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[bookmark: _Toc214387850]ABSTRACT

Dhea Putri Hernanda. Analysis of the Effect of Non-Performing Loans and Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability with Capital Adequacy Ratio as a Moderating Variable. Supervised by Mrs. Yana Ulfah. This research aims to determine the effect of Non-Performing Loans and Loan to Deposit Ratio on profitability with Capital Adequacy Ratio as a moderating variable. This research adopts a quantitative approach, with a population of banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the observation period from 2020 to 2024. The sampling technique used in this research was purposive sampling, resulting in 27 companies as research samples. The data used is secondary data, and hypothesis testing employs moderated regression analysis using SPSS 27. The results of this study indicate that Non-Performing Loans have a negative and significant effect on profitability, the Loan to Deposit Ratio has a positive and significant effect on profitability, the Capital Adequacy Ratio mitigates the negative effect of Non-Performing Loans on profitability, and the Capital Adequacy Ratio enhances the positive effect of the Loan to Deposit Ratio on profitability.

Keywords: Profitability, Capital Adequacy Ratio, Non-Performing Loans, Loan to Deposit Ratio
iv
[bookmark: _Toc200569877]PREFACE
Praise and thanks be to Allah SWT, who has bestowed all the guidance, and blessings, enabling the author to finally complete this thesis titled “Analysis of the Influence of Non-Performing Loans and the Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability with the Capital Adequacy Ratio as a Moderating Variable”. This thesis was prepared as a requirement for obtaining a bachelor’s degree from the Faculty of Economics and Business at Mulawarman University. 
The author acknowledges that the process of writing this thesis would not have been possible without the assistance, guidance, and support of various parties. Therefore, on this occasion, the author sincerely and humbly expresses his deepest gratitude to: 
1. Prof. Dr. Ir. H. Abdunnur, M.Si., IPU., ASEAN Eng., Rector of Mulawarman University.
2. Dr. Zainal Abidin, SE., M.M., Dean of the Faculty of Economics and Business at Mulawarman University.
3. Dr. Wulan Iyhig Ratna Sari, SE., M.Si., CSP, as Head of the Accounting Department, Faculty of Economics and Business, Mulawarman University.
4. Dr. Fibriyani Nur Khairin, SE., M.S.A., Ak., CA., CSP., CIQaR, as Coordinator of the Accounting Program, Faculty of Economics and Business, Mulawarman University.
5. 

v
6. Dr. Hj. Yana Ulfah, S.E., M.Si., Ak., CA., CSRS., CIQaR., CSRA, as the Academic Advisor who provided guidance and feedback, enabling the author to complete this thesis.
7. Dr. Fibriyani Nur Khairin, SE., M.S.A., Ak., CA., CSP., CIQaR, as the academic advisor who provided guidance, direction, and motivation throughout the course of study.
8. The lecturers who educated the author and imparted valuable knowledge and experience during the course of study.
9. The staff of the Department of Accounting and the Academic Staff of the Faculty of Economics and Business. Thank you for your sincerity in providing assistance and administrative support for my studies.
10. The greatest man in the author’s life, Hendra Saputra, thank you for being a father who has given the author love, prayers, patience, encouragement, and moral support, all of these have been the author’s primary motivation throughout the process of writing this thesis. Thank you for the journey we have taken together, which has provided the author with many valuable lessons, fostered independence, and shaped the author into a much better person. The author also extends gratitude to the entire family who have always prayed for me with sincerity.
11. To the author’s bestfriends, Andini Zeshira Maharani, Asifa Novitiara Nur Hasannah, Dea Salsa Novianda, and Winola Ashar, who have always been there to share stories, offer encouragement, and support the author until this thesis was completed.
12. Laysha Chika Aviera, Sabilla Fajar Arnetta Raihan, and Sharon Beautty Sekewael, the author’s friends from high school, who have always provided support, encouragement, and prayers even though we have each gone our separate ways.
13. My college friends: Loma, Delyla, Ayu, Aldo, Zaidan, Galvin, Hasin, and Boni, who have greatly assisted me in exchanging ideas, discussing concepts, and providing encouragement throughout the process of writing this thesis.
14. My classmates in the KBI Accounting 2022, who always provided support during the learning process and engaged in mutual brainstorming.
15. My friends from the KKN Kutim 03 Singa Gembara, who fostered camaraderie and cooperation during our community service activities.
16. All parties who have played a role and provided assistance, both directly and indirectly, in the completion of this thesis.
The author acknowledges that this thesis still has many shortcomings and requires feedback and improvements. Therefore, constructive criticism and suggestions are highly appreciated for future improvements, and may this thesis be of benefit to those who need it.

[image: ]Samarinda, 20 November 2025


Dhea Putri Hernanda
vi
vii

[bookmark: _Toc214387852]TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
TITLE PAGE	i
APPROVAL PAGE	ii
STATEMENT OF THESIS AUTHENCITY	iii
ABSTRACT	iv
PREFACE	v
TABLE OF CONTENTS	viii
LIST OF TABLES	xi
LIST OF FIGURES	xii
LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS	xiii
LIST OF APPENDICES	xiv
CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION	1
1.1	Background	1
1.2	Problem Formulation	6
1.3	Research Objectives	6
1.4	Research Benefits	7
1.4.1	Theoretical Benefits	7
1.4.2	Practical Benefits	7
CHAPTER II LITERATURE REVIEW	8
2.1	Theoretical Framework	8
2.1.1	Stakeholder Theory	8
2.1.2	Profitability	10
2.1.3	Non-Performing Loans	13
2.1.4	Loan to Deposit Ratio	14
2.1.5	Capital Adequacy Ratio	14
2.2	Previous Research	17
2.3	Conceptual Framework	18
2.4	Hypothesis Development	20
2.4.1	The Effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability	20
2.4.2	The Effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability	21
2.4.3	Capital Adequacy Ratio Moderates the Effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability	22
2.4.4	Capital Adequacy Ratio Moderates the Effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability	23


vii
CHAPTER III RESEARCH METHODOLOGY	26
3.1	Operational Definitions	26
3.1.1	Dependent Variable	26
3.1.2	Independent Variables	27
3.1.2.1	Non-Performing Loans	27
3.1.2.2	Loan to Deposit Ratio	27
3.1.3	Moderating Variable	28
3.2	Population and Sample	29
3.2.1	Population	29
3.2.2	Sample	29
3.3	Types and Sources of Data	30
3.4	Data Collection Methods	31
3.5	Data Analysis Tools	31
3.5.1	Descriptive Statistical Analysis	32
3.5.2	Classical Assumption Tests	32
3.5.2.1	Normality Test	32
3.5.2.2	Heteroscedasticity Test	33
3.5.2.3	Multicollinearity Test	33
3.5.2.4	Autocorrelation Test	34
3.5.3	Multiple Linear Regression Analysis	35
3.5.4	Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA)	35
3.5.5	Simultaneity Test (F-Test) 	36
3.5.6	Coefficient of Determination Test (R²)	36
3.5.7	Hypothesis Test (t-Test)	37
CHAPTER IV RESULTS AND DISCUSSION	38
4.1	Overview of the Research Object	38
4.2	Data Analysis	39
4.2.1	Descriptive Statistical Analysis	39
4.2.2	Classical Assumption Tests	41
4.2.2.1	Normality Test	41
4.2.2.2	Heteroscedasticity Test	42
4.2.2.3	Multicollinearity Test	42
4.2.2.4	Autocorrelation Test	44
4.2.3	Multiple Linear Regression Analysis	45
4.2.4	Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA)	46
4.2.5	Simultaneity Test (F-Test)	48
4.2.6	Coefficient of Determination Test (R²))	49
4.2.7	Hypothesis Testing (t-Test)	50
4.3	Discussion of Research Results	52
4.3.1 	The Effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability	52
4.3.2  The Effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability	54
4.3.3  Capital Adequacy Ratio Moderates the Effects of Non-
          Performing Loan on Profitability	55
4.3.4  Capital Adequacy Ratio Moderates the Effect of Loan  
          to Deposit Ratio on Profitability	56


CHAPTER V CLOSURE	58
5.1	Conclusion	58
5.2	Suggestion	59
REFERENCES	61
APPENDIX	67
x
ix

[bookmark: _Toc200569878][bookmark: _Toc214387853]LIST OF TABLES
Page
Table 2.1     Previous Research	17
Table 3.1     Sample Selection Criteria	30
Table 3.2     Autocorrelation Test Results	34
Table 4.1     Company Sample	38
Table 4.2     Descriptive Statistical Analysis Results	39
Table 4.3     Normality Test Results (One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test)	41
Table 4.4     Heteroscedasticity Test Results	43
Table 4.5     Multicollinearity Test Results	43
Table 4.6     Autocorrelation Test Results	44
Table 4.7     Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Results	45
Table 4.8     Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) Results	46
Table 4.9     F-Test for Multiple Linear Regression Results	48
Table 4.10   F-Test for Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) Results	49
Table 4.11   R2 for Multiple Linear Regression Results	50
Table 4.12   R2 for Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) Results	50




x
xi
[bookmark: _Toc200569879][bookmark: _Toc214387854]LIST OF FIGURES
Page
Figure 1.1  Graph of Average ROA in the Banking Sector	2
Figure 2.1  Conceptual Framework	20
Figure 2.2  Research Model	25
Figure 4.1  Normal P-P Plot Curve	42


xii
xi
[bookmark: _Toc200569880][bookmark: _Toc214387855]LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS
	IDX
CAR
DPK
	Indonesia Stock Exchange
Capital Adequacy Ratio
Dana Pihak Ketiga

	LDR
MRA
	Loan to Deposit Ratio
Moderated Regression Analysis

	NPL
	Non-Performing Loan

	ROA
	Return on Assets

	VIF
	Variance Inflation Factor




xii
xiii
[bookmark: _Toc200569881][bookmark: _Toc214387856]LIST OF APPENDICES
Page
Appendix 1. Sample Banking Company Research	60
Appendix 2. Calculation Results of Variable	61
Appendix 3. Calculation of Return on Assets	73
Appendix 4. Calculation OF Non-Performing Loan	77
Appendix 5. Calculation of Loan to Deposit Ratio	81
Appendix 6. Calculation of Capital Adequacy Ratio	85
Appendix 7. Research Data After Outlier	89
Appendix 8. Descriptive Statistical Analysis before Outliers	91
Appendix 9. Descriptive Statistical Analysis after Outliers	91
Appendix 10. Classical Assumption Test	92
Appendix 11. Simultaneous Test (F-Test)	93
Appendix 12. Coefficient of Determination Test (R2)	94
Appendix 13. Hypothesis Test (t-Test)	94
Appendix 14. Proposal Seminar Revision Sheet	96
Appendix 15. Results Seminar Revision Sheet	97
Appendix 16. Turnitin Check Results	98







xiv
xiii
[bookmark: _Toc200569882][bookmark: _Toc214387857]CHAPTER I
[bookmark: _Toc200569883][bookmark: _Toc214387858]INTRODUCTION

1.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569884][bookmark: _Toc214387859]Background
The banking sector consists of profit-oriented financial institutions that use profitability as the primary indicator to assess their performance and financial health (Wijayani, 2023). Bank profitability plays a crucial role in the growth of the financial sector, with its impact not limited to the performance of a single bank but also contributing to the stability of the overall economy (Anande-Kur et al., 2020). 
Profitability is not only important for investors and potential investors but also for management in setting targets and evaluating the effectiveness of the company’s management, as well as serving as a measure of public perception of the company. One of the challenges that often poses a problem for banks is that low profitability is frequently associated with weak financial performance and management, which ultimately leads to a decline in public trust (Pertiwi & Susanto, 2019).
Banking performance can be measured through performance evaluations, which determine how well or poorly a bank is performing. Banking performance can be measured using financial performance indicators, such as profitability ratios, which indicate how effectively bank management generates profits (Maharani et al., 2021).

4
For banks, Return on Assets (ROA) is a key profitability ratio. It is a type of profitability ratio that measures a company’s ability to generate profits using all of its assets (Erawati et al., 2022). ROA is the ratio of net income to total assets.

1
A higher ROA indicates better company performance, as it reflects a higher rate of return. 

[bookmark: _Toc214392085]Figure 1.1 Graph of Average ROA in the Banking Sector
Source: Data Processed, 2025
The development of the average ROA in the Indonesian banking sector during the period from 2020 to 2024 shows significant fluctuations. In 2020, ROA stood at 0.38% due to economic pressures from the COVID-19 pandemic. The decline continued in 2021, reaching a negative value of -0.45%, reflecting the increasingly strained financial condition of banks. However, starting in 2022, profitability began to show signs of recovery with ROA rising to 0.72%, continuing to rise in 2023 to reach 1.08%, and in 2024 rising to 1.19%. This trend highlights the need for an analysis of the factors influencing fluctuations in bank profitability, particularly credit quality, liquidity, and capital adequacy.
The banking sector plays a vital role in a country’s economy as it functions as an intermediary institution that collects funds from the public and channels them in the form of loans (Sanjoyo, 2020). In pursuing adequate profitability, there are factors that can influence a bank’s ability to generate profits, one of which is credit 
2


risk (Hidayati & Yudowati, 2020). The impact of non-performing loans on bank performance is significant. An increase in non-performing loans leads to a decline in net profit and reduced operational efficiency (Alfons & Istia, 2021).
Millions of people have faced difficulties in paying installments or loans due to the COVID-19 pandemic, which occurred in nearly all countries from late 2019 through 2022. Consequently, non-performing loans have continued to rise. This is undoubtedly due to sluggish economic growth and a decline in borrowers’ daily income (Musta’da & Pramono, 2022). According to CNN Indonesia, the Financial Services Authority (OJK) reported that the gross non-performing loan (NPL) ratio for the national banking industry rose from 2.53 percent in December 2019 to 2.7 percent in February 2020. This increase occurred amid the pressures of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Non-Performing Loans (NPL) are a ratio used to measure the extent of non-performing loans at a bank. The maximum NPL ratio currently permitted by Bank Indonesia is 5% (Kuncoro et al., 2022). The higher the NPL ratio, the greater the risk of loan defaults, which impacts interest income. This directly affects the bank’s profits and disrupts planned profit projections (Widyastuti & Aini, 2021). In PT Bank Sinarmas Tbk’s 2022 annual report, Bank Sinarmas’s NPL ratio stood at 8.59%, far exceeding Bank Indonesia’s maximum limit of 5%, indicating high credit risk and a decline in asset quality. 
The primary activities conducted by a bank are the mobilization and disbursement of funds. Fund disbursement is one of the internal factors influencing profitability as it reflects the bank’s effectiveness in channeling funds into productive loans (Asri et al., 2020). 
A bank’s fund disbursement can be measured through Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR), which is the ratio of total loans to Dana Pihak Ketiga (DPK) mobilized by the bank. This ratio indicates the bank’s ability to channel funds sourced from the public into loans (Saputri, 2021). The Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) typically ranges between 78% and 100%, as stated in Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/24/DPNP (Dewantara & Amelia, 2025).
Banks with a high LDR disburse more loans than their deposits, thereby potentially increasing interest income, but also increasing credit risk if borrowers fail to repay their loans to the bank. To maintain a positive ROA, effective risk management is required (Ramadana, 2022). In the annual report of PT Bank SMBC Indonesia Tbk for 2020, Bank SMBC’s LDR ratio stood at 154.04%, exceeding the maximum limit set by Bank Indonesia of 78%–100%, indicating highly aggressive loan disbursement and a high potential for liquidity risk.
Banks must be able to manage credit and liquidity, as well as maintain strong capital to ensure the stability of financial performance and address various risks affecting profitability. Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), also known as the capital adequacy ratio, is a ratio that indicates a bank’s ability to fund operational activities and cover potential losses from its operations. The CAR value itself must be at least 8%, as stipulated in Bank Indonesia Regulation No. 15/12/PBI/2013 (Abdurrohman et al., 2020). 
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The CAR helps banks ensure sufficient funds to address the risk of losses, thereby promoting prudence in maintaining liquidity and managing fund disbursements. As a result, the CAR can reduce liquidity and loss risks while enhancing the bank’s profitability (Meliza et al., 2024). Research conducted by Permata & Dewi (2022) explains that a higher CAR indicates that a bank has sufficient capital to meet its needs, thereby enabling it to generate greater revenue.
The relationship between NPL and LDR and ROA has been previously studied by Admadja et al. (2023), whose findings indicate that NPL has a significant negative effect on ROA, while LDR has a significant positive effect on ROA. However, in a study conducted by Juliana et al. (2021), the results showed that NPL has a significant positive and h t effect on ROA, while LDR has no effect on ROA. These differing research findings indicate that the relationship between NPL and LDR and profitability has not yielded consistent results. Therefore, additional variables are needed to explain the conditions influencing this relationship, one of which is the use of moderating variables in this study, which provides a deeper understanding of how this relationship may vary under specific circumstances.
Research conducted by Hamzah et al. (2021) indicates that CAR significantly moderates the effect of NPL on ROA in a negative manner and significantly moderates the effect of LDR on ROA in a positive manner. However, research conducted by Juliana et al. (2021) indicates that CAR does not moderate the effect of NPL on ROA or the effect of LDR on ROA.
Previous studies analyzing the role of CAR as a moderating variable in the relationship between NPL and LDR and profitability only covered the period up to 2019. Therefore, this study aims to fill this gap in the banking sector by covering the 2020–2024 period to provide more up-to-date empirical evidence. 
1.2 Problem Formulation
Based on the background, the problem formulation of this study are:
1. Do Non-Performing Loans affect Profitability?
2. Do Loan to Deposit Ratios affect Profitability?
3. Does Capital Adequacy Ratio mitigate the impact of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability?
4. Does Capital Adequacy Ratio amplify the effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability?
1.3 [bookmark: _Toc200569886][bookmark: _Toc214387861]Research Objectives
Based on the description of the problem formulation above, it can be concluded that the research objectives are as follows:
1. To find empirical evidence regarding the effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability.
2. To find empirical evidence regarding the effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability.
3. To find empirical evidence regarding whether Capital Adequacy Ratio weakens the effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability.
4. To find empirical evidence regarding how Capital Adequacy Ratio strengthens the impact of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability.
5
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2. 
1.4 [bookmark: _Toc200569887][bookmark: _Toc214387862]Research Benefits
The benefits of this research, based on the research objectives outlined above, are as follows:
1.4.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569888][bookmark: _Toc214387863]Theoretical Benefits
This study is expected to contribute to the academic literature on the analysis of the impact of NPL and LDR on banking profitability, with CAR as a moderating variable, and to provide an updated review based on the latest analysis period, thereby serving as a reference for future research. 
1.4.2 [bookmark: _Toc200569889][bookmark: _Toc214387864]Practical Benefits
1. For bank management
Helps management evaluate the bank’s financial ratio management and serves as a basis for decision-making to improve efficiency and profitability.
2. For investors
Provides empirical information for investors in assessing a bank’s performance and stability to support sound investment decisions.
3. For regulators
7
Provides insights for assessing the appropriateness of financial ratio regulations and the effectiveness of their implementation in the banking sector.

[bookmark: _Toc200569890][bookmark: _Toc214387865]CHAPTER II
[bookmark: _Toc200569891][bookmark: _Toc214387866]LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569892][bookmark: _Toc214387867]Theoretical Framework
2.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569893][bookmark: _Toc214387868]Stakeholder Theory
Freeman (1984) states that stakeholder theory encompasses any party responsible for a company’s actions. A stakeholder is any group or individual with the ability to influence or be influenced by the achievement of an organization’s goals. A company’s stakeholders consist of various parties, such as investors, shareholders, creditors, government agencies, customers, employees, and the general public.
According to Krishnanda & Machdar (2022), stakeholder theory states that a company is not only accountable to its stakeholders but also responsible for maintaining relationships with all stakeholders by taking actions that address the interests, desires, and needs of all stakeholders. Primary stakeholders are individuals or groups without whom the company would not operate; these include shareholders, investors, employees, consumers, and suppliers, as well as public stakeholders, which consist of the government and the community. Secondary stakeholders are individuals or groups that influence and are influenced by the company but do not engage in transactions (Putra & Dewi, 2022). The basic assumptions of several studies from a stakeholder perspective in economic measurement can be demonstrated based on the value of the organization, which is derived from reports for stakeholders (Fuadah & Hakimi, 2020).
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According to this stakeholder theory, every stakeholder has the right to obtain information about all organizational activities related to stakeholders, including both financial and non-financial information. Consequently, companies strive to voluntarily disclose such information regarding organizational activities related to stakeholders (Puspitaningrum & Indriani, 2021). 
Stakeholder theory does not only consider the company’s financial interests, such as profitability, cash flow, or stock price, but also considers the reciprocal impact between the company and its stakeholders, including economic aspects affecting both parties (Freeman, 1984). From the stakeholder theory perspective, banks manage their assets and liquidity using the NPL and LDR ratios as an effort to build trust among investors. The level of profitability reflected in ROA indicates management’s ability to meet stakeholder interests, particularly regarding the efficient use of assets and risk management. This aligns with stakeholder theory, which holds that companies with high profitability reflect strong performance and optimal resource utilization (Ayu & Suarjaya, 2017). 
In accordance with stakeholder theory, which holds that a company operates not only for its own benefit but also to provide benefits to interested parties, the CAR is a capital adequacy ratio where investors play a crucial role regarding capital. By considering third parties as the bank’s capital providers, effective asset management will enhance the bank’s profitability (Azizah, 2024).
The application of stakeholder theory serves as a conceptual foundation for analyzing the impact of NPL and LDR on profitability in banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX). This theory helps explain how NPL and LDR—as representations of risk management and liquidity—can influence ROA as a profitability indicator, through the perspective of stakeholder interests. Accordingly, this study is beneficial for bank management to evaluate the management of financial ratios in improving efficiency and profitability, for investors as empirical information in assessing bank performance and stability, and for regulators to assess the appropriateness of financial ratio regulations and the effectiveness of their implementation in the banking sector.
2.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc200569894][bookmark: _Toc214387869] Profitability 
One of the key factors in financial analysis is profitability, which indicates how effectively a company can generate profits from its operations. According to Nirawati et al. (2022), profitability is a company’s ability to generate profits using its own resources. This definition emphasizes a company’s success in meeting the expectations and needs of its stakeholders through responsible resource management.
Thian (2022) in Financial Statement Analysis states that profitability ratios are ratios that indicate a company’s ability to generate profits, which are divided into two categories: return on investment ratios and operating performance ratios. Return on investment ratios are used to assess the return on the use of assets or equity relative to net income. These ratios include:
1. Return on Assets (ROA)
ROA is a ratio that indicates the return on a company’s use of assets to generate net profit. In other words, this ratio is used to determine how much net profit a company generates. The formula is:
10
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The higher the ROA, the higher the net profit generated for every rupiah of capital invested in total assets. Conversely, the lower the ROA, the lower the net profit generated for every rupiah of capital invested in total assets.
2. Return on Equity (ROE)
ROE is a ratio that indicates the return on the use of a company’s equity to generate net profit. In other words, this ratio is used to measure how much net profit is generated from every rupiah of funds invested in total equity. The formula is:

