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ABSTRACT 
 
This study examines whether Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) disclosure is 
associated with the financial performance of Indonesian listed banks during the 2020–2024 
period and whether firm size moderates this relationship. The research adopts a 
quantitative explanatory approach, where ESG disclosure is measured using a disclosure 
index developed through content analysis of annual and sustainability reports. Financial 
performance is represented by several indicators, including return on assets, return on 
equity, net profit margin, and earnings per share. The findings indicate that the direct effects 
of individual ESG disclosure dimensions on financial performance are generally weak and 
not consistently evident across different performance indicators. Meanwhile, firm size shows 
a more stable relationship with financial performance in several model specifications. When 
the moderating effect is considered, the relationship between ESG disclosure and financial 
performance appears more conditional, suggesting that the financial relevance of ESG 
practices may depend on specific bank characteristics. This study is limited by a relatively 
small sample size and the use of disclosure-based ESG measurement. Future research is 
recommended to expand the sample coverage, extend the observation period, and 
incorporate alternative ESG measurement approaches to provide more comprehensive 
insights into the relationship between ESG practices and financial performance. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) has become a central framework for 
evaluating corporate sustainability, accountability, and long term resilience (Huang, 
2021; Narula et al., 2024; Pereira & Martins, 2021). ESG disclosure, commonly 
communicated through annual reports, sustainability reports, or integrated reports, 
provides stakeholders with structured information about a firm’s environmental 
management, social responsibility, and governance practices (Arvidsson & Dumay, 2022; 
Firmansyah et al., 2023). In capital markets, ESG disclosure is frequently treated as 
decision relevant information because it can strengthen transparency, reduce 
information asymmetry, and support stakeholder monitoring, particularly for investors 
and regulators (Arvidsson & Dumay, 2022; Onjewu et al., 2023). As sustainability 
considerations increasingly influence risk assessment and capital allocation, ESG 
disclosure is expected to play a more material role in shaping how firms are evaluated 
(Maji & Lohia, 2023; Narula et al., 2024). 
 In the ASEAN region, sustainability reporting expectations have intensified 
through both regulatory developments and market initiatives. In Indonesia, sustainable 
finance has been promoted by the Financial Services Authority, and the stock exchange 
has introduced ESG related instruments, including the IDX ESG Leaders Index (Fujianti et 
al., 2024; Kartika et al., 2023). Despite these developments, ESG reporting practices in 
Indonesia still face challenges, such as uneven disclosure quality, limited comparability 
across firms, and differences in organizational capacity to implement and report ESG 
programs (Kartika et al., 2023; Purnomo et al., 2023). These constraints indicate that ESG 
disclosure may not carry uniform informational value across issuers, which creates a 
practical concern for stakeholders attempting to interpret ESG signals consistently. 
 The Indonesian banking sector provides a relevant context to examine these 
issues. Banks operate under relatively strict regulatory oversight and play a pivotal role 
in sustainable finance through financial intermediation, including the allocation of capital 
to economic activities with environmental and social implications. Banking is also a trust 
sensitive industry, where credibility and transparency can shape stakeholder confidence 
and perceived stability (Husada & Handayani, 2021). However, ESG disclosure among 
listed banks still varies in breadth and consistency, including among highly visible 
institutions (Kartika et al., 2023). This variation raises a research problem regarding 
whether differences in ESG disclosure are associated with differences in banks’ financial 
performance within the Indonesian capital market setting (Firmansyah et al., 2023; Maji 
& Lohia, 2023). 
 Prior empirical evidence on the relationship between ESG disclosure and 
financial performance remains mixed, particularly in emerging markets where disclosure 
maturity, enforcement intensity, and implementation costs differ across firms and over 
time. Some studies report positive associations between ESG disclosure and profitability 
or firm value, while others find negative or statistically insignificant relationships, 
implying that ESG may become financially relevant only under certain conditions or 
institutional environments (Huang, 2021; Maji & Lohia, 2023; Al-ahdal et al., 2023(Narula 
et al., 2024). In Indonesia, findings also remain inconclusive, with evidence suggesting 
that ESG may not always translate into improved financial outcomes or may require 
governance related mechanisms to become financially meaningful (Husada & Handayani, 
2021; Arofah & Khomsiyah, 2023). This inconsistency constitutes a research gap that 
warrants context specific testing focused on Indonesia’s listed banking sector, using 
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multiple profitability proxies and a design that can evaluate potential boundary 
conditions. 
 Firm size is a plausible boundary condition because it reflects visibility, resource 
capacity, and exposure to stakeholder scrutiny(Ahmad et al., 2023; Mahajan et al., 2023). 
Larger banks typically possess stronger financial and organizational resources to 
implement sustainability programs and produce more systematic reporting, while also 
facing higher monitoring, compliance, and reputational pressures. These conditions can 
influence both the level of ESG disclosure and its potential financial consequences, either 
through efficiency gains and reputational benefits or through higher implementation and 
compliance costs (Ahmad et al., 2023; Fujianti et al., 2024). Therefore, firm size may 
strengthen or weaken the relationship between ESG disclosure dimensions and financial 
performance, which is particularly relevant in the banking sector, where size is closely 
related to systemic importance and regulatory attention. 
 Accordingly, this study aims to examine the effects of Environmental Disclosure, 
Social Disclosure, and Governance Disclosure on the financial performance of banks listed 
on the Indonesia Stock Exchange during 2020–2024, with firm size as a moderating 
variable. Financial performance is assessed using Return on Assets, Return on Equity, Net 
Profit Margin, and Earnings per Share. ESG disclosure is operationalized through a 
structured disclosure index derived from company reports and analyzed using baseline 
and moderation specifications to evaluate both direct and conditional relationships. The 
study is expected to strengthen empirical understanding of ESG disclosure in emerging 
market banking and provide practical implications for regulators, investors, and bank 
management regarding disclosure quality, transparency, and competitiveness in 
sustainable finance. 
 
LITERATURE REVIEW, RESEARCH FRAMEWORK, AND HYPOTHESES  
Stakeholder Theory 
Stakeholder theory explains that banks must be accountable to multiple stakeholder 
groups, not only shareholders (Mahajan et al., 2023). ESG disclosure can reduce 
information asymmetry and strengthen stakeholder trust, which may support financial 
performance through reputation and stakeholder support (Arvidsson & Dumay, 2022; 
Sciarelli et al., 2021). 
 
Legitimacy Theory 
Legitimacy theory posits that firms maintain operations by aligning with societal norms 
and sustainability expectations (Akhter et al., 2023). ESG disclosure functions as a 
legitimacy mechanism that may reduce reputational risk and strengthen acceptance 
under increasing sustainable finance pressures (Hamm et al., 2022; Kartika et al., 2023) 
 
Agency Theory 
Agency theory highlights conflicts and information gaps between owners and managers, 
Disclosure serves as a monitoring tool that can reduce agency costs (Santoso et al., 2022). 
Governance disclosure is especially relevant because it signals internal control and 
oversight quality, This mechanism may support performance in regulated financial 
institutions (Onjewu et al., 2023). 
 
