7.398.161.000.000
	38.709.314.000.000
	- 0,026

	
	
	2020
	7.418.574.000.000
	1.112.392.000.000
	9.336.780.000.000
	103.588.325.000.000
	- 0,008

	
	
	2021
	7.911.943.000.000
	1.271.005.000.000
	7.989.039.000.000
	118.015.311.000.000
	0,010

	
	
	2022
	5.722.194.000.000
	1.329.299.000.000
	8.804.494.000.000
	115.305.536.000.000
	- 0,015

	
	
	2023
	8.465.123.000.000
	1.376.517.000.000
	12.415.005.000.000
	119.267.976.000.000
	- 0,022

	12
	INDF
	2019
	5.902.729.000.000
	3.014.292.000.000
	13.344.494.000.000
	96.198.559.000.000
	- 0,046

	
	
	2020
	8.752.066.000.000
	3.075.001.000.000
	13.855.497.000.000
	163.136.516.000.000
	- 0,012

	
	
	2021
	11.203.585.000.000
	3.249.512.000.000
	14.692.641.000.000
	179.356.193.000.000
	- 0,001

	
	
	2022
	9.192.569.000.000
	3.269.799.000.000
	13.587.686.000.000
	180.433.300.000.000
	- 0,006

	
	
	2023
	11.493.733.000.000
	3.383.934.000.000
	18.460.624.000.000
	186.587.957.000.000
	- 0,019

	13
	JPFA
	2019
	1.793.914.000.000
	978.874.000.000
	1.891.217.000.000
	26.650.895.000.000
	0,033

	
	
	2020
	1.221.904.000.000
	1.154.999.000.000
	4.099.440.000.000
	25.951.760.000.000
	- 0,066

	
	
	2021
	2.130.896.000.000
	1.215.457.000.000
	701.246.000.000
	28.589.656.000.000
	0,093

	
	
	2022
	1.490.931.000.000
	949.751.000.000
	1.426.749.000.000
	32.690.887.000.000
	0,031

	
	
	2023
	945.922.000.000
	1.008.212.000.000
	2.371.932.000.000
	34.109.431.000.000
	- 0,012

	14
	LSIP
	2019
	252.630.000.000
	389.379.000.000
	480.290.000.000
	10.225.322.000.000
	0,016

	
	
	2020
	695.490.000.000
	379.608.000.000
	1.337.633.000.000
	10.922.788.000.000
	- 0,024

	
	
	2021
	990.445.000.000
	372.579.000.000
	1.878.851.000.000
	11.851.182.000.000
	- 0,044

	
	
	2022
	1.035.285.000.000
	359.931.000.000
	1.104.231.000.000
	12.417.013.000.000
	0,023

	
	
	2023
	760.673.000.000
	384.885.000.000
	1.411.390.000.000
	12.514.203.000.000
	- 0,021





	No
	Code
	Year
	NI
	DEP
	OCF
	TA
	CON
ACC

	15
	MLBI
	2019
	1.206.059.000.000
	247.421.000.000
	1.334.524.000.000
	2.896.950.000.000
	0,041

	
	
	2020
	285.617.000.000
	265.550.000.000
	872.649.000.000
	2.907.425.000.000
	- 0,111

	
	
	2021
	665.850.000.000
	325.358.000.000
	1.168.005.000.000
	2.922.017.000.000
	- 0,061

	
	
	2022
	924.906.000.000
	231.094.000.000
	1.490.060.000.000
	3.374.502.000.000
	- 0,099

	
	
	2023
	1.066.467.000.000
	281.325.000.000
	1.018.862.000.000
	3.407.442.000.000
	0,097

	16
	MYOR
	2019
	2.039.404.206.764
	588.189.017.002
	3.303.864.262.122
	19.037.918.806.473
	-0,036

	
	
	2020
	2.098.168.514.645
	732.442.134.052
	3.715.832.449.186
	19.777.500.514.550
	-0,045

	
	
	2021
	1.211.052.647.953
	844.085.689.408
	1.041.955.003.348
	19.917.653.265.528
	0,051

	
	
	2022
	1.970.064.538.149
	847.714.654.902
	1.619.570.638.186
	22.276.160.695.411
	0,054

	
	
	2023
	3.244.872.091.221
	831.008.408.714
	5.259.181.989.696
	23.870.404.962.472
	- 0,050

	17
	ROTI
	2019
	236.518.557.420
	159.176.875.553
	479.788.528.325
	4.682.083.844.951
	- 0,018

	
	