The higher the ROE, the higher the net profit generated for every rupiah of equity invested. Conversely, the lower the ROE, the lower the net profit generated for every rupiah of equity invested.
Operating Performance Ratios are used to evaluate profit margins from operating activities (sales). These ratios include:
1. Gross Profit Margin
Gross Profit Margin (GPM) is a ratio used to calculate the percentage of gross profit relative to net sales. Gross profit is calculated by subtracting the cost of goods sold from net sales. Net sales are calculated by taking total sales (both cash and credit) and subtracting returns, price adjustments, and sales discounts. The formula is:

13
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The higher the gross profit margin (GPM), the higher the gross profit generated from net sales. This is due to high selling prices and/or low cost of goods sold. Conversely, the lower the GPM, the lower the gross profit generated from net sales. This is due to low selling prices and/or high cost of goods sold.
2. Operating Profit Margin
Operating Profit Margin (OPM) is a ratio used to measure the percentage of operating profit relative to net sales. Operating profit is calculated by subtracting operating expenses from gross profit. Operating expenses include both selling expenses and general and administrative expenses. The formula is:

The higher the OPM, the higher the operating profit generated from net sales. This is due to high gross profit and/or low operating expenses. Conversely, the lower the OPM, the lower the operating profit generated from net sales. This is due to low gross profit and/or high operating expenses.
3. Net Profit Margin
Net Profit Margin (NPM) is a ratio used to measure the percentage of net profit relative to net sales. Net profit is calculated by subtracting income tax expense from pre-tax profit. Pre-tax profit here refers to operating profit plus other income and gains. The formula is:

A higher NPM indicates a higher net profit generated from net sales. This is due to high pre-tax income. Conversely, a lower NPM indicates a lower net profit generated from net sales. This is due to low pre-tax income.
Return on Assets (ROA) is used in this study as a profitability ratio. By dividing net profit by total assets, the ROA ratio indicates the extent to which assets contribute to generating net profit. 
2.1.3 Non-Performing Loans
According to Wahyu (2020), a Non-Performing Loan (NPL) is the ratio of a bank’s non-performing loans to its total loans. A rise in NPL reduces a bank’s capital. Furthermore, a rise in NPL affects a bank’s ability to extend loans in the following period.
According to Yam (2023) in his book titled “Non-Performing Loans and Bank Sustainability Performance”, one of the ratios used to assess a bank’s performance from a risk perspective is Non-Performing Loan (NPL) ratio. A high NPL ratio increases costs, including provisions for performing assets and other operating expenses; this situation has a significant impact on a bank’s financial performance. Banks with low NPL ratios set aside fewer funds to cover losses than banks with high NPL ratios.
13
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Bank Indonesia’s provisions in Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP dated December 16, 2011, state that loans classified as non-performing loans (NPL) are loans categorized as substandard, doubtful, and in default. Furthermore, Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 17/19/DPUM dated July 8, 2015, stipulates that the maximum NPL ratio is 5%. According to Bank Indonesia Circular 
Letter No. 13/30/DPNP, the NPL ratio can be calculated using the following formula:

2.1.4 Loan to Deposit Ratio
According to Fitriana (2024), Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) is a ratio used to measure the proportion of loans granted relative to the total amount of public deposits and the bank’s own capital. According to Bank Indonesia, the LDR typically ranges between 78% and 100%. Ramadana (2022) defines Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) as a ratio used to measure a bank’s ability to extend loans to customers based on the amount of deposits it holds. The higher the LDR ratio, the greater the likelihood that the bank faces higher credit risk, as the bank will borrow funds from other sources to cover funding shortfalls. Conversely, the lower the LDR, the greater the likelihood that the bank has the capacity to extend more loans to customers. In Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP, the LDR can be calculated using the following formula:

2.1.5 Capital Adequacy Ratio 
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One of the components of capital adequacy is capital adequacy. According to Sarmigi et al. (2022), Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR) or Minimum Capital Requirement (MCR) is a capital adequacy ratio that indicates a bank’s ability to provide funds used to address potential loss risks. The purpose of this ratio is to measure a bank’s capital adequacy in absorbing losses and meeting applicable MRR
requirements. The CAR is considered within a safe range if the ratio is at least 8%.
Umaira et al. (2022) define Capital Adequacy Ratio as a bank performance ratio used to measure the adequacy of a bank’s capital to support assets that carry or generate risk, such as extended loans. In other words, the CAR is a ratio that indicates a bank’s minimum capital requirement and reflects the bank’s ability and efficiency in utilizing capital for investment activities. In Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP, the CAR can be calculated using the following formula:

2.2 [bookmark: _Toc200569898][bookmark: _Toc214387873]Previous Research
The following are the results of previous research that the researcher used as a reference and basis for developing hypotheses. 
[bookmark: _Toc202096776][bookmark: _Toc214391153]Table 2.1 Previous ResearchContinued on the next page


	No.
	Study Title and Year
	Research Title
	Research Variables
	Research Results

	1
	Adhim & Mulyati (2024)	The Influence of the Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Non-Performing Loans (NPL), Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR), and Operating Expenses to Operating Income (BOPO) on Return on Assets (ROA) in Banks Listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange

	Independent variables:
· CAR
· NPL
· LDR
· BOPO
Dependent variables:
· ROA
	· CAR has no effect on ROA.
· NPL, LDR, and BOPO have a negative and significant effect on ROA.

	2
	Admadja et al. (2023)	The Effect of CAR, LDR, and NPL on Profitability (A Case Study of Banks Listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange for the Period 2019–2022)
	Independent variables:
· CAR
· LDR
· NPL
Dependent variables:
· ROA
	· Simultaneously, the results indicate that CAR, LDR, and NPL have a significant effect on profitability.
· Partially
shows that CAR does not have a significant effect on profitability. 
· LDR has a significant positive effect on profitability.
· NPL has a significant negative effect on profitability 

	3
	Nurinfiaa & Damayanti (2023)	The Effect of Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Net Interest Margin (NIM), and Loans to Deposit Ratio (LDR) on Profitability (A Case Study of Banking Companies Listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange, 2017–2019)

	Independent variables:
· CAR
· NIM
· LDR
Dependent variables:
· ROA




	
	· CAR, NIM, and LDR simultaneously have a significant effect on ROA.
· Partially, CAR has no effect on ROA.
· Partially, NIM has a significant positive effect on ROA.
· Partially, LDR has no effect on ROA.

	4
	Permata & Dewi (2022)	The Effect of Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR), and Non-Performing Loans (NPL) on Return on Assets (ROA) in Banking Companies Listed on the Indonesia Stock
Exchange During the
Period of 2016–2020
	Independent variables:
· CAR
· LDR
· NPL
Dependent variables:
- ROA
	· CAR has a significant positive effect on ROA.
· LDR has no significant positive effect on ROA.
· NPL has no significant negative effect on ROA.
· CAR, LDR, and NPL simultaneously have a significant effect on ROA.

	5
	Hamzah et al. (2021)	The Effect of Operating Expenses, Operating Income, Loan to Deposit Ratio, and Non-Performing Loans on Profitability with the Capital Adequacy Ratio as a Moderating Variable
	Independent variables:
· BOPO
· LDR
· NPL
Dependent variables:
· ROA
Moderating variables:
- CAR
	· BOPO, LDR, and NPL simultaneously affect ROA.
· BOPO has a significant negative effect on ROA.
· LDR has a significant positive effect on ROA.
· NPL has a significant negative effect on ROA.
· CAR significantly and negatively moderates the effect of BOPO on ROA.
· CAR significantly and positively moderates the effect of LDR on ROA.
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Table 2.1. Continued
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Continued on the next page


	No.
	Research Title and Year
	Research Title
	Research Variables
	Research Results

	
	
	
	
	· CAR significantly and negatively moderates the effect of NPL on ROA.

	6
	Juliana et al. (2021)	The Effect of NIM, LDR, and NPL on ROA with CAR as a Moderating Variable in Conventional Commercial Banks Listed on the IDX for the Period 2016–2019 
	Independent variables:
· NIM
· LDR
· NPL
Dependent variable:
· ROA
Moderating variable:
· CAR
	· NIM and NPL have a significant positive effect on ROA.
· LDR has no effect on ROA.
· CAR does not moderate the effects of NIM, LDR, and NPL on ROA.

	7
	Widana et al. (2021)	Effect of CAR, NPL, and BOPO on NIM with ROE as a Moderating
Variable
	Independent variables:
· CAR
· NPL
· BOPO
Dependent variables:
· NIM
Moderating variables:
- ROE
	· CAR has a significant positive effect on NIM.
· NPL has a significant negative impact on NIM.
· BOPO has a significant negative effect on NIM.
· ROE significantly and positively moderates the effect of CAR on NIM. 
· ROE significantly and positively moderates the effect of NPL on NIM.
· ROE significantly and positively moderates the effect of BOPO on NIM.

	8
	Chandra & Anggraini (2020)	Analysis of the Effect of CAR, BOPO, LDR, NIM, and NPL on the Profitability of Banks Listed on the IDX for the Period 2012–2018
	Independent variables:
· CAR
· BOPO
· LDR
· NIM
· NPL 
Dependent variables:
- ROA
	· Partially, CAR does not have a significant effect on ROA.
· BOPO, LDR, NIM, and NPL have an effect on ROA.

	9Continued on the next page


	Sanjoyo (2020)	Analysis of the Effects of CAR, NIM, NPL, and LDR on ROA (Case Study of State-Owned Commercial Banks, 2013–2018)
	Independent variables:
· CAR
· NIM
· NPL
· LDR

	· Simultaneously, CAR, NIM, NPL, and LDR have a significant effect on ROA.
· Partially, CAR has a significant and 

	No.
	Research Title and Year
	Research Title
	Research Variables
	Research Results

	
	
	
	Dependent variables:
· ROA
	negative effect on ROA.
· Partially, NIM has a positive and significant effect on ROA.
· Partially, NPL has a significant and negative effect on ROA.
· Partially, LDR has no significant effect on ROA.

	10
	Sunaryo (2020)	The Effect of the Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Net Interest Margin (NIM), Non-Performing Loan (NPL), and Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) on Return on Assets (ROA) in General Banks in Southeast Asia, 2012–2018
	Independent variables:
· CAR
· NIM
· NPL
· LDR
Dependent variables:
- ROA
	· CAR has a positive and significant effect on ROA.
· NIM has a positive and significant effect on ROA.
NPL has no positive and significant effect on ROA.
· LDR has a negative and significant effect on ROA.


Source: Review of several reference sources
2.3 [bookmark: _Toc200569899][bookmark: _Toc214387874]Conceptual Framework
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Table 2.1. Continued
Table 2.1. Continued
This study draws on the stakeholder theory proposed by Freeman (1984) as the primary foundation for developing its conceptual framework. According to this theory, a company is not only accountable to its but also to people such as customers, investors, regulators, and the public. This theory is relevant for explaining the importance of information disclosure in financial statements as a basis for decision-making by various parties because, in the banking industry, this theory requires banks to conduct their business practices transparently and accountably and to safeguard the interests of all stakeholders through the provision of relevant and reliable information. Bank performance is generally measured using financial ratios that reflect risk levels and capital adequacy, such as Non-

Performing Loan (NPL) ratio, Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR), and Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR). These ratios indicate various aspects of banking management, such as credit risk, funding efficiency, and capital resilience. Therefore, bank performance plays a crucial role as the basis for objective analysis by stakeholders in decision-making.
The independent variables in this study consist of Non-Performing Loans (X₁) and Loan to Deposit Ratio (X2). NPL reflects the level of non-performing loans that can affect a bank’s financial performance; the higher the NPL, the greater the potential for profit decline due to loan loss provisions. Meanwhile, the LDR measures how efficiently a bank channels funds collected from the public into loans. A balanced LDR indicates efficient fund management, which can increase interest income. Both variables influence profitability, which serves as the primary indicator of a bank’s success in generating profits from its operational activities. 
In this context, Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR) acts as a moderating variable that weakens the impact of NPL on profitability and strengthens the impact of LDR on profitability. CAR reflects a bank’s capital capacity to absorb loss risks. Banks with a high CAR possess greater financial resilience to withstand liquidity pressures and the negative effects of non-performing loans. Consequently, the impact of NPL and LDR on profitability can be influenced by the CAR level. For example, if a bank’s CAR is sufficiently strong, the negative impact of NPL on profitability can be mitigated. Consequently, CAR contributes to the bank’s financial stability and performance in managing risks. Based on the above discussion, the research conceptual framework can be outlined as follows.
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[bookmark: _Toc214392086]Figure 2.1 Conceptual Framework
Source: Developed in this research
2.4 [bookmark: _Toc200569900][bookmark: _Toc214387875]Hypothesis Development
2.4.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569901][bookmark: _Toc214387876]The Effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability
One of stakeholders’ interests is the creation of sound financial performance in commercial banks. The primary objective of stakeholder theory is to assist managers in maximizing financial performance, one indicator of which is a low Non-Performing Loan (NPL) ratio (Arsy et al., 2023). The relationship between NPL and profitability reflects the extent to which banks are able to meet stakeholder expectations in managing credit risk responsibly. 
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This aligns with the principles of stakeholder theory; uncontrolled NPL indicate a misalignment between management’s internal interests and stakeholder expectations, as they can affect trust, operational stability, and the sustainability of the bank’s financial performance. Profitability, as the company’s primary objective, serves as a key indicator closely monitored by stakeholders such as investors, 

regulators, and customers; thus, effective credit management is integral to the bank’s commitment to accountability and sustainability. In this context, NPL and profitability are directly linked in the bank’s efforts to fulfill its social and economic responsibilities toward all stakeholders. 
A higher NPL indicates that many loans are in default, which reduces bank profitability because non-performing loans lead to a decline in interest income and an increase in provisioning costs. This is supported by previous research conducted by Adhim & Mulyati (2024) and Hamzah et al. (2021), which states that NPL has a significant negative effect on ROA, where an increase in NPL will lower ROA, as a high volume of non-performing loans reflects inefficiency in loan management, thereby reducing interest income and increasing provisioning costs, which ultimately lowers the bank’s profitability. Referring to theoretical considerations and the results of previous studies, the first hypothesis proposed in this study is:
H1: Non-Performing Loans have a significant negative effect on profitability
2.4.2 [bookmark: _Toc200569902][bookmark: _Toc214387877]The Effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability
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Referring to stakeholder theory, the relationship between Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) and profitability demonstrates how banks effectively manage public funds to meet stakeholder expectations. An ideal LDR indicates a bank’s ability to perform its intermediation function effectively—that is, channeling deposit funds into profitable loans to enhance profitability. This meets stakeholders’ expectations that the funds provided by the bank will be managed effectively and generate profits. Consequently, LDR performance impacts profit generation as well as demonstrating the bank’s commitment to business sustainability and stakeholder 

satisfaction. This theory is designed to explain the ROA used in this study, where an increase in ROA has a positive impact on the bank’s ability to maximize stakeholder trust through improved banking services due to the loyalty of various stakeholders. An increase in ROA can result from an increase in the LDR (Larasati & Syaipudin, 2024). 
The higher the LDR, the higher the bank’s profitability, as the funds received by the bank from third parties are channeled back to other borrowers in the form of loans that generate interest income. Admadja et al. (2023) and Hamzah et al. (2021) state that LDR has a significant positive effect on ROA, whereby LDR can influence profitability because effective credit management will drive interest income and have a positive impact on profitability. Referring to the theoretical and empirical considerations outlined above, the second hypothesis in this study is formulated as follows:
H2: Loan to Deposit Ratio has a significant positive effect on profitability
2.4.3 [bookmark: _Toc200569903][bookmark: _Toc214387878]Capital Adequacy Ratio Moderates the Effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability
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In stakeholder theory, the role of Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR) as a moderating variable between Non-Performing Loans (NPL) and profitability indicates that banks are responsible for safeguarding the interests of all stakeholders, including investors, customers, and regulators. When credit risk increases and provisioning costs rise, bank profitability tends to decline as NPL increase. However, a strong CAR can mitigate these adverse effects by demonstrating the bank’s capacity to absorb losses. A bank’s ability to provide 

protection for its customers through a strong CAR score will make them feel secure as bank stakeholders. What they need is the best value they can experience, such as adequate utility, sustainable guarantees, and cooperative engagement with the company (Aminah et al., 2019). In this regard, the CAR serves as a crucial tool for maintaining financial stability while preserving stakeholder confidence, even amidst the pressures of non-performing loans.
A high CAR can mitigate the negative impact of NPL on profitability because the bank has sufficient capital reserves to cover non-performing loans that could potentially harm the bank. Research conducted by Hamzah et al. (2021) indicates that NPL have a significant negative impact on ROA; this suggests that the lower the NPL ratio, the higher the bank’s profitability, and this, in turn, positively impacts the bank’s capital adequacy. Since a bank’s capital acts as a buffer to protect the bank from various risks in its operational activities—particularly credit risk—the lower the risk borne by the bank, the greater the impact on profitability. Based on theoretical considerations and previous research findings, the third hypothesis of this study is:
H3: Capital Adequacy Ratio mitigates the negative impact of Non-Performing Loans on profitability
2.4.4 Capital Adequacy Ratio Moderates the Effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability
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Referring to stakeholder theory, banks are required to manage public funds efficiently through optimal credit distribution, as reflected in Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR). A high LDR indicates a bank’s willingness to extend credit,

which can enhance profitability. However, aggressive credit distribution increases the risk of default and liquidity risk. In this context, the CAR plays a crucial role as a moderating variable reflecting the bank’s capital resilience against such risks. A high CAR indicates that the bank has sufficient capital reserves to absorb potential losses resulting from aggressive credit expansion, thereby maintaining the stability of its financial performance. Thus, from a stakeholder theory perspective, the CAR plays a role in enhancing stakeholder confidence by ensuring that an increase in the LDR will not significantly disrupt profitability, as the bank still possesses a strong capital buffer to keep its operations running.
A high CAR can amplify the positive impact of the LDR on profitability because the bank is more capital-stable and capable of extending credit with more controlled risk. Based on research by Hamzah et al. (2021), CAR is able to significantly and positively moderate the effect of LDR on ROA, meaning that CAR strengthens the relationship between LDR and ROA. This is because, with high capital, banks have greater flexibility to invest in the form of loans, thereby increasing loan volume, which in turn leads to increased profitability. Based on these theoretical and empirical considerations, the fourth hypothesis in this study is:
H4: Capital Adequacy Ratio reinforces the positive effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on profitability
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Based on the above hypothesis, the research model is formulated as follows: [image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc214392087]Figure 2.2 Research Model 
Source: Developed in this research
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[bookmark: _Toc200569905][bookmark: _Toc214387880]CHAPTER III
[bookmark: _Toc200569906][bookmark: _Toc214387881]RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

3.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569907][bookmark: _Toc214387882]Operational Definitions 
3.1.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569908][bookmark: _Toc214387883]Dependent Variable
This study uses profitability as the dependent variable, which refers to a bank’s ability to generate profits. Profitability is a bank’s ability to generate profits through the efficient utilization of its resources. In this study, profitability is measured using Return on Assets (ROA), as this ratio demonstrates the extent to which a bank can utilize its total assets to generate profit, while also assessing operational efficiency and the bank’s success in meeting stakeholder expectations. ROA is calculated by dividing net income by total assets, where net income is derived from the difference between income before income tax and income tax expense, while total assets include current assets, fixed assets, and intangible assets owned by the company.
A high ROA reflects a company’s efficiency in utilizing its total assets to generate optimal net profit. Conversely, a low ROA indicates the company’s limited ability to effectively convert assets into profits. In stakeholder theory, a high ROA reflects the company’s ability to manage assets effectively to meet the interests and expectations of stakeholders (Ayu & Suarjaya, 2017). According to Thian (2022), the ROA ratio is calculated using the following formula.
...........................................................................  3.1
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3.1.2 [bookmark: _Toc200569909][bookmark: _Toc214387884]
26
3.1.3 Independent Variables
The independent variables used in this study are Non-Performing Loans (NPL) and Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR). The following is an explanation of the independent variables in this study.
3.1.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc214387885]Non-Performing Loan
Non-Performing Loans (NPL) are a ratio used to assess a bank’s ability to extend credit to customers while considering the amount of available deposit funds. NPL serve as a key indicator in evaluating credit risk and a bank’s financial performance. Wahyu (2020) states that high NPL increase cost burdens, reduce capital, and diminish a bank’s ability to extend credit. Meanwhile, according to Yam (2023), banks with low NPL levels set aside smaller amounts of funds to cover losses compared to banks with high NPL levels. 
According to Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP, the NPL ratio is calculated by dividing the amount of non-performing loans by total loans. Both non-performing loans and total loans are calculated based on their gross book values as recorded on the balance sheet. The NPL ratio in Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP is calculated using the following formula...............................................  3.2


3.1.2.2 Loan to Deposit Ratio
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Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) is a ratio that measures a bank’s ability to extend credit based on funds raised from the public and its own capital. A high LDR indicates that the bank is likely to face high credit risk, while a low LDR suggests

that the bank has the capacity to extend more loans to customers (Ramadana, 2022).
In Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP, the LDR ratio is calculated by dividing total loans by total third-party funds. Total loans are calculated based on the gross book value in the balance sheet, and third-party funds include demand deposits, savings, and time deposits (excluding interbank deposits). The LDR ratio, as defined in Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP, is calculated using the following formula.
...........................................................  3.3

3.1.4 [bookmark: _Toc200569910][bookmark: _Toc214387887]Moderating Variable
In this study, Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR) is used as a moderating variable that serves to strengthen or weaken the relationship between the dependent and independent variables. Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), also known as the Minimum Capital Requirement (MCR), is a ratio that indicates the adequacy of a bank’s capital to cover potential losses on its assets. This ratio reflects a bank’s ability to maintain financial stability and perform its intermediation functions in a sound manner. 
According to Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP, the CAR ratio is calculated by dividing total capital by Risk-Weighted Assets (RWA). Total capital refers to the capital held by the bank, and Risk-Weighted Assets (RWA) are calculated based on the book value of assets on the balance sheet. The formula for calculating the CAR ratio in Bank Indonesia Circular Letter No. 13/30/DPNP is as follows.
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...............................................................  3.4