Triple Bottom Line (TBL) 
TBL views firm success as the integration of economic, environmental, and social 
outcomes (Pereira & Martins, 2021). ESG disclosure reflects this integration and may 
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contribute to financial performance when sustainability practices are embedded in 
strategy rather than treated as symbolic reporting (Shim et al., 2021). 
 
Signaling Theory 
Signaling theory suggests firms disclose information to reduce uncertainty and convey 
quality to investors (Handoko, 2021). ESG disclosure can act as a signal of long term 
orientation and risk governance, which may shape investor confidence and financial 
outcomes (Arvidsson & Dumay, 2022). 
 
Political Cost Theory 
Political cost theory argues that larger, more visible firms face stronger regulatory and 
public scrutiny. Therefore, they have incentives to disclose more in order to manage 
political and regulatory pressure (Al-ahdal et al., 2023). This logic supports firm size as a 
potential moderator of the ESG performance relationship (Fujianti et al., 2024). 
 
Resource-Based View (RBV) 
RBV emphasizes that performance depends on unique internal resources and capabilitie 
(Alkaraan et al., 2022). Larger banks typically possess greater resources to implement 
and report ESG programs more substantively. This capacity can strengthen the 
performance relevance of ESG disclosure (Fujianti et al., 2024; Narula et al., 2024). 
 
Research Framework 
 Based on the theoretical perspectives and empirical findings discussed in the previous 
section, this study develops a conceptual research framework to examine the relationship 
between ESG disclosure, firm size, and financial performance, as illustrated in Figure 1. 
 

 
 
Source: Adapted from Firmansyah et al., (2023) 

 
Figure 1 

Research Framework 
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performance is captured using ROA, ROE, NPM, and EPS to represent profitability, 
operational efficiency, margin strength, and shareholder oriented outcomes. The 
framework also incorporates firm size as a moderating variable because it reflects 
differences in internal resources (resource based view), external scrutiny and legitimacy 
pressure (legitimacy theory), stakeholder breadth (stakeholder theory), and political and 
regulatory exposure (political cost theory). These factors may strengthen or weaken the 
relationship between ESG disclosure and financial performance. 
 
Hypotheses 
Environmental disclosure reflects how banks communicate policies, initiatives, and 
outcomes related to environmental management and sustainability practices. Such 
disclosure provides stakeholders with information regarding how organizations address 
environmental risks and responsibilities within their operations(Arvidsson & Dumay, 
2022; Firmansyah et al., 2023). From stakeholder and legitimacy perspectives, credible 
environmental disclosure can strengthen stakeholder confidence and social acceptance. 
Transparent environmental reporting signals organizational responsibility and 
responsiveness to societal expectations, which may enhance corporate reputation and 
support long-term business sustainability (Mahajan et al., 2023). In industries that rely 
heavily on public trust, such as banking, strengthened legitimacy and stakeholder 
confidence may contribute to improved financial outcomes (Akhter et al., 2023).   
Therefore, environmental disclosure is expected to positively influence financial 
performance by enhancing legitimacy, stakeholder trust, and the credibility of 
sustainability commitments. 

H1: Environmental Disclosure positively affects the financial performance of banks 
listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.  

 
 Social disclosure indicates transparency regarding employee welfare, 
occupational health and safety, human capital development, consumer responsibility, 
and community engagement. This form of disclosure reflects how organizations 
communicate their social responsibility practices to stakeholders  (Arvidsson & Dumay, 
2022; Firmansyah et al., 2023). Stronger social disclosure can enhance corporate 
reputation and stakeholder support. When organizations demonstrate responsibility 
toward employees, customers, and communities, stakeholders may respond with greater 
trust and engagement. Such positive stakeholder relationships can reduce relational 
frictions and operational risks, thereby supporting more stable operations and 
potentially improving profitability  (Huang, 2021; Maji & Lohia, 2023). Accordingly, social 
disclosure is expected to contribute positively to the financial performance of banking 
institutions. 

H2: Social Disclosure positively affects the financial performance of banks listed on 
the Indonesia Stock Exchange. 

 
 Governance disclosure signals the extent to which banks communicate oversight 
structures, internal controls, ethical standards, and accountability mechanisms to 
stakeholders. Such transparency helps stakeholders evaluate the effectiveness of 
corporate governance systems and managerial accountability (Ahmad et al., 2023; 
Arvidsson & Dumay, 2022). Agency theory suggests that stronger governance 
transparency can reduce information asymmetry between managers and stakeholders, 
constrain opportunistic behavior, and improve the quality of strategic decision-making. 
These governance mechanisms are particularly important in highly regulated sectors 
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such as banking, where effective monitoring and accountability are essential for 
maintaining institutional credibility (Al-ahdal et al., 2023; Narula et al., 2024). Therefore, 
greater governance disclosure is expected to strengthen financial performance by 
improving transparency, accountability, and stakeholder confidence.  

H3: Governance Disclosure positively affects the financial performance of banks 
listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. 

 
 ESG disclosure is inherently multidimensional, encompassing environmental, 
social, and governance dimensions that collectively reflect a firm's sustainability 
orientation. The financial relevance of one dimension may depend on the consistency and 
integration of the other dimensions (Huang, 2021; Narula et al., 2024).  ESG disclosure 
may represent a coherent sustainability strategy and organizational capability rather 
than fragmented reporting practices. When organizations communicate ESG practices in 
a consistent and integrated manner, stakeholders may perceive the firm's sustainability 
commitments as more credible and strategically aligned. This coherence can strengthen 
stakeholder trust and enhance the credibility of risk management practices (Ahmad et al., 
2023; Maji & Lohia, 2023). Thus, integrated ESG disclosure may contribute positively to 
financial performance. credibility. 

H4: Integrated ESG Disclosure positively affects the financial performance of banks 
listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. 

 
 Firm size may influence whether environmental disclosure becomes financially 
material. Larger firms generally face stronger public scrutiny and regulatory 
expectations, which encourage more extensive environmental disclosure 
practices(Ahmad et al., 2023; Al-ahdal et al., 2023).  Large banks typically possess greater 
financial and organizational resources to implement environmental initiatives and 
sustainability reporting systems. However, these institutions may also face higher 
implementation and compliance costs associated with environmental management, 
which can influence short-term financial outcomes (Kartika et al., 2023; Narula et al., 
2024). Therefore, firm size may moderate the relationship between environmental 
disclosure and financial performance. 

H5: Firm size moderates the effect of Environmental Disclosure on the financial 
performance of banks listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. 

 
 The benefits of social disclosure may vary depending on organizational scale and 
stakeholder visibility. Larger banks interact with broader stakeholder groups and face 
stronger expectations regarding social responsibility and transparency (Huang, 2021; 
Mahajan et al., 2023). Consequently, credible social disclosure by large banks may 
generate stronger reputational benefits and stakeholder support. In contrast, smaller 
banks may experience resource constraints that limit the scope and consistency of social 
reporting (Maji & Lohia, 2023). Thus, firm size may influence the strength of the 
relationship between social disclosure and financial performance. 

H6: Firm size moderates the effect of Social Disclosure on the financial performance 
of banks listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. 

