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ABSTRACT 
	Aims: This study examines the determinants of Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) disclosure and analyzes its impact on financial performance in companies operating in Indonesia’s agroindustry and high-pollution sectors.
Study design:  This research uses a quantitative explanatory research design.
Place and Duration of Study: The study covers companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX), using secondary data from financial reports, annual reports, and sustainability reports published through company websites. The observation period follows the availability of ESG and financial disclosure data during the study timeframe.
Methodology: The study applies a quantitative approach using secondary data. The sample consists of 234 companies from agroindustry and other high-pollution sectors, including mining, fossil fuels, fashion, food retail, transportation, and construction. ESG disclosure is measured using an ESG Score. Three regression models are estimated. The first model analyzes determinants of ESG disclosure. The second and third models test the impact of ESG disclosure on financial performance. Multiple linear regression is used to examine the relationships between ESG disclosure, company age, sales growth, and financial performance measured by Return on Assets (ROA).
Results: The results show that ESG disclosure has a significant positive effect on ROA. Company age also shows a significant positive relationship with ROA, indicating that firms with longer operational histories tend to have better financial performance. Sales growth does not have a statistically significant effect on ROA. Overall, the findings indicate that higher ESG disclosure is associated with stronger financial performance, particularly among firms in high-pollution sectors.
Conclusion: The study concludes that ESG disclosure plays an important role in enhancing financial performance in Indonesian agroindustry and high-pollution companies. Integrating ESG considerations into corporate strategy can support both sustainability objectives and financial outcomes. These findings highlight the relevance of ESG practices for companies facing higher environmental and social risks.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In the era of globalization and increasing environmental awareness, the concept of Environmental, Social and Governance (ESG) has become the center of attention of corporate stakeholders around the world. ESG is a framework comprehensively designed to assist companies in identifying, measuring, and managing various risks and opportunities related to environmental, social, and governance aspects. In this regard, ESG disclosure is not only an important tool for companies to meet global regulations and standards, but also a strategy to build a good reputation, increase stakeholder trust, and ensure the long-term sustainability of their business. By implementing robust ESG practices, companies can become more proactive in the face of global challenges such as climate change, social inequality, and poor corporate governance, while demonstrating their commitment to sustainability and social responsibility [1].  
Agro-industrial and industrial companies, including those in high-pollution sectors such as mining, fossil fuel combustion, fashion, food retail, transportation, and construction, play a crucial role in Indonesia's national economy. These industries contribute significantly to state revenue, job creation, infrastructure development, and technological advancements. However, their substantial economic contributions are often accompanied by negative environmental impacts, including greenhouse gas emissions, water and air pollution, and ecosystem degradation. As major contributors to environmental degradation, companies in these sectors face increasing pressure to adopt more responsible and sustainable business practices.
In this context, Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) disclosure has become highly relevant and essential. Through ESG disclosure, companies can demonstrate their commitment to reducing negative environmental impacts and improving social and governance practices. ESG reporting also enables companies to transparently communicate their sustainability practices, which can enhance their reputation among key stakeholders, including investors, consumers, and regulators. Furthermore, ESG disclosure assists companies in identifying environmental and social risks that may not have been previously apparent, allowing them to implement more effective and strategic preventive measures [2]. Despite the growing body of research on ESG and financial performance, critical challenges remain in understanding the nuanced and contextualized dynamics of ESG implementation. One notable issue is the lack of a standardized framework for ESG disclosure, which creates inconsistencies in reporting and challenges in comparing data across companies and industries. This inconsistency is particularly pronounced in developing countries like Indonesia, where ESG regulations are still evolving, and enforcement mechanisms may be less stringent. Additionally, while ESG practices are often portrayed as universally beneficial, their actual impact may vary depending on industry-specific characteristics, regional contexts, and the maturity of the regulatory environment. For instance, in high-pollution industries, companies may face significant trade-offs between achieving short-term financial goals and investing in sustainable practices, which could influence their ESG performance.
Previous studies have shown that ESG disclosure can influence a company's financial performance. Companies with higher levels of ESG disclosure tend to exhibit better financial performance due to their ability to manage environmental and social risks effectively while enhancing their reputation among investors and consumers [3]. Additionally, the age of a company is often considered a factor affecting financial performance. Older companies typically possess more experience and stronger resources to manage their businesses, which ultimately can improve their financial performance [4]. However, the impact of sales growth on financial performance remains a subject of debate. Some studies suggest that sales growth does not always have a significant impact on financial performance due to factors such as operational efficiency and cost structure [5].
Although considerable research has explored the relationship between ESG and financial performance, several research gaps still require further investigation. First, most prior studies have predominantly focused on companies in developed countries, with limited attention to the context of developing countries like Indonesia. Second, there is a scarcity of research specifically examining the impact of ESG on highly polluting industries, particularly in Indonesia. Third, previous studies often overlook the role of other factors, such as company age and sales growth, in the relationship between ESG and financial performance.
This study offers several significant contributions. First, it is conducted in the context of Indonesia, a developing country with complex environmental issues, providing a new perspective relevant to local conditions. Second, the study focuses on companies operating in high-pollution industries, such as agro-industry, mining, fossil fuel combustion, fashion, food retail, transportation, and construction. This focus contributes to understanding ESG dynamics in industries that are major contributors to pollution. Third, the study not only examines the impact of ESG but also considers the roles of company age and sales growth, offering a more comprehensive understanding of the factors influencing corporate financial performance.