3.2 [bookmark: _Toc200569911][bookmark: _Toc214387888]Population and Sample
3.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569912][bookmark: _Toc214387889]Population
The population in this study includes all banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) from 2020 to 2024. The 2020–2024 period was selected to provide a more comprehensive picture of the dynamics of banking profitability.
Banking companies are part of the financial services industry that function as intermediary institutions, namely collecting funds from the public and then returning those funds in the form of credit. Currently available data indicates that the population consists of 47 banking companies.
3.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc214387890]Sample
The sample for this study was selected using purposive sampling, a technique in which the sample is chosen based on specific criteria relevant to the research objectives (Sugiyono, 2023). The criteria used in selecting the sample include:
Banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2020–2024 period.
1. Companies that consistently published annual financial reports on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2020–2024 period.
2. Banking companies that have complete data related to the variables used in the study, such as NPL, LDR, ROA, and CAR. 
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3. 
4. Companies that did not incur consecutive losses during the 2020–2024 period.
5. Companies that did not undergo significant status changes, such as mergers, or had not gone public during part of the study period.
[bookmark: _Toc202096777][bookmark: _Toc214391154]Table 3.1 Sample Selection Criteria 
	No
	Description
	Number

	1
	Banks listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2020–2024 period
	47

	2
	Companies that have not consistently published annual financial reports on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2020–2024 period
	(1)

	3
	Banking companies that do not have complete data regarding the variables used for measurement in the study
	(4)

	4
	Companies that incurred consecutive losses during the 2020–2024 period
	(13)

	5
	Companies that experienced significant status changes, such as mergers or not yet going public, during part of the study period
	(2)

	Total research sample
	27

	Observation period (2020–2024)
	5

	Total sample data (27 x 5)
	135


Source: Data Processed, 2025
Based on the established purposive sampling criteria, a total of 135 data samples were obtained from banking companies during the period from 2020 to 2024, consisting of annual data from 27 eligible banking companies over five consecutive years.
3.3 [bookmark: _Toc200569914][bookmark: _Toc214387891] Types and Sources of Data
This study uses quantitative data, which is data that can be measured and expressed in numerical form (Siagian & Silviani, 2023). The quantitative data used in this study were obtained from the annual financial reports of banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) for the period 2020–2024. The use of quantitative data allows for an objective analysis of the relationships between variables in this study.
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The data source used in this study is secondary data, which is data obtained from third parties (Siagian & Silviani, 2023). The secondary data in this study consists of annual financial reports of banking companies obtained through the official website of the Indonesia Stock Exchange as well as the official websites of each respective bank. This data serves as the basis for measuring and analyzing the variables under investigation.
3.4 [bookmark: _Toc200569915][bookmark: _Toc214387892]Data Collection Methods
The data collection method used in this study was documentation, which involves gathering data from written sources containing the necessary data or information (Abubakar, 2021). The data used were obtained by collecting and analyzing the annual financial reports of banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) for the period from 2020 to 2024. Data was obtained online via the official IDX website and the official websites of each company. This process involved recording and extracting data related to the research variables, which were then tabulated in Microsoft Excel.
3.5 Data Analysis Tools
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This study employed quantitative data analysis techniques using SPSS version 27 software as a tool to process and analyze the data. The use of this software aimed to simplify the statistical calculation process, enhance the accuracy of the analysis results, and assist the researcher in interpreting the data systematically and objectively. The data in this study were analyzed using descriptive statistical analysis, classical assumption tests, multiple linear regression analysis, Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA), hypothesis testing (t-test), 

simultaneous testing (F-test), and the coefficient of determination test (R2) to determine the relationships and influences between variables.
3.5.1 [bookmark: _Toc200569917][bookmark: _Toc214387894]Descriptive Statistical Analysis
Descriptive statistical analysis is conducted to provide an overview or description of data based on the mean, standard deviation, variance, maximum, minimum, sum, range, kurtosis, and skewness (Wahyuni, 2020). These statistics merely provide information about the data we have obtained without drawing further conclusions about the data. The output of descriptive statistics relates to data presentation, such as through tables, graphs, measures of central tendency, dispersion, etc. (Reza et al., 2021).
3.5.2 [bookmark: _Toc214387895]Classical Assumption Tests
Purnomo (2016) states that classical assumption tests are used to determine the presence or absence of normality of residuals, multicollinearity, autocorrelation, and heteroscedasticity in a regression model. Classical assumptions must be met in order to obtain a regression model with unbiased estimates and to ensure that the test results are reliable. If even one condition is not met, the regression analysis results cannot be considered BLUE (Best Linear Unbiased Estimator). The classical assumption tests used in this study are the normality test, the heteroscedasticity test, the multicollinearity test, and the autocorrelation test.
3.5.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc214387896]Normality Test
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According to Ghozali (2021), the normality test aims to determine whether, in a regression model, the error term (residuals) follows a normal distribution. In this study, the normality test was conducted using the nonparametric 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistical method. According to Iba & Wardhana (2024), the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test has the advantage of simplicity and consistency in assessment, which reduces differences in perception among different observers that often occur in graphical methods. 
The basis for decision-making in the Kolmogorov-Smirnov test is that if the significance value (Sig.) is greater than 0.05, the research data is normally distributed; conversely, if the significance value (Sig.) is less than 0.05, the research data is not normally distributed (Khamisah et al., 2020).
3.5.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc214387897]Heteroscedasticity Test
Ghozali (2021) explains that the heteroscedasticity test aims to determine whether there is unequal variance in the residuals from one observation to another within the regression model. A good regression model is one that is homoscedastic, meaning there is no heteroscedasticity.
Heteroscedasticity testing in this study used the Glejser test, which involves regressing the absolute values of the residuals against an. If the significance value is > 0.05, then there is no heteroscedasticity (Januardin et al., 2020).
3.5.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc214387898]Multicollinearity Test
Multicollinearity is a condition where one or more pairs of independent variables have a strong correlation. If independent variables have a strong correlation, problems will arise in the linear regression analysis (Kusumawardhani et al., 2021).
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Multicollinearity can be identified using various methods, including analysis of the correlation matrix among independent variables, the VIF (Variance Inflation Factor) test, and multiple regression analysis. The VIF assesses the extent to which the variance in the estimated regression coefficients is due to multicollinearity. A high VIF value, inversely proportional to the tolerance value, indicates higher multicollinearity. If the VIF exceeds 10, this indicates the presence of significant multicollinearity in the regression model (Iba & Wardhana, 2024).
3.5.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc214387899]Autocorrelation Test
Ghozali (2021) explains that the autocorrelation test aims to determine whether there is a correlation in a linear regression model between the error term in period t and the error term in period t-1 (the previous period). Autocorrelation arises because observations that are sequential over time are related to one another. 
This study uses the Durbin-Watson (DW) test to detect the presence of autocorrelation in the regression model. Ghozali (2021) states that the Durbin-Watson test (DW test) is only used for first-order autocorrelation and requires the presence of an intercept (constant) in the regression model and no lagged variables among the independent variables. The criteria for determining the presence or absence of autocorrelation are as follows:
[bookmark: _Toc202096778][bookmark: _Toc214391155]Table 3.2 Autocorrelation Test Results 
	No.
	DW Value Criteria
	Decision
	Description

	1
	0 < d < dl
	Reject
	No positive autocorrelation

	2
	dl ≤ d ≤ du
	Cannot be concluded
	No positive autocorrelation

	3
	4 – dl < d < 4
	Reject
	No negative correlation

	4
	4 – du ≤ d ≤ 4 – dl
	Cannot be concluded
	No negative correlation

	5
	du < d < 4 – du
	Not rejected
	There is no autocorrelation, positive or negative


Source: Ghozali (2021)
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3.5.3 [bookmark: _Toc200569919][bookmark: _Toc214387900]

3.5.4  Multiple Linear Regression Analysis 
According to Kusumawardhani et al. (2021), multiple linear regression analysis is a method used to analyze one dependent variable with one or more independent variables. Since multiple regression involves more than one independent variable, the assumption of multicollinearity must be met. The following is the multiple linear regression equation used in this study:Y = α + β1 X1 + β2 X2 + ε………………………………….…….………..……3.5


Notes	:
Y		: Profitability
X1		: Non-Performing Loans
X2		: Loan to Deposit Ratio
α		: Constant
β1, β2		: Regression Coefficients
ε		: Error Term
3.5.5 [bookmark: _Toc214387901]Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA)
Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) uses an analytical approach that preserves sample integrity and provides a basis for controlling the influence of moderator variables (Ghozali, 2021). The following is the multiple linear regression equation used in this study:Y = α + β1 X1 + β2 X2 + β3 Z + β4 X1 Z + β5 X2 Z + ε……………………………3.6



Notes	:
Y		: Profitability
X1		: Non-Performing Loans
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X2		: Loan to Deposit Ratio
Z		: Capital Adequacy Ratio
α		: Constant
β1, β2		: Regression Coefficients for X1 and X2
β3		: Moderating Variable Coefficients
β4 , β5		: Moderated Regression Coefficients for X1 and X2
ε		: Error Term
3.5.6 [bookmark: _Toc200569920][bookmark: _Toc214387902]Simultaneity Test (F-Test)
The F-test is used to determine whether there is a combined (simultaneous) effect of independent variables on the dependent variable. In this study, the influence of independent variables on the dependent variable was tested using the F-test. A regression model is considered valid if the significance value in the ANOVA table is less than 0.05 or 5%. Conversely, if the significance value of the is greater than 0.05, the regression model is deemed not simultaneously significant and is not suitable for analysis.
3.5.7 [bookmark: _Toc214387903]Coefficient of Determination Test (R2)
The coefficient of determination (R2) measures the extent to which the model explains the variation in the dependent variable. The value of the coefficient of determination ranges from zero to one. A small R2 value indicates that the ability of the independent variables to explain the variation in the dependent variable is very limited (Ghozali, 2021).
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The greater the number of independent variables, the larger the R2 value will be to obtain the actual value. The magnitude of the coefficient of determination 
(R2) in multiple linear regression is determined based on the magnitude of the Adjusted R² value (Indartini & Mutmainah, 2024).
3.5.8 [bookmark: _Toc214387904]Hypothesis Test (t-Test)
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Hypothesis test is a procedure used to test the validity of a statistical hypothesis regarding a population using data from a sample of that population (Nuryadi et al., 2017). One form of hypothesis testing is the partial test (t-test), which involves testing regression coefficients individually to determine the partial significance of each independent variable on the dependent variable (Sahir, 2021). The hypothesis is rejected if the significance value is greater than 0.05. Conversely, the hypothesis is accepted if the significance value is less than 0.05 (Ghozali, 2021).
[bookmark: _Toc214387905]CHAPTER IV 
[bookmark: _Toc214387906]RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1 [bookmark: _Toc214387907]Overview of the Research Object
The population in this study consists of banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the 2020–2024 period. Based on data obtained from the IDX’s official website, there were 47 banking companies listed during the 2020–2024 period. Using purposive sampling, the number of companies eligible for analysis was narrowed down to 27. This study covers a five-year period, from 2020 to 2024, yielding 135 data samples used as the basis for analysis. The following is a list of the companies included in this study:
[bookmark: _Toc214391156]Table 4.1 Company SampleSource: Indonesia Stock Exchange, 2025


	No
	Company Code
	Company Name

	1.
	BABP
	PT Bank MNC Internasional Tbk

	2.
	BBCA
	PT Bank Central Asia Tbk

	3. 
	BBHI
	PT Allo Bank Indonesia Tbk

	4.
	BBMD
	PT Bank Mestika Dharma Tbk

	5.
	BBNI
	PT Bank Negara Indonesia (Persero) Tbk

	6.
	BBRI
	PT Bank Rakyat Indonesia (Persero) Tbk

	7.
	BBSI
	PT Krom Bank Indonesia Tbk

	8.
	BBTN
	PT Bank Tabungan Negara (Persero) Tbk

	9.
	BGTG
	PT Bank Ganesha Tbk

	10.
	BINA
	PT Bank Ina Perdana Tbk

	11.
	BJBR
	PT Bank Pembangunan Daerah Jawa Barat Tbk

	12.
	BJTM
	PT East Java Regional Development Bank Tbk

	13.
	BMRI
	PT Bank Mandiri (Persero) Tbk

	14.
	BNBA
	PT Bank Bumi Arta Tbk

	15.
	BNGA
	CIMB Niaga Bank Tbk

	16.
	BNII
	PT Maybank Indonesia Tbk

	17.
	BSIM
	PT Bank Sinarmas Tbk

	18.
	BTPN
	PT Bank SMBC Indonesia Tbk

	19.
	DNAR
	PT Oke Indonesia Tbk

	20.
	INPC
	PT Artha Graha Internasional Tbk

	21.
	MAYA
	PT Bank Mayapada Internasional Tbk

	22.
	MCOR
	PT China Construction Bank Indonesia Tbk

	23.
	MEGA
	PT Bank Mega Tbk

	24.
	NISP
	PT Bank OCBC NISP Tbk

	25.
	NOBU
	PT Bank Nationalnobu Tbk

	26.
	PNBN
	PT Bank Pan Indonesia Tbk

	27.
	SDRA
	PT Bank Woori Saudara Indonesia 1906 Tbk
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Of the total 135 observation data samples, 38 were identified as outliers during the classical assumption test. Outliers are data points with unique characteristics that appear significantly different from other observations and manifest as extreme values (Ghozali, 2021). After removing these outliers, the number of samples used in this study was reduced to 97.
4.2 [bookmark: _Toc214387908] Data Analysis 
4.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc214387909]Descriptive Statistical Analysis
Descriptive statistical analysis was conducted to provide an overview or description of the data based on the mean, standard deviation, maximum, and minimum values (Wahyuni, 2020). Descriptive statistics were used to illustrate the basic characteristics of the research variables, namely Non-Performing Loans, Loan to Deposit Ratio, Capital Adequacy Ratio, and profitability.
[bookmark: _Toc214391157]Table 4.2 Descriptive Statistical Analysis Results
	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	NPL
	97
	0.014
	0.086
	0.030
	0.011

	LDR
	97
	0.361
	5.337
	1.008
	0.660

	CAR
	97
	0.105
	2,839
	0.335
	0.330

	ROA
	97
	0.000
	0.036
	0.010
	0.008

	Valid N (listwise)
	97
	
	
	
	


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
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Based on the table of descriptive statistical analysis results, it was found that Non-Performing Loans (NPL) have a minimum value of 0.014 and a maximum of 0.086, with a mean of 0.030 and a standard deviation of 0.011. A mean value greater than the standard deviation indicates that the NPL data exhibits good dispersion. The lowest value in the analysis results came from PT Bank SMBC 

Indonesia Tbk (BTPN) in 2022, while the highest value was obtained from PT Bank Sinarmas Tbk (BSIM) in 2022.
Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) has a minimum value of 0.361 and a maximum of 5.337. With a mean of 1.008 and a standard deviation of 0.660, this indicates that although the mean is higher than the standard deviation, the data dispersion remains relatively large. This is due to the wide range of values, from 0.361 to 5.337, reflecting significant variation in the data distribution. The lowest value in the analysis was recorded by PT Bank Sinarmas Tbk (BSIM) in 2024, while the highest value came from PT Krom Bank Indonesia Tbk (BBSI) in 2023.
Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR) shows a minimum value of 0.105 and a maximum of 2.839, with an average of 0.335 and a standard deviation of 0.330. The fact that the average value is greater than the standard deviation indicates that the CAR has a relatively good data distribution. However, the considerable difference between the minimum and maximum values indicates significant variation in the data distribution. The lowest value in the analysis results comes from PT Bank Mayapada Internasional Tbk (MAYA) in 2024, while the highest value is from PT Krom Bank Indonesia Tbk (BBSI) in 2022.
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Return on Assets (ROA) has a minimum value of 0.000 and a maximum of 0.036, with an average of 0.010 and a standard deviation of 0.008. The standard deviation A small value compared to the average indicates that the ROA data exhibits low and stable variation. The fact that the minimum and maximum values are not too far apart indicates that there are no extreme differences in the data. The lowest value in the analysis results comes from PT Bank Mayapada Internasional 

Tbk (MAYA) in 2023, while the highest value is from PT Krom Bank Indonesia Tbk (BBSI) in 2023.
4.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc214387910]Classical Assumption Test
4.2.2.1 [bookmark: _Toc214387911]Normality Test
The normality test is used to evaluate whether the distribution of the research data meets the characteristics of a normal distribution required in regression analysis. In this study, the normality test was conducted using the nonparametric Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) statistical method; if the significance value (Sig.) is greater than 0.05, the research data is normally distributed; conversely, if the significance value (Sig.) is less than 0.05, the research data is not normally distributed.
[bookmark: _Toc214391158]Table 4.3 Normality Test Results (One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test)
	
	Unstandardized Residual
(before outliers)
	Unstandardized Residual
(after outliers)

	N
	135
	97

	Normal Parameters a, b
	Mean
	0.000
	0.000

	
	Standard Deviation
	0.011
	0.006

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	0.114
	0.085

	
	Positive
	0.114
	0.085

	
	Negative
	-0.103
	-0.066

	Test Statistic
	0.114
	0.085

	Asympt. Sig. (2-tailed)c
	<0.001
	0.083


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
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Based on the table of normality test results, the Asymp. Sig. (2-tailed) value shows a significance level of < 0.001, which is less than the significance level of 0.05, so the data is considered not normally distributed. Ideal data is data that follows a normal distribution; therefore, to address non-normally distributed data, outliers were identified using a boxplot (Sihombing et al., 2022). Based on the 

boxplot analysis, 38 outliers were removed, improving the data distribution. After removal, the normality test showed a significance value of 0.083. This value is greater than the significance level of 0.05, meaning the data is now normally distributed. The normality test can also be performed using a normal P-P plot, as shown in the following curve:
[image: ]
[bookmark: _Toc214392088]Figure 4.1 Normal P-P Plot Curve
Source: Data processed with IBM SPSS 27, 2025
Based on the analysis of the curve, it can be seen that the data is scattered around the diagram or around the diagonal line and follows the direction of the diagonal line, so it can be concluded that the processed data is normally distributed.
4.2.2.2 [bookmark: _Toc214387912]Heteroscedasticity Test
This study used the Glejser test to test for heteroscedasticity, with the criterion that if the significance value is above 0.05, then there is no heteroscedasticity in the regression model.
[bookmark: _Toc214391159]
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Table 4.4 Heteroscedasticity Test Results
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.007
	0.001
	
	5.162
	<0.001

	
	NPL
	-0.064
	0.035
	-0.187
	-1.853
	0.067

	
	LDR
	0.001
	0.001
	0.193
	1.656
	0.101

	
	CAR
	-0.001
	0.001
	-0.084
	-0.719
	0.474

	a. Dependent Variable: ABS_RES


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
Based on the table of heteroscedasticity test results, the NPL variable has a significance value of 0.067, which is above 0.05; therefore, there is no heteroscedasticity in this variable. The LDR variable has a significance value of 0.101, also above 0.05, so it does not indicate heteroscedasticity. Meanwhile, the CAR variable, with a significance value of 0.474, which is also greater than 0.05, indicates that there are no signs of heteroscedasticity. Thus, none of the variables in this regression model exhibit heteroscedasticity. 
4.2.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc214387913]Multicollinearity Test
The multicollinearity test aims to determine whether the regression model exhibits correlation among the independent variables. The method used in this study involves calculating the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and Tolerance values for each independent variable. If the tolerance value is < 0.10 and the VIF value is > 10, multicollinearity is present. If the tolerance value is > 0.10 and the VIF value is < 10, multicollinearity is not present (Sari & Widyawati, 2022).
[bookmark: _Toc214391160]Table 4.5 Multicollinearity Test Results
	Variable
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	NPL
	0.993
	1.007

	LDR
	0.745
	1.342

	CAR
	0.749
	1.335


a. Dependent variable: ROA
Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
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Based on the multicollinearity test results table, the NPL variable has a Tolerance value of 0.993, which is well above 0.10, and a VIF value of 1.007, which is well below 10; therefore, it can be concluded that NPL does not exhibit multicollinearity. The LDR variable has a Tolerance value of 0.745 (>0.10) and a VIF of 1.342 (<10), so LDR also does not show multicollinearity. The CAR variable has a Tolerance value of 0.749 (>0.10) and a VIF of 1.335 (<10), so CAR does not exhibit multicollinearity. Thus, all variables in this regression model are free from multicollinearity issues.
4.2.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc214387914]Autocorrelation Test
The autocorrelation test aims to determine whether there is a correlation in a linear regression model between the error term in period t and the error term in period t-1 (the previous period). A good regression model is one that is free from autocorrelation. In this study, the presence or absence of autocorrelation was tested using the Durbin-Watson (DW) test (Sari & Widyawati, 2022)
[bookmark: _Toc214391161]Table 4.6 Autocorrelation Test Results
	Model Summaryb

	Model
	R
	R Square
	Adjusted R-Square
	Standard Error of the Estimate
	Durbin-Watson

	1
	0.139a
	0.019
	-0.013
	0.006
	2.114

	a. Predictors: (Constant), CAR, NPL, LDR

	b. Dependent Variable: ROA


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
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Based on the autocorrelation test results table, the Durbin-Watson (DW) value of 2.114 can be compared to the upper limit (du) of 1.7335, the lower limit (dl) of 1.6063, and the value of 4 minus the lower limit (du) of 2.2665. Since the Durbin–Watson value falls within the range du < d < 4 – du, namely 1.7335 < 2.114 
< 2.2665, it can be concluded that there is no autocorrelation in the regression model.
4.2.3 [bookmark: _Toc214387915]Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
This multiple linear regression analysis aims to determine the direction of the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variable—specifically, whether each independent variable has a positive or negative relationship—and to predict the value of the dependent variable if the values of the independent variables increase or decrease (Sari & Widyawati, 2022). In this study, the analysis was conducted to test the effect of NPL and LDR as independent variables on ROA as the dependent variable.
[bookmark: _Toc214391162]Table 4.7 Multiple Linear Regression Analysis Results
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.016
	0.002
	
	7.243
	<0.001

	
	NPL
	-0.300
	0.060
	-0.444
	-5.040
	<0.001

	
	LDR
	0.004
	0.001
	0.310
	3.511
	<0.001

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
Based on the results of the multiple linear regression analysis, the following equation was obtained:ROA (Y) = 0.016 - 0.300X1 + 0.004X2 ……………..…………………………4.1


Based on this equation, the following information and interpretations can be derived:
1. The constant (α) of 0.016 indicates that if NPL and LDR are zero, the estimated value of ROA is 0.016 or 1.6%. The constant represents the baseline value of ROA when the two independent variables have no effect.
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2. 
3. The regression coefficient (β1) of -0.300 indicates a negative relationship between NPL and ROA. This means that a one-unit increase in NPL will decrease ROA by 0.300, assuming all other variables remain constant. This negative relationship indicates that an increase in NPL tends to reduce profitability (ROA).
4. The regression coefficient (β2) of 0.004 indicates a positive relationship between LDR and ROA. This means that a one-unit increase in LDR will increase ROA by 0.004, assuming all other variables remain constant. This positive relationship indicates that an increase in LDR slightly improves profitability (ROA).
4.2.4 [bookmark: _Toc214387916]Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA)
Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) uses an independent variable called a moderator to determine how strong or weak the relationship is between another independent variable and the dependent variable (Miranti et al., 2024). The following table presents the results of the MRA test:
[bookmark: _Toc214391163]Table 4.8 Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) Results
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.029
	0.004
	