 
 As organizational size increases, operational complexity and agency problems 
may also intensify. Larger organizations often face more complex governance structures 
and greater monitoring demands (Al-ahdal et al., 2023) . To address these challenges, 
large banks may rely more heavily on governance mechanisms and disclosure practices 
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to maintain transparency and credibility under heightened regulatory and stakeholder 
scrutiny. At the same time, the costs associated with governance compliance may also 
increase (Ahmad et al., 2023; Narula et al., 2024). Accordingly, firm size may moderate 
the relationship between governance disclosure and financial performance. 

H7: Firm size moderates the effect of Governance Disclosure on the financial 
performance of banks listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange.  

 
 Integrated ESG disclosure may be more financially relevant in larger banks that 
possess the institutional capacity to embed ESG practices within their organizational 
strategy and governance systems (Huang, 2021).  Larger banks often face stronger 
scrutiny from regulators, investors, and the public, which can amplify both the benefits 
and trade-offs associated with ESG implementation. When ESG practices are effectively 
institutionalized and communicated through integrated disclosure, the resulting 
credibility may enhance stakeholder trust and corporate reputation (Maji & Lohia, 2023; 
Narula et al., 2024). Thus, firm size may influence the strength of the relationship 
between integrated ESG disclosure and financial performance. 

H8: Firm size moderates the effect of Integrated ESG Disclosure on the financial 
performance of banks listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. 

 
METHOD 
This study applies a quantitative, causal explanatory design to examine the effects of 
Environmental Disclosure, Social Disclosure, and Governance Disclosure on the financial 
performance of Indonesian listed banks, with firm size as a moderating variable. The 
study focuses on banks included in the IDX ESG Leaders Index during 2020–2024, using 
full year observations. The unit of analysis is the firm year, resulting in balanced panel 
observations for each sampled bank across five years. 
 The population comprises all banking firms listed in the IDX ESG Leaders Index 
during the observation period. The sample is determined using purposive sampling with 
the following criteria: the bank is consistently included in the IDX ESG Leaders Index 
during 2020–2024; annual reports, sustainability reports, or both are available for each 
year; audited financial statement data are complete to compute ROA, ROE, NPM, and EPS; 
and the bank does not experience delisting or major corporate restructuring that 
materially disrupts data comparability. All banks meeting these criteria are included, 
resulting in a final sample of 10 banks observed over five years, yielding 50 firm year 
observations. Because the study covers all eligible banks within the index and period, 
sample size determination follows a full coverage approach rather than a statistical 
power based estimation. 
 Data are collected from secondary sources. ESG disclosure data are obtained 
through document based content analysis of annual reports and sustainability reports, 
while financial variables are derived from audited financial statements published 
through the Indonesia Stock Exchange and official issuer disclosures. ESG disclosure is 
measured using a structured binary checklist consisting of 15 indicators, comprising 5 
environmental, 5 social, and 5 governance indicators. Each indicator is coded 1 if 
disclosed and 0 otherwise, and each dimension score is computed as the proportion of 
disclosed items within the corresponding dimension, with values ranging from 0 to 1. 
Financial performance is proxied by Return on Assets, Return on Equity, Net Profit 
Margin, and Earnings per Share, while firm size is measured as the natural logarithm of 
total assets. 
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 Data analysis is conducted using moderated regression analysis to test both direct 
and conditional relationships between ESG disclosure and financial performance. This 
approach allows the examination of both the direct effects of ESG dimensions and the 
moderating role of firm size within the same empirical framework (Ahmad et al., 2023; 
Al-ahdal et al., 2023). The baseline model estimates the effects of Environmental, Social, 
and Governance disclosure on financial performance, while the moderation model adds 
firm size and interaction terms between each disclosure dimension and firm size. Prior 
to statistical inference, several diagnostic tests were conducted to evaluate the 
assumptions underlying regression analysis, including multicollinearity, residual 
distribution, heteroskedasticity, and autocorrelation.  

These diagnostic procedures are commonly applied in empirical studies 
examining the relationship between ESG disclosure and firm performance to ensure the 
robustness and reliability of regression estimates (Huang, 2021; Narula et al., 2024). 
Specifically, residual normality was assessed using the Shapiro–Wilk test, 
heteroskedasticity was evaluated using the Glejser test, autocorrelation patterns were 
described using the Durbin–Watson statistic, and multicollinearity was assessed using 
variance inflation factors. In addition, a robustness check was performed using 
bootstrap-based inference with bias-corrected and accelerated (BCa) 95% confidence 
intervals for ESG_TOTAL and its interaction with firm size to strengthen the reliability of 
the statistical results ((Maji & Lohia, 2023; Narula et al., 2024). Statistical analyses are 
performed using IBM SPSS Statistics version 23. 
 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
Descriptive Statistics 
Descriptive statistics are used to summarize and describe the basic characteristics of the 
variables included in a study. This analysis provides an overview of the data distribution 
by presenting measures such as minimum values, maximum values, means, and standard 
deviations, which help researchers understand the general patterns and variability of the 
observed variables (D. Z. X. Huang, 2021; R. Narula et al., 2024). In studies examining 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) disclosure and firm performance, 
descriptive statistics also help illustrate the overall tendencies of ESG reporting practices 
and financial indicators before conducting further statistical analysis. 
 Table 1 presents the descriptive statistics for all variables used in this study, 
including Environmental Disclosure (ED), Social Disclosure (SD), Governance Disclosure 
(GD), the composite ESG score (ESG_TOTAL), financial performance indicators (ROA, 
ROE, NPM, and EPS), and firm size measured using the natural logarithm of total assets. 
 

Table 1 
Descriptive Statistics (N = 50) 

 
Variable N Min Max Mean Std. Dev. 

ED 50 2.00 5.00 4.48 0.839 
SD 50 1.00 5.00 4.72 0.834 
GD 50 2.00 5.00 4.80 0.639 

ESG_TOTAL 50 7.00 15.00 14.00 1.852 
ROA 50 -8.52 8.41 1.898 2.287 
ROE 50 -15.07 29.88 12.037 7.501 
NPM 50 -206.90 50.64 21.495 35.134 
EPS 50 -17.11 1101.07 296.370 268.642 

FIRM_SIZE_LN 50 7.69 14.70 12.670 1.721 
Source: Processed data, 2025 
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 Table 1 reports the descriptive statistics for all study variables (N = 50). Overall, 
ESG disclosure scores are relatively high, with mean values close to the upper end of the 
measurement scale for Environmental Disclosure (ED = 4.48), Social Disclosure (SD = 
4.72), and Governance Disclosure (GD = 4.80). The aggregated ESG measure also indicates 
high disclosure intensity, with a mean of 14.00 and a range of 7–15. 
 In contrast, financial performance indicators exhibit substantial heterogeneity 
across banks and years. ROA ranges from −8.52 to 8.41, with a mean of 1.898, while ROE 
ranges from −15.07 to 29.88, with a mean of 12.037. Dispersion is particularly 
pronounced for NPM, which ranges from −206.90 to 50.64 (mean = 21.495), and EPS, 
which ranges from −17.11 to 1101.07 (mean = 296.370). These values indicate that 
profitability outcomes differ markedly across observations. Firm size also varies 
meaningfully, with a mean of 12.670 and a range of 7.69–14.70, supporting its role as a 
contextual factor and a potential moderator in subsequent models. 
 