	2020
	168.610.282.478
	170.523.461.601
	486.591.578.118
	4.452.166.671.985
	- 0,033

	
	
	2021
	281.340.682.456
	167.568.367.898
	643.601.152.274
	4.191.284.422.677
	- 0,046

	
	
	2022
	432.247.722.254
	175.558.392.032
	726.581.686.414
	4.130.321.616.083
	- 0,029

	
	
	2023
	333.300.420.963
	179.887.481.122
	618.793.076.443
	3.943.518.425.042
	- 0,027

	18
	SKBM
	2019
	957.169.058
	40.403.226.907
	- 80.895.531.759
	1.820.383.352.811
	0,067

	
	
	2020
	5.415.741.808
	37.794.940.898
	19.707.485.134
	1.768.660.546.754
	0,013

	
	
	2021
	29.707.421.605
	39.161.490.998
	- 44.012.427.508
	1.970.428.120.056
	0,057

	
	
	2022
	86.635.603.936
	41.322.017.393
	102.191.880.734
	2.042.199.577.083
	0,013

	
	
	2023
	2.306.736.526
	43.518.573.021
	136.863.064.344
	1.839.622.473.747
	- 0,049

	19
	SKLT
	2019
	44.943.627.900
	23.264.795.452
	- 35.552.446.790
	790.845.543.826
	0,131

	
	
	2020
	42.520.246.722
	26.382.874.727
	99.975.050.847
	773.863.042.440
	- 0,040

	
	
	2021
	84.524.160.228
	25.387.700.738
	127.778.774.118
	889.125.250.792
	- 0,020

	
	
	2022
	74.865.302.076
	25.555.788.883
	16.342.886.245
	1.033.289.474.829
	0,081

	
	
	2023
	78.089.597.225
	27.841.296.221
	52.666.663.139
	1.282.739.303.035
	0,042

	20
	SSMS
	2019
	12.081.959.000
	297.715.836.000
	10.739.851.000
	11.845.204.657.000
	0,025

	
	
	2020
	580.854.940.000
	319.895.836.000
	586.013.180.000
	12.775.930.059.000
	0,025

	
	
	2021
	1.526.870.974.000
	306.283.922.000
	1.114.556.872.000
	13.850.610.076.000
	0,052

	
	
	2022
	1.474.921.840.000
	354.621.542.000
	2.442.306.662.000
	11.136.909.800.000
	- 0,055

	
	
	2023
	344.015.625.000
	380.656.384.000
	594.224.534.000
	11.810.444.633.000
	0,011

	21
	STTP
	2019
	482.590.522.840
	69.769.299.561
	499.922.010.752
	2.881.563.083.954
	0,018

	
	
	2020
	628.628.879.549
	69.589.509.989
	926.245.668.352
	3.448.995.059.882
	- 0,066

	
	
	2021
	617.573.766.863
	69.755.335.096
	624.353.076.652
	3.919.243.683.748
	0,016

	
	
	2022
	624.524.005.786
	68.189.109.872
	677.186.311.780
	4.590.737.849.889
	0,003

	
	
	2023
	917.794.022.711
	74.804.062.479
	1.040.203.617.434
	5.482.234.635.262
	- 0,009





	No
	Code
	Year
	NI
	DEP
	OCF
	TA
	CON
ACC

	22
	TGKA
	2019
	428.418.484.105
	20.138.839.240
	1.071.859.164.912
	2.995.872.438.975
	- 0,208

	
	
	2020
	478.561.152.411
	14.791.487.360
	801.751.675.565
	3.361.956.197.960
	- 0,092

	
	
	2021
	481.109.483.989
	13.453.108.081
	71.133.769.549
	3.403.961.007.490
	0,124

	
	
	2022
	478.266.000.000
	13.382.000.000
	654.165.000.000
	4.178.952.000.000
	- 0,039

	
	
	2023
	441.099.000.000
	16.817.000.000
	624.616.000.000
	4.566.006.000.000
	- 0,037

	23
	ULTJ
	2019
	1.035.865.000.000
	144.736.000.000
	1.096.817.000.000
	6.608.422.000.000
	0,013

	
	
	2020
	1.109.666.000.000
	153.262.000.000
	1.217.063.000.000
	8.754.116.000.000
	0,005

	
	
	2021
	1.276.793.000.000
	161.055.000.000
	1.414.447.000.000
	7.406.856.000.000
	0,003

	
	
	2022
	965.486.000.000
	154.583.000.000
	259.846.000.000
	7.376.375.000.000
	0,117

	
	
	2023
	1.186.161.000.000
	146.228.000.000
	1.399.842.000.000
	7.523.956.000.000
	- 0,009



