	7.974
	<0.001

	
	NPL
	-0.496
	0.089
	-0.735
	-5.563
	<0.001

	
	LDR
	-0.002
	0.002
	-0.172
	-1.173
	0.244

	
	CAR
	-0.026
	0.007
	-1.052
	-3.788
	<0.001

	
	X1 Z
	0.538
	0.212
	0.753
	2.541
	0.013

	
	X2 Z
	0.005
	0.002
	0.785
	2.873
	0.005

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
Based on the results of the Moderated Regression Analysis table, the following equation was obtained:
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ROA (Y) = 0.029 – 0.496X1 – 0.002X2 – 0.026Z + 0.538X1Z + 0.005X2Z…….4.2

Based on the MRA equation above, the following information and interpretations can be derived:
1. The constant (α) of 0.029 indicates that when all variables (NPL, LDR, CAR, X1Z, X2Z) are zero, the predicted ROA is 0.029, or 2.9%. In other words, this constant represents the baseline ROA level before being influenced by the other variables.
2. The regression coefficient (β1) of -0.496 indicates that a 1-unit increase in NPL reduces ROA by 0.496, assuming all other variables remain constant. This means that the higher the NPL value, the lower the ROA will be. The regression coefficient (β2) of -0.002 indicates that a 1-unit increase in LDR reduces ROA by 0.002. This suggests that changes in LDR have only a very minor impact on fluctuations in ROA.
3. The moderation variable coefficient (β3) of -0.026 indicates that a 1-unit increase in CAR reduces ROA by 0.026. This suggests that an increase in CAR is associated with a decrease in ROA.
4. The moderation regression coefficient (β4) of 0.538 indicates that a 1-unit increase in the variable X1Z will increase ROA by 0.538. This relatively large coefficient value indicates that X1Z has a strong positive influence on the increase in ROA. Thus, X1 Z acts as a factor that can amplify changes in ROA when other variables in the model also change.
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5. The moderation regression coefficient (β5) of 0.005 indicates that a 1-unit increase in the variable X2Z will increase ROA by 0.005. The effect is 

positive, although relatively small compared to X1Z. This indicates that X2Z still contributes to increasing ROA, but its effect is more subtle and not as significant as the effect of X1Z in driving changes in ROA.
4.2.5 [bookmark: _Toc214387917]Simultaneity Test (F-Test)
The F-test aims to determine the magnitude of the impact of each independent variable on the dependent variable. This test examines the significance value; if the significance value is below 0.05, the null hypothesis is accepted, whereas if the significance value is above 0.05, the null hypothesis is rejected. The following table presents the results of the F-test for multiple linear regression:
[bookmark: _Toc214391164]Table 4.9 F-Test for Multiple Linear Regression Results
	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.002
	2
	0.001
	17.664
	<0.001b

	
	Residual
	0.005
	94
	0.000
	
	

	
	Total
	0.006
	96
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA

	b. Predictors: (Constant), LDR, NPL


Source: Data analyzed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
Based on the table above, the significance result shows a value of <0.001. This indicates that the independent variables, namely NPL and LDR, simultaneously (together) have a significant effect on ROA. This means that the regression model that includes these two independent variables is suitable for predicting ROA. Furthermore, to determine the role of the interaction variable in moderating the relationship between NPL and LDR on ROA, refer to the results of Moderated Regression Analysis presented in the following table:
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[bookmark: _Toc214391165]
Table 4.9 F-Test for Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) Results
	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.003
	5
	0.001
	12.360
	<.001b

	
	Residual
	0.004
	91
	0.000
	
	

	
	Total
	0.006
	96
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA

	b. Predictors: (Constant), X2Z, NPL, LDR, X1Z, CAR


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
Based on the table above, the significance result shows a value of <0.001. A significance value well below 0.05 indicates that the regression model used is simultaneously significant. Thus, it can be concluded that the independent variables consisting of X2 Z, NPL, LDR, X1 Z, and CAR collectively have a significant effect on ROA as the dependent variable.
4.2.6 [bookmark: _Toc214387918]Coefficient of Determination Test (R2)
The purpose of the coefficient of determination test is to assess the extent to which independent variables can explain their impact on the dependent variable within the given model (Kustiawati & Abdurohim, 2025). The coefficient of determination ranges from zero to one. A small R2 value indicates that the ability of the independent variables to explain the variation in the dependent variable is very limited (Ghozali, 2021). The magnitude of the coefficient of determination (R2) is determined based on the size of the Adjusted R² value.
[bookmark: _Toc214391166]Table 4.10 R2 for Multiple Linear Regression Results
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R-Square
	Adjusted R-Square
	Standard Error of the Estimate

	1
	0.523a
	0.273
	0.258
	0.006

	a. Predictors: (Constant), LDR, NPL


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
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Based on the table above, the Adjusted R-Square (R2) value of 0.258 indicates that 25.8% of the variation in ROA is explained by the independent 

variables, namely NPL and LDR. The remaining 74.2% (100% - 25.8%) is attributed to other factors outside the model. Furthermore, to determine the role of the interaction variable in moderating the relationship between NPL and LDR on ROA, refer to the results of Moderated Regression Analysis presented in the following table:
[bookmark: _Toc214391167]Table 4.11 R2 for Moderated Regression Analysis (MRA) Results
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R-Square
	Adjusted R-Square
	Standard Error of the Estimate

	1
	0.636a
	0.404
	0.372
	0.006

	a. Predictors: (Constant), X2Z, NPL, LDR, X1Z, CAR


Source: Data processed using IBM SPSS 27, 2025
Based on the results of the R2 test table above, Adjusted R² value of 0.372 indicates that after adding interaction variables, the regression model explains 37.2% of the variation in ROA. This indicates that all variables in the moderation model have an effect on ROA of 37.2%, while the remaining 62.8% is explained by other variables not included in this study.
4.2.7 [bookmark: _Toc214387919]Hypothesis Test (t-Test)
Hypothesis test is used to assist in making decisions regarding a proposed hypothesis. Hypothesis testing is intended to determine whether there is a significant relationship between the independent and dependent variables (Dewantara & Amelia, 2025). The hypothesis is rejected if the significance level is greater than 0.05. Conversely, the hypothesis is accepted if the significance level is less than 0.05.
Based on the t-test results in Table 4.7, the following information and interpretations can be derived:
50


1. 
2. The first hypothesis states that NPL has a significant negative effect on profitability (ROA). Based on the results of the t-test, the significance value for the NPL variable is < 0.001, which is well below the significance level of 0.05. This indicates that NPL has a significant effect on ROA. A negative regression coefficient of –0.300 indicates that an increase in NPL will reduce profitability. Thus, the analysis results support the first hypothesis, so H1 is accepted.
3. The second hypothesis states that LDR has a significant positive effect on profitability. The t-test results show a significance value of <0.001, which is smaller than 0.05. This means that LDR has a significant effect on ROA. A positive regression coefficient of 0.004 indicates that an increase in LDR will improve profitability. Thus, these test results align with the second hypothesis, so H2 is accepted.
To test the role of CAR as a moderating variable that can influence the relationship between NPL and LDR on ROA, a multiple regression analysis (MRA) can be conducted. The results of the t-test for the MRA are presented in Table 4.8.
Based on Table 4.8, the following information and interpretations can be derived:
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1. The third hypothesis states that CAR weakens the negative effect of NPL on profitability (ROA). Based on the t-test results for the MRA, the interaction term representing the moderation between NPL and CAR, namely X1Z, shows a significance value of 0.013, which is below the significance level of 0.05. This indicates that the interaction between NPL 
and CAR has a significant effect on ROA. A positive coefficient of 0.538 indicates that CAR reduces the strength of the negative effect of NPL on profitability (ROA), thus proving that CAR mitigates the negative impact of NPL. Consequently, the test results support the third hypothesis, so H3 is accepted.
2. The fourth hypothesis states that CAR strengthens the positive influence of LDR on profitability (ROA). The t-test results for the MRA on the interaction variable between LDR and CAR, namely X2Z, show a significance value of 0.005, which is far smaller than 0.05. This indicates that the interaction between LDR and CAR has a significant effect on ROA. A positive coefficient of 0.005 indicates that the presence of CAR enhances the effect of LDR on profitability (ROA). Thus, these results align with the expected direction of the relationship, so H4 is accepted.
4.3 [bookmark: _Toc214387920]Discussion of Research Results
4.3.1 [bookmark: _Toc214387921]The Effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability
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The results of the first hypothesis test indicate that NPL has a significant negative effect on profitability (ROA), as evidenced by a t-test significance value of < 0.001, well below the 0.05 threshold. The regression coefficient of –0.300 confirms that every increase in NPL will reduce ROA; therefore, the first hypothesis (H1) is accepted. This finding indicates that as NPL rise, the risk of non-performing loans also increases, leading to a decline in interest income. This directly impacts the bank’s profits and disrupts planned profit projections (Widyastuti & Aini, 2021). This phenomenon of high NPL reflects a deterioration in the bank’s credit quality, 
as many borrowers fail to meet their obligations, causing productive assets to turn into non-performing loans and interest income to decline. This situation forces banks to increase loan loss provisions, squeezes profitability, and raises concerns among stakeholders as liquidity risks and financial stability also rise.
From a stakeholder theory perspective, these results indicate that high NPL not only affect a bank’s internal performance but also have direct implications for the interests of stakeholders. Stakeholders such as depositors, investors, shareholders, regulators, and the public assess a bank’s performance through profitability as the primary indicator of financial health. When NPL rise and reduce ROA, stakeholder confidence may weaken due to increased risks of default and financial instability. This phenomenon is relevant to the state of the banking industry, where high NPL often reflect poor credit quality, a deteriorating economic environment, or failures in risk management. One example is in the 2022 annual report of PT Bank Sinarmas Tbk, where Bank Sinarmas’s NPL ratio stood at 8.59%, far above Bank Indonesia’s maximum limit of 5%, indicating high credit risk and a decline in asset quality.
This finding is consistent with previous research conducted by Adhim & Mulyati (2024) and Hamzah et al. (2021), which stated that NPL have a significant negative effect on ROA, where an increase in NPL will lower ROA, as high levels of non-performing loans reflect inefficiency in loan management, thereby reducing interest income and increasing provisioning costs, which ultimately lower the bank’s profitability.
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4.3.2 [bookmark: _Toc214387922]
4.3.3 The Effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability 
The results of the second hypothesis test indicate that the LDR has a significant positive effect on profitability (ROA), as evidenced by a t-test significance value of < 0.001, which is less than 0.05. The positive regression coefficient of 0.004 indicates that the higher the LDR, the greater the profitability that can be achieved by the bank; thus, the second hypothesis (H2) is accepted. This finding suggests that banks with a high LDR extend more loans than their deposits, thereby potentially increasing interest income (Ramadana, 2022). This phenomenon indicates that a bank’s ability to optimize its intermediation function through the productive disbursement of credit plays a crucial role in enhancing profitability.
From a stakeholder theory perspective, the effectiveness of fund allocation, as reflected by a high LDR, sends a positive signal to stakeholders. Stakeholders such as depositors, investors, shareholders, and regulators view a well-managed LDR as a demonstration of the bank’s responsibility to maximize the use of public funds for productive activities. This meets stakeholders’ expectations that the funds provided by the bank can be managed well and generate profits, so that LDR performance not only impacts profit achievement but also demonstrates the bank’s commitment to business sustainability and stakeholder satisfaction. Increased profitability resulting from this high intermediation capacity reflects that the bank is able to provide added value to stakeholders, whether through returns, financial stability, or contributions to the economy.
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For example, the annual financial reports of PT Bank MNC Internasional Tbk from 2020 to 2024 show a stable LDR that remains within safe limits (78%–100%), as evidenced by the LDR consistently hovering between approximately 82% and 90% during the observation period. This consistency of the LDR at a healthy level reflects that the bank is able to channel funds to the public optimally without disregarding reasonable liquidity limits, so that intermediation performance continues to make a positive contribution to profitability and stakeholder confidence. This finding aligns with previous research conducted by Admadja et al. (2023) and Hamzah et al. (2021), which states that the LDR has a significant positive effect on ROA, where the LDR can influence profitability because effective credit management will drive interest income and have a positive impact on profitability.
4.3.4 [bookmark: _Toc214387923]Capital Adequacy Ratio Moderates the Effect of Non-Performing Loans on Profitability
The results of the third hypothesis test indicate that CAR mitigates the negative impact of NPL on profitability (ROA). This is evidenced by the significance value of the interaction variable X1Z of 0.013, which is below the significance level of 0.05, as well as a positive regression coefficient of 0.538. This finding indicates that as the CAR increases, the adverse impact of NPL on the decline in ROA becomes smaller, thus the third hypothesis (H3) is accepted. This condition reflects a high level of security, thereby minimizing the risk of bankruptcy (Temmy & Munandar, 2025).
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From a stakeholder theory perspective, the role of Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR) as a moderating variable between Non-Performing Loans (NPL) and profitability indicates that banks are responsible for safeguarding the interests of all stakeholders, including investors, customers, and regulators. When credit risk increases and provisioning costs rise, bank profitability tends to decline as NPL increase. However, a strong CAR can mitigate these adverse effects by demonstrating the bank’s capacity to absorb losses.
Research conducted by Permata & Dewi (2022) explains that a higher CAR indicates that a bank has sufficient capital to meet its needs, thereby enabling it to generate greater revenue. Additionally, a higher CAR provides the bank with greater flexibility to expand its business and mitigate the risk of losses. Therefore, as the CAR increases, the potential for better financial performance also rises.
4.3.5 [bookmark: _Toc214387924]Capital Adequacy Ratio Moderates the Effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio on Profitability
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The results of the fourth hypothesis test indicate that CAR amplifies the positive effect of LDR on profitability (ROA). The t-test results from the MRA analysis show that the interaction term between LDR and CAR (X2Z) has a p-value of 0.005, well below the significance level of 0.05, indicating that the interaction is significant. A positive coefficient of 0.005 indicates that the higher the CAR, the stronger the positive impact of LDR on increasing ROA; the analysis results support the fourth hypothesis, so (H4) is accepted. This finding indicates that a high CAR signifies strong capital adequacy, allowing the bank greater flexibility to channel its funds into productive loans, which ultimately strengthens customer confidence as 

the bank’s profit-generating potential increases and the risk of liquidity issues decreases (Rivandi & Gusmariza, 2021).
From a stakeholder theory perspective, the CAR plays a role in enhancing stakeholder confidence by ensuring that an increase in the LDR will not significantly disrupt profitability, as the bank still possesses a strong capital buffer to keep its operations running. A high CAR indicates that the bank has sufficient capital reserves to absorb potential losses resulting from aggressive credit expansion, thereby maintaining the stability of its financial performance
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This finding aligns with previous research conducted by Hamzah et al. (2021), which found that CAR can significantly and positively strengthen the influence of LDR on profitability (ROA), where effective credit disbursement increases profits, thereby also enhancing capital distribution.
[bookmark: _Toc214387925]CHAPTER V 
[bookmark: _Toc214387926]CLOSURE

5.1 [bookmark: _Toc214387927]Conclusion
This study aims to examine the effects of Non-Performing Loans and the Loan to Deposit Ratio on profitability, with Capital Adequacy Ratio serving as a moderating variable. The subjects of this study are banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) that met the criteria in the sample screening process, resulting in a total of 97 observed data samples. 
The conclusions drawn from the results of this study are as follows:
1. Non-Performing Loans have a significant negative impact on the profitability of banking companies listed on the IDX, so the first hypothesis (H1) is accepted. This indicates that an increase in non-performing loans can reduce bank profits, thereby diminishing stakeholder confidence in the effectiveness of risk management and the quality of credit distribution.






2. Loan to Deposit Ratio has a significant positive effect on the profitability of banking companies listed on the IDX, so the second hypothesis (H2) is accepted. This indicates that the more optimal the intermediation function, the greater the profit generated, leading stakeholders to view the bank as capable of managing funds productively and providing added value.
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3. Capital Adequacy Ratio mitigates the negative impact of Non-Performing Loans on the profitability of banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX), thereby confirming the third hypothesis (H3). This indicates that strong capital adequacy helps banks absorb credit risk and reassures stakeholders that the bank possesses the financial resilience to withstand pressures on asset quality.
4. Capital Adequacy Ratio reinforces the positive influence of Loan to Deposit Ratio on profitability among banking companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX), thus the fourth hypothesis (H4) is accepted. This indicates that capital adequacy enables banks to perform their intermediary functions more safely and efficiently, thereby increasing profits and strengthening stakeholders’ perception of the bank’s commitment to responsible financial management.
5.2 Suggestion
Based on the research conducted, several recommendations can be considered:
1. Banks are advised to strengthen the quality of credit risk management by improving borrower eligibility assessments, enhancing credit portfolio monitoring, and implementing stricter risk mitigation measures to reduce NPL levels and maintain profitability stability in the future
2. Capital adequacy (CAR) must continue to be prioritized so that banks have sufficient capacity to absorb risks, support intermediation performance, and maintain stakeholder confidence in the bank’s financial performance and operational sustainability.
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3. The author is further advised to explore other variables beyond the scope of this study, extend the observation period, or use a more diverse sample of banks, and may consider employing different analytical methods.

[bookmark: _Toc200569921][bookmark: _Toc214387929]REFERENCES
Abdurrohman, A., Fitrianingsih, D., Fuad Salam, A., & Putri, Y. (2020). Pengaruh Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) dan Non-Performing Loan (NPL) Terhadap Return on Asset (ROA) pada Sektor Perbankan DI BURSA EFEK INDONESIA. Jurnal Revenue, 01(01), 125–132. https://doi.org/10.46306/rev.v1i1
Abubakar, R. (2021). Pengantar Metodologi Penelitian. SUKA-Press UIN Sunan Kalijaga. Diakses pada 28 Juni 2025. https://digilib.uin-suka.ac.id/id/eprint/42716/1/
Pengantar%20Metodologi%20Penelitian.pdf
Adhim, C., & Mulyati, M. (2024). The Influence of Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Non-Performing Loan (NPL), Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR), and Operational Costs to Operating Income (BOPO) on Return on Asset (ROA) in Banks Listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. International Journal of Science, Technology & Management, 5(5). https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.46729/ijstm.v5i5.1122 
Admadja, S. A., Setyowati, S. W., Retnasari, A., & Irianto, M. F. (2023). Pengaruh CAR, LDR Dan NPL Terhadap Profitabilitas (Studi Kasus Pada Bank yang Terdaftar di Bursa Efek Indonesia Periode Tahun 2019-2022). Jurnal Akuntansi Neraca, 1(2), 24–34.
Alfons, S. K., & Istia, M. D. (2021). Pengaruh Kredit Macet Profitabilitas PT. Bank Rakyat Indonesia (Persero) Tbk. Jurnal Ekonomi Peluang, 18(1), 1–9.
Aminah, A., Soewito, S., Erina, N., Khairudin, K., & Damayanti, T. (2019). Financial Performance and Market Share in Indonesia Islamic Banking: Stakeholder Theory Perspective. Opción: Revista de Ciencias Humanas y Sociales, 35(21), 2899–2921.
Anande-Kur, F., Faajir, A., & Agbo, A. (2020). Determinants of Bank Financial Performance: A Study of Nigerian Deposit Money Banks. China-USA Business Review, 19(4). https://doi.org/10.17265/1537-1514/2020.04.001
Arsy, S. W., Cahyaningtyas, S. R., & Waskito, I. (2023). Dampak Kebijakan Restrukturisasi Kredit terhadap Non-Performing Loan (NPL) pada Perbankan di Indonesia di Masa Pandemi Covid-19. Jurnal Risma, 3(2), 46–55.
Asri, C. P., Bahri, B., & Zahra, K. A. (2020). Faktor-Faktor Yang Mempengaruhi Return On Assets (ROA) Bank Syariah. Jurnal Ekonomi Manajemen Dan Sosial (JEMeS), 3(1), 7–13. https://doi.org/10.56071/jemes.v3i2.232 
Ayu, D. P., & Suarjaya, A. A. G. (2017). Pengaruh Profitabilitas terhadap Nilai Perusahaan Dengan Corporate Social Responsibility sebagai Variabel Mediasi pada Perusahaan Pertambangan. E-Jurnal Manajemen Unud, 6(2), 1112–1138.
Azizah, S. N. (2024). Analisis Pengaruh CAR, FDR, dan NPF terhadap Profitabilitas pada Bank Umum Syariah di Indonesia. JRKA: Jurnal Riset Keuangan Dan Akuntansi, 10(1), 45–57. www.ojk.go.id