Classical Assumption Tests and Model Diagnostics 
Residual Normality 
Residual normality refers to the assumption that the residuals (error terms) of a 
regression model are normally distributed. This assumption is important because many 
statistical inference procedures in regression analysis rely on the normal distribution of 
residuals to ensure the validity and reliability of hypothesis testing results (Huang, 2021; 
Narula et al., 2024). When residuals are normally distributed, the estimated regression 
coefficients and associated statistical tests are considered more robust and unbiased. To 
evaluate this assumption, the Shapiro–Wilk test was employed. The Shapiro–Wilk test 
examines whether the distribution of residuals significantly deviates from a normal 
distribution. The decision rule is based on the significance value (p-value): if the p-value 
is greater than 0.05, the residuals are considered normally distributed, whereas a p-value 
lower than 0.05 indicates a deviation from normality (Maji & Lohia, 2023). 
 Table 2 summarizes the results of the Shapiro–Wilk normality test for the 
residual series generated from the regression models used in this study. 
 

Table 2 
Normality of Residuals (Shapiro–Wilk Summary) 

 
Item Result 

Number Of Residual Series Tested 17 
Residual Series With P Value < 0.05 15 
Conclusion Residual Normality Is Not Fully Satisfied 
Source: Processed data, 2025 

 
 Residual normality was assessed using the Shapiro–Wilk test across 17 residual 
series. Of these, 15 series produce p values below 0.05, indicating that the normality 
assumption is not satisfied for most model specifications. This diagnostic suggests that 
strict OLS based inference that relies on normally distributed residuals should be 
interpreted cautiously. Accordingly, the results are discussed by emphasizing coefficient 
direction, significance patterns, and complementary evidence from diagnostic checks and 
robustness oriented analyses. 
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Heteroskedasticity (Glejser Test) 
Heteroskedasticity refers to a condition in regression analysis where the variance of the 
error terms is not constant across observations. In classical linear regression, one of the 
key assumptions is homoskedasticity, meaning that the variance of the residuals remains 
constant for all levels of the independent variables. When heteroskedasticity occurs, the 
estimated regression coefficients remain unbiased but the standard errors may become 
inefficient, which can lead to unreliable statistical inference and hypothesis testing 
(Alkaraan et al., 2022; Sciarelli et al., 2021). To detect the presence of heteroskedasticity, 
this study applies the Glejser test. In this procedure, the absolute values of the regression 
residuals are regressed on the independent variables. If the independent variables 
significantly explain the absolute residual values, heteroskedasticity is indicated. The 
decision rule is based on the significance level of the regression coefficients: a p-value 
greater than 0.05 indicates the absence of heteroskedasticity, whereas a p-value lower 
than 0.05 suggests the presence of heteroskedasticity in the model (Akhter et al., 2023; 
Al-ahdal et al., 2023). 
 The results of the heteroskedasticity test using the Glejser method for each 
regression model are presented in Table 3. 
 

Table 3 
Heteroskedasticity Test (Glejser), Significant Predictors (p < 0.05) 

 
Dependent Variable Significant Predictor P Value 

ROA Zscore(ED) 0.036 
ROA Zscore(SD) 0.032 
ROA ZEDxZSIZE 0.001 
ROA ZSDxZSIZE 0.014 
ROA ZGDxZSIZE 0.029 
ROE ZEDxZSIZE 0.025 
NPM Zscore(SD) 0.024 
NPM ZEDxZSIZE 0.002 
NPM ZSDxZSIZE 0.024 
NPM ZGDxZSIZE 0.016 
EPS None 

 

Source: Processed data, 2025 
 
 The Glejser test provides evidence of heteroskedasticity in multiple 
specifications, particularly for ROA and NPM. For the ROA model, significant predictors 
include Zscore(ED) (p = 0.036) and Zscore(SD) (p = 0.032). Heteroskedasticity is also 
indicated by significant interaction terms, namely ZEDxZSIZE (p = 0.001), ZSDxZSIZE (p 
= 0.014), and ZGDxZSIZE (p = 0.029), suggesting that error variance is not constant in this 
specification. 
 For the ROE model, heteroskedasticity is indicated by ZEDxZSIZE (p = 0.025). 
For the NPM model, significant predictors include Zscore(SD) (p = 0.024) and interaction 
terms ZEDxZSIZE (p = 0.002), ZSDxZSIZE (p = 0.024), and ZGDxZSIZE (p = 0.016). By 
contrast, no significant Glejser predictors are detected for EPS, suggesting comparatively 
more stable variance in that specification. 
 Overall, these findings imply that heteroskedasticity may affect standard errors 
in several models. Therefore, the results should be interpreted with attention to 
consistency across specifications and supported by complementary robustness evidence. 
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Autocorrelation Diagnostic (Durbin–Watson) 
Autocorrelation refers to a condition in regression analysis where the residuals are 
correlated with one another across observations. In classical linear regression models, 
one of the key assumptions is that the error terms are independent. When 
autocorrelation occurs, the residuals from one observation are systematically related to 
the residuals of another observation. This situation can lead to inefficient parameter 
estimates and biased standard errors, which may distort statistical inference in empirical 
research (Mahajan et al., 2023; Shim et al., 2021). To detect the presence of 
autocorrelation in the regression model, this study employs the Durbin–Watson (DW) 
statistic. The Durbin–Watson test evaluates the correlation between adjacent residuals 
in the regression model. The value of the Durbin–Watson statistic ranges from 0 to 4. A 
value close to 2 indicates that there is no autocorrelation in the residuals. A value 
substantially below 2 suggests positive autocorrelation, whereas a value substantially 
above 2 indicates negative autocorrelation (Pereira & Martins, 2021; Purnomo et al., 
2023). 
 The Durbin–Watson statistics for each regression model in this study are 
summarized in Table 4. 
 

Table 4 
Durbin–Watson Statistic 

 
Dependent Variable Model (1) Model (2) 

ROA 1.346 0.987 
ROE 1.263 1.307 
NPM 1.838 1.652 
EPS 1.306 1.394 
Source: Processed data, 2025 

 
 Durbin–Watson statistics are reported as supplementary diagnostics to describe 
potential serial correlation patterns in the residuals. For ROA, the values are 1.346 for 
Model (1) and 0.987 for Model (2). For ROE, the corresponding values are 1.263 and 
1.307. NPM records 1.838 for Model (1) and 1.652 for Model (2), while EPS shows 1.306 
and 1.394. Although these statistics are not used as the primary basis for hypothesis 
conclusions, they provide additional context regarding residual behavior and support a 
cautious interpretation of coefficient inference. 
 