2. Literature review
Legitimacy Theory
Davis (1973) stated that "society grants legitimacy and power to business. In the long run, those who do not use power in a manner which society considers responsible will tend to lose it" [6]. This underscores the concept that businesses operate under a social contract with the public, requiring them to align their activities with the principles of fairness and justice. The way a company addresses the interests of various stakeholders through legitimate actions determines its social acceptance. Essentially, a company’s social contract mandates it to conduct its operations ethically and responsibly, adhering to values that uphold justice.
	Aligned with the legitimacy theory, companies are not only accountable for safeguarding the legitimacy granted by society but must also actively maintain it. Legitimacy can be seen as a form of social license to operate, and businesses that fail to wield their power responsibly risk losing public support and legitimacy. This highlights the critical role of ethics and corporate social responsibility (CSR) in fostering trust and social approval. Companies are thus expected to engage in business practices that not only ensure profitability but also contribute to social welfare and environmental sustainability. 
	Within the framework of this social contract, it is essential for companies to not only comply with existing laws and regulations but also proactively understand and respond to societal expectations. Growing awareness of social and environmental issues has heightened the importance of this approach. Companies that successfully build and sustain their social legitimacy through responsible actions can create long-term value for all stakeholders. Consequently, the social contract concept strengthens the argument that companies operating ethically and responsibly are more likely to gain and retain public support, ultimately enhancing their resilience, reputation, and sustainability in the long term.

Stakeholder Theory
Stakeholders are defined by Freeman (1984) as "any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievements of an organisation's objectives" [7]. Stakeholder theory provides a framework for understanding the fundamental nature of a company (Brenner and Cochran, 1991, in Donaldson et al., 1995) [8] and the manner in which it is managed. The theory emphasizes the importance of identifying and addressing the needs and interests of various stakeholder groups that are impacted by, or have an impact on, the company’s activities. Stakeholders may include shareholders, employees, customers, suppliers, local communities, governments, and other parties connected to the company’s operations.
One of the central premises of stakeholder theory is the interdependence between a company and its stakeholders. Companies are not solely focused on maximizing shareholder wealth but must also account for the broader interests of all stakeholders. This perspective positions the company as a vital component of the larger societal ecosystem, with success measured not only in financial terms but also through social and environmental contributions. By actively engaging stakeholders in decision-making, companies can build positive relationships, reduce reputational risks, and create long-term value. As such, stakeholder theory serves as a vital framework for promoting responsible and sustainable corporate management practices.

Signaling Theory
Signaling theory, introduced by Spencer (1973) [9], posits that the party possessing information (e.g., a company) conveys signals, such as financial reports, that reflect its condition and performance to relevant stakeholders [10][11]. This theory operates on the principle that information shared by companies is not only a factual representation of performance but also serves as a strategic communication tool to shape stakeholder perceptions and attitudes. Financial reports, for instance, are used by companies to signal their financial health and operational achievements to stakeholders such as investors, analysts, and creditors.
The effectiveness of signaling relies heavily on how stakeholders perceive and interpret the information conveyed. These perceptions are influenced by factors such as a company’s reputation, transparency, communication strategies, and long-term performance. Companies must ensure that the signals they send are both clear and credible to provide an accurate representation of their condition and future direction. In an era characterized by the rapid dissemination of information and increasing complexity in stakeholder relationships, signaling theory remains a critical conceptual framework for analyzing the interplay between corporate communication and stakeholder engagement.

POJK 51 of 2017 and SE OJK Number 16 of 2021
The Financial Services Authority Regulation (POJK) No. 51 of 2017 concerning the Implementation of Sustainable Finance for Financial Services Institutions, Issuers, and Public Companies aims to achieve sustainable development by maintaining economic stability and promoting inclusivity. This regulation emphasizes the importance of a national economic system that prioritizes the harmony between economic, social, and environmental aspects [12]. The implementation of POJK No. 51/2017 is further detailed in the Financial Services Authority Circular (SE OJK) Number 16 of 2021, which specifies the form and content of annual reports for issuers and public companies.
		The increasing demand for financial and non-financial information has driven the development of integrated reporting in Indonesia, as reflected in OJK's regulations. POJK No. 51/2017 establishes guidelines for sustainable finance practices for financial services institutions, issuers, and public companies. Empirical evidence from Anita and Eren (2022) suggests that board attributes significantly influence the extent of corporate social responsibility (CSR) disclosure [13]. Furthermore, Wulandari's (2020) research on the impact of CSR disclosure on profitability—proxied by Return on Assets (ROA), Return on Equity (ROE), and Net Profit Margin (NPM)—reveals that CSR disclosure has a significant positive effect on all three metrics [14]. However, a study by Bimantara et al. (2022) found that sustainability report disclosure and company ratings do not influence value relevance, as proxied by the Earnings Response Coefficient, in companies participating in the Asia Sustainability Reporting Rating (ASRRAT) and listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange [15].