Bank Indonesia. (2011). Surat Edaran Bank Indonesia Nomor 13/30/DPNP. Diakses pada 26 Juni 2025. https://www.bi.go.id/id/publikasi/peraturan/Documents/4ab241
d0f8b243928592b021656332b2SENo13_30_DPNP1.pdf 
42
61
Bank Indonesia. (2015). Surat Edaran Bank Indonesia Nomor 17/19/DPUM. Diakses pada 26 Juni 2025. https://www.bi.go.id/id/publikasi/peraturan/Documents/se_171916.
pdf
Chandra, S., & Anggraini, D. (2020). Analysis of the Effect of CAR, BOPO, LDR, NIM and NPL on Profitability of Banks Listed on IDX for the Period of 2012-2018. Bilancia: Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi, 4(3), 298–309.http://www.ejournal.pelitaindonesia.ac.id/
ojs32/index.php/BILANCIA/index 
CNN Indonesia. (2020). OJK Sebut Kredit Bermasalah Naik di Tengah Virus Corona. CNN Indonesia. Diakses pada 7 Juni 2025. https://www.cnnindonesia.com/
ekonomi/20200305142617-78-480788/ojk-sebut-kredit-bermasalah-naik-di-tengah-virus-corona 
Dewantara, S., & Amelia, R. W. (2025). Pengaruh Biaya Operasional Pendapatan Operasional Dan Loan to Deposit Ratio Terhadap Return On Assets Pada PT Bank Rakyat Indonesia (Persero) Tbk Periode 2013-2023. JIIC: JURNAL INTELEK INSAN CENDIKIA, 2(4), 6849–6859. https://jicnusantara.com/index.php/jiic 
Erawati, D., Shenurti, E., & Kholifah, S. N. (2022). Analisis Return on Asset (ROA), Return on Equity (ROE) dan Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) yang mempengaruhi Nilai Perusahaan pada Perusahaan Manufaktur. Jurnal Akuntansi Dan Manajemen, 19(01), 01–10. https://doi.org/10.36406/jam.v19i01.539 
Fitriana, A. (2024). Analisis Laporan Keuangan (R. rahmadi Hasibuan, Ed.). CV. Malik Rizki Amanah. Diakses pada 9 Juni 2025. iPusnas.
Freeman, R. E. (1984). Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Boston : Pitman. Diakses pada 9 Juni 2025. https://archive.org/details/strategicmanagem00free/
page/n15/mode/2up 
Fuadah, N., & Hakimi, F. (2020). Financial Performance Dan Market Share Pada Bank Umum Syariah Devisa Indonesia: Perspektif Teori Stakeholder. Jurnal Penelitian Ipteks, 5(2), 180–186.
Ghozali, I. (2021). Aplikasi Analisis Multivariate Dengan Program IBM SPSS 26 (10th ed.). Badan Penerbit Universitas Diponegoro.
Hamzah, A., Nurhayati, E., Martika, L. D., Puspasari, O. R., & Nurhaliza, S. (2021). Effect of Operating Expenses of Operating Income, Loan to Deposits Ratio, Non-Performing Loan on Profitability with Capital Adequacy Ratio as a Moderating Variable. In Anna Fitri Hindriana, Ku Ruhana Ku Mahamud, Suwari Akhmaddhian, Toto Supartono, Nunu Nugraga, & Robbi Rahim (Eds.), UNISET. https://doi.org/10.4108/eai.2-12-2021.2320239 
Hidayati, T., & Yudowati, S. P. (2020). Analisis Faktor-faktor yang Mempengaruhi Profitabilitas Perbankan Terbesar di Indonesia. Jurnal Akuntansi & Ekonomika, 10(1), 1–10. http://ejurnal.umri.ac.id/index.php/jae
Iba, Z., & Wardhana, A. (2024). Analisis Regresi dan Analisis Jalur untuk Riset Bisnis Menggunakan SPSS 29.0 & SMART-PLS 4.0 (M. Pradana, Ed.). Eureka Media Aksara. Diakses pada 29 Juni 2025. https://www.researchgate.net/
publication/382116253_Uji_Asumsi_Klasik
Indartini, M., & Mutmainah. (2024). Analisis Data Kuantitatif (H. Warnaningtyas, Ed.). Penerbit Lakeisha. Diakses pada 29 Juni 2025. https://www.unmermadiun.
ac.id/repository_jurnal_penelitian/Mintarti%20Indartini/Bidang%20B%20Pelaksanaan%Pendidikan/Buku%20Nasional/Buku%20Analisis%20Data%20Kuantitatif-22%20Jan%2024-compressed.pdf 
Januardin, J., Wulandari, S., Simatupang, I., Meliana, I. A., & Alfarisi, M. (2020). Pengaruh DER, NPM, dan PER terhadap Return Saham pada Perusahaan Sektor Property and Real Estate di Bursa Efek Indonesia. Owner (Riset Dan Jurnal Akuntansi), 4(2), 423–434. https://doi.org/10.33395/owner.v4i2.251
Juliana, Lady, Toni, N., Edward, Y. R., & Purba, K. (2021). The Effect of NIM, LDR and NPL towards ROA with CAR as a Moderating Variable in Conventional Commercial Banks Registered on IDX Period 2016-2019. South East Asia Journal of Contemporary Business, Economics and Law, 24(6), 209–216. www.idx.co.id, 
Khamisah, N., Nani, D. A., & Ashsifa, I. (2020). Pengaruh Non-Performing Loan (NPL) , BOPO dan Ukuran Perusahaan Terhadap Return On Assets (ROA) Perusahaan Perbankan yang Terdaftar di Bursa Efek Indonesia (BEI). TECHNOBIZ : International Journal of Business, 3(2), 18–23. https://doi.org/
10.33365/tb.v3i2.836
Krishnanda, L., & Machdar, N. M. (2022). Pengaruh Inklusi Keuangan dan Kredit Bermasalah Terhadap Kinerja Keuangan dengan Pengungkapan Pelaporan Berkelanjutan sebagai Pemoderasi. KALBISIANA : Jurnal Mahasiswa Institut Teknologi Dan Bisnis Kalbis, 8(4), 4077–4094.
Kuncoro, A. M., Jauhari, A., & Widodo, E. (2022). Analisis Non-Performing Loan, Loan to Deposit Ratio, dan Return on Assets sebagai Alat Menilai Tingkat Kesehatan Bank. Jurnal Cendekia Keuangan, 1(2), 93–100. https://doi.org/10.32503/jck.v1i2.2824 
Kustiawati, E., & Abdurohim, A. (2025). Pengaruh Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR), Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), dan Non-Performing Loan (NPL) terhadap Return on Assets (ROA) dengan Ukuran Bank Sebagai Variabel Moderasi pada Bank Perkreditan Rakyat (BPR) di Jawa Barat Periode 2019-2023. JIIP (Jurnal Ilmiah Ilmu Pendidikan), 8(3), 2645–2656.
Kusumawardhani, R., Rizqiena, Z. D., & Astuti, S. P. (2021). Ekonometrika Suatu Pengantar. CV Gerbang Media Aksara. Diakses pada 11 Juni 2025. https://www.researchgate.net/publication/358895236_Ekonometrika 
Larasati, F. S., & Syaipudin, U. (2024). The Effect of Loan to Deposit Ratio and Growth Opportunity on Return on Asset in Banking Companies in 2019-2022. International Journal of Economics, Management and Accounting, 1(3), 116–127. https://doi.org/10.61132/ijema.v1i3.156
Maharani, S. A., Slamet, A. R., & Rahman, F. (2021). Pengaruh CAR, NPL, LDR, dan NIM Terhadap Profitabilitas Perbankan (Studi Kasus Pada Bank Umum yang Terdaftar di BEI Tahun 2017-2019). E-Jurnal Riset Manajemen Prodi Manajemen, 32–47. www.fe.unisma.ac.id
62
63
Maharani, S. A., Slamet, A. R., & Rahman, F. (2021). The Effect of CAR, NPL, LDR, and NIM on Banking Profitability (A Case Study of Commercial Banks Listed on the 


IDX in 2017–2019). E-Journal of Management Research, Management Study Program, 32–47. www.fe.unisma.ac.id
Meliza, M., Hasan, N. A., & Saputri, H. (2024). The Influence Of Banking Liquidity Risk On Profitability: The Moderating Role Of Capital Adequacy Ratio. Banks and Bank Systems, 19(2), 140–151. https://doi.org/10.21511/bbs.19(2).2024.11
Miranti, R. S., Walia, A. R., & Haris, A. (2024). Earning Moderates the Influence of CAR, NPL, and BOPO on Company Value in Conventional Banks Listed on the IDX for the 2020-2022 Period. Devotion: Journal of Research and Community Service, 5(5), 538–547.  http://devotion.greenvest.co.id
Musta’da, N., & Pramono, N. H. (2022). Non-Performing Loan: Analisis Kredit Bermasalah di Masa Pandemi Covid 19. Journal of Accounting and Digital Finance, 2(1), 1–15. https://doi.org/10.53088/jadfi.v2i1.335 
Nirawati, L., Samsudin, A., Stifanie, A., Setianingrum, M. D., Syahputra, M. R., Khrisnawati, N. N., & Saputri, Y. A. (2022). Profitabilitas dalam Perusahaan. Journal Manajemen Dan Bisnis, 5(1), 60–68.
Nurinfiaa, I., & Damayanti, Y. E. (2023). Effect of Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Net Interest Margins (NIM), and Loans to Deposit Ratio (LDR) On Profitability (Case Study in Banking Companies Listed on the Exchange Effect Indonesia Period 2017-2019). International Journal of Multidisciplinary Research and Analysis, 6(1), 280–287. https://doi.org/10.47191/ijmra/v6-i1-35 
Nuryadi, N., Astuti, T. D., Utami, E. S., & Budiantara, M. (2017). Dasar-Dasar Statistik Penelitian. Sibuku Media. Diakses pada 11 Juni 2025. http://eprints.mercubuana-yogya.ac.id/id/eprint/6667/1/Buku-Ajar_Dasar-Dasar-Statistik-Penelitian.pdf 
Permata, S. U., & Dewi, R. K. (2022). The Effect of Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) And Non-Performing Loans (NPL) On Return On Asset (ROA) In Banking Companies Listed On The Indonesia Stock Exchange During The Period Of 2016-2020. JSRET (Journal of Scientific Research, Education, and Technology, 1(2), 359–376. 
Pertiwi, L., & Susanto, L. (2019). Faktor Yang Mempengaruhi Profitabilitas Pada Perbankan Yang Terdaftar Di BEI. Jurnal Multiparadigma Akuntansi, 1(2), 282–291.
Purnomo, R. A. (2016). Analisis Statistik Ekonomi dan Bisnis Dengan SPSS (P. C. Ambarwati, Ed.). CV. Wade Group. Diakses pada 11 Juni 2025. https://123dok.com/document/qo3346jq-analisis-statistik-ekonomi-bisnis-untuk-mahasiswa-praktisi-repository.html 
Puspitaningrum, H. Y., & Indriani, A. (2021). Pengaruh Tanggung Jawab Sosial Perusahaan dan Good Corporate Governance terhadap Profitabilitas Perusahaan dengan Ukuran Perusahan dan Leverage sebagai Variabel Kontrol (Pada Sektor Perusahaan Consumer Goods Industry yang Terdaftar di Bursa Efek  Indonesia Periode 2016-2019). Diponegoro Journal of Management, 10(3), 1–15.
64
68
Putra, K. Y. A., & Dewi, N. W. Y. (2022). Determinasi Pemberian Kredit terhadap Kualitas Kredit di PT Pegadaian (Persero) Cabang Singaraja. Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi Dan Humanika, 12(1), 295–306.
Ramadana, S. W. (2022). Hubungan Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) dan Return on Asset (ROA). Jurnal HEI EMA, 1(1), 86–95.
Reza, F., Dewi, C. K., & Yudhyani, E. (2021). Statistika Deskriptif  untuk Ekonomi & Bisnis. Tahta Media Group. Diakses pada 29 Juni 2025. http://repository.untag-smd.ac.id/618/1/Buku%Statistika%20Deskriptif.pdf
Rivandi, M., & Gusmariza, T. (2021). Pengaruh Financing to Deposit Ratio, Capital Adequacy Ratio dan Non-Performing Financing terhadap Profitabilitas pada Bank Umum Syariah. Owner: Riset & Jurnal Akuntansi, 5(2), 473–482. https://doi.org/10.33395/owner.v5i2.470
Sahir, S. H. (2021). Metodologi Penelitian (T. Koryati, Ed.). Penerbit KBM Indonesia. Diakses pada 11 Juni 2025.https://repositori.uma.ac.id/bitstream/
123456789/16455/1/EBook%20Metodologi%20Penelitian%20Syafrida.pdf 
Sanjoyo, A. T. (2020). Analisis Pengaruh CAR, NIM, NPL, dan LDR terhadap ROA (Studi Kasus pada Bank Umum Persero BUMN Periode 2013-2018). EJournal Administrasi Bisnis, 8(4), 290–299. www.bi.go.id 
Saputri, D. N. (2021). The Effect Of Non-Performing Loan, Loan to Deposit Ratio And Third Party Funds On Profitability During The Covid-19 Pandemic In Government Banking. Otonomi, 21(2), 332–340.
Sari, N., & Widyawati, D. (2022). Pengaruh Pertumbuhan Perusahaan, Profitabilitas dan Kebijakan Dividen terhadap Nilai Perusahaan Food and Beverage yang Terdaftar di BEI. Jurnal Ilmu Dan Riset Akuntansi, 11(9), 1–18.
Sarmigi, E., Putra, E., Bustami, Y., & Parasmala, E. (2022). Analisis Laporan Keuangan Perbankan Syariah (N. Duniawati, Ed.). Penerbit Adab. Diakses pada 9 Juni 2025. iPusnas.
Siagian, N., & Silviani, I. (2023). Metodologi Kuantitatif (N. Siagian, Ed.). Scopindo Media Pustaka. Diakses pada 28 Juni 2025. iPusnas.
Sihombing, P. R., Suryadiningrat, S., Sunarjo, D. A., & Yuda, Y. P. A. C. (2022). Identifikasi Data Outlier (Pencilan) dan Kenormalan Data Pada Data Univariat serta Alternatif Penyelesaiannya. Jurnal Ekonomi Dan Statistik Indonesia, 2(3), 307–316. https://doi.org/10.11594/jesi.02.03.07
Sugiyono. (2023). Metode Penelitian Kuantitatif, Kualitatif, dan R&D (Sutopo, Ed.). Penerbit Alfabeta.
Sunaryo, D. (2020). The Effect Of Capital Adequacy Ratio (CAR), Net Interest Margin (NIM), Non-Performing Loan (NPL), and Loan to Deposit Ratio (LDR) Against Return On Asset (ROA) In General Banks In Southeast Asia 2012-2018. Ilomata International Journal of Management, 1(4), 149–158.https://www.ilomata.org/
index.php/ijjm 
Temmy, T., & Munandar, A. (2025). Apakah Profitabilitas Dipengaruhi oleh Non-Performing Loans dan Capital Adequacy Ratio? Accounting Profession Journal (APAJI), 7(1), 147–153.
Thian, A. (2022). Analisis Laporan Keuangan (Aldila, Ed.). Andi. Diakses pada 9 Juni 2025. iPusnas.
Umaira, T., Syahyunan, S., & Setiawan, T. (2022). Capital Adequacy Ratio, Loan to Deposit Ratio Dan Non-Performing Loan Terhadap Return On Equity Pada Perusahaan Perbankan. Inovatif: Jurnal Ekonomi, Manajemen, Akuntansi, Bisnis Digital Dan Kewirausahaan, 1(1), 1–15.
Wahyu, D. R. (2020). Analisa Non-Performing Loan (NPL) dalam Menetapkan Tingkat Kolektibilitas Kredit pada PT. Bank Pembangunan Daerah Banten Tbk 2012-2016. Jurnal Bina Bangsa Ekonomika, 13(2), 238–243.https://doi.org/10.46306
/jbbe.v13i2.50
Wahyuni, M. (2020). Statistik Deskriptif untuk Penelitian Olah Data Manual dan SPSS Versi 25. Percetakan Bintang. Diakses pada 11 Juni 2025. iPusnas.
Widana, I. W. D., Yasa, G. W., & Suaryana, I. G. N. A. (2021). Effect of CAR, NPL, and BOPO on NIM with ROE as a Moderating Variable. International Research Journal of Management, IT and Social Sciences, 8(3), 219–227. https://doi.org/10.21744/irjmis.v8n3.1469
Widyastuti, P. F., & Aini, N. (2021). PENGARUH CAR, NPL, LDR TERHADAP PROFITABILITAS BANK (ROA) TAHUN 2017-2019. Jurnal Ilmiah Mahasiswa Akuntansi) Universitas Pendidikan Ganesha, 12(03), 2614–1930.
Wijayani, D. I. L. (2023). Faktor-Faktor yang Mempengaruhi Profitabilitas Bank: Studi pada Perbankan Swasta di Indonesia. Owner: Riset & Jurnal Akuntansi, 7(1), 563–575. https://doi.org/10.33395/owner.v7i1.1223
66
65
Yam, J. H. (2023). Non-Performing Loan dan Bank Sustainability Performance (Z. Rosidah, Ed.). Deepublish Digital. Diakses pada 9 Juni 2025. iPusnas.










[bookmark: _Toc214387930]APPENDIX
48
67
[bookmark: _Toc226669429]Appendix 1. Sample Banking Company Research
	No
	Company Code
	Company Name

	1.
	BABP
	PT Bank MNC Internasional Tbk

	2.
	BBCA
	PT Bank Central Asia Tbk

	3. 
	BBHI
	PT Allo Bank Indonesia Tbk

	4.
	BBMD
	PT Bank Mestika Dharma Tbk

	5.
	BBNI
	PT Bank Negara Indonesia (Persero) Tbk

	6.
	BBRI
	PT Bank Rakyat Indonesia (Persero) Tbk

	7.
	BBSI
	PT Krom Bank Indonesia Tbk

	8.
	BBTN
	PT Bank Tabungan Negara (Persero) Tbk

	9.
	BGTG
	PT Bank Ganesha Tbk

	10.
	BINA
	PT Bank Ina Perdana Tbk

	11.
	BJBR
	PT Bank Pembangunan Daerah Jawa Barat Tbk

	12.
	BJTM
	PT East Java Regional Development Bank Tbk

	13.
	BMRI
	PT Bank Mandiri (Persero) Tbk

	14.
	BNBA
	PT Bank Bumi Arta Tbk

	15.
	BNGA
	CIMB Niaga Bank Tbk

	16.
	BNII
	PT Maybank Indonesia Tbk

	17.
	BSIM
	PT Bank Sinarmas Tbk

	18.
	BTPN
	PT Bank SMBC Indonesia Tbk

	19.
	DNAR
	PT Oke Indonesia Tbk

	20.
	INPC
	PT Artha Graha Internasional Tbk

	21.
	MAYA
	PT Bank Mayapada Internasional Tbk

	22.
	MCOR
	PT China Construction Bank Indonesia Tbk

	23.
	MEGA
	PT Bank Mega Tbk

	24.
	NISP
	PT Bank OCBC NISP Tbk

	25.
	NOBU
	PT Bank Nationalnobu Tbk

	26.
	PNBN
	PT Bank Pan Indonesia Tbk

	27.
	SDRA
	PT Bank Woori Saudara Indonesia 1906 Tbk


68

49
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[bookmark: _Toc226669430]Appendix 2. Calculation Results of Variable
	No
	Company Code
	Year
	NPL (X1)
	LDR (X2)
	CAR (Z)
	ROA (Y)

	1.
	BABP
	2020
	0.05873
	0.82968
	0.15749
	0.00089

	
	
	2021
	0.04531
	0.86316
	0.24311
	0.00092

	
	
	2022
	0.03507
	0.89557
	0.23620
	0.00311

	
	
	2023
	0.03916
	0.89857
	0.30997
	0.00429

	
	
	2024
	0.03880
	0.85776
	0.24529
	0.00359

	2.
	BBCA
	2020
	0.01797
	0.68958
	0.26894
	0.02524

	
	
	2021
	0.02156
	0.64367
	0.26853
	0.02560

	
	
	2022
	0.01698
	0.67413
	0.26842
	0.03100

	
	
	2023
	0.01792
	0.72590
	0.29396
	0.03456

	
	
	2024
	0.01728
	0.80380
	0.29137
	0.03785

	3.
	BBHI
	2020
	0.02821
	0.85883
	0.19610
	0.01431

	
	
	2021
	0.00517
	2.08116
	0.48824
	0.04140

	
	
	2022
	0.00013
	2.93024
	0.79534
	0.02442

	
	
	2023
	0.00081
	2.00674
	0.83353
	0.03487

	
	
	2024
	0.00814
	1.27179
	0.82578
	0.03340

	4.
	BBMD
	2020
	0.00769
	0.72844
	0.47293
	0.02306

	
	
	2021
	0.00352
	0.71711
	0.48119
	0.03253

	
	
	2022
	0.00553
	0.81771
	0.44237
	0.03152

	
	
	2023
	0.00700
	0.88201
	0.49928
	0.02589

	
	
	2024
	0.00303
	1.07708
	0.44926
	0.02433

	5.
	BBNI
	2020
	0.04202
	1.03573
	0.16782
	0.00373

	
	
	2021
	0.03696
	1.00958
	0.19745
	0.01138

	
	
	2022
	0.02811
	1.05163
	0.19275
	0.01795

	
	
	2023
	0.02134
	1.05532
	0.21952
	0.01942

	
	
	2024
	0.01966
	1.12011
	0.21398
	0.01921

	6.
	BBRI
	2020
	0.01299
	0.82987
	0.20609
	0.01159

	
	
	2021
	0.01798
	0.83891
	0.25285
	0.01833

	
	
	2022
	0.01992
	0.79204
	0.23301
	0.02756

	
	
	2023
	0.02396
	0.84727
	0.25230
	0.03075

	
	
	2024
	0.02969
	0.90145
	0.24417
	0.03043

	7.
	BBSI
	2020
	0.01003
	2.18729
	0.09463
	0.02441

	
	
	2021
	0.00601
	2.56968
	2.01572
	0.02652

	
	
	2022
	0.02465
	3.28324
	2.83878
	0.02258

	
	
	2023
	0.05040
	5.33737
	1.58058
	0.03644

	
	
	2024
	0.03332
	1.29403
	0.82630
	0.01865

	8.
	BBTN
	2020
	0.04366
	2.21194
	0.19339
	0.00444

	
	
	2021
	0.03704
	2.39899
	0.19135
	0.00639

	
	
	2022
	0.03376
	2.42353
	0.20174
	0.00757

	
	
	2023
	0.03011
	2.65598
	0.20072
	0.00798

	
	
	2024
	0.03162
	2.61973
	0.18500
	0.00640

	No
	Company Code
	Year
	NPL (X1)
	LDR (X2)
	CAR (Z)
	ROA (Y)

	9.
	BGTG
	2020
	0.05492
	0.66083
	0.35699
	0.00060

	
	
	2021
	0.05127
	0.41569
	0.67155
	0.00127

	
	
	2022
	0.02013
	0.51802
	1.06104
	0.00513

	
	
	2023
	0.01616
	0.73206
	0.94378
	0.01106

	
	
	2024
	0.01162
	0.77083
	0.72551
	0.01947

	10.
	BINA
	2020
	0.01429
	0.47187
	0.40084
	0.00230

	
	
	2021
	0.02620
	0.45391
	0.53138
	0.00264

	
	
	2022
	0.01724
	0.89539
	0.31121
	0.00764

	
	
	2023
	0.03441
	0.89811
	0.26099
	0.00852

	
	
	2024
	0.03460
	0.79090
	0.25067
	0.00335

	11.
	BJBR
	2020
	0.01007
	0.98291
	0.17310
	0.01199

	
	
	2021
	0.00890
	0.92684
	0.17910
	0.01275

	
	
	2022
	0.01236
	0.95935
	0.19405
	0.01239

	
	
	2023
	0.01252
	0.96096
	0.20170
	0.00893

	
	
	2024
	0.02159
	0.98682
	0.18887
	0.00662

	12.
	BJTM
	2020
	0.04000
	0.79142
	0.21645
	0.01781

	
	
	2021
	0.04483
	0.67143
	0.23524
	0.01521

	
	
	2022
	0.02834
	0.71478
	0.24738
	0.01497

	
	
	2023
	0.02491
	0.83542
	0.25706
	0.01416

	
	
	2024
	0.03088
	0.98432
	0.23990
	0.01097

	13.
	BMRI
	2020
	0.03125
	0.95532
	0.19899
	0.01193

	
	
	2021
	0.02742
	0.90875
	0.19603
	0.01770

	
	
	2022
	0.01934
	0.92737
	0.19456
	0.02256

	
	
	2023
	0.01186
	1.02843
	0.21481
	0.02762

	
	
	2024
	0.01105
	1.32458
	0.20101
	0.02520

	14.
	BNBA
	2020
	0.02632
	0.82383
	0.25801
	0.00459

	
	
	2021
	0.03041
	0.80307
	0.41729
	0.00513

	
	
