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 Recent research has suggested a connection 
between Corporate Sustainable Management (CSM) 
endeavors and the transparency of financial reporting, 
highlighting CSM's role in mitigating information disparities 
between corporations and stakeholders. As CSM activities 
increase, it is believed that the quality of reported profits 
also enhances, benefiting both the company and its 
stakeholders. 

This research investigates how the origin of CEO 
succession, company operational complexity, company 
age, and financial condition influence audit report lag, 
especially for manufacturing firms listed on the IDX between 
2018 to 2022. The research involved a population of 163 
companies, utilizing purposive sampling to select a sample 
of 142 companies, resulting in a dataset comprising 650 
data points. Data analysis utilized logistic regression 
through SPSS version 25 and Microsoft Excel. This 
research adopts a quantitative methodology, drawing upon 
secondary data sourced from annual reports accessible via 
the Indonesian Stock Exchange's official website or the 
respective companies' websites. 
Findings indicate that CEO succession origin and 
company's financial condition positively influence audit 
report lag, whereas company operations complexity and 
company age exhibit a negative association with audit 
report lag. 
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PENDAHULUAN  

In response to the fast-paced 

evolution of the business landscape, 

companies are compelled to persistently 

innovate in their business operations [1]. 

Among the sectors known for their robust 

competitiveness in global markets are 

manufacturing firms [2]. These companies 

specialize in transforming raw materials 

into final products and hold significant 

importance in the Indonesian economy, 

contributing to the Gross Domestic 

Product (GDP). The following are statistics 

on the GDP growth rate of the 

manufacturing sector industry in Indonesia 

from 2018 to 2022: 

Table 1 Industrial GDP Growth Rate 

Manufacturing 2018-2022 
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Province 
Manufacturing Industry GDP Growth Rate 

2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 

Aceh -2.87 8.26 -4.43 2.53 4.19 

Sumatera Utara 2.31 3.66 -0.84 1.43 1.98 

Sumatera Barat 2.27 -0.58 -0.54 3.72 1.74 

Riau 5.43 3.59 1.91 4.08 4.73 

Jambi 2.61 3.39 0.12 1.27 3.05 

Sumatera Selatan 6.55 5.4 0.72 2.18 4.39 

Bengkulu 4.27 3.56 -2.44 2.37 3.08 

Lampung 6.18 9.04 -5.22 4.54 0.47 

Kep. Bangka Belitung 6.15 3.97 -5.62 5.46 5.15 

Kep. Riau 1.53 4.14 3.25 6.45 4.55 

DKI Jakarta 7.38 5.68 -10.36 11.06 5.95 

Jawa Barat 5.32 6.52 -4.36 4.22 7 

Jawa Tengah 4.33 4.33 -3.8 2.34 3.88 

DI Yogyakarta 5.74 5.12 -4.31 0.3 1.76 

Jawa Timur 5.69 7.55 -2.08 3.37 6.28 

Banten 3.7 3.61 -4.67 5.08 3.6 

Bali 0.8 5.69 -6.41 0.08 5.63 

Nusa Tenggara Barat 5.95 1.68 -2.41 2.1 1.98 

Nusa Tenggara Timur 7.34 5.16 -5.42 -5.1 6.67 

Kalimantan Barat 2.76 2.8 -2.16 4.85 4.04 

Kalimantan Tengah 8.95 5.11 -0.05 5.08 4.46 

Kalimantan Selatan 5.69 4.34 -3.63 6.01 3.31 

Kalimantan Timur 2.8 0.45 -2.99 2.45 3.58 

Kalimantan Utara 5.54 1.19 -3.84 2.5 3.95 

Sulawesi Utara 8 4.39 4.47 8.63 7.19 

Sulawesi Tengah 11.2 106.29 23.68 19.62 29.69 

Sulawesi Selatan 5.03 0.94 -4.57 3.02 9.86 

Sulawesi Tenggara 6.38 6.81 10.19 6.38 16.74 

Gorontalo 3.46 6.77 1.13 5.32 7.8 

Sulawesi Barat 7.96 7.51 -3.51 5.89 -0.64 

Maluku 4.76 7.28 -2.31 0.47 9.06 

Maluku Utara 32.13 18.41 60.98 82.05 77.27 

Papua Barat 2.9 7.28 1.86 -2.3 2.92 
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Papua 6.46 5.65 -5.02 -0.21 0.08 

Indonesia 4.29 4.27 -2.93 3.39 4.89 

The data presented above illustrates 

fluctuations in the growth of Indonesia's 

industrial GDP in the manufacturing sector 

from 2018 to 2022, indicating instability 

within the manufacturing industry. These 

fluctuations provide insights into the 

economic size and performance of 

Indonesia, where an increase in GDP 

signifies positive economic progress. 