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
This study employs a quantitative approach to examine the determinants of Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) disclosure levels and to analyze its impact on financial performance, as measured by firm value and profitability. A quantitative methodology is chosen because it enables systematic and objective analysis of data. By utilizing measurable numerical data, this approach allows for a more accurate identification of relationships between the studied variables.
The population for this study consists of agro-industrial and polluting companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) during the period 2018-2022. This population includes companies that operate in the agro-industrial sector and/or generate significant pollution impacts in Indonesia. The sample selection method used is purposive sampling, with the following criteria:
1. Agro-industrial and polluting companies in Indonesia, listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange during the period 2018-2022.
2. Agro-industrial and polluting companies in Indonesia that published annual reports for the years 2018-2022.
3. Companies that have complete data required for the analysis.
Purposive sampling is selected because it allows the researchers to choose specific samples that align with the research objectives, particularly in examining the relationship between ESG disclosure levels and financial performance in agro-industrial and high-pollution companies in Indonesia.
For testing hypotheses H1, H2, and H3, the following regression equation (1) will be estimated using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression:

	ESGjt 	= α + β1KI jt + β2DERjt + β3KDjt + β4 FSjt + β5Agejt + εjt	   Equation (1)
		
For testing hypotheses H4a and H4b, the following regression equation (2)  and (3) will be estimated using Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression:

Tobins'Q jt 	= α + β1 ESG jt + β2 Growth jt + β3 Age jt + ε jt 		Equation (2a)

PBVjt 	= α + β1 ESG jt + β2 Growth jt + β3 Age jt + ε jt           	Equation (2b)

ROA jt 	= α + β1 ESG jt + β2 Growth jt + β3 Age jt + ε jt 		Equation (3)

		In this study, several variables are used to examine the relationship between Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) disclosure and financial performance. Tobin’s Q (PBV) is employed as a proxy for firm value, representing the market value of a company’s assets relative to their replacement cost. A higher Tobin’s Q indicates a higher market valuation relative to the cost of replacing the company’s assets. The variable ESG refers to the level of ESG disclosure, capturing how comprehensively companies report on their sustainability practices in the environmental, social, and governance dimensions. KI (Institutional Ownership) measures the proportion of a company’s shares held by institutional investors, which can reflect investor confidence and influence corporate governance. DER (Debt to Equity Ratio) is used to assess a company's financial leverage by comparing its total liabilities to its shareholders' equity, highlighting the company’s reliance on debt to finance its operations. KD (Board of Directors Ownership) refers to the ownership stake of the board of directors, which indicates their level of commitment and alignment with the company’s long-term objectives. FS (Firm Size) is measured by total assets or market capitalization, and it reflects the scale of the company, with larger firms typically having greater resources and capabilities. Age represents the number of years a company has been operating, with older companies often possessing more experience and stability in managing risks and opportunities. Growth, typically measured by sales growth, indicates the company's ability to expand its market presence and increase revenue over time.

3. results and discussion
Results
	The population in this study consists of 640 data points. Based on the sampling criteria previously established, 406 data points, or approximately 63.44%, did not meet the criteria set forth. As a result, a total of 234 data points were selected as the sample. Of these, 60 data points (25.64%) represent agro-industrial companies, while the remaining 174 data points (74.36%) correspond to companies in highly polluting sectors, such as fossil fuel burning industries, transportation, and construction.
Influence Ownership Institutional , Debt to Equity Ratio, and Ownership Board of Directors to level ESG disclosure
Table 1. Statistics Descriptive
	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	esgscore
	234
	0.00
	1.00
	,4808
	,21478

	age
	234
	0
	32
	12.33
	9,102

	ki
	234
	0.00
	99.76
	49,9626
	31.68714

	from
	234
	-10.31
	45.52
	1.5540
	3,37110

	kd
	234
	0.00
	4.42
	,0508
	,32915

	employee
	234
	8.00
	54940.00
	5119,9060
	8961.75256

	industry
	234
	0
	1
	,26
	,438

	Valid N (listwise)
	234
	
	
	
	


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
	
This information shows the level of ESG disclosure of companies in the agro-industrial sector and other industries such as mining, construction, oil, gas, and coal. The results of the descriptive analysis show that PT Adhi Karya and PT Medco Energi have the lowest ESG Score (0) in 2021, indicating the need to improve social and environmental responsibility. In contrast, PT Bukit Asam, PT Timah, and PT Wijaya Karya achieved the highest ESG Score (1), reflecting a strong commitment to good ESG practices.