	2022
	0.04559
	0.77340
	0.59274
	0.00474

	
	
	2023
	0.04431
	0.83450
	0.72872
	0.00555

	
	
	2024
	0.03650
	0.93313
	0.65067
	0.00751

	15.
	BNGA
	2020
	0.03593
	0.82865
	0.21239
	0.00716

	
	
	2021
	0.03483
	0.73525
	0.22294
	0.01319

	
	
	2022
	0.02824
	0.84123
	0.21862
	0.01662

	
	
	2023
	0.01980
	0.87494
	0.23527
	0.01959

	
	
	2024
	0.01788
	0.83849
	0.22962
	0.01915

	16.
	BNII
	2020
	0.03963
	0.84608
	0.24312
	0.00741

	
	
	2021
	0.03811
	0.82040
	0.26917
	0.00995

	
	
	2022
	0.03544
	0.94946
	0.26648
	0.00953

	
	
	2023
	0.02928
	0.93884
	0.27744
	0.01058

	
	
	2024
	0.02646
	1.01508
	0.25555
	0.00608
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	No
	Company Code
	Year
	NPL (X1)
	LDR (X2)
	CAR (Z)
	ROA (Y)

	17.
	BSIM
	2020
	0.04851
	0.80103
	0.17292
	0.00266

	
	
	2021
	0.04738
	0.59795
	0.29116
	0.00243

	
	
	2022
	0.08594
	0.44010
	0.29490
	0.00467

	
	
	2023
	0.01561
	0.47158
	0.25338
	0.00144

	
	
	2024
	0.01548
	0.36057
	0.31262
	0.00665

	18.
	BTPN
	2020
	0.01206
	1.54043
	0.25551
	0.01095

	
	
	2021
	0.01684
	1.40916
	0.26169
	0.01617

	
	
	2022
	0.01420
	1.28642
	0.27288
	0.01735

	
	
	2023
	0.01339
	1.45396
	0.29900
	0.01332

	
	
	2024
	0.01592
	1.23982
	0.30021
	0.01334

	19.
	DNAR
	2020
	0.01098
	1.35897
	0.53983
	0.00125

	
	
	2021
	0.01079
	1.39233
	0.50876
	0.00226

	
	
	2022
	0.02668
	1.50720
	0.47671
	0.00130

	
	
	2023
	0.03699
	1.42714
	0.49224
	0.00259

	
	
	2024
	0.02411
	1.36759
	0.46831
	0.00421

	20.
	INPC
	2020
	0.04576
	0.48794
	0.14731
	0.00070

	
	
	2021
	0.03395
	0.54651
	0.19659
	0.00643

	
	
	2022
	0.02728
	0.50331
	0.23306
	0.00216

	
	
	2023
	0.01739
	0.58877
	0.24961
	0.00562

	
	
	2024
	0.02455
	0.43325
	0.26359
	0.00506

	21.
	MAYA
	2020
	0.04094
	0.80920
	0.15455
	0.00113

	
	
	2021
	0.03917
	0.74053
	0.14366
	0.00061

	
	
	2022
	0.04691
	0.85005
	0.11133
	0.00019

	
	
	2023
	0.03762
	0.91129
	0.10780
	0.00016

	
	
	2024
	0.03462
	0.85050
	0.10495
	0.00017

	22.
	MCOR
	2020
	0.02941
	0.79924
	0.35285
	0.00198

	
	
	2021
	0.04391
	0.71696
	0.37959
	0.00303

	
	
	2022
	0.03399
	0.93060
	0.32727
	0.00543

	
	
	2023
	0.02874
	0.96945
	0.37450
	0.00866

	
	
	2024
	0.02124
	1.00534
	0.30712
	0.00881

	23.
	MEGA
	2020
	0.01392
	0.64155
	0.31038
	0.02681

	
	
	2021
	0.01117
	0.63526
	0.27299
	0.03016

	
	
	2022
	0.01221
	0.69958
	0.25412
	0.02859

	
	
	2023
	0.01572
	0.76106
	0.26166
	0.02659

	
	
	2024
	0.01685
	0.71373
	0.25774
	0.01950

	24.
	NISP
	2020
	0.01929
	0.72475
	0.22044
	0.10185

	
	
	2021
	0.02360
	0.72255
	0.23047
	0.01175

	
	
	2022
	0.02400
	0.78509
	0.21529
	0.01395

	
	
	2023
	0.01623
	0.85132
	0.23686
	0.01638

	
	
	2024
	0.01541
	0.82527
	0.23600
	0.01732
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	No
	Company Code
	Year
	NPL (X1)
	LDR (X2)
	CAR (Z)
	ROA (Y)

	25.
	NOBU
	2020
	0.00209
	0.95829
	0.22018
	0.00390

	
	
	2021
	0.00579
	0.81338
	0.20914
	0.00309

	
	
	2022
	0.00410
	1.01933
	0.18540
	0.00470

	
	
	2023
	0.00591
	0.99680
	0.23477
	0.00532

	
	
	2024
	0.00479
	0.95789
	0.23794
	0.00987

	26.
	PNBN
	2020
	0.02987
	0.85922
	0.29583
	0.01433

	
	
	2021
	0.03571
	0.89745
	0.29861
	0.00889

	
	
	2022
	0.03577
	0.92557
	0.30068
	0.01541

	
	
	2023
	0.03060
	0.97189
	0.32400
	0.01354

	
	
	2024
	0.02972
	0.92751
	0.34535
	0.01175

	27.
	SDRA
	2020
	0.01108
	1.64802
	0.19989
	0.01409

	
	
	2021
	0.00933
	1.43251
	0.24477
	0.01436

	
	
	2022
	0.01073
	1.38051
	0.23653
	0.01671

	
	
	2023
	0.02321
	1.41446
	0.23885
	0.01273

	
	
	2024
	0.01847
	1.46929
	0.31088
	0.00879
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[bookmark: _Toc226669431]Appendix 3. Calculation of Return on Assets
	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Net Profit (Rp)
	Total Assets (Rp)
	ROA (Y)

	1.
	BABP
	2020
	10,414,000,000
	11,652,904,000,000
	0.00089

	
	
	2021
	12,868,000,000
	14,015,360,000,000
	0.00092

	
	
	2022
	52,505,000,000
	16,862,363,000,000
	0.00311

	
	
	2023
	77,916,000,000
	18,147,378,000,000
	0.00429

	
	
	2024
	74,850,000,000
	20,871,409,000,000
	0.00359

	2.
	BBCA
	2020
	27,147,109,000,000
	1,075,570,256,000,000
	0.02524

	
	
	2021
	31,440,159,000,000
	1,228,344,680,000,000
	0.02560

	
	
	2022
	40,755,572,000,000
	1,314,731,674,000,000
	0.03100

	
	
	2023
	48,658,095,000,000
	1,408,107,010,000,000
	0.03456

	
	
	2024
	54,851,274,000,000
	1,449,301,328,000,000
	0.03785

	3.
	BBHI
	2020
	37,011,391,337
	2,586,663,487,991
	0.01431

	
	
	2021
	192,474,618,193
	4,649,357,148,732
	0.04140

	
	
	2022
	270,029,411,193
	11,058,956,402,885
	0.02442

	
	
	2023
	444,566,134,304
	12,750,434,573,380
	0.03487

	
	
	2024
	467,105,739,014
	13,984,013,771,497
	0.03340

	4.
	BBMD
	2020
	326,532,000,000
	14,159,853,000,000
	0.02306

	
	
	2021
	519,975,000,000
	15,983,234,000,000
	0.03253

	
	
	2022
	523,281,000,000
	16,603,600,000,000
	0.03152

	
	
	2023
	416,104,000,000
	16,071,790,000,000
	0.02589

	
	
	2024
	403,389,184,038
	16,577,960,829,786
	0.02433

	5.
	BBNI
	2020
	3,321,442,000,000
	891,337,425,000,000
	0.00373

	
	
	2021
	10,977,051,000,000
	964,837,692,000,000
	0.01138

	
	
	2022
	18,481,780,000,000
	1,029,836,868,000,000
	0.01795

	
	
	2023
	21,106,228,000,000
	1,086,663,986,000,000
	0.01942

	
	
	2024
	21,699,397,000,000
	1,129,805,637,000,000
	0.01921

	6.
	BBRI
	2020
	18,660,393,000,000
	1,610,065,344,000,000
	0.01159

	
	
	2021
	30,755,766,000,000
	1,678,097,734,000,000
	0.01833

	
	
	2022
	51,408,207,000,000
	1,865,639,010,000,000
	0.02756

	
	
	2023
	60,425,048,000,000
	1,965,007,030,000,000
	0.03075

	
	
	2024
	60,643,808,000,000
	1,992,983,447,000,000
	0.03043

	7.
	BBSI
	2020
	35,175,588,135
	1,441,234,275,187
	0.02441

	
	
	2021
	65,663,254,436
	2,476,075,485,358
	0.02652

	
	
	2022
	74,812,406,596
	3,313,589,745,696
	0.02258

	
	
	2023
	132,570,188,586
	3,638,412,543,437
	0.03644

	
	
	2024
	124,060,349,375
	6,651,447,899,693
	0.01865

	8.
	BBTN
	2020
	1,602,358,000,000
	361,208,406,000,000
	0.00444

	
	
	2021
	2,376,227,000,000
	371,868,311,000,000
	0.00639

	
	
	2022
	3,045,073,000,000
	402,148,312,000,000
	0.00757

	
	
	2023
	3,500,988,000,000
	438,749,736,000,000
	0.00798

	
	
	2024
	3,007,328,000,000
	469,614,502,000,000
	0.00640
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	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Net Profit (IDR)
	Total Assets (IDR)
	ROA (Y)

	9.
	BGTG
	2020
	3,198,000,000
	5,365,456,000,000
	0.00060

	
	
	2021
	10,866,000,000
	8,575,950,000,000
	0.00127

	
	
	2022
	46,043,000,000
	8,968,132,000,000
	0.00513

	
	
	2023
	103,965,000,000
	9,402,309,000,000
	0.01106

	
	
	2024
	201,714,000,000
	10,358,250,000,000
	0.01947

	10.
	BINA
	2020
	19,376,000,000
	8,437,685,000,000
	0.00230

	
	
	2021
	39,748,000,000
	15,055,850,000,000
	0.00264

	
	
	2022
	157,048,000,000
	20,552,736,000,000
	0.00764

	
	
	2023
	207,876,000,000
	24,384,580,000,000
	0.00852

	
	
	2024
	81,848,000,000
	24,436,734,000,000
	0.00335

	11.
	BJBR
	2020
	1,689,996,000,000
	140,934,002,000,000
	0.01199

	
	
	2021
	2,018,654,000,000
	158,356,097,000,000
	0.01275

	
	
	2022
	2,245,282,000,000
	181,241,291,000,000
	0.01239

	
	
	2023
	1,681,177,000,000
	188,295,488,000,000
	0.00893

	
	
	2024
	1,455,186,000,000
	219,960,693,000,000
	0.00662

	12.
	BJTM
	2020
	1,488,963,000,000
	83,619,452,000,000
	0.01781

	
	
	2021
	1,532,070,000,000
	100,723,330,000,000
	0.01521

	
	
	2022
	1,542,824,000,000
	103,031,367,000,000
	0.01497

	
	
	2023
	1,470,105,000,000
	103,854,773,000,000
	0.01416

	
	
	2024
	1,295,818,000,000
	118,142,127,000,000
	0.01097

	13.
	BMRI
	2020
	18,398,928,000,000
	1,541,964,567,000,000
	0.01193

	
	
	2021
	30,551,097,000,000
	1,725,611,128,000,000
	0.01770

	
	
	2022
	44,952,368,000,000
	1,992,544,687,000,000
	0.02256

	
	
	2023
	60,051,870,000,000
	2,174,219,449,000,000
	0.02762

	
	
	2024
	61,165,121,000,000
	2,427,223,262,000,000
	0.02520

	14.
	BNBA
	2020
	35,053,333,152
	7,637,524,325,854
	0.00459

	
	
	2021
	44,449,400,923
	8,666,525,828,600
	0.00513

	
	
	2022
	38,939,042,725
	8,211,291,790,399
	0.00474

	
	
	2023
	44,365,911,946
	7,991,554,506,433
	0.00555

	
	
	2024
	61,400,015,845
	8,175,925,589,980
	0.00751

	15.
	BNGA
	2020
	2,011,254,000,000
	280,943,605,000,000
	0.00716

	
	
	2021
	4,098,604,000,000
	310,786,960,000,000
	0.01319

	
	
	2022
	5,096,771,000,000
	306,754,299,000,000
	0.01662

	
	
	2023
	6,551,401,000,000
	334,369,233,000,000
	0.01959

	
	
	2024
	6,898,934,000,000
	360,220,510,000,000
	0.01915

	16.
	BNII
	2020
	1,284,392,000,000
	173,224,412,000,000
	0.00741

	
	
	2021
	1,679,754,000,000
	168,758,476,000,000
	0.00995

	
	
	2022
	1,533,211,000,000
	160,813,918,000,000
	0.00953

	
	
	2023
	1,817,750,000,000
	171,803,070,000,000
	0.01058

	
	
	2024
	1,198,643,000,000
	197,179,822,000,000
	0.00608

	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Net Profit (IDR)
	Total Assets (IDR)
	ROA (Y)

	17.
	BSIM
	2020
	118,522,000,000
	44,612,045,000,000
	0.00266

	
	
	2021
	127,748,000,000
	52,671,981,000,000
	0.00243

	
	
	2022
	221,160,000,000
	47,350,601,000,000
	0.00467

	
	
	2023
	75,796,000,000
	52,634,996,000,000
	0.00144

	
	
	2024
	370,137,000,000
	55,624,433,000,000
	0.00665

	18.
	BTPN
	2020
	2,005,677,000,000
	183,165,978,000,000
	0.01095

	
	
	2021
	3,104,215,000,000
	191,917,794,000,000
	0.01617

	
	
	2022
	3,629,564,000,000
	209,169,704,000,000
	0.01735

	
	
	2023
	2,682,484,000,000
	201,448,392,000,000
	0.01332

	
	
	2024
	3,216,240,000,000
	241,096,427,000,000
	0.01334

	19.
	DNAR
	2020
	7,875,055,863
	6,275,182,366,166
	0.00125

	
	
	2021
	17,460,307,203
	7,721,344,206,381
	0.00226

	
	
	2022
	13,210,181,959
	10,183,411,235,537
	0.00130

	
	
	2023
	28,651,782,856
	11,075,151,083,905
	0.00259

	
	
	2024
	49,987,999,943
	11,870,492,065,642
	0.00421

	20.
	INPC
	2020
	21,371,000,000
	30,526,965,000,000
	0.00070

	
	
	2021
	168,063,000,000
	26,127,820,000,000
	0.00643

	
	
	2022
	54,997,000,000
	25,437,633,000,000
	0.00216

	
	
	2023
	146,753,000,000
	26,103,611,000,000
	0.00562

	
	
	2024
	152,474,000,000
	30,126,393,000,000
	0.00506

	21.
	MAYA
	2020
	104,448,000,000
	92,518,025,000,000
	0.00113

	
	
	2021
	72,211,000,000
	119,104,185,000,000
	0.00061

	
	
	2022
	25,997,000,000
	135,382,812,000,000
	0.00019

	
	
	2023
	22,103,000,000
	141,488,996,000,000
	0.00016

	
	
	2024
	25,573,000,000
	150,184,175,000,000
	0.00017

	22.
	MCOR
	2020
	49,979,000,000
	25,235,573,000,000
	0.00198

	
	
	2021
	79,392,000,000
	26,194,548,000,000
	0.00303

	
	
	2022
	135,959,000,000
	25,022,953,000,000
	0.00543

	
	
	2023
	241,291,000,000
	27,851,946,000,000
	0.00866

	
	
	2024
	295,402,000,000
	33,545,461,000,000
	0.00881

	23.
	MEGA
	2020
	3,008,311,000,000
	112,202,653,000,000
	0.02681

	
	
	2021
	4,008,051,000,000
	132,879,390,000,000
	0.03016

	
	
	2022
	4,052,678,000,000
	141,750,449,000,000
	0.02859

	
	
	2023
	3,510,670,000,000
	132,049,591,000,000
	0.02659

	
	
	2024
	2,631,054,000,000
	134,915,494,000,000
	0.01950

	24.
	NISP
	2020
	21,010,671,000,000
	206,297,200,000,000
	0.10185

	
	
	2021
	2,519,619,000,000
	214,395,608,000,000
	0.01175

	
	
	2022
	3,326,930,000,000
	238,498,560,000,000
	0.01395

	
	
	2023
	4,091,043,000,000
	249,757,139,000,000
	0.01638

	
	
	2024
	4,866,724,000,000
	281,008,237,000,000
	0.01732
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	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Net Profit (IDR)
	Total Assets (IDR)
	ROA (Y)

	25.
	NOBU
	2020
	53,607,000,000
	13,737,934,000,000
	0.00390

	
	
	2021
	64,186,000,000
	20,742,643,000,000
	0.00309

	
	
	2022
	103,845,000,000
	22,116,366,000,000
	0.00470

	
	
	2023
	141,536,000,000
	26,622,352,000,000
	0.00532

	
	
	2024
	329,000,000,000
	33,325,801,000,000
	0.00987

	26.
	PNBN
	2020
	3,124,205,000,000
	218,067,091,000,000
	0.01433

	
	
	2021
	1,816,976,000,000
	204,462,542,000,000
	0.00889

	
	
	2022
	3,273,010,000,000
	212,431,881,000,000
	0.01541

	
	
	2023
	3,005,536,000,000
	222,010,050,000,000
	0.01354

	
	
	2024
	2,866,763,000,000
	243,958,575,000,000
	0.01175

	27.
	SDRA
	2020
	536,001,000,000
	38,053,939,000,000
	0.01409

	
	
	2021
	629,168,000,000
	43,801,571,000,000
	0.01436

	
	
	2022
	860,571,000,000
	51,499,424,000,000
	0.01671

	
	
	2023
	697,864,000,000
	54,822,181,000,000
	0.01273

	
	
	2024
	516,131,000,000
	58,732,835,000,000
	0.00879
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[bookmark: _Toc226669432]Appendix 4. Calculation OF Non-Performing Loan
	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Total Non-Performing Loans
	Total Loans Granted
	NPL (X1)

	1.
	BABP
	2020
	405,168,000,000
	6,898,889,000,000
	0.05873

	
	
	2021
	375,445,000,000
	8,285,226,000,000
	0.04531

	
	
	2022
	357,698,000,000
	10,199,866,000,000
	0.03507

	
	
	2023
	401,536,000,000
	10,253,225,000,000
	0.03916

	
	
	2024
	436,105,000,000
	11,239,586,000,000
	0.03880

	2.
	BBCA
	2020
	10,326,712,000,000
	574,589,608,000,000
	0.01797

	
	
	2021
	13,411,713,000,000
	622,013,305,000,000
	0.02156

	
	
	2022
	11,798,348,000,000
	694,936,522,000,000
	0.01698

	
	
	2023
	14,198,335,000,000
	792,196,714,000,000
	0.01792

	
	
	2024
	15,578,063,000,000
	901,310,853,000,000
	0.01728

	3.
	BBHI
	2020
	35,266,098,040
	1,249,986,284,725
	0.02821

	
	
	2021
	11,362,393,468
	2,197,312,356,851
	0.00517

	
	
	2022
	904,488,011
	7,041,370,320,411
	0.00013

	
	
	2023
	6,000,416,632
	7,385,707,867,283
	0.00081

	
	
	2024
	60,904,461,752
	7,478,034,532,114
	0.00814

	4.
	BBMD
	2020
	54,118,333,166
	7,041,997,767,384
	0.00769

	
	
	2021
	27,407,143,541
	7,794,367,992,285
	0.00352

	
	
	2022
	47,999,417,157
	8,679,741,866,184
	0.00553

	
	
	2023
	64,657,190,066
	9,240,952,868,207
	0.00700

	
	
	2024
	32,377,355,841
	10,684,715,612,537
	0.00303

	5.
	BBNI
	2020
	24,629,844,000,000
	586,206,787,000,000
	0.04202

	
	
	2021
	21,527,805,000,000
	582,436,230,000,000
	0.03696

	
	
	2022
	18,161,498,000,000
	646,188,313,000,000
	0.02811

	
	
	2023
	14,835,551,000,000
	695,084,769,000,000
	0.02134

	
	
	2024
	15,252,804,000,000
	775,871,778,000,000
	0.01966

	6.
	BBRI
	2020
	11,726,939,000,000
	902,425,065,000,000
	0.01299

	
	
	2021
	17,172,900,000,000
	955,305,553,000,000
	0.01798

	
	
	2022
	20,638,165,000,000
	1,035,891,125,000,000
	0.01992

	
	
	2023
	27,576,260,000,000
	1,150,872,587,000,000
	0.02396

	
	
	2024
	36,539,009,000,000
	1,230,887,526,000,000
	0.02969

	7.
	BBSI
	2020
	8,124,345,116
	810,102,639,961
	0.01003

	
	
	2021
	4,967,114,185
	826,535,172,941
	0.00601

	
	
	2022
	15,211,088,426
	617,056,483,360
	0.02465

	
	
	2023
	77,636,699,829
	1,540,396,138,961
	0.05040

	
	
	2024
	132,468,004,189
	3,975,559,833,358
	0.03332

	8.
	BBTN
	2020
	11,355,333,000,000
	260,114,163,000,000
	0.04366

	
	
	2021
	10,179,042,000,000
	274,835,291,000,000
	0.03704

	
	
	2022
	10,070,300,000,000
	298,281,704,000,000
	0.03376

	
	
	2023
	10,048,900,000,000
	333,698,141,000,000
	0.03011

	
	
	2024
	11,318,001,000,000
	357,972,932,000,000
	0.03162
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	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Total Non-Performing Loans
	Total Loans Granted
	NPL (X1)

	9.
	BGTG
	2020
	144,867,000,000
	2,637,823,000,000
	0.05492

	
	
	2021
	129,600,000,000
	2,527,795,000,000
	0.05127

	
	
	2022
	58,637,000,000
	2,912,793,000,000
	0.02013

	
	
	2023
	70,049,000,000
	4,335,772,000,000
	0.01616

	
	
	2024
	58,321,000,000
	5,019,832,000,000
	0.01162

	10.
	BINA
	2020
	41,886,000,000
	2,931,448,000,000
	0.01429

	
	
	2021
	97,193,000,000
	3,709,335,000,000
	0.02620

	
	
	2022
	168,083,000,000
	9,749,245,000,000
	0.01724

	
	
	2023
	436,192,000,000
	12,677,186,000,000
	0.03441

	
	
	2024
	455,052,000,000
	13,150,442,000,000
	0.03460

	11.
	BJBR
	2020
	900,875,000,000
	89,450,934,000,000
	0.01007

	
	
	2021
	852,982,000,000
	95,813,046,000,000
	0.00890

	
	