[bookmark: _Toc204184795][bookmark: _Toc214521466]Appendix 5. Research Data After Outlier
	No
	Earnings Volatility (X1)
	Leverage (X2)
	Accounting Conservatism (Y)

	1
	0,030027225
	0,29642
	-0,002413832

	2
	0,029154867
	0,30717
	-0,017355818

	3
	0,02664344
	0,30358
	-0,063702006

	4
	0,027691499
	0,23953
	0,028436402

	5
	0,02807846
	0,21771
	-0,018894696

	6
	0,04824793
	0,21233
	-0,009406485

	7
	0,045303548
	0,12903
	-0,075363275

	8
	0,041606994
	0,10562
	-0,03110441

	9
	0,008357727
	0,57153
	-0,011747579

	10
	0,008461416
	0,55378
	0,021324283

	11
	0,008376013
	0,53639
	0,017470495

	12
	0,007899808
	0,54468
	0,081940642

	13
	0,007533772
	0,52181
	0,03647164

	14
	0,038515823
	0,11549
	-0,008241001

	15
	0,037475937
	0,11516
	-0,07393887

	16
	0,035503362
	0,10847
	-0,03803649

	17
	0,03741217
	0,12500
	-0,001742411

	18
	0,082697211
	0,25709
	-0,025879704

	19
	0,04855392
	0,34040
	0,00132273

	20
	0,034785838
	0,28213
	0,037072275

	21
	0,032769364
	0,25063
	-0,004392526

	22
	0,025624418
	0,33930
	0,060151761

	23
	0,024921899
	0,34029
	0,009467206

	24
	0,08697556
	0,16778
	-0,087437558

	25
	0,081450133
	0,22812
	-0,099782688

	26
	0,039895053
	0,67889
	-0,007097949

	27
	0,033810375
	0,48765
	0,003643408

	28
	0,030188602
	0,46865
	0,009587862

	29
	0,028656528
	0,45053
	-0,029628555

	30
	0,029075802
	0,45379
	0,037569781

	31
	0,021755787
	0,55212
	0,018063459

	32
	0,020090799
	0,54261
	0,032632362

	33
	0,019819406
	0,47370
	0,01204569

	34
	0,049932543
	0,31099
	-0,026127355

	35
	0,018658999
	0,51425
	-0,007779004

	36
	0,016377998
	0,53446
	0,01011656

	37
	0,016762894
	0,50156
	-0,015203095

	38
	0,01620598
	0,47928
	-0,021576328

	No
	Earnings Volatility (X1)
	Leverage (X2)
	Accounting Conservatism (Y)

	39
	0,033043184
	0,43656
	-0,046024317

	40
	0,019484949
	0,51490
	-0,012433942

	41
	0,017722871
	0,51698
	-0,001335577

	42
	0,017617073
	0,48112
	-0,006236753

	43
	0,017035969
	0,46157
	-0,019202509

	44
	0,026228919
	0,55361
	0,033078476

	45
	0,024450248
	0,54170
	0,092519721

	46
	0,021382845
	0,58231
	0,031015769

	47
	0,020493575
	0,58465
	-0,012248753

	48
	0,03872351
	0,16888
	0,015815541

	49
	0,036250851
	0,14982
	-0,02403553

	50
	0,031888536
	0,11930
	0,02343438

	51
	0,031640877
	0,09324
	-0,021242424

	52
	0,168174974
	0,50698
	-0,110572758

	53
	0,16733514
	0,62384
	-0,060505124

	54
	0,144897269
	0,68195
	-0,098995348

	55
	0,043261852
	0,47999
	-0,03552232

	56
	0,04164407
	0,43009
	-0,044759033

	57
	0,041351037
	0,42965
	0,05086861

	58
	0,036972961
	0,42384
	0,053788827

	59
	0,03450363
	0,35979
	-0,049571907

	60
	0,032947144
	0,33948
	-0,017960613

	61
	0,034648588
	0,27503
	-0,033120466

	62
	0,036805254
	0,32016
	-0,046451656

	63
	0,037348493
	0,35086
	-0,028756979

	64
	0,039117679
	0,39307
	-0,02677943

	65
	0,023199019
	0,43099
	0,067159441

	66
	0,023877452
	0,45610
	0,013288699

	67
	0,021432453
	0,49631
	0,057287723

	68
	0,020679227
	0,47411
	0,012616661

	69
	0,033997741
	0,47413
	-0,040151716

	70
	0,029590426
	0,39060
	-0,020094934

	71
	0,025461979
	0,42828
	0,081369458

	72
	0,020510477
	0,36313
	0,041523816

	73
	0,065899255
	0,65652
	0,025247174

	74
	0,0610985
	0,61875
	0,0246352

	75
	0,070090373
	0,81642
	-0,055020943

	76
	0,066093207
	0,83151
	0,011045094

	77
	0,073542658
	0,22491
	-0,066114122

	No
	Earnings Volatility (X1)
	Leverage (X2)
	Accounting Conservatism (Y)