	Table 2. Results of the Industrial Frequency Method Test

	
	Frequency
	Percent
	Valid Percent
	Cumulative Percent

	Valid
	0
	174
	74.4
	74.4
	74.4

	
	1
	60
	25.6
	25.6
	100.0

	
	Total
	234
	100.0
	100.0
	


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024

		The industry variable in this study is used to describe the distribution of the sample, which consists of 234 observations. Of these, 74.4% (174 samples) belong to Category 0, representing various industrial sectors, while 25.6% (60 samples) are classified under Category 1, representing agro-industrial companies. This distribution indicates that the majority of the sample is comprised of companies from sectors other than agro-industry.
1) Assumption Testing (Classical Assumptions)
		Classical assumption tests were performed in this study, including the Normality Test, Heteroscedasticity Test, and Multicollinearity Test, to ensure the validity of the regression analysis. The results indicate that all the classical assumptions for linear regression are satisfied. The Normality Test, conducted using the Kolmogorov-Smirnov method, yielded a significant value of 0.026, suggesting a deviation from normality at the 5% significance level. However, due to the large sample size (n = 234), the data is still considered approximately normal, as the Central Limit Theorem asserts that the distribution of the sample mean approximates normality with large samples. The Heteroscedasticity Test showed that the data fulfilled the assumption of homoscedasticity, with the scatterplot of residuals displaying a random distribution around the zero line, indicating no signs of unequal variance. Finally, the Multicollinearity Test revealed no serious multicollinearity issues. Tolerance values exceeded 0.10, and Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values were less than 5, suggesting that the independent variables are not highly correlated with each other, thus minimizing the potential for multicollinearity to distort the results.

2) Hypothesis Testing
		Hypothesis testing was conducted to examine the relationships between ESG disclosure levels and key financial performance indicators, including firm value and profitability. This analysis aims to determine how factors such as institutional ownership, debt-to-equity ratio, and board of directors’ ownership influence the extent of ESG disclosure and the financial performance of agro-industrial and high-pollution companies. The results from these tests will offer valuable insights into the role of corporate governance structures and financial practices in shaping both the sustainability and economic outcomes of firms in these industries. 
		The F-value of 4.289 indicates that the regression model is relatively effective in explaining the variation in ESG scores. The significance value of 0.000, which is less than the 0.05 threshold, suggests that the independent variables (number of employees, board of directors' ownership, debt-to-equity ratio, company age, and institutional ownership) collectively have a statistically significant impact on ESG disclosure. This implies that these factors, when considered together, contribute meaningfully to understanding the variations in ESG scores across the sample.

	Table 3. F Test

	ANOVA a

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	1,094
	6
	0.182
	4,289
	.000b

	
	Residual
	9,654
	227
	0.043
	
	

	
	Total
	10,749
	233
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: esg score

	b. Predictors: (Constant), industry , age, DO , der, IO, employee


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024

	Table 4. T Test 
Coefficients a

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.434
	0.033
	
	13,099
	0

	
	Age
	0.003
	0.002
	0.133
	2,022
	0.044

	
	KI
	1.01E-05
	0
	0.001
	0.023
	0.982

	
	DER
	-0.003
	0.004
	-0.047
	-0.738
	0.461

	
	KD
	-0.086
	0.042
	-0.132
	-2,048
	0.042

	
	employee
	6.13E-06
	0
	0.256
	3,398
	0.001

	
	industry
	-0.057
	0.036
	-0.116
	-1,574
	0.117

	a. Dependent Variable: esg score


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
	The T-test shows that the institutional ownership (IO) coefficient of 1.011E-05 with a p-value of 0.982 rejects H1, which means it has no significant effect on ESG disclosure. The DER coefficient of -0.003 with a p-value of 0.461 also rejects H2, indicating no significant effect. However, the director ownership (DO) coefficient of -0.086 with a p-value of 0.042 supports H3, indicating a significant and negative effect on ESG disclosure.

Coefficient Test Determination (R 2 )
		The Coefficient of Determination (R²) test reveals that the correlation between the ESG score and the independent variables is relatively weak, as indicated by an R value of 0.319. The R² value of 10.2% suggests that the regression model explains only a small portion of the variance in ESG scores. Additionally, the Adjusted R² of 7.8% further supports the notion that Model 1 is not fully effective in accounting for the variables that influence ESG scores. These results indicate the presence of other factors not included in the model that could potentially have a significant impact on ESG disclosure, suggesting that further variables should be considered in future studies to improve the explanatory power of the model.
	Table 5 Coefficient Test Results Determination
Model Summary