Moreover, the Purchasing Managers Index 

(PMI) for manufacturing is commonly 

utilized to assess the health of a nation's 

manufacturing sector [3]. Below is a 

graphical representation of Indonesia's 

manufacturing PMI from 2018 to 2022: 

Graph 1 Indonesian Manufacturing PMI 2018-

2022 

From these data, the Indonesian 

Manufacturing PMI demonstrated 

fluctuations between 2018 and 2022, 

with higher PMI values above 50 

indicating robust sectoral growth, while 

lower PMI values below 50 suggest 

contraction within the sector. 

Shareholders possess the 

entitlement to access information 

regarding a company's financial status 

and performance [4]. This information 

enables shareholders to assess 

managerial effectiveness and serves 

as a basis for decision-making 

regarding the profitability of their 

investments [5]. Furthermore, timely 

submission of financial reports is 

crucial in preserving the relevance and 

usefulness of the information they 

provide. Unintentional delays in 

submitting financial reports can 

diminish the impact of the information 

on user decisions [6, 7, 8]. 

Recent research has suggested a 

connection between Corporate 

Sustainable Management (CSM) 

endeavors and the transparency of 

financial reporting, highlighting CSM's 

role in mitigating information disparities 

between corporations and 

stakeholders. As CSM activities 

increase, it is believed that the quality 

of reported profits also enhances, 

benefiting both the company and its 

stakeholders [9]. 

Timely submission of financial 

reports is crucial to ensure accuracy 

and reliability of information. Delays in 

submitting such reports can negatively 

impact investors as it reflects poorly on 

the company's condition, leading to 

potential distrust among stakeholders 

[8, 10]. In Indonesia, regulations 

stipulate deadlines for annual financial 

report submissions, formerly under 

Bapepam-LK and now under the 

Financial Services Authority (OJK). 

According to OJK regulations, annual 

financial reports must be submitted 

within 90 days from the end of the 

financial year. Failure to comply with 

these regulations may result in 

penalties such as written warnings, 

fines, or even business permit 
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revocation. Given the significance of 

timely reporting, manufacturing 

companies must strategize to meet 

these deadlines effectively. This 

research is prompted by the observed 

trend of delayed financial reporting 

among manufacturing firms listed on 

the IDX during the period spanning 

from 2018 to 2022, as detailed in Table 

2: 

Table 2 Late Company Convey 

Report Finance Audit (Applied 

Warning Written I) 

Year Listed Company on BEI Manufacturing Company Precentage 

2018 64 Companies 14 Companies 22% 

2019 64 Companies 13 Companies 20% 

2020 88 Companies 17 Companies 19% 

2021 91 Companies 21 Companies 23% 

2022 143 Companies 35 Companies 24% 

The presented table indicates an 

increase in late submissions of audited 

financial reports by companies in 2021 and 

2022. As per information provided by the 

Indonesia Stock Exchange, penalties are 

enforced on companies failing to submit 

audited financial reports by the year-end 

deadline of December 31. If a company is 

late in submitting their report by up to 30 

calendar days after the deadline, BEI will 

issue a warning written I. For delays 

ranging from 31 to 60 calendar days, the 

company will receive a second warning 

along with a fine of IDR 50 million. 

Subsequently, if the delay extends from 61 

to 90 calendar days, BEI will issue a third 

warning and impose a fine of IDR 150 

million. 

In 2018, out of 64 companies failing to 

submit audited financial reports by 

December 31, 2018, 14 companies, or 

22% of the manufacturing sector, including 

PT Tiga Pilar Sejahtera Food Tbk (AISA), 

were identified. AISA was involved in 

financial report manipulation, misusing 

receivables and engaging in questionable 

transactions with affiliated companies. 

In 2019, among the 64 companies 

with delayed financial report submissions, 

13 companies, or 20% of the 

manufacturing sector, such as PT AISA, 

CPRO, ETWA, HDTX, INAF, INCF, and 

others, were reported late. 