	78
	0,055252178
	0,14428
	0,003382202

	79
	0,046267313
	0,11578
	-0,0086836

	80
	0,032581711
	0,14425
	0,012678367

	81
	0,02459571
	0,45377
	0,00523925

	82
	0,028617086
	0,11124
	-0,008965098



[bookmark: _Toc204184796][bookmark: _Toc214521467]Appendix 6. Descriptive Statistical Analysis before Outlier
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Earnings Volatility
	115
	0.008
	0.169
	0.04189
	0.031560

	Leverage
	115
	0.093
	0.832
	0.37583
	0.176677

	Accounting Conservatism
	115
	-0.208
	0.179
	  -0.00185
	0.062012

	Valid N (listwise)
	115
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc204184797][bookmark: _Toc214521468]Appendix 7. Descriptive Statistical Analysis after Outlier
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	Earnings Volatility
	82
	0.008
	0.168
	0.03833
	0.029264

	Leverage
	82
	0.093
	0.832
	0.39157
	0.175849

	Accounting Conservatism
	82
	-0.111
	0.093
	  -0.00608
	0.041419

	Valid N (listwise)
	82
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc204184798][bookmark: _Toc214521469]Appendix 8. Classical Assumption Test
Normality Test before Outliers
	One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

	
	Unstandardized Residual

	N
	115

	Normal Parametersa,b
	Mean
	0.0000000

	
	Std. Deviation
	0.06149303

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	0.089

	
	Positive
	0.089

	
	Negative
	-0.074

	Test Statistic
	0.089

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)c
	0.026

	a. Test distribution is Normal.

	b. Calculated from data.

	c. Lilliefors Significance Correction.



Normality Test after Outliers
	One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

	
	Unstandardized Residual

	N
	82

	Normal Parametersa,b
	Mean
	0.0000000

	
	Std. Deviation
	0.03272637

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	0.067

	
	Positive
	0.067

	
	Negative
	-0.060

	Test Statistic
	0.067

	Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed)c
	0.200

	a. Test distribution is Normal.

	b. Calculated from data.

	c. Lilliefors Significance Correction.



Heteroscedasticity Test
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	T
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.024
	0.006
	
	4.253
	0.000

	
	Earnings Volatility
	0.005
	0.072
	0.008
	0.073
	0.942

	
	Leverage
	0.006
	0.012
	0.060
	0.530
	0.598

	a. Dependent Variable: ABS_RES



	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	0.003
	0.010
	
	0.344
	0.732
	
	

	
	Earnings Volatility
	-0.820
	0.126
	-0.579
	-6.504
	0.000
	0.996
	1.004

	
	Leverage
	0.056
	0.021
	0.238
	2.669
	0.009
	0.996
	1.004

	a. Dependent Variable: Accounting Conservatism


Multicollinearity Test




Autocorrelation Test
	Model Summaryb

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

	1
	0.613a
	0.376
	0.360
	0.033138
	1.714

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Leverage, Earnings Volatility

	b. Dependent Variable: Accounting Conservatism
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	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R Square
	Std. Error of the Estimate

	1
	0.613a
	0.376
	0.360
	0.033138

	a. Predictors: (Constant), Leverage, Volatilitas Laba

	b. Dependent Variable: Accounting Conservatism
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	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	Df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.052
	2
	0.026
	23.772
	0.000b

	
	Residual
	0.087
	79
	0.001
	
	

	
	Total
	0.139
	81
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: Accounting Conservatism

	b. Predictors: (Constant), Leverage, Earnings Volatility
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	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.003
	0.010
	
	0.344
	0.732

	
	Earnings Volatility
	-0.820
	0.126
	-0.579
	-6.504
	0.000

	
	Leverage
	0.056
	0.021
	0.238
	2.669
	0.009

	a. Dependent Variable: Accounting Conservatism
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Average EBIT of companies in the food and beverage sub-sector on the IDX for the period 2019-2023
(in billions)
rata-rata laba	2019	2020	2021	2022	2023	1353	1596	1857	1686	1873	
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