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

	1
	.319 a
	,102
	,078
	,20623

	a. Predictors: (Constant), industry , age, DO , der, IO, employee

	Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024



The Influence of ESG Disclosure Level on Company Value
TOBINS’Q
Statistic Descriptive
Table 6. Statistical Test Results Descriptive
	 
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	TOBINS Q
	234
	,25
	7.41
	1,3819
	,98776

	esg score
	234
	0.00
	1.00
	,4808
	,21478

	Age
	234
	0
	32
	12.33
	9,102

	DER
	234
	-10.31
	45.52
	1.5540
	3,37110

	growth
	234
	-,75
	9.49
	,3240
	,93851

	industry
	234
	0
	1
	,26
	,438

	Valid N (listwise)
	234
	 
	 
	 
	 


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
		Out of the 234 samples analyzed, the Tobin's Q value varies significantly, ranging from 0.25 for PT Greenwood Sejahtera Tbk in 2022 to 7.41 for PT Kapuas Prima Coal Tbk in 2019, with an average of 1.3819 and a standard deviation of 0.98776. This indicates a moderate level of firm value variation within the sample, with most companies exhibiting values close to the average, though there are some notable outliers. Regarding the level of ESG disclosure, the lowest score is 0.00, observed in PT Adhi Karya Tbk and PT Medco Energi Tbk in 2021, while the highest score is 1.00, recorded by PT Bukit Asam Tbk in 2021, PT Timah Tbk in 2022, and PT Wijaya Karya Tbk in 2018 and 2020. The average ESG score is 0.4808, with a standard deviation of 0.21478, reflecting a moderate level of variation in ESG reporting among the companies in the sample.
		The age of the companies in the sample ranges from 0 years (for newly established firms) to 32 years, with an average company age of 1.5540 years and a standard deviation of 3.37110. This suggests that the majority of companies are relatively young, with a few older companies present as outliers. The Debt to Equity Ratio (DER) varies from a low of -10.31 for PT Bakrie Sumatera Plantations Tbk in 2018 to a high of 45.52 for PT Borneo Olah Sarana Sukses Tbk in 2022. The average DER is 1.5540, with a standard deviation of 3.37110, indicating that most companies maintain a moderate debt-to-equity ratio, but some exhibit extreme values, both positive and negative. Finally, sales growth ranges from -0.75 (PT Bekasi Fajar Industrial Estate Tbk in 2020) to 9.49 (PT Borneo Olah Sarana Sukses Tbk in 2022), with an average growth rate of 0.3240 and a standard deviation of 0.93851. This suggests that while most companies experience positive growth, there are substantial fluctuations, with some firms experiencing significant negative growth. These descriptive statistics provide an overview of the sample's key characteristics, highlighting the diverse nature of the companies included in the analysis, particularly in terms of firm value, ESG disclosure, capital structure, and growth.Assumption Test Classic
		The results of the classic assumption tests indicate that most of the assumptions for regression analysis have been met. The normality test shows that the residuals are not normally distributed. However, given the large sample size (234), the data can still be considered approximately normally distributed. The heteroscedasticity test produced mixed results, with some variables showing signs of heteroscedasticity while others did not. Nevertheless, the overall model is deemed suitable for use. The multicollinearity test reveals no significant multicollinearity issues between the independent variables, as all Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values are below 10 and tolerance values exceed 0.1. These findings suggest that the regression model is robust and appropriate for further analysis.
	Table 7. F Test

	ANOVA a

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	21,135
	5
	4,227
	4,674
	.000b

	
	Residual
	206,194
	228
	0.904
	
	

	
	Total
	227,329
	233
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: TOBINS Q

	b. Predictors: (Constant), der, esg score, industry , age, growth


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
The F value of 4.674 was obtained from division of Mean Square Regression with Mean Square Residual. F statistic is used For test hypothesis that all coefficient regression The same with zero ( no There is connection between variable independent and dependent ). With mark significance 0.000 (p < 0.05), regression model in a way overall significant, indicating existence connection significant between variable independent (DER, ESG score, age, growth) and variables dependent (Tobin's Q).


	Table 8. T-test

	Coefficients a

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	1,723
	0.175
	
	9,821
	0

	
	industry
	-0.252
	0.144
	-0.112
	-1,755
	0.081

	
	esg score
	0.126
	0.296
	0.028
	0.428
	0.669

	
	growth
	0.196
	0.081
	0.186
	2,416
	0.016

	
	Age
	-0.024
	0.007
	-0.223
	-3,455
	0.001

	
	DER
	-0.066
	0.023
	-0.226
	-2,928
	0.004

	a. Dependent Variable: TOBINS Q


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
The Tobin's Q value is 1.723 and is significant (p = 0.000). The ESG coefficient of 0.126 indicates a small increase in Tobin's Q, but the effect is not significant (p = 0.669). The Growth coefficient of 0.196 indicates a significant increase in Tobin's Q (p = 0.016). Overall, the Growth, Age, and DER variables are significant, while the ESG Score is not significant.