	2022
	1,338,546,000,000
	108,339,692,000,000
	0.01236

	
	
	2023
	1,456,652,000,000
	116,300,069,000,000
	0.01252

	
	
	2024
	2,928,555,000,000
	135,656,052,000,000
	0.02159

	12.
	BJTM
	2020
	1,659,125,000,000
	41,480,766,000,000
	0.04000

	
	
	2021
	1,916,372,000,000
	42,749,559,000,000
	0.04483

	
	
	2022
	1,309,169,000,000
	46,196,657,000,000
	0.02834

	
	
	2023
	1,363,823,000,000
	54,760,903,000,000
	0.02491

	
	
	2024
	2,327,259,000,000
	75,352,740,000,000
	0.03088

	13.
	BMRI
	2020
	29,438,481,000,000
	942,067,687,000,000
	0.03125

	
	
	2021
	28,140,052,000,000
	1,026,224,827,000,000
	0.02742

	
	
	2022
	22,676,806,000,000
	1,172,599,882,000,000
	0.01934

	
	
	2023
	16,133,591,000,000
	1,359,832,195,000,000
	0.01186

	
	
	2024
	18,029,333,000,000
	1,632,216,612,000,000
	0.01105

	14.
	BNBA
	2020
	120,430,519,015
	4,576,091,498,751
	0.02632

	
	
	2021
	120,767,146,574
	3,970,764,105,463
	0.03041

	
	
	2022
	175,335,211,946
	3,845,625,381,567
	0.04559

	
	
	2023
	173,689,952,236
	3,919,454,298,365
	0.04431

	
	
	2024
	163,423,289,185
	4,477,788,684,335
	0.03650

	15.
	BNGA
	2020
	6,168,503,000,000
	171,670,391,000,000
	0.03593

	
	
	2021
	6,169,587,000,000
	177,157,862,000,000
	0.03483

	
	
	2022
	5,385,531,000,000
	190,692,190,000,000
	0.02824

	
	
	2023
	4,077,303,000,000
	205,916,550,000,000
	0.01980

	
	
	2024
	3,895,876,000,000
	217,949,936,000,000
	0.01788

	16.
	BNII
	2020
	3,845,832,000,000
	97,038,850,000,000
	0.03963

	
	
	2021
	3,575,285,000,000
	93,807,773,000,000
	0.03811

	
	
	2022
	3,541,409,000,000
	99,938,643,000,000
	0.03544

	
	
	2023
	3,163,930,000,000
	108,056,277,000,000
	0.02928

	
	
	2024
	3,185,543,000,000
	120,388,581,000,000
	0.02646
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	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Total Non-Performing Loans
	Total Loans Granted
	NPL (X1)

	17.
	BSIM
	2020
	993,379,000,000
	20,477,292,000,000
	0.04851

	
	
	2021
	849,551,000,000
	17,931,776,000,000
	0.04738

	
	
	2022
	1,265,510,000,000
	14,724,930,000,000
	0.08594

	
	
	2023
	260,004,000,000
	16,660,407,000,000
	0.01561

	
	
	2024
	217,680,000,000
	14,058,408,000,000
	0.01548

	18.
	BTPN
	2020
	1,642,200,000,000
	136,212,619,000,000
	0.01206

	
	
	2021
	2,283,279,000,000
	135,598,774,000,000
	0.01684

	
	
	2022
	2,075,409,000,000
	146,123,516,000,000
	0.01420

	
	
	2023
	2,096,569,000,000
	156,561,297,000,000
	0.01339

	
	
	2024
	2,387,324,000,000
	149,971,995,000,000
	0.01592

	19.
	DNAR
	2020
	47,214,975,184
	4,299,852,756,761
	0.01098

	
	
	2021
	59,532,744,438
	5,519,188,109,389
	0.01079

	
	
	2022
	215,134,218,489
	8,064,122,682,911
	0.02668

	
	
	2023
	315,413,985,873
	8,527,881,283,441
	0.03699

	
	
	2024
	224,181,312,043
	9,300,153,789,472
	0.02411

	20.
	INPC
	2020
	569,394,000,000
	12,442,514,000,000
	0.04576

	
	
	2021
	389,730,000,000
	11,479,972,000,000
	0.03395

	
	
	2022
	279,092,000,000
	10,229,770,000,000
	0.02728

	
	
	2023
	211,277,000,000
	12,147,369,000,000
	0.01739

	
	
	2024
	254,102,000,000
	10,350,610,000,000
	0.02455

	21.
	MAYA
	2020
	2,304,873,000,000
	56,294,265,000,000
	0.04094

	
	
	2021
	2,777,790,000,000
	70,912,355,000,000
	0.03917

	
	
	2022
	4,433,716,000,000
	94,524,455,000,000
	0.04691

	
	
	2023
	3,894,692,000,000
	103,530,278,000,000
	0.03762

	
	
	2024
	3,687,639,000,000
	106,532,459,000,000
	0.03462

	22.
	MCOR
	2020
	433,162,000,000
	14,729,081,000,000
	0.02941

	
	
	2021
	604,728,000,000
	13,772,663,000,000
	0.04391

	
	
	2022
	567,208,000,000
	16,687,285,000,000
	0.03399

	
	
	2023
	556,413,000,000
	19,359,978,000,000
	0.02874

	
	
	2024
	498,401,000,000
	23,463,801,000,000
	0.02124

	23.
	MEGA
	2020
	676,299,000,000
	48,594,122,000,000
	0.01392

	
	
	2021
	678,199,000,000
	60,740,894,000,000
	0.01117

	
	
	2022
	858,632,000,000
	70,311,303,000,000
	0.01221

	
	
	2023
	1,042,180,000,000
	66,304,719,000,000
	0.01572

	
	
	2024
	1,089,557,000,000
	64,654,652,000,000
	0.01685

	24.
	NISP
	2020
	2,209,268,000,000
	114,549,272,000,000
	0.01929

	
	
	2021
	2,843,219,000,000
	120,500,106,000,000
	0.02360

	
	
	2022
	3,291,755,000,000
	137,161,734,000,000
	0.02400

	
	
	2023
	2,490,590,000,000
	153,496,829,000,000
	0.01623

	
	
	2024
	2,618,112,000,000
	169,948,786,000,000
	0.01541

	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Total Non-Performing Loans
	Total Loans Granted
	NPL (X1)

	25.
	NOBU
	2020
	15,537,000,000
	7,428,576,000,000
	0.00209

	
	
	2021
	56,829,000,000
	9,812,089,000,000
	0.00579

	
	
	2022
	50,827,000,000
	12,409,218,000,000
	0.00410

	
	
	2023
	90,067,000,000
	15,237,176,000,000
	0.00591

	
	
	2024
	95,120,000,000
	19,875,098,000,000
	0.00479

	26.
	PNBN
	2020
	3,633,043,000,000
	121,633,509,000,000
	0.02987

	
	
	2021
	4,247,890,000,000
	118,961,550,000,000
	0.03571

	
	
	2022
	4,645,704,000,000
	129,878,299,000,000
	0.03577

	
	
	2023
	4,275,080,000,000
	139,701,141,000,000
	0.03060

	
	
	2024
	4,158,372,000,000
	139,936,863,000,000
	0.02972

	27.
	SDRA
	2020
	332,446,000,000
	30,011,903,000,000
	0.01108

	
	
	2021
	315,461,000,000
	33,817,250,000,000
	0.00933

	
	
	2022
	422,448,000,000
	39,376,353,000,000
	0.01073

	
	
	2023
	1,005,118,000,000
	43,312,064,000,000
	0.02321

	
	
	2024
	866,054,000,000
	46,883,720,000,000
	0.01847
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	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Total Loans Granted
	Total Third-Party Funds
	LDR (X2)

	1.
	BABP
	2020
	6,898,889,000,000
	8,315,127,000,000
	0.82968

	
	
	2021
	8,285,226,000,000
	9,598,751,000,000
	0.86316

	
	
	2022
	10,199,866,000,000
	11,389,244,000,000
	0.89557

	
	
	2023
	10,253,225,000,000
	11,410,607,000,000
	0.89857

	
	
	2024
	11,239,586,000,000
	13,103,349,000,000
	0.85776

	2.
	BBCA
	2020
	574,589,608,000,000
	833,245,938,000,000
	0.68958

	
	
	2021
	622,013,305,000,000
	966,358,530,000,000
	0.64367

	
	
	2022
	694,936,522,000,000
	1,030,865,316,000,000
	0.67413

	
	
	2023
	792,196,714,000,000
	1,091,329,540,000,000
	0.72590

	
	
	2024
	901,310,853,000,000
	1,121,313,397,000,000
	0.80380

	3.
	BBHI
	2020
	1,249,986,284,725
	1,455,460,412,530
	0.85883

	
	
	2021
	2,197,312,356,851
	1,055,809,968,629
	2.08116

	
	
	2022
	7,041,370,320,411
	2,402,997,556,071
	2.93024

	
	
	2023
	7,385,707,867,283
	3,680,457,408,637
	2.00674

	
	
	2024
	7,478,034,532,114
	5,879,916,099,130
	1.27179

	4.
	BBMD
	2020
	7,041,997,767,384
	9,667,214,097,919
	0.72844

	
	
	2021
	7,794,367,992,285
	10,869,151,142,603
	0.71711

	
	
	2022
	8,679,741,866,184
	10,614,742,651,725
	0.81771

	
	
	2023
	9,240,952,868,207
	10,477,193,174,775
	0.88201

	
	
	2024
	10,684,715,612,537
	9,920,059,940,858
	1.07708

	5.
	BBNI
	2020
	586,206,787,000,000
	565,985,984,000,000
	1.03573

	
	
	2021
	582,436,230,000,000
	576,911,570,000,000
	1.00958

	
	
	2022
	646,188,313,000,000
	614,460,728,000,000
	1.05163

	
	
	2023
	695,084,769,000,000
	658,649,953,000,000
	1.05532

	
	
	2024
	775,871,778,000,000
	692,677,037,000,000
	1.12011

	6.
	BBRI
	2020
	902,425,065,000,000
	1,087,424,950,000,000
	0.82987

	
	
	2021
	955,305,553,000,000
	1,138,743,215,000,000
	0.83891

	
	
	2022
	1,035,891,125,000,000
	1,307,884,013,000,000
	0.79204

	
	
	2023
	1,150,872,587,000,000
	1,358,328,761,000,000
	0.84727

	
	
	2024
	1,230,887,526,000,000
	1,365,450,104,000,000
	0.90145

	7.
	BBSI
	2020
	810,102,639,961
	370,367,437,771
	2.18729

	
	
	2021
	826,535,172,941
	321,649,068,154
	2.56968

	
	
	2022
	617,056,483,360
	187,941,465,039
	3.28324

	
	
	2023
	1,540,396,138,961
	288,606,013,160
	5.33737

	
	
	2024
	3,975,559,833,358
	3,072,240,360,564
	1.29403

	8.
	BBTN
	2020
	260,114,163,000,000
	117,595,473,000,000
	2.21194

	
	
	2021
	274,835,291,000,000
	114,562,803,000,000
	2.39899

	
	
	2022
	298,281,704,000,000
	123,077,565,000,000
	2.42353

	
	
	2023
	333,698,141,000,000
	125,640,222,000,000
	2.65598

	
	
	2024
	357,972,932,000,000
	136,644,784,000,000
	2.61973
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	9.
	BGTG
	2020
	2,637,823,000,000
	3,991,674,000,000
	0.66083

	
	
	2021
	2,527,795,000,000
	6,080,960,000,000
	0.41569

	
	
	2022
	2,912,793,000,000
	5,622,951,000,000
	0.51802

	
	
	2023
	4,335,772,000,000
	5,922,668,000,000
	0.73206

	
	
	2024
	5,019,832,000,000
	6,512,206,000,000
	0.77083

	10.
	BINA
	2020
	2,931,448,000,000
	5,992,818,000,000
	0.48916

	
	
	2021
	3,709,335,000,000
	8,171,970,000,000
	0.45391

	
	
	2022
	9,749,245,000,000
	10,888,261,000,000
	0.89539

	
	
	2023
	12,677,186,000,000
	14,115,400,000,000
	0.89811

	
	
	2024
	13,150,442,000,000
	16,627,272,000,000
	0.79090

	11.
	BJBR
	2020
	89,450,934,000,000
	91,006,393,000,000
	0.98291

	
	
	2021
	95,813,046,000,000
	103,375,967,000,000
	0.92684

	
	
	2022
	108,339,692,000,000
	112,930,459,000,000
	0.95935

	
	
	2023
	116,300,069,000,000
	121,024,879,000,000
	0.96096

	
	
	2024
	135,656,052,000,000
	137,467,524,000,000
	0.98682

	12.
	BJTM
	2020
	41,480,766,000,000
	52,412,975,000,000
	0.79142

	
	
	2021
	42,749,559,000,000
	63,668,950,000,000
	0.67143

	
	
	2022
	46,196,657,000,000
	64,630,285,000,000
	0.71478

	
	
	2023
	54,760,903,000,000
	65,548,608,000,000
	0.83542

	
	
	2024
	75,352,740,000,000
	76,553,478,000,000
	0.98432

	13.
	BMRI
	2020
	942,067,687,000,000
	986,129,405,000,000
	0.95532

	
	
	2021
	1,026,224,827,000,000
	1,129,275,217,000,000
	0.90875

	
	
	2022
	1,172,599,882,000,000
	1,264,434,313,000,000
	0.92737

	
	
	2023
	1,359,832,195,000,000
	1,322,245,644,000,000
	1.02843

	
	
	2024
	1,632,216,612,000,000
	1,232,250,144,000,000
	1.32458

	14.
	BNBA
	2020
	4,576,091,498,751
	5,554,655,389,513
	0.82383

	
	
	2021
	3,970,764,105,463
	4,944,455,479,619
	0.80307

	
	
	2022
	3,845,625,381,567
	4,972,366,414,520
	0.77340

	
	
	2023
	3,919,454,298,365
	4,696,761,103,603
	0.83450

	
	
	2024
	4,477,788,684,335
	4,798,662,994,857
	0.93313

	15.
	BNGA
	2020
	171,670,391,000,000
	207,167,657,000,000
	0.82865

	
	
	2021
	177,157,862,000,000
	240,947,765,000,000
	0.73525

	
	
	2022
	190,692,190,000,000
	226,681,307,000,000
	0.84123

	
	
	2023
	205,916,550,000,000
	235,350,074,000,000
	0.87494

	
	
	2024
	217,949,936,000,000
	259,932,004,000,000
	0.83849

	16.
	BNII
	2020
	97,038,850,000,000
	114,692,180,000,000
	0.84608

	
	
	2021
	93,807,773,000,000
	114,344,256,000,000
	0.82040

	
	
	2022
	99,938,643,000,000
	105,257,956,000,000
	0.94946

	
	
	2023
	108,056,277,000,000
	115,094,949,000,000
	0.93884

	
	
	2024
	120,388,581,000,000
	118,599,593,000,000
	1.01508
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	17.
	BSIM
	2020
	20,477,292,000,000
	25,563,779,000,000
	0.80103

	
	
	2021
	17,931,776,000,000
	29,988,665,000,000
	0.59795

	
	
	2022
	14,724,930,000,000
	33,457,881,000,000
	0.44010

	
	
	2023
	16,660,407,000,000
	35,328,905,000,000
	0.47158

	
	
	2024
	14,058,408,000,000
	38,989,685,000,000
	0.36057

	18.
	BTPN
	2020
	136,212,619,000,000
	88,425,046,000,000
	1.54043

	
	
	2021
	135,598,774,000,000
	96,226,638,000,000
	1.40916

	
	
	2022
	146,123,516,000,000
	113,748,533,000,000
	1.28462

	
	
	2023
	156,561,297,000,000
	107,679,302,000,000
	1.45396

	
	
	2024
	149,971,995,000,000
	120,962,788,000,000
	1.23982

	19.
	DNAR
	2020
	4,299,852,756,761
	3,164,050,064,286
	1.35897

	
	
	2021
	5,519,188,109,389
	3,963,989,455,037
	1.39233

	
	
	2022
	8,064,122,682,911
	5,350,406,847,423
	1.50720

	
	
	2023
	8,527,881,283,441
	5,975,496,990,912
	1.42714

	
	
	2024
	9,300,153,789,472
	6,800,391,728,903
	1.36759

	20.
	INPC
	2020
	12,442,514,000,000
	25,500,329,000,000
	0.48794

	
	
	2021
	11,479,972,000,000
	21,005,956,000,000
	0.54651

	
	
	2022
	10,229,770,000,000
	20,325,078,000,000
	0.50331

	
	
	2023
	12,147,369,000,000
	20,631,701,000,000
	0.58877

	
	
	2024
	10,350,610,000,000
	23,890,773,000,000
	0.43325

	21.
	MAYA
	2020
	56,294,265,000,000
	69,568,195,000,000
	0.80920

	
	
	2021
	70,912,355,000,000
	95,758,941,000,000
	0.74053

	
	
	2022
	94,524,455,000,000
	111,199,340,000,000
	0.85005

	
	
	2023
	103,530,278,000,000
	113,609,006,000,000
	0.91129

	
	
	2024
	106,532,459,000,000
	125,258,996,000,000
	0.85050

	22.
	MCOR
	2020
	14,729,081,000,000
	18,428,942,000,000
	0.79924

	
	
	2021
	13,772,663,000,000
	19,209,846,000,000
	0.71696

	
	
	2022
	16,687,285,000,000
	17,931,654,000,000
	0.93060

	
	
	2023
	19,359,978,000,000
	19,970,024,000,000
	0.96945

	
	
	2024
	23,463,801,000,000
	23,339,144,000,000
	1.00534

	23.
	MEGA
	2020
	48,594,122,000,000
	75,744,315,000,000
	0.64155

	
	
	2021
	60,740,894,000,000
	95,615,110,000,000
	0.63526

	
	
	2022
	70,311,303,000,000
	100,505,511,000,000
	0.69958

	
	
	2023
	66,304,719,000,000
	87,122,007,000,000
	0.76106

	
	
	2024
	64,654,652,000,000
	90,587,622,000,000
	0.71373

	24.
	NISP
	2020
	114,549,272,000,000
	158,052,784,000,000
	0.72475

	
	
	2021
	120,500,106,000,000
	166,771,732,000,000
	0.72255

	
	
	2022
	137,161,734,000,000
	174,707,982,000,000
	0.78509

	
	
	2023
	153,496,829,000,000
	180,304,774,000,000
	0.85132

	
	
	2024
	169,948,786,000,000
	205,932,220,000,000
	0.82527
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	25.
	NOBU
	2020
	7,428,576,000,000
	7,751,898,000,000
	0.95829

	
	
	2021
	9,812,089,000,000
	12,063,283,000,000
	0.81338

	
	
	2022
	12,409,218,000,000
	12,173,838,000,000
	1.01933

	
	
	2023
	15,237,176,000,000
	15,286,142,000,000
	0.99680

	
	
	2024
	19,875,098,000,000
	20,748,808,000,000
	0.95789

	26.
	PNBN
	2020
	121,633,509,000,000
	141,562,822,000,000
	0.85922

	
	
	2021
	118,961,550,000,000
	132,555,245,000,000
	0.89745

	
	
	2022
	129,878,299,000,000
	140,323,010,000,000
	0.92557

	
	
	2023
	139,701,141,000,000
	143,742,320,000,000
	0.97189

	
	
	2024
	139,936,863,000,000
	150,874,467,000,000
	0.92751

	27.
	SDRA
	2020
	30,011,903,000,000
	18,210,880,000,000
	1.64802

	
	
	2021
	33,817,250,000,000
	23,606,965,000,000
	1.43251

	
	
	2022
	39,376,353,000,000
	28,523,035,000,000
	1.38051

	
	
	2023
	43,312,064,000,000
	30,620,934,000,000
	1.41446

	
	
	2024
	46,883,720,000,000
	31,909,073,000,000
	1.46929
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	No
	Company Code
	Year
	Total Capital
	Total Risk-Weighted Assets
	CAR (Z)

	1.
	BABP
	2020
	1,270,983,000,000
	8,070,167,000,000
	0.15749

	
	
	2021
	2,110,179,000,000
	8,679,871,000,000
	0.24311

	
	
	2022
	2,572,006,000,000
	10,888,917,000,000
	0.23620

	
	
	2023
	3,442,367,000,000
	11,105,607,000,000
	0.30997

	
	
	2024
	3,369,205,000,000
	13,735,342,000,000
	0.24529

	2.
	BBCA
	2020
	186,953,899,000,000
	695,143,985,000,000
	0.26894

	
	
	2021
	203,621,221,000,000
	758,288,767,000,000
	0.26853

	
	
	2022
	220,568,562,000,000
	821,723,312,000,000
	0.26842

	
	
	2023
	242,694,176,000,000
	825,610,552,000,000
	0.29396

	
	
	2024
	265,198,025,000,000
	910,183,552,000,000
	0.29137

	3.
	BBHI
	2020
	307,664,000,000
	1,568,943,000,000
	0.19610

	
	
	2021
	1,296,015,000,000
	2,654,443,000,000
	0.48824

	
	
	2022
	6,404,050,000,000
	8,051,997,000,000
	0.79534

	
	
	2023
	6,899,332,000,000
	8,277,265,000,000
	0.83353

	
	
	2024
	7,188,188,000,000
	8,704,733,000,000
	0.82578

	4.
	BBMD
	2020
	4,186,264,000,000
	8,851,764,000,000
	0.47293

	
	
	2021
	4,450,177,000,000
	9,248,363,000,000
	0.48119

	
	
	2022
	4,630,113,000,000
	10,466,718,000,000
	0.44237

	
	
	2023
	4,964,132,000,000
	9,942,671,000,000
	0.49928

	
	
	2024
	5,167,236,000,000
	11,501,581,000,000
	0.44926

	5.
	BBNI
	2020
	103,145,466,000,000
	614,633,183,000,000
	0.16782

	
	
	2021
	125,616,033,000,000
	636,201,737,000,000
	0.19745

	
	
	2022
	131,335,883,000,000
	681,384,522,000,000
	0.19275

	
	
	2023
	142,016,389,000,000
	646,939,036,000,000
	0.21952

	
	
	2024
	152,307,417,000,000
	711,773,633,000,000
	0.21398

	6.
	BBRI
	2020
	183,337,537,000,000
	889,596,695,000,000
	0.20609

	
	
	2021
	241,660,763,000,000
	955,756,191,000,000
	0.25285

	
	
	2022
	245,292,175,000,000
	1,052,719,198,000,000
	0.23301

	
	
	2023
	250,568,767,000,000
	993,151,284,000,000
	0.25230

	
	
	2024
	252,768,404,000,000
	1,035,230,549,000,000
	0.24417

	7.
	BBSI
	2020
	1,013,061,491,594
	1,070,553,000,000
	0.94630

	
	