Multicollinearity Diagnostic (VIF Summary) 
Multicollinearity refers to a condition in regression analysis in which two or more 
independent variables are highly correlated with each other. When such correlations 
exist, it becomes difficult to distinguish the individual contribution of each explanatory 
variable to the dependent variable. Although multicollinearity does not bias the 
regression coefficients, it may increase the standard errors of the estimates and reduce 
the reliability of statistical inference in empirical models (Huang, 2021; Maji & Lohia, 
2023). To detect multicollinearity, this study applies the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF). 
The VIF indicates how much the variance of an estimated regression coefficient increases 
because of correlations among the independent variables. A commonly applied rule of 
thumb suggests that a VIF value below 10 indicates that multicollinearity is not 
problematic, while a VIF value substantially above 10 signals a high level of 
multicollinearity that may affect the stability of the regression estimates (Ahmad et al., 
2023; Firmansyah et al., 2023). 
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 The summary of the multicollinearity diagnostic results for the regression models 
used in this study is presented in Table 5.  
 

Table 5 
Multicollinearity Diagnostic (VIF Summary) 

 
Model Vif Range (Reported) Note 

MODEL (1) Approx. 1.48 to 2.08 Low multicollinearity 
MODEL (2) Increases substantially (example vif for zscore(sd) 

approx. 31.78) 
Interaction terms may inflate 
VIF 

Source: Processed data, 2025 
 
 Multicollinearity diagnostics indicate that Model (1) is not exposed to serious 
collinearity concerns, as VIF values range approximately from 1.48 to 2.08. In Model (2), 
VIF values increase substantially. For example, the VIF for Zscore(SD) is approximately 
31.78. This inflation is commonly observed in moderated regression because interaction 
terms tend to increase collinearity, even when variables are standardized. Therefore, 
interpretation of Model (2) emphasizes sign consistency, interaction patterns, and overall 
model fit rather than VIF magnitude alone. 
 
Regression Results 
Regression analysis is a statistical technique used to examine the relationship between 
one dependent variable and several independent variables. The purpose of applying 
regression in empirical research is to estimate the magnitude and direction of the 
relationship between explanatory variables and outcome variables, as well as to 
determine whether these relationships are statistically significant. In studies examining 
environmental, social, and governance (ESG) practices, regression models are commonly 
used to evaluate how ESG disclosures influence corporate financial performance 
indicators(Huang, 2021; Narula et al., 2024). 
 This study estimates two regression specifications to analyze the relationship 
between ESG disclosures and firm financial performance. Model (1) represents the 
baseline model that evaluates the direct effects of Environmental Disclosure (ED), Social 
Disclosure (SD), Governance Disclosure (GD), and firm size on financial performance 
indicators. Model (2) extends the baseline specification by incorporating interaction 
terms between ESG disclosure variables and firm size. The inclusion of interaction 
variables allows the analysis to test whether firm size moderates the relationship 
between ESG disclosures and firm financial performance (Ahmad et al., 2023; Al-ahdal et 
al., 2023). 
 
Model 1: Main Effects (ED, SD, GD, Firm Size) 
Model (1) evaluates the direct relationship between ESG disclosure dimensions and firm 
financial performance without considering moderating effects. In this specification, ED, 
SD, GD, and firm size are treated as independent variables that directly influence financial 
performance indicators. Such baseline models are widely applied in ESG-performance 
research to identify whether sustainability-related disclosures have a measurable effect 
on corporate financial outcomes (Arvidsson & Dumay, 2022; Maji & Lohia, 2023). 
 The estimation results for the baseline regression model are summarized in Table 
6.  
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Table 6 

Regression Results for Model (1) 
 

Variable ROA ROE NPM EPS 
Constant -3.123 (-

1.127) 
-25.278*** (-

3.222) 
-137.669*** (-

3.715) 
-957.328*** (-

3.440) 
ED 0.735 (1.613) 1.684 (1.305) 9.432 (1.547) 1.802 (0.039) 
SD 0.445 (0.819) 1.599 (1.040) -4.637 (-0.639) -9.317 (-0.171) 
GD 0.678 (1.016) 1.968 (1.042) 3.833 (0.430) 18.100 (0.270) 
Firm_Size_Ln -0.286 (-

1.152) 
1.009 (1.434) 9.502*** (2.861) 94.924*** (3.806) 

Observations 50 50 50 50 
R Squared 0.151 0.367 0.356 0.379 
Adjusted R 
Squared 

0.075 0.311 0.299 0.324 

F Statistic 1.993 6.528 6.229 6.873 
Durbin Watson 1.346 1.263 1.838 1.306 

Note: values in parentheses are t statistics. Significance: *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.10. 
Source: Processed data, 2025 
 
 In Model (1), none of the ESG disclosure dimensions are statistically significant 
predictors of ROA. The coefficients are ED (B = 0.735; t = 1.613), SD (B = 0.445; t = 0.819), 
and GD (B = 0.678; t = 1.016). Firm size is also insignificant (B = −0.286; t = −1.152). The 
ROA model explains limited variance (R² = 0.151; adjusted R² = 0.075), and overall model 
fit is weak (F = 1.993). This pattern suggests that ROA variation is not well captured by 
these predictors in the baseline specification. 
 For ROE, the constant term is negative and significant (B = −25.278; t = −3.222; 
p < 0.01). However, ED (B = 1.684; t = 1.305), SD (B = 1.599; t = 1.040), GD (B = 1.968; t = 
1.042), and firm size (B = 1.009; t = 1.434) remain statistically insignificant. The ROE 
model shows moderate fit (R² = 0.367; adjusted R² = 0.311) and is jointly significant (F = 
6.528). This indicates that ROE is more predictable at the model level, even though 
individual ESG dimensions do not exhibit significant effects on their own. 
 For NPM, firm size is the only significant predictor (B = 9.502; t = 2.861; p < 
0.01). In contrast, ED (B = 9.432; t = 1.547), SD (B = −4.637; t = −0.639), and GD (B = 3.833; 
t = 0.430) are insignificant. The model fit statistics are R² = 0.356 and F = 6.229. 
 For EPS, firm size remains strongly positive and significant (B = 94.924; t = 
3.806; p < 0.01). Meanwhile, ED (B = 1.802; t = 0.039), SD (B = −9.317; t = −0.171), and 
GD (B = 18.100; t = 0.270) are insignificant. The model fit statistics are R² = 0.379 and F 
= 6.873. 
 Collectively, these findings suggest that firm size is more consistently associated 
with financial performance, particularly for NPM and EPS, than the disaggregated ESG 
disclosure dimensions in the baseline models. 
 
Model 2 (Moderation Model): Interaction Effects of ESG Dimensions and Firm Size 
Model (2) extends the baseline model by incorporating interaction terms between ESG 
disclosure variables and firm size. The purpose of including interaction variables is to 
evaluate whether the influence of ESG disclosures on financial performance varies 
depending on the size of the firm. Moderation models are commonly used in corporate 
governance and sustainability research to test whether firm characteristics strengthen or 
weaken the relationship between ESG practices and firm performance (Akhter et al., 
2023; Firmansyah et al., 2023) 
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 The regression results for the moderation model are presented in Table 7.  
 