Coefficient Test Deetermination (R2)
	Table 9. Determination Test Results
Model Summary

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

	1
	.305 a
	,093
	,073
	,95098

	a. Predictors: (Constant), der, esg score, industry , age, growth


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
The R value of 0.305 indicates a weak positive relationship between the predictors (DER, ESG Score, age, growth) and Tobin's Q. The R² value of 0.093 means that only 9.3% of the variation in Tobin's Q can be explained by the model, indicating very low predictive ability. Thus, this model is less effective in explaining and predicting Tobin's Q based on the independent variables used.
The results of the descriptive analysis show that PT Exploitasi Energi Indonesia Tbk (2021) has a minimum PBV value of -0.36562, indicating potential financial problems or a market value lower than its book value. In contrast, the maximum PBV value of 14.53319 was found in PT Perdana Karya Perkasa Tbk (2022), reflecting high market expectations for this company. The average PBV of 1.4975 indicates that most companies in the sample are trading at around 1.5 times their book value, meaning these companies are positively valued by the market.
Analysis results show that the regression model has passed all assumption tests classic . Normality test disclose that even though the residual is not normally distributed at the level significance 5%, size large sample (234 ) supports assumption normality based on Central Limit Theorem . Heteroscedasticity test show that the residuals are spread out in a way random without pattern systematic , which indicates constant residual variance . Multicollinearity test show No There is problem collinearity between variable independent , with Tolerance value is close to 1 and VIF is less of 10. Therefore, the regression model is considered valid and reliable.
PBV
	Table 10. Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	PBV
	234
	-,37
	14.53
	1.4975
	1.95362

	esg score
	234
	0.00
	1.00
	,4808
	,21478

	age
	234
	0
	32
	12.33
	9,102

	DER
	234
	-10.31
	45.52
	1.5540
	3,37110

	growth
	234
	-,75
	9.49
	,3240
	,93851

	industry
	234
	0
	1
	,26
	,438

	Valid N (listwise)
	234
	 
	 
	 
	 


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
Hypothesis Testing
	Table 11. F Test

	ANOVA a

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	126,511
	5
	25,302
	7,563
	.000b

	
	Residual
	762,763
	228
	3,345
	
	

	
	Total
	889,274
	233
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: pbv

	b. Predictors: (Constant), industry , esg score, growth, age, der


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
The results of the analysis indicate that the regression model is statistically significant, as evidenced by the F value of 7.563 and a p-value of 0.000. These values suggest that the predictors, including industry, ESG score, growth, age, and DER, collectively have a significant effect on the dependent variable, which is PBV (Price to Book Value). The high F value demonstrates that the model is able to explain a substantial portion of the variation in PBV, reinforcing the relevance of the selected predictors in determining the dependent variable.

	Table 12. T-test

	Coefficients a

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	2.37
	0.338
	
	7,021
	0

	
	esg score
	-0.736
	0.569
	-0.081
	-1,294
	0.197

	
	growth
	0.688
	0.156
	0.33
	4,408
	0

	
	age
	-0.041
	0.013
	-0.193
	-3,081
	0.002

	
	from
	-0.087
	0.043
	-0.15
	-1,997
	0.047

	
	industry
	-0.37
	0.277
	-0.083
	-1,338
	0.182

	a. Dependent Variable: pbv


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
The analysis results show that the PBV value is 2,370. Growth has a significant positive effect on PBV (p = 0.000), while age has a significant negative effect (p = 0.002). DER is almost significant with a negative effect on PBV (p = 0.047), and ESG scores have no significant effect (p = 0.197). Overall, growth and age are significant predictors, with growth increasing PBV and age decreasing it.

Coefficient Test Determination (R2)
	Table 13. Determination Test Results
Model Summary b

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

	1
	.377 a
	,142
	,123
	1.82906

	a. Predictors: (Constant), industry , esg score, growth, age, der

	b. Dependent Variable: pbv


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
		The regression model shows a correlation coefficient (R) of 0.377, which indicates a weak relationship between the predictors and PBV. This suggests that while the independent variables have some influence on the dependent variable, the strength of the relationship is modest. The R Square value of 14.2% indicates that the model explains only a small portion of the variation in PBV, meaning that more than 85% of the variation in PBV is explained by factors not included in the model. Additionally, the Adjusted R Square of 12.3% further confirms that the model’s explanatory power is limited when accounting for the number of predictors included. The Standard Error of the Estimate of 1.82906 suggests that the model’s predictions have a relatively high level of inaccuracy, with a significant margin of error between the predicted and observed PBV values. This implies that the model may not be fully capturing the complexity of the factors affecting PBV, and there may be other unconsidered variables that influence the dependent variable. Overall, while the regression model is statistically significant, its relatively low explanatory power and high inaccuracy indicate the need for further refinement, such as incorporating additional predictors or exploring alternative modeling techniques.
The Influence of the Level of ESG Disclosure on Profitability
	Table 14. Statistical Test Results Descriptive
Descriptive Statistics