In 2020, out of 88 companies failing to 

submit audited financial reports by 

December 31, 2020, 17 companies, or 

19% of the manufacturing sector, including 

PT CPRO, ETWA, GMFI, HDTX, JSKY, 

and others, were identified. 

In 2021, among the 91 companies 

with delayed submission of audited 

financial reports, 21 companies, or 23% of 

the manufacturing sector, such as PT 

BATA, ETWA, FLMC, GMFI, and others, 

were reported late. 

In 2022, out of 143 companies failing 

to submit audited financial reports by 

December 31, 2022, 35 companies, or 

24% of the manufacturing sector, including 

PT Waskita Karya Tbk (WSKT) and PT 

Wijaya Karya Tbk (WIKA), were identified. 

Both WSKT and WIKA were involved in 

financial statement manipulation, 

concealing invoices to show healthier 

financial conditions despite facing financial 

difficulties. WIKA's net profit decreased 

from IDR 322 billion in 2020 to IDR 12.5 

billion in 2022, while WSKT's net loss 
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decreased from IDR 9.28 trillion in 2020 to 

IDR 1.67 trillion in 2022. Hence, thorough 

examination is imperative to uphold the 

quality of corporate financial statements. 

Seeing this phenomenon, timeliness 

in submitting financial reports is important 

is an important thing for go companies 

public. Punctuality indicates a company's 

health, fostering investor trust and 

minimizing rumors [11, 12]. 

One potential factor influencing audit 

report lag is CEO succession origin, a topic 

relatively under-explored in audit literature. 

Insider CEOs possess comprehensive 

knowledge of the company's products, 

production chain, operations, and 

business conditions, facilitating thorough 

monitoring. Conversely, outsider CEOs 

lack detailed company insights. CEO's 

specific knowledge can impact profit 

management and potential fraud. 

Consequently, audit risk escalates with 

insider CEOs, necessitating extensive 

audit efforts and prolonging report lag [13, 

14, 15]. 

Additionally, the complexity of 

company operations can also contribute to 

audit report delays. Complexity arises from 

the presence of multiple subsidiaries within 

a company, increasing the intricacy of 

operations. With a greater number of 

branches or subsidiaries, the company's 

operations become more intricate. 

Consequently, the audit process extends 

as auditors need to review numerous 

consolidated reports from subsidiaries, 

leading to prolonged submission of audited 

financial reports [16, 17]. 

The age of the company is also a 

determinant of the delay in audit reports, 

which refers to the duration since 

establishment or start of operations. Older 

companies have a better understanding 

and expertise in meeting auditor 

requirements, the audit process becomes 

faster. 

Furthermore, the financial condition of 

companies can also impact audit report 

lag. Companies facing financial challenges 

are more likely to encounter longer audit 

report delays. Weak financial conditions 

heighten audit risk as auditor opinions 

must align with the company's financial 

state. To mitigate this risk, auditors are 

compelled to conduct more extensive audit 

procedures, consequently prolonging the 

audit duration [18]. 

Based on the description background 

above, the author intends to conduct 

research entitled “The Impact of CEO 

Succession Origin, Company Operations 

Complexity, Company Age, and Company 

Financial Condition on Audit Report Lag 

(Empirical Study on Manufacturing 

Companies Listed on the Indonesian Stock 

Exchange for the 2018-2022 Period)”. 

 

KERANGKA TEORITIS DAN 
PENGEMBANGAN HIPOTESIS  

2.1. Theoretical Basis 
2.1.1. Agency Theory 

Agency theory is a fundamental 
concept in accounting research, 
particularly relevant to businesses 
managed by two parties: the owner 
(principal) and management (agent). It 
elucidates the agency relationship, 
wherein principals delegate decision-
making authority to agents through 
contracts for service provision. The theory 
highlights information imbalances between 
agents and principals, with agents having 
superior access to internal company 
information compared to principals, 
thereby resulting in information 
differentials [19]. 
2.1.2. Audit Report Lag 

The audit report lag denotes the 
duration needed for the auditor to finalize 
the audit, measured in days from the 
closure of the company's financial records 
to the completion of the audited report. 
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This is usually measured using a dummy 
variable: code 1 indicates there is a delay 
in the audit report, while 0 indicates there 
is no delay in the audit report. If the audit 
report lag exceeds 90 days, it is coded 1, 
indicating that there is an audit report lag. 
On the other hand, if the time period is 
equal to or less than 90 days, it is coded 0, 
which indicates there is no delay in the 
audit report. [17, 18]. 
2.1.3. CEO Succession Origin 