Table 7 
Regression Results for Model (2) 

 
Variable ROA ROE NPM EPS 

CONSTANT 3.361*** (6.619) 15.462*** 
(9.255) 

37.639*** (8.172) 271.909*** 
(4.238) 

ED 0.482 (1.351) 1.746 (1.488) -0.260 (-0.080) 15.984 (0.355) 
SD -1.592 (-1.112) -4.484 (-0.952) -12.494 (-0.963) -2.120 (-0.012) 
GD -1.108 (-1.438) -3.148 (-1.242) -6.792 (-0.972) 26.932 (0.277) 
Firm_Size_Ln -0.433 (-1.060) 2.454* (1.823) 11.012*** (2.968) 173.552*** 

(3.358) 
ZEDXZSIZE -0.556 (-1.636) 0.107 (0.096) -20.620*** (-

6.686) 
35.631 (0.829) 

ZSDXZSIZE -1.142 (-1.349) -3.356 (-1.205) -5.279 (-0.688) 3.474 (0.032) 
ZGDXZSIZE -1.163** (-

2.085) 
-3.573* (-1.948) -4.409 (-0.872) 6.921 (0.098) 

Observations 50 50 50 50 
R Squared 0.483 0.479 0.820 0.401 
Adjusted R 
Squared 

0.396 0.392 0.790 0.302 

F Statistic 5.597 5.522 27.259 4.022 
Durbin Watson 0.987 1.307 1.652 1.394 

Note: values in parentheses are t statistics. Significance: *** p < 0.01; ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.10. 
Source: Processed data, 2025 
 
 In Model (2), moderation evidence differs across performance proxies, 
suggesting that conditional effects may be specific to the performance measure. For ROA, 
the interaction between governance disclosure and firm size is negative and significant 
(ZGDxZSIZE B = −1.163; t = −2.085; p < 0.05), indicating that the marginal association of 
governance disclosure with ROA weakens as firm size increases. The interaction between 
ED and firm size is negative but not significant (ZEDxZSIZE B = −0.556; t = −1.636). The 
interaction between SD and firm size is also not significant (ZSDxZSIZE B = −1.142; t = 
−1.349). Model ϐit improves relative to the baseline for ROA (R² = 0.483; adjusted R² = 
0.396; F = 5.597), implying that including interaction terms provides additional 
explanatory power. 
 For ROE, firm size shows marginal significance (B = 2.454; t = 1.823; p < 0.10). 
The interaction between governance disclosure and firm size is also marginal and 
negative (ZGDxZSIZE B = −3.573; t = −1.948; p < 0.10), while the other interaction terms 
remain statistically insignificant. 
 For NPM, the strongest moderation effect appears in the interaction between ED 
and firm size, which is negative and highly significant (ZEDxZSIZE B = −20.620; t = −6.686; 
p < 0.01). Firm size also remains positive and significant (B = 11.012; t = 2.968; p < 0.01). 
This specification achieves very high explanatory power (R² = 0.820; adjusted R² = 0.790; 
F = 27.259), indicating that the moderation structure is particularly informative for NPM. 
 For EPS, firm size remains strongly positive and significant (B = 173.552; t = 
3.358; p < 0.01). In contrast, ESG main effects and interaction terms are not statistically 
supported, suggesting that EPS in this model is driven more by scale than by variation in 
ESG disclosure. 
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Robustness Check: Bootstrap Estimates for ESG Total (BCa 95% Confidence 
Interval) 
To make the inference more robust against deviations from classical assumptions, a 
bootstrap test was conducted to evaluate the relationship between ESG_TOTAL and 
financial performance, as well as the potential moderating effect of firm size. Bootstrap 
resampling is widely applied in empirical financial and sustainability research to obtain 
more reliable parameter estimates and confidence intervals when the underlying data 
may deviate from standard regression assumptions (Akhter et al., 2023; Arvidsson & 
Dumay, 2022).  

In this robustness test, the bootstrap estimation results are presented in two 
panels. Panel A evaluates the direct effects of ESG_TOTAL and firm size on financial 
performance indicators. Meanwhile, Panel B examines the moderating role of firm size by 
including the interaction term between ESG_TOTAL and firm size (ESG_TOTAL × Firm 
Size). This two-panel specification allows the analysis to compare the baseline ESG–
performance relationship with the model that incorporates moderation effects (Al-ahdal 
et al., 2023; Firmansyah et al., 2023). 
 
Panel A: Direct Effects 
Panel A reports the bootstrap estimation results for the direct relationship between 
ESG_TOTAL and financial performance indicators, including ROA, ROE, NPM, and EPS. 
This model focuses on the main effects of ESG_TOTAL and firm size without incorporating 
interaction variables. 
 The detailed bootstrap results for the direct-effect model are presented in Table 
8.  
 

Table 8 
Bootstrap BCa 95% CI Panel A (ESG_TOTAL and Financial Performance) 

 
Variable ROA ROE NPM EPS 

Constant 1.898*** [p = 
0.001; CI 1.262–

2.432] 

12.037*** [p < 
0.001; CI 10.657–

14.734] 

21.495*** [p = 
0.007; CI 10.402–

28.030] 

296.370*** [p < 
0.001; CI 215.052–

377.281] 
Z(ESG_TOTAL) 1.124* [p = 

0.054; CI 0.240–
2.143] 

3.138** [p = 
0.014; CI 0.732–

6.605] 

4.325 [p = 0.489; 
CI -1.982–15.186] 

-8.918 [p = 0.843; CI 
-115.315–115.466] 

Z(FIRM_SIZE_LN) -0.488 [p = 
0.547; CI -

1.626–1.062] 

-0.954 [p = 0.643; 
CI -5.158–1.791] 

16.826 [p = 0.359; 
CI 3.392–34.861] 

130.953*** [p = 
0.002; CI 59.462–

259.444] 
.Source: Processed data, 2025 
 
 Bootstrap inference provides complementary evidence for the aggregated ESG 
measure. ESG_TOTAL shows marginal support for ROA (B = 1.124; p = 0.054; BCa 95% CI 
from 0.240 to 2.143) and significant support for ROE (B = 3.138; p = 0.014; BCa 95% CI 
from 0.732 to 6.605). In contrast, the association is not supported for NPM (p = 0.489) 
and EPS (p = 0.843), as the confidence intervals include zero. 
 
Panel B: Moderation (ESG_TOTAL × Firm Size) 
Panel B extends the bootstrap analysis by incorporating the interaction term between 
ESG_TOTAL and firm size in order to evaluate whether firm size moderates the 
relationship between ESG performance and financial performance indicators. 
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 The bootstrap estimation results for the moderation model are summarized in 
Table 9.  