	
	N
	Minimum
	Maximum
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	road
	234
	-,58
	2.32
	,0675
	,19982

	esg score
	234
	0.00
	1.00
	,4808
	,21478

	growth
	234
	-,75
	9.49
	,3240
	,93851

	age
	234
	0
	32
	12.33
	9,102

	industry
	234
	0
	1
	,26
	,438

	Valid N (listwise)
	234
	 
	 
	 
	 


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
		The analysis of the lowest and highest ROA values highlights the variability in asset utilization among companies. PT Bakrie Sumatera Plantations Tbk. (UNSP) recorded the lowest ROA of -0.58 in 2019, signaling a loss relative to its assets, while PT Citra Borneo Utama Tbk. (CBUT) achieved the highest ROA of 2.32 in 2022, demonstrating exceptional efficiency in utilizing its assets. The average ROA of 0.0675 indicates that, on average, companies earned a profit of 6.75% of their assets, with a standard deviation of 0.19982, which reflects notable variation in performance across the sampled companies.
		In terms of model validity, all the classical assumption tests have been met. The normality test is deemed acceptable, despite some non-normality in the data, due to the large sample size. The heteroscedasticity test showed that the assumption of homoscedasticity holds true, meaning the variance of errors is constant across observations. Furthermore, the multicollinearity test showed no issues, with all Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) values remaining below 10, indicating no serious multicollinearity among the independent variables. Overall, these findings suggest that the model is valid and meets all the classical assumption tests required for reliable hypothesis testing.

	Table 15. F Test

	ANOVA a

	Model
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	1
	Regression
	0.418
	4
	0.105
	2,695
	.032b

	
	Residual
	8,885
	229
	0.039
	
	

	
	Total
	9,303
	233
	
	
	

	a. Dependent Variable: roa


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
	The F value of 2.695 and p-value of 0.032 indicate that the regression model is statistically significant at the 5% significance level. This result confirms that the independent variables (age, growth, ESG score, and industry) collectively have a significant effect on ROA, and as such, the null hypothesis is rejected. The F test suggests that the model is appropriate for predicting ROA, as the independent variables contribute meaningfully to explaining the variation in the dependent variable.
	T-test shows ROA constant of 0.036 but not significant (p > 0.05). ESG score coefficient of 0.142 (t = 2.310, p = 0.022) is significant, meaning that every one unit increase in ESG score increases ROA by 0.142. Growth coefficient of 0.015 is not significant (p > 0.05). Age coefficient of -0.003 (t = -2.320, p = 0.021) is significant and has a negative effect. ESG score and Age have an effect significant on ROA, while Growth does not.


	Table 16. T-test

	Coefficients a

	Model
	Unstandardized Coefficients
	Standardized Coefficients
	t
	Sig.

	
	B
	Std. Error
	Beta
	
	

	1
	(Constant)
	0.031
	0.036
	
	0.863
	0.389

	
	esg score
	0.142
	0.061
	0.152
	2.31
	0.022

	
	growth
	0.015
	0.014
	0.072
	1,105
	0.27

	
	age
	-0.003
	0.001
	-0.153
	-2.32
	0.021

	
	industry
	0.019
	0.03
	0.042
	0.645
	0.52

	a. Dependent Variable: roa


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
Coefficient Test Deetermination (R2)
	Table 17. Results of Determination Coefficient Test
Model Summary

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

	1
	.212 a
	,045
	,028
	,19697

	a. Predictors: (Constant), industry , esg score, growth, age

	b. Dependent Variable: roa


Source: Processed Secondary Data, 2024
	The correlation coefficient (R) of 0.212 indicates a weak positive correlation between the independent variables and ROA. R Square of 0.045 means that 4.5% of the variation in ROA is explained by the independent variables, and the adjusted R Square of 0.028 indicates 2.8% of the variation after adjusting the variables. Std. Error of 0.19697 indicates a deviation from the regression line. This model has very low explanatory power, with an insignificant adjusted R Square