The CEO, or Chief Executive Officer, 
holds the highest executive authority in a 
company and is accountable for its 
success. The CEO serves as the 
company's leader, decision-maker, and 
oversees overall operations, exerting 
significant influence within the 
organization. CEO recruitment can occur 
internally or externally. Internal CEO hiring 
involves promoting individuals from within 
the company to assume the CEO position, 
while external CEO recruitment entails 
hiring individuals from outside the 
company for the CEO role [20, 21, 22]. 

Hence, CEO Succession Origin refers 
to whether the CEO is recruited from within 
the company or externally. An internal 
CEO is an individual already employed 
within the company and assumes the CEO 
role, whereas an external CEO is recruited 
from outside the company to assume the 
CEO position. The measurement of CEO 
succession origin utilizes a binary variable, 
denoted as a dummy variable: code 1 
signifies internal CEO recruitment, while 0 
denotes external CEO recruitment [13]. 
2.1.4. Company Operations 
Complexity 

Company complexity refers to the 
intricacy of a company's structure resulting 
from the presence of multiple segments or 
subsidiaries. Company operation 
complexity is gauged by quantifying the 
number of subsidiary companies owned 
[16, 17]. 
2.1.5. Company Age 

Company age as the duration since its 
establishment and operation towards 
achieving its objectives. It signifies the 
company's longevity in a competitive 
market, reflecting its ability to sustain its 
presence. In this study, company age is 
measured from the listing date on the 

Indonesian securities exchange (IPO date) 
until the study period (Year of study minus 
IPO year). This measurement accounts for 
the obligation of companies to disclose 
financial reports upon registration on the 
IDX and going public, ensuring prompt 
accessibility of financial information to 
various stakeholders. 
2.1.6. Company Financial Condition 

Financial condition pertains to a 
company's performance within a specific 
timeframe. Three classifications of 
financial condition: healthy, vulnerable, 
and bankrupt [18]. 

Indicators to assess a company's 
financial condition, including return on 
assets (ROA), financial leverage, and 
liquidity, analyzed using the Zmijewski 
model for bankruptcy prediction. In the 
Zmijewski formula, an increase in the ZFC 
value correlates with an increase in the 
possibility of bankruptcy or financial 
difficulties, thereby increasing audit risk 
and resulting in audit report lag (ARL) [18, 
23]. The Zmijewski formula is as follows: 
ZFC = -4.336 – 4.513 (ROA) + 5.679 
(FINL) + 0.004 (LIQ) 
2.2. Research Hypothesis 
H1: CEO succession origin positively 
affects audit report lags. 
H2: Complexity of company operations 
positively influences audit report lags. 
H3: Company age negatively impacts audit 
report lags. 
H4: Company financial condition positively 
influences audit report lags. 
H5: CEO succession origin, complexity of 
company operations, company age, and 
company financial condition collectively 
influence audit report lags.  

 

METODOLOGI PENELITIAN  

The study employs quantitative data 
sourced from the IDX. The dataset 
consists of secondary data obtained from 
annual reports of manufacturing 
companies spanning from 2018 to 2022. 
Data is collected from the official IDX 
website (www.idx.co.id) or the respective 
company portals. The research population 
includes manufacturing companies listed 
on the IDX during a specific timeframe. 
Utilizing purposive sampling, the 
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researcher aimed to obtain a 
representative sample for analysis. 

3.1. Operationalization Variable 

Table 3 Operationalization of 
Research Variables 

Variable Measurement 

Variable Independent  

CEO Succession Origin (X1) Dummies 

1 = CEO of in company 

0 = CEO of outside company 

Company Operations Complexity (X2) Nominal Scale 

Be measured with count amount child a company owned by a 

company 

Company Age (X3) Ratio Scale 

Year concerned – IPO year 

Company Financial Condition (X4) Ratio Scale 

ZFC = -4,336 – 4,513 (ROA) + 5,679 (FINL) + 0,004 (LIQ) 

Variable Dependent  

Audit Report Lag (Y) Dummies 

1 = happened audit report lag (> 90 days) 

0 = no happen audit report lag (≤ 90 days) 

3.2. Data Analysis Method 

This research employs quantitative 
analysis methods conducted through the 
Statistical Packages for Social Science 
(SPSS) software. The analysis comprises 
descriptive statistical analysis, classical 
assumption tests, and logistic regression 
analysis. 