Table 9 
Bootstrap BCa 95% CI Panel B (Moderation via ESG_TOTAL × Firm Size) 

 
Variable ROA ROE NPM EPS 

Constant 2.790*** [p = 
0.002; CI 

2.039–3.265] 

13.594*** [p < 
0.001; CI 11.895–

14.822] 

36.123*** [p = 
0.001; CI 25.673–

44.191] 

267.785*** [p < 
0.001; CI 208.654–

335.936] 
Z(ESG_TOTAL) -0.517 [p = 

0.598; CI -
2.471–1.543] 

0.357 [p = 0.827; 
CI -2.962–4.893] 

-22.581 [p = 
0.388; CI -

59.423–6.772] 

57.444 [p = 0.202; 
CI -72.942–

134.722] 
Z(FIRM_SIZE_LN) -0.489 [p = 

0.442; CI -
1.492–0.508] 

1.709 [p = 0.266; 
CI -1.110–4.758] 

16.800 [p = 
0.302; CI 4.167–

25.670] 

162.010*** [p = 
0.003; CI 91.982–

286.891] 
Z(ESG_TOTAL×SIZE) -1.367* [p = 

0.074; CI -
2.453–0.264] 

-2.386* [p = 
0.060; CI -4.840–

1.550] 

-22.417 [p = 
0.348; CI -

39.714–1.109] 

43.805 [p = 0.137; 
CI -41.565–

110.098] 
Source: Processed data, 2025 
 
 After the interaction term is introduced, the direct effect of ESG_TOTAL becomes 
statistically insignificant across outcomes. The interaction term ZESGxZSIZE is negative 
and only marginal for ROA (B = −1.367; p = 0.074) and ROE (B = −2.386; p = 0.060). 
However, the BCa confidence intervals include zero, indicating that moderation evidence 
is suggestive rather than definitive. Firm size remains strongly positive for EPS (B = 
162.010; p = 0.003; BCa 95% CI from 91.982 to 286.891), reinforcing the consistent role 
of scale in explaining EPS. 
 
Hypothesis Testing 
Hypothesis testing indicates that the direct effects of ESG disclosure dimensions on 
financial performance are largely weak in the baseline specification. Moderation testing 
suggests that firm size conditions selected relationships between ESG disclosure and 
performance. The results also show that the magnitude and significance of ESG effects 
differ across performance proxies, implying that ESG disclosure may be financially 
material only under certain performance definitions and organizational contexts. 
 

First Hypothesis (H1): Environmental Disclosure positively affects financial 
performance 

  
 H1 is not supported. Environmental Disclosure (ED) is statistically insignificant 
across all baseline models, including ROA (t = 1.613), ROE (t = 1.305), NPM (t = 1.547), 
and EPS (t = 0.039). This finding suggests that environmental disclosure, when captured 
as a disclosure dimension, does not automatically translate into short term 
improvements in profitability or earnings per share during the observation period. 
 

Second Hypothesis (H2): Social Disclosure positively affects financial performance 
  

H2 is not supported. Social Disclosure (SD) shows no significant association with 
ROA (t = 0.819), ROE (t = 1.040), NPM (t = −0.639), or EPS (t = −0.171). This implies that 
the benefits of social disclosure may be reputational or relational in nature and may 
require longer horizons or alternative outcome measures to be reflected in accounting 
performance. 
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Third Hypothesis (H3): Governance Disclosure positively affects financial 

performance 
 H3 is not supported in the main effects model. Governance Disclosure (GD) is 
insignificant for ROA (t = 1.016), ROE (t = 1.042), NPM (t = 0.430), and EPS (t = 0.270). 
However, governance disclosure becomes relevant under moderation testing (H7), 
indicating that its financial implications may depend on bank size and associated 
monitoring or compliance intensity. 
 

Fourth Hypothesis (H4): ESG disclosure jointly affects financial performance 
 
H4 receives partial support, depending on how ESG is operationalized. In the 

disaggregated baseline model, ED, SD, and GD do not show individually significant effects, 
implying weak direct evidence for a joint ESG effect in that specification. However, 
robustness inference using the composite ESG_TOTAL indicates a positive association 
with ROA at marginal significance (p = 0.054) and a significant association with ROE (p = 
0.014), while remaining insignificant for NPM (p = 0.489) and EPS (p = 0.843). This 
pattern suggests that a composite ESG signal may be more closely reflected in asset and 
equity based profitability than in margin based or earnings per share measures. 
 

Fifth Hypothesis (H5): Firm size moderates the effect of Environmental Disclosure on 
financial performance 

 
H5 is supported for NPM but not for other proxies. The interaction between ED 

and firm size is negative and strongly significant for NPM (ZED×ZSIZE: t = −6.686; p < 
0.01), indicating that the association between environmental disclosure and margin 
profitability becomes weaker, or more adverse, as firm size increases. For ROA (t = 
−1.636), ROE (t = 0.096), and EPS (t = 0.829), the moderation effect is not supported. 
Substantively, this suggests that larger banks may face higher environmental compliance, 
reporting, or implementation costs that are more visible in profitability margins. 

 
Sixth Hypothesis (H6): Firm size moderates the effect of Social Disclosure on financial 

performance 
 
H6 is not supported. The interaction between SD and firm size is insignificant for 

ROA (t = −1.349), ROE (t = −1.205), NPM (t = −0.688), and EPS (t = 0.032). This indicates 
that the financial consequences of social disclosure do not materially differ between 
larger and smaller banks in this sample, at least under the selected accounting based 
performance proxies. 

 
Seventh Hypothesis (H7): Firm size moderates the effect of Governance Disclosure on 

financial performance 
 
H7 receives support for ROA and weak support for ROE. The interaction between 

GD and firm size is negative and significant for ROA (ZGD×ZSIZE: t = −2.085; p < 0.05), 
suggesting that the marginal association of governance disclosure with ROA diminishes 
as firm size increases. For ROE, the interaction is negative and marginally significant (t = 
−1.948; p < 0.10), while it is not supported for NPM (t = −0.872) and EPS (t = 0.098). This 
finding implies that, in larger banks, governance related disclosure and monitoring 
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structures may be associated with profitability pressures or tighter constraints that 
dampen accounting returns. 

 
Eighth Hypothesis (H8): Firm size moderates the effect of overall ESG disclosure on 

financial performance 
 
H8 is suggestive but not definitive. Bootstrap moderation indicates negative and 

marginal interaction effects for ROA (p = 0.074) and ROE (p = 0.060), while the 
interaction is insignificant for NPM (p = 0.348) and EPS (p = 0.137). Importantly, the BCa 
95% confidence intervals for the ROA and ROE interactions include zero, implying that 
the moderation evidence does not meet a strict interval based robustness criterion. 
Therefore, the moderating role of firm size for overall ESG disclosure should be 
interpreted as indicative rather than conclusive. 
 
Overall Interpretation 
Across models, firm size shows a consistently positive association with financial 
performance in several specifications, particularly for NPM (t = 2.968; p < 0.01) and EPS 
(t = 3.358; p < 0.01) in the moderation model. This pattern indicates that scale advantages 
remain a primary driver of profitability differences. Meanwhile, the strongest conditional 
relationship is the negative interaction between ED and firm size for NPM, and the key 
governance related moderation effect is observed for ROA. Collectively, these findings 
support the view that ESG disclosure is not uniformly reflected in banking performance, 
but may become financially relevant under specific firm characteristics and performance 
definitions. 
 