	2021
	2,075,521,733,694
	1,029,668,625,000
	2.01572

	
	
	2022
	3,066,493,000,000
	1,080,214,000,000
	2.83878

	
	
	2023
	3,172,180,000,000
	2,006,966,950,000
	1.58058

	
	
	2024
	3,265,247,000,000
	3,951,662,975,000
	0.82630

	8.
	BBTN
	2020
	24,995,226,000,000
	129,249,781,000,000
	0.19339

	
	
	2021
	25,706,310,000,000
	134,340,567,000,000
	0.19135

	
	
	2022
	28,168,457,000,000
	139,630,514,000,000
	0.20174

	
	
	2023
	31,230,282,000,000
	155,590,147,000,000
	0.20072

	
	
	2024
	32,273,030,000,000
	174,444,978,000,000
	0.18500
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	9.
	BGTG
	2020
	1,069,953,000,000
	2,997,161,000,000
	0.35699

	
	
	2021
	2,106,168,000,000
	3,136,280,000,000
	0.67155

	
	
	2022
	3,099,921,000,000
	2,921,594,000,000
	1.06104

	
	
	2023
	3,141,409,000,000
	3,328,546,000,000
	0.94378

	
	
	2024
	3,360,558,000,000
	4,632,020,000,000
	0.72551

	10.
	BINA
	2020
	1,221,295,000,000
	3,046,829,000,000
	0.40084

	
	
	2021
	2,362,381,000,000
	4,445,747,000,000
	0.53138

	
	
	2022
	3,334,752,000,000
	10,715,366,000,000
	0.31121

	
	
	2023
	3,628,018,000,000
	13,900,917,000,000
	0.26099

	
	
	2024
	3,636,177,000,000
	14,505,820,000,000
	0.25067

	11.
	BJBR
	2020
	12,796,321,000,000
	73,923,122,000,000
	0.17310

	
	
	2021
	14,786,544,000,000
	82,558,110,000,000
	0.17910

	
	
	2022
	18,369,631,000,000
	94,665,080,000,000
	0.19405

	
	
	2023
	18,912,326,000,000
	93,762,330,000,000
	0.20170

	
	
	2024
	20,367,527,000,000
	107,839,216,000,000
	0.18887

	12.
	BJTM
	2020
	8,825,829,000,000
	40,776,010,000,000
	0.21645

	
	
	2021
	9,712,263,000,000
	41,286,928,000,000
	0.23524

	
	
	2022
	10,783,955,000,000
	43,593,473,000,000
	0.24738

	
	
	2023
	11,541,194,000,000
	44,897,623,000,000
	0.25706

	
	
	2024
	13,652,481,000,000
	56,908,975,000,000
	0.23990

	13.
	BMRI
	2020
	164,657,355,000,000
	827,461,178,000,000
	0.19899

	
	
	2021
	175,256,894,000,000
	894,029,247,000,000
	0.19603

	
	
	2022
	191,844,453,000,000
	986,051,285,000,000
	0.19456

	
	
	2023
	221,988,279,000,000
	1,033,407,212,000,000
	0.21481

	
	
	2024
	244,258,632,000,000
	1,215,157,443,000,000
	0.20101

	14.
	BNBA
	2020
	1,539,559,020,116
	5,966,972,932,277
	0.25801

	
	
	2021
	2,270,439,702,734
	5,440,959,552,117
	0.41729

	
	
	2022
	3,104,235,290,783
	5,237,078,088,317
	0.59274

	
	
	2023
	3,097,928,240,976
	4,251,193,917,553
	0.72872

	
	
	2024
	3,186,025,940,828
	4,896,534,243,866
	0.65067

	15.
	BNGA
	2020
	38,950,113,000,000
	183,389,425,000,000
	0.21239

	
	
	2021
	40,877,509,000,000
	183,355,999,000,000
	0.22294

	
	
	2022
	41,511,681,000,000
	189,884,292,000,000
	0.21862

	
	
	2023
	45,493,123,000,000
	193,364,392,000,000
	0.23527

	
	
	2024
	50,429,183,000,000
	219,621,011,000,000
	0.22962

	16.
	BNII
	2020
	27,146,750,000,000
	111,661,320,000,000
	0.24312

	
	
	2021
	28,387,820,000,000
	105,464,909,000,000
	0.26917

	
	
	2022
	28,862,006,000,000
	108,309,200,000,000
	0.26648

	
	
	2023
	29,838,633,000,000
	107,547,948,000,000
	0.27744

	
	
	2024
	30,256,134,000,000
	118,397,661,000,000
	0.25555
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	17.
	BSIM
	2020
	5,864,688,000,000
	33,916,236,000,000
	0.17292

	
	
	2021
	6,848,594,000,000
	23,521,960,000,000
	0.29116

	
	
	2022
	7,459,513,000,000
	25,295,375,000,000
	0.29490

	
	
	2023
	7,994,823,000,000
	31,552,644,000,000
	0.25338

	
	
	2024
	7,572,485,000,000
	24,222,556,000,000
	0.31262

	18.
	BTPN
	2020
	36,347,312,000,000
	142,253,917,000,000
	0.25551

	
	
	2021
	36,347,511,000,000
	138,893,556,000,000
	0.26169

	
	
	2022
	39,593,006,000,000
	145,091,415,000,000
	0.27288

	
	
	2023
	41,157,380,000,000
	137,651,897,000,000
	0.29900

	
	
	2024
	49,182,846,000,000
	163,826,500,000,000
	0.30021

	19.
	DNAR
	2020
	2,418,605,000,000
	4,480,268,000,000
	0.53983

	
	
	2021
	2,933,223,000,000
	5,765,391,000,000
	0.50876

	
	
	2022
	3,537,721,000,000
	7,421,195,000,000
	0.47671

	
	
	2023
	3,584,349,000,000
	7,281,730,000,000
	0.49224

	
	
	2024
	3,656,533,000,000
	7,807,873,000,000
	0.46831

	20.
	INPC
	2020
	2,730,510,000,000
	18,535,402,000,000
	0.14731

	
	
	2021
	3,389,031,000,000
	17,238,998,000,000
	0.19659

	
	
	2022
	3,707,708,000,000
	15,908,509,000,000
	0.23306

	
	
	2023
	3,948,432,000,000
	15,818,270,000,000
	0.24961

	
	
	2024
	3,965,697,000,000
	15,045,078,000,000
	0.26359

	21.
	MAYA
	2020
	13,983,851,000,000
	90,482,997,000,000
	0.15455

	
	
	2021
	13,637,746,000,000
	94,929,537,000,000
	0.14366

	
	
	2022
	11,591,884,000,000
	104,126,372,000,000
	0.11133

	
	
	2023
	12,782,633,000,000
	118,573,227,000,000
	0.10780

	
	
	2024
	13,496,528,000,000
	128,597,286,000,000
	0.10495

	22.
	MCOR
	2020
	5,973,602,000,000
	16,929,677,000,000
	0.35285

	
	
	2021
	5,915,204,000,000
	15,582,937,000,000
	0.37959

	
	
	2022
	5,992,483,000,000
	18,310,609,000,000
	0.32727

	
	
	2023
	6,209,630,000,000
	16,581,331,000,000
	0.37450

	
	
	2024
	6,355,818,000,000
	20,694,595,000,000
	0.30712

	23.
	MEGA
	2020
	18,037,950,000,000
	58,115,367,000,000
	0.31038

	
	
	2021
	19,026,087,000,000
	69,694,444,000,000
	0.27299

	
	
	2022
	20,571,769,000,000
	80,952,690,000,000
	0.25412

	
	
	2023
	21,629,212,000,000
	82,661,131,000,000
	0.26166

	
	
	2024
	20,668,092,000,000
	80,189,443,000,000
	0.25774

	24.
	NISP
	2020
	30,339,061,000,000
	137,632,604,000,000
	0.22044

	
	
	2021
	32,664,182,000,000
	141,726,981,000,000
	0.23047

	
	
	2022
	34,349,161,000,000
	159,550,452,000,000
	0.21529

	
	
	2023
	37,371,104,000,000
	157,777,026,000,000
	0.23686

	
	
	2024
	41,883,422,000,000
	177,474,880,000,000
	0.23600
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	CAR (Z)

	25.
	NOBU
	2020
	1,489,154,000,000
	6,763,441,000,000
	0.22018

	
	
	2021
	1,719,197,000,000
	8,220,433,000,000
	0.20914

	
	
	2022
	1,819,251,000,000
	9,812,493,000,000
	0.18540

	
	
	2023
	3,267,195,000,000
	13,916,548,000,000
	0.23477

	
	
	2024
	3,555,639,000,000
	14,943,496,000,000
	0.23794

	26.
	PNBN
	2020
	48,410,745,000,000
	163,644,601,000,000
	0.29583

	
	
	2021
	47,331,453,000,000
	158,503,275,000,000
	0.29861

	
	
	2022
	47,742,131,000,000
	158,782,452,000,000
	0.30068

	
	
	2023
	49,236,555,000,000
	151,966,549,000,000
	0.32400

	
	
	2024
	52,010,812,000,000
	150,603,885,000,000
	0.34535

	27.
	SDRA
	2020
	5,517,300,000,000
	27,601,205,000,000
	0.19989

	
	
	2021
	7,581,850,000,000
	30,975,174,000,000
	0.24477

	
	
	2022
	8,379,437,000,000
	35,426,262,000,000
	0.23653

	
	
	2023
	8,844,678,000,000
	37,030,644,000,000
	0.23885

	
	
	2024
	12,072,462,000,000
	38,832,631,000,000
	0.31088
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[bookmark: _Toc226669435]Appendix 7. Research Data After Outlier
	No
	Year
	NPL (X1)
	LDR (X2)
	CAR (Z)
	ROA (Y)

	1.
	2020
	0.05873
	0.82968
	0.15749
	0.00089

	2.
	2021
	0.04531
	0.86316
	0.24311
	0.00092

	3.
	2022
	0.03507
	0.89557
	0.23620
	0.00311

	4.
	2023
	0.03916
	0.89857
	0.30997
	0.00429

	5.
	2024
	0.03880
	0.85776
	0.24529
	0.00359

	6.
	2020
	0.01797
	0.68958
	0.26894
	0.02524

	7.
	2021
	0.02156
	0.64367
	0.26853
	0.02560

	8.
	2022
	0.01698
	0.67413
	0.26842
	0.03100

	9.
	2020
	0.02821
	0.85883
	0.19610
	0.01431

	10.
	2020
	0.04202
	1.03573
	0.16782
	0.00373

	11.
	2021
	0.03696
	1.00958
	0.19745
	0.01138

	12.
	2022
	0.02811
	1.05163
	0.19275
	0.01795

	13.
	2023
	0.02134
	1.05532
	0.21952
	0.01942

	14.
	2024
	0.01966
	1.12011
	0.21398
	0.01921

	15.
	2021
	0.01798
	0.83891
	0.25285
	0.01833

	16.
	2022
	0.01992
	0.79204
	0.23301
	0.02756

	17.
	2023
	0.02396
	0.84727
	0.25230
	0.03075

	18.
	2022
	0.02465
	3.28324
	2.83878
	0.02258

	19.
	2023
	0.05040
	5.33737
	1.58058
	0.03644

	20.
	2024
	0.03332
	1.29403
	0.82630
	0.01865

	21.
	2020
	0.04366
	2.21194
	0.19339
	0.00444

	22.
	2021
	0.03704
	2.39899
	0.19135
	0.00639

	23.
	2022
	0.03376
	2.42353
	0.20174
	0.00757

	24.
	2023
	0.03011
	2.65598
	0.20072
	0.00798

	25.
	2024
	0.03162
	2.61973
	0.18500
	0.00640

	26.
	2020
	0.05492
	0.66083
	0.35699
	0.00060

	27.
	2021
	0.05127
	0.41569
	0.67155
	0.00127

	28.
	2022
	0.02013
	0.51802
	1.06104
	0.00513

	29.
	2023
	0.01616
	0.73206
	0.94378
	0.01106

	30.
	2020
	0.01429
	0.47187
	0.40084
	0.00230

	31.
	2021
	0.02620
	0.45391
	0.53138
	0.00264

	32.
	2022
	0.01724
	0.89539
	0.31121
	0.00764

	33.
	2023
	0.03441
	0.89811
	0.26099
	0.00852

	34.
	2024
	0.03460
	0.79090
	0.25067
	0.00335

	35.
	2024
	0.02159
	0.98682
	0.18887
	0.00662

	36.
	2020
	0.04000
	0.79142
	0.21645
	0.01781

	37.
	2021
	0.04483
	0.67143
	0.23524
	0.01521

	38.
	2022
	0.02834
	0.71478
	0.24738
	0.01497

	39.
	2023
	0.02491
	0.83542
	0.25706
	0.01416
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	No
	Year
	NPL (X1)
	LDR (X2)
	CAR (Z)
	ROA (Y)

	40.
	2024
	0.03088
	0.98432
	0.23990
	0.01097

	41.
	2020
	0.03125
	0.95532
	0.19899
	0.01193

	42.
	2021
	0.02742
	0.90875
	0.19603
	0.01770

	43.
	2022
	0.01934
	0.92737
	0.19456
	0.02256

	44.
	2020
	0.02632
	0.82383
	0.25801
	0.00459

	45.
	2021
	0.03041
	0.80307
	0.41729
	0.00513

	46.
	2022
	0.04559
	0.77340
	0.59274
	0.00474

	47.
	2023
	0.04431
	0.83450
	0.72872
	0.00555

	48.
	2024
	0.03650
	0.93313
	0.65067
	0.00751

	49.
	2020
	0.03593
	0.82865
	0.21239
	0.00716

	50.
	2021
	0.03483
	0.73525
	0.22294
	0.01319

	51.
	2022
	0.02824
	0.84123
	0.21862
	0.01662

	52.
	2023
	0.01980
	0.87494
	0.23527
	0.01959

	53.
	2024
	0.01788
	0.83849
	0.22962
	0.01915

	54.
	2020
	0.03963
	0.84608
	0.24312
	0.00741

	55.
	2021
	0.03811
	0.82040
	0.26917
	0.00995

	56.
	2022
	0.03544
	0.94946
	0.26648
	0.00953

	57.
	2023
	0.02928
	0.93884
	0.27744
	0.01058

	58.
	2024
	0.02646
	1.01508
	0.25555
	0.00608

	59.
	2020
	0.04851
	0.80103
	0.17292
	0.00266

	60.
	2021
	0.04738
	0.59795
	0.29116
	0.00243

	61.
	2022
	0.08594
	0.44010
	0.29490
	0.00467

	62.
	2023
	0.01561
	0.47158
	0.25338
	0.00144

	63.
	2024
	0.01548
	0.36057
	0.31262
	0.00665

	64.
	2021
	0.01684
	1.40916
	0.26169
	0.01617

	65.
	2022
	0.01420
	1.28642
	0.27288
	0.01735

	66.
	2024
	0.01592
	1.23982
	0.30021
	0.01334

	67.
	2022
	0.02668
	1.50720
	0.47671
	0.00130

	68.
	2023
	0.03699
	1.42714
	0.49224
	0.00259

	69.
	2024
	0.02411
	1.36759
	0.46831
	0.00421

	70.
	2020
	0.04576
	0.48794
	0.14731
	0.00070

	71.
	2021
	0.03395
	0.54651
	0.19659
	0.00643

	72.
	2022
	0.02728
	0.50331
	0.23306
	0.00216

	73.
	2023
	0.01739
	0.58877
	0.24961
	0.00562

	74.
	2024
	0.02455
	0.43325
	0.26359
	0.00506

	75.
	2020
	0.04094
	0.80920
	0.15455
	0.00113

	76.
	2021
	0.03917
	0.74053
	0.14366
	0.00061

	77.
	2022
	0.04691
	0.85005
	0.11133
	0.00019

	78.
	2023
	0.03762
	0.91129
	0.10780
	0.00016

	79.
	2024
	0.03462
	0.85050
	0.10495
	0.00017
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	No
	Year
	NPL (X1)
	LDR (X2)
	CAR (Z)
	ROA (Y)

	80.
	2020
	0.02941
	0.79924
	0.35285
	0.00198

	81.
	2021
	0.04391
	0.71696
	0.37959
	0.00303

	82.
	2022
	0.03399
	0.93060
	0.32727
	0.00543

	83.
	2023
	0.02874
	0.96945
	0.37450
	0.00866

	84.
	2024
	0.02124
	1.00534
	0.30712
	0.00881

	85.
	2023
	0.01572
	0.76106
	0.26166
	0.02659

	86.
	2024
	0.01685
	0.71373
	0.25774
	0.01950

	87.
	2021
	0.02360
	0.72255
	0.23047
	0.01175

	88.
	2022
	0.02400
	0.78509
	0.21529
	0.01395

	89.
	2023
	0.01623
	0.85132
	0.23686
	0.01638

	90.
	2024
	0.01541
	0.82527
	0.23600
	0.01732

	91.
	2020
	0.02987
	0.85922
	0.29583
	0.01433

	92.
	2021
	0.03571
	0.89745
	0.29861
	0.00889

	93.
	2022
	0.03577
	0.92557
	0.30068
	0.01541

	94.
	2023
	0.03060
	0.97189
	0.32400
	0.01354

	95.
	2024
	0.02972
	0.92751
	0.34535
	0.01175

	96.
	2023
	0.02321
	1.41446
	0.23885
	0.01273

	97.
	2024
	0.01847
	1.46929
	0.31088
	0.00879



[bookmark: _Toc226669436]Appendix 8. Descriptive Statistical Analysis before Outliers
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	NPL
	135
	.000
	.086
	.02490
	.014180

	LDR
	135
	.361
	5.337
	1.05903
	.633491

	CAR
	135
	.095
	2.839
	.35065
	.330664

	ROA
	135
	.000
	.102
	.01367
	.012560

	Valid N (listwise)
	135
	
	
	
	



[bookmark: _Toc226669437]Appendix 9. Descriptive Statistical Analysis after Outliers
	Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Standard Deviation

	NPL
	97
	.014
	.086
	.03084
	.011924

	LDR
	97
	.361
	5.337
	1.00857
	.660315

	CAR
	97
	.105
	2.839
	.33593
	.330288

	ROA
	97
	.000
	.036
	.01034
	.008051

	Valid N (listwise)
	97
	
	
	
	





[bookmark: _Toc226669438]Appendix 10. Classical Assumption Test
Normality Test Before Outliers
	One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

	
	Unstandardized Residual

	N
	135

	Normal Parameters a, b
	Mean
	.0000000

	
	Standard Deviation
	.01130563

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	.114

	
	Positive
	.114

	
	Negative
	-.103

	Test Statistic
	.114

	Asympt. Sig. (2-tailed)c
	<.001

	Monte Carlo Sig. (2-tailed)d
	Sig.
	<.001

	
	99% Confidence Interval
	Lower Bound
	.000

	
	
	Upper Bound
	.000

	a. The test distribution is normal.

	b. Calculated from the data.

	c. Lilliefors significance correction.

	d. Lilliefors' method based on 10,000 Monte Carlo samples with a starting seed of 2,000,000.



Normality Test after Outliers
	One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test

	
	Unstandardized Residual

	N
	97

	Normal Parameters a, b
	Mean
	.0000000

	
	Standard Deviation
	.00684394

	Most Extreme Differences
	Absolute
	.085

	
	Positive
	.085

	
	Negative
	-.066

	Test Statistic
	.085

	Asympt. Sig. (2-tailed)c
	.083

	Monte Carlo Sig. (2-tailed)d
	Sig.
	.086

	
	99% Confidence Interval
	Lower Bound
	.079

	
	
	Upper Bound
	.093

	a. The test distribution is normal.

	b. Calculated from the data.

	c. Lilliefors significance correction.

	d. Lilliefors' method based on 10,000 Monte Carlo samples with starting seed 299883525.
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Heteroscedasticity Test
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.007
	.001
	
	5.162
	<.001

	
	NPL
	-.064
	.035
	-.187
	-1.853
	.067

	
	LDR
	.001
	.001
	.193
	1,656
	.101

	
	CAR
	-.001
	.001
	-.084
	-.719
	.474

	a. Dependent Variable: ABS_RES



Multicollinearity Test
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.
	Collinearity Statistics

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	
	Tolerance
	VIF

	1
	(Constant)
	.016
	.002
	
	7.079
	<.001
	
	

	
	NPL
	-.298
	.060
	-0.442
	-4.998
	<.001
	.993
	1.007

	
	LDR
	.003
	.001
	.272
	2,662
	.009
	.745
	1,342

	
	CAR
	.002
	.002
	.075
	.737
	.463
	.749
	1.335

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA



Autocorrelation Test
	Model Summaryb

	Model
	R
	R-Square
	Adjusted R-Square
	Standard Error of the Estimate
	Durbin-Watson

	1
	.139a
	.019
	-.013
	.00638
	2.114

	a. Predictors: (Constant), CAR, NPL, LDR

	b. Dependent Variable: ROA




[bookmark: _Toc226669439]Appendix 11. Simultaneous Test (F-Test)
F-Test for Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.002
	2
	.001
	17.664
	<.001b

	
	Residual
	.005
	94
	.000
	
	

	
	Total
	.006
	96
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA

	b. Predictors: (Constant), LDR, NPL
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F-Test for Moderated Regression Analysis
	ANOVAa

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	.003
	5
	.001
	12.360
	<.001b

	
	Residual
	.004
	91
	.000
	
	

	
	Total
	.006
	96
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA

	b. Predictors: (Constant), moderat2, NPL, LDR, CAR, moderat1




[bookmark: _Toc226669440]Appendix 12. Coefficient of Determination Test (R2)
R2 Test for Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R-Square
	Adjusted R-Square
	Standard Error of the Estimate

	1
	.523a
	.273
	.258
	.006937

	a. Predictors: (Constant), LDR, NPL



R2 Test for Moderated Regression Analysis
	Model Summary

	Model
	R
	R-Square
	Adjusted R-Square
	Standard Error of the Estimate

	1
	.636a
	.404
	.372
	.006382

	a. Predictors: (Constant), moderat2, NPL, LDR, CAR, moderat1
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t-Test for Multiple Linear Regression Analysis
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.016
	.002
	
	7.243
	<.001

	
	NPL
	-.300
	.060
	-.444
	-5.040
	<.001

	
	LDR
	.004
	.001
	.310
	3.511
	<.001

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA







t-Test for Moderated Regression Analysis
	Coefficientsa

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	.029
	.004
	
	7.974
	<.001

	
	NPL
	-.496
	.089
	-0.735
	-5.563
	<.001

	
	LDR
	-.002
	.002
	-0.172
	-1.173
	.244

	
	CAR
	-.026
	.007
	-1,052
	-3,788
	<.001

	
	moderate1
	.538
	.212
	.753
	2.541
	.013

	
	moderate2
	.005
	.002
	.785
	2.873
	.005

	a. Dependent Variable: ROA
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Average ROA in the Banking Sector for the 2020–2024 Period
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