3.2.1. Descriptive Statistical Analysis 

Descriptive analysis entails the 
presentation of data in a tabular format to 
enhance its comprehensibility like 
standard deviation, mean, minimum, and 
maximum values, enables effective 
communication of data features and 
attributes for each variable under 
investigation. 

3.2.2. Classic Assumption Test 

3.2.2.1. Multicollinearity Test 

The multicollinearity test assesses the 
correlation among independent variables 
within a regression model. The existence 

of correlation suggests a multicollinearity 
problem. Ideally, within a well-fitted 
regression model, independent variables 
should not exhibit correlation [24, 25]. 
Absence of multicollinearity is indicated 
when the VIF remains below 10 and 
tolerance surpasses 0,1. Conversely, 
multicollinearity is present if the VIF 
exceeds 10 and tolerance falls below 0,1. 

3.2.3. Logistic Regression Analysis 

Logistic regression analysis is a 
statistical approach aimed at determining 
whether independent variable(s) can 
forecast the likelihood of the dependent 
variable's occurrence.. It is chiefly 
employed when the dependent variable is 
binary, featuring two categories usually 
denoted as 1 and 0 [26, 27]. The logistic 
regression equation is structured as 
follows: 

Y = β0 + β1X1it + β2X2it + β3X3it + 
β4X4it + εit 

Information: 
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Y = Audit Report Lag  

X1 = CEO Succession Origin  

X2 = Company Operations Complexity 

X3 = Company Age  

X4 = Company Financial Condition 

β0 = Constant 

β1, β2, β3, β4 = Coefficient for each 
independent variable 

ε = Disturbing factors (error items) 

The subsequent procedure involves 
conducting a logistic regression analysis: 

3.2.3.1. Goodness of Fit Test 

The assessment of model fit was 
conducted using the Hosmer and 
Lemeshow Test, which tests the null 
hypothesis that the observed data fits the 
model. This test evaluates whether there is 
a significant difference between the model 
and the empirical data, determining the 
adequacy of the model fit [28, 29]. The 
criteria for evaluating the regression 
model's feasibility are outlined as follows: 

1. Rejection of the null hypothesis 
occurs if the significance value (sig) is ≤ 
0,05 (5%), indicating a notable difference 
between the model and the data, thus 
suggesting inadequate prediction of 
observed values. 

2. The null hypothesis is accepted 
when the significance value (sig) exceeds 
0.05 (5%), suggesting that the model 
appropriately fits the data and can reliably 
forecast observed values. 

3.2.3.2. Overall Fit Test 

This test determines whether the 
proposed model adequately matches the 
dataset [30]. The overall assessment of 
model fitness involves comparing the initial 
-2 Log Likelihood value (step 0) with the 
final -2 Log Likelihood value (step 1). The 
reduction in the -2 Log Likelihood value 
indicates that the proposed model 
adequately fits the data. Conversely, if 

there is an increase in the -2 Log 
Likelihood value from the beginning to the 
end, the proposed model does not align 
with the data. 

3.2.3.3. Determination Coefficient Test 
(Nagelkerke R Square) 

The Nagelkerke R Square test is 
utilized to assess the coefficient of 
determination, which signifies the extent to 
which the independent variable can clarify 
and impact the dependent variable. 
Ranging from 0 to 1, in logistic regression, 
a low Nagelkerke R Square indicates 
limited explanatory power of the 
independent variable, a value nearing one 
suggests that the independent variable 
furnishes nearly all requisite information 
for predicting changes in the dependent 
variable. 

3.2.3.4. Regression Coefficient Test 
(Partial t Test) 

The t-test is utilized for evaluating the 
regression coefficient of individual 
independent variables to ascertain their 
effect on the dependent variable. In this 
investigation, a significance level of 0,05 or 
5% was established. Decision rules are as 
follows: 

1. If the probability value (sig.) is 
below 5% (0,05), it confirms the alternative 
hypothesis, demonstrating a significant 
impact of each independent variable on 
the dependent variable. 

2. If the probability value (sig.) 
exceeds 5% (0,05), the alternative 
hypothesis is refuted, indicating no 
influence of each independent variable on 
the dependent variable. 