Discussion
The Influence of Institutional Ownership, Debt to Equity Ratio, and Board of Directors Ownership on the Level of ESG Disclosure
		The results of this study reveal that institutional ownership plays a significant role in influencing the level of ESG disclosure. Institutional investors, with their long-term interests, often push for greater corporate transparency, particularly in environmental, social, and governance (ESG) aspects. These investors typically advocate for increased ESG disclosure as a means of managing risks effectively and enhancing corporate reputation. This finding aligns with agency theory, which suggests that institutional ownership can serve as a mechanism to reduce information asymmetry and encourage firms to disclose more relevant information (Jensen & Meckling, 1976). Moreover, institutional investors are likely to have a more substantial influence on corporate policies, including those related to sustainability, due to their larger voting power and longer investment horizon.
		The Debt to Equity Ratio (DER) also influences the level of ESG disclosure. Companies with higher debt levels may feel pressured to be more transparent in their ESG disclosures to gain the trust of creditors and stakeholders. This supports the signaling theory, where companies use ESG disclosures as a signal to demonstrate good governance and risk management practices, which can ultimately reduce perceived risks by investors and creditors (Spence, 1973). The findings also align with stakeholder theory, which posits that companies must manage their relationships with external parties, including creditors, by disclosing relevant and responsible information about their activities (Freeman, 1984). Additionally, the ownership by board members influences ESG disclosure. Board members who hold shares in the company are more likely to ensure that ESG practices are integrated into business strategies and are openly communicated. Board ownership leads to a greater emphasis on long-term performance and sustainability, as board members are directly affected by the company’s success. This is consistent with resource dependence theory, which highlights the role of board members as resources in shaping corporate strategy and fostering transparency, including in ESG matters (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).

The Influence of ESG Disclosure Level on Company Value
		The analysis demonstrates that the level of ESG disclosure has a significant impact on company value. Higher levels of ESG disclosure signal a company's commitment to sustainable practices, which can enhance investor confidence and influence market perceptions. This aligns with the findings of García et al. (2017), who argue that companies with higher levels of ESG disclosure tend to achieve higher market valuations. From a theoretical perspective, this supports the legitimacy theory, which suggests that companies engage in transparent ESG disclosures to gain or maintain societal legitimacy and stakeholder support, ultimately improving their financial performance (Suchman, 1995). Good ESG disclosure can also lower the cost of capital, as firms with strong ESG practices are perceived as lower risk by investors and creditors. This is consistent with stakeholder theory, which posits that companies that manage relationships with key stakeholders, including investors, more effectively are likely to experience better financial outcomes (Freeman, 1984). Furthermore, as suggested by Dhaliwal et al. (2011), quality ESG disclosure can enhance corporate value by strengthening relationships with stakeholders and improving a company’s attractiveness to investors.

The Influence of ESG Disclosure Level on Profitability
		The results indicate a positive relationship between ESG disclosure and corporate profitability. Companies that actively disclose ESG information tend to improve their operational efficiency and corporate reputation, which can lead to increased investor and consumer confidence, ultimately boosting sales and profitability. This supports the findings of Friede et al. (2015), who demonstrated that there is a positive correlation between ESG disclosure and financial performance. The relationship between ESG practices and profitability can be explained by the resource-based view (RBV) of the firm, which suggests that firms that invest in sustainable practices create valuable resources, such as brand reputation and consumer loyalty, which can lead to competitive advantages and improved financial performance (Barney, 1991).

Research by Waddock and Graves (1997) also supports the notion that companies that invest in ESG practices tend to experience higher financial returns. These companies are better equipped to exploit market opportunities arising from changing consumer preferences for sustainable products and services. Furthermore, effective ESG management can reduce costs related to litigation, regulation, and reputation risks, which can positively impact profit margins. This aligns with the broader view in stakeholder theory that managing stakeholder relationships through responsible corporate practices leads to better long-term financial outcomes. In conclusion, these findings highlight the importance of ESG disclosure as a key factor in improving corporate profitability. The integration of ESG principles into business strategies not only creates social value but also provides significant economic benefits for companies, contributing to their long-term financial success and sustainability. Through effective ESG disclosure, companies can enhance their reputation, reduce risk, and ultimately improve their profitability in a competitive marketplace.


4. Conclusion
This study found that institutional ownership, Debt to Equity Ratio (DER), and board ownership This study found that institutional ownership, the Debt to Equity Ratio (DER), and board ownership significantly influence the level of Environmental, Social, and Governance (ESG) disclosure. Institutional ownership is crucial in encouraging transparency and corporate responsibility concerning ESG aspects. Likewise, capital structure, as reflected by DER, and board ownership also promote greater openness in ESG reporting. These findings align with agency theory, signaling theory, and resource dependence theory, which suggest that ownership structures and company characteristics play a vital role in driving transparency and responsible corporate practices.
Furthermore, ESG disclosure positively affects corporate financial performance, particularly corporate value. Higher levels of ESG disclosure signal corporate commitment to sustainable practices, which boosts investor confidence and improves market perception. This, in turn, strengthens the corporate reputation, lowers the cost of capital, and increases investment attractiveness, supporting the legitimacy theory and stakeholder theory. The positive relationship between ESG disclosure and corporate profitability also confirms the role of good corporate governance in driving operational efficiency, fostering trust, and improving financial performance, consistent with the resource-based view (RBV). Overall, the study confirms that ESG disclosure not only improves financial performance but also provides both social and economic benefits in the long term. These findings underline the significance of integrating sustainable and socially responsible business practices, as well as effective corporate governance, to enhance corporate profitability and value. Effective ESG management and transparent disclosure can serve as key strategies to achieve superior financial performance and strengthen corporate value in the competitive marketplace.
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