Discusion 
The findings indicate that the relationship between Environmental Disclosure, Social 
Disclosure, and Governance Disclosure and the financial performance of Indonesian 
listed banks during 2020–2024 is context dependent and does not consistently appear as 
a uniform direct effect across performance proxies. In the baseline specifications, the 
coefficients of ED, SD, and GD are statistically insignificant for ROA, ROE, NPM, and EPS, 
whereas firm size emerges as a more stable driver of performance in certain models, 
particularly for NPM and EPS. This pattern suggests that variation in bank performance 
is more sensitive to scale related characteristics than to differences in ESG disclosure 
dimensions. In this sample, ESG disclosure scores are relatively high and less dispersed, 
which may reduce variation and weaken the explanatory power of ESG disclosure in 
direct tests. 
 Regarding the direct effect hypotheses, the empirical results do not provide 
strong support for H1, H2, and H3 because ED, SD, and GD are not significant predictors 
across the profitability measures in the baseline model. From a theoretical standpoint, 
this outcome remains plausible in emerging market settings where ESG disclosure may 
function primarily as a legitimacy and compliance signal rather than an immediately 
monetizable source of competitive advantage. Stakeholder and legitimacy perspectives 
posit that firms may expand disclosure to meet regulatory and societal expectations 
without necessarily generating short term improvements in accounting profitability, 
particularly when implementation and reporting costs are nontrivial (Arvidsson & 
Dumay, 2022; (Kartika et al., 2023). In addition, prior evidence on ESG and financial 
performance remains mixed in developing economies, reinforcing the interpretation that 
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the absence of significance can be consistent with institutional conditions, disclosure 
quality, and time horizon differences (Husada & Handayani, 2021; Narula et al., 2024). 
 In contrast to the ESG dimensions, firm size shows a positive association with 
NPM and EPS in the baseline model. This aligns with the argument that larger banks may 
benefit from economies of scale, broader revenue diversification, and stronger access to 
funding, which can translate into superior margins and earnings per share. From a 
resource based view, larger asset bases imply greater internal capacity for efficiency, 
process improvement, and strengthened risk management systems, which can support 
performance outcomes (Alkaraan et al., 2022; Fujianti et al., 2024). Accordingly, firm size 
appears to exert a more dominant influence on profitability variation than disclosure 
intensity at the dimension level. 
 For the moderation hypotheses, the results suggest that the role of ESG 
disclosure may change when conditioned by firm size, although the pattern is not uniform 
across ESG dimensions and performance proxies. The clearest moderation evidence is 
observed for NPM through the interaction between ED and firm size, which is negative 
and highly significant. This indicates that the marginal relationship between ED and NPM 
diminishes as bank size increases. One plausible interpretation is that, in larger banks, 
expanded environmental disclosure may coincide with higher compliance, monitoring, 
and implementation costs, thereby reducing short term margins. This explanation is 
consistent with political cost theory, which emphasizes that highly visible firms face 
greater regulatory and public scrutiny and may bear higher political and compliance 
costs (Al-ahdal et al., 2023; Fujianti et al., 2024). In addition, the interaction between 
governance disclosure and firm size shows negative signals for ROA and ROE, implying 
that, among larger banks, greater governance disclosure is not necessarily accompanied 
by stronger accounting profitability. This pattern may reflect organizational complexity, 
additional control processes, and coordination costs. The fact that moderation effects are 
not consistently supported across all models also accords with the view that ESG becomes 
financially material only under certain boundary conditions rather than as a universal 
relationship (Huang, 2021; Ahmad et al., 2023). 
 When ESG is operationalized as an aggregate construct using ESG_TOTAL, the 
bootstrap based robustness results provide additional nuance. ESG_TOTAL shows a 
positive and statistically significant association with ROE and a marginally significant 
association with ROA, while remaining insignificant for NPM and EPS. This may indicate 
that return based measures are more responsive to overall sustainability consistency 
than to separate disclosure pillars, because aggregation can better capture integrated 
ESG practices and reduce measurement noise at the dimension level. This interpretation 
is consistent with the view that ESG is a multidimensional construct whose explanatory 
power may strengthen when treated holistically (Firmansyah et al., 2023). However, after 
introducing the interaction between ESG_TOTAL and firm size, moderation evidence 
becomes weaker and remains suggestive rather than definitive. Therefore, claims 
regarding aggregate moderation should be stated cautiously. 
 Overall, this study contributes to the ESG literature in emerging markets by 
underscoring that ESG disclosure in Indonesian banking does not consistently translate 
into strong direct effects on profitability across multiple accounting proxies. Instead, ESG 
disclosure may operate through conditional mechanisms that vary by firm size and by the 
selected performance indicator. The findings reinforce stakeholder and legitimacy 
arguments that interpret disclosure as accountability and expectation management. At 
the same time, political cost theory and resource based reasoning help explain why scale 
can alter the direction or strength of ESG performance linkages. From a practical 
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perspective, bank managers should distinguish between disclosure aimed at compliance 
and reputation and ESG initiatives designed to create measurable economic value. In 
addition, sustainability implementation should be accompanied by cost discipline so that 
potential benefits are not offset by reduced margins, particularly in larger institutions. 
For regulators and investors, the results highlight the importance of improving disclosure 
comparability and substance so that ESG information becomes more decision useful 
rather than primarily symbolic. 
 Several limitations should be acknowledged. The sample size is relatively 
limited, and heterogeneity across banks and years may not be fully captured in simple 
specifications. Diagnostic indications such as residual non normality and 
heteroskedasticity in some models suggest that inference should be interpreted 
prudently. Moreover, ESG effects may be delayed, while accounting indicators can reflect 
costs more quickly than long term benefits. Future research may extend the observation 
period, apply stronger panel approaches to address unobserved heterogeneity and 
potential endogeneity, incorporate lag structures to test delayed ESG effects, and examine 
differences across bank size groups, business models, and more granular measures of 
disclosure quality. 
 
CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTION 
This study finds that Environmental, Social, and Governance disclosure among 
Indonesian listed banks during 2020 to 2024 does not show a uniformly consistent 
relationship with accounting based financial performance when each ESG dimension is 
tested separately. This pattern supports the view that the relationship between ESG 
disclosure and financial performance is context dependent and may not translate into 
immediate profitability effects. At the same time, firm size appears to operate as a 
moderating condition, as the influence of ESG related disclosure tends to weaken for 
larger banks in several model specifications.  

This suggests that differences in organizational capacity, regulatory scrutiny, and 
sustainability implementation costs across bank sizes may shape how disclosure relates 
to financial outcomes. By emphasizing the conditional nature of the ESG disclosure 
relationship in the Indonesian banking context, this study contributes to a more nuanced 
understanding in which ESG evaluation considers firm characteristics rather than 
focusing only on disclosure intensity. 

Future research is encouraged to extend the observation period and incorporate 
alternative performance measures that may better capture longer term ESG materiality. 
Subsequent studies should also refine ESG measurement by focusing on disclosure depth 
and quality rather than relying only on whether items are reported. In addition, future 
work may incorporate additional firm level and governance controls to reduce omitted 
variable bias and test whether the relationship differs across banking business models 
and regulatory environments. These extensions may strengthen the robustness and 
interpretability of empirical findings. 
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