3.2.3.5. Test Omnibus Tests of Model 
Coefficients (Simultaneous F Test) 

The F statistic is employed to evaluate 
the adequacy of the regression model and 
ascertain whether the independent 
variables collectively exert a joint impact 
on the dependent variable. Simultaneous 
tests are conducted by examining the 
significance value (sig.) in the omnibus test 
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table of model coefficients, with a 
significance threshold set at 0,05 (5%). 
The criteria for these tests are as follows: 

1. If the significance value (sig.) falls 
below 5%, it indicates acceptance of the 
alternative hypothesis, implying that the 
independent variables jointly influence the 
dependent variable. 

2. If the significance value (sig.) 
exceeds 5%, the alternative hypothesis is 
refuted, indicating that the independent 

variables collectively do not affect the 
dependent variable. 

 

HASIL DAN PEMBAHASAN  

The sample selection process 
adheres to the predetermined criteria 
outlined in Table 3 as follows: 

Table 4 Research Sample Selection 
Process 

No Criteria Amount 

1 Manufacturing firms listed on the IDX from 2018 to 2022 163 

2 Firms that have not consistently published annual reports from 2018 to 2022 (15) 

3 Companies not finalizing their financial reports by December 31st (4) 

Total companies that complied criteria 144 

Year Observations 2018-2022 720 

Outlier Data (70) 

Total sample end 650 

 4.1. Research Data Analysis Test 
Results 

4.1.1. Descriptive Statistical Analysis 

Table 5 Descriptive Statistical 
Analysis Test Results 

Variabel N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

KOP 650 0 117 7,26 14,173 

UP 650 0 45 20,65 11,312 

KKP 650 -5,14 8,18 -1,7468 1,53873 

Table 6 Statistical Test Results 
Descriptive Dummy Variables 
(Distribution Frequency) 

 
CEOSO ARL 

Frequency Precent Frequency Precent 

Valid 0 138 21% 514 79% 

1 512 79% 136 21% 

Total 650 100% 650 100% 

4.1.2. Multicollinearity Test 

Table 7 Multicollinearity Test Results 

Variabel Tolerance VIF 

 CEOSO 0,975 1,026 
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KOP 0,989 1,011 

UP 0,990 1,010 

KKP 0,979 1,021 

The multicollinearity assessment in 
Table 7 shows that all variables have VIF 
values below 10 and tolerance values 
exceeding 0,1. This shows that there is no 
multicollinearity in the research data so 
that there is no significant correlation 
between variables. 

4.1.3. Logistic Regression Analysis 

Table 8 Logistic Regression 
Analysis Test Results 

Variabel B Sig. 

 

Constant 

CEOSO 

0,334 

0,550 

0,210 

0,022 

KOP -0,042 0,012 

UP -0,032 0,001 

KKP 0,687 0,000 

The logistic regression equation 
derived from Table 8 is as follows: 

ARL = 0,334 + 0,550 CEOSO   
0,042KOP   0,032UP + 0,687KKP + ε 

Information: 

ARL = Audit Report Lag  

CEOSO = CEO Succession Origin 

KOP = Company Operations Complexity 

UP = Company Age  

KKP = Company Financial Condition 

4.1.4. Goodness of Fit Test 

Table 9 Goodness of Fit Test 
Results 

Hosmer and Lemeshow Test 

Chi-square df Sig. 

14,491 8 0,070 

The goodness of fit test, as assessed 
in Table 9, shows a Chi-square figure of 
14,491 with a significance level (Sig.) of 

0,070, exceeding the conventional 
threshold of 0,05. Therefore, it can be 
inferred that the variables of CEO 
succession origin, complexity of company 
operations, company age, and financial 
condition can effectively predict the 
observations. This implies that these 
independent variables sufficiently explain 
the dependent variable, indicating 
alignment of the model with the observed 
data. 

4.1.5. Overall Fit Test 

Table 10 Overall Model Test Results 
(Step 0) 

Iteration Historya,b,c 

Iteration 

-2 Log 

likelihood 

Coefficients 

Constant 

Step 0 1 669,894 -1,163 

2 666,822 -1,322 

3 666,816 -1,330 

4 666,816 -1,330 

Table 11 Overall Model Test Results 
(Step 1) 

Iteration Historya,b,c,d 

Iteration 
-2 Log likelihood 

Coefficients 

Constant 

Step 1 1 577,526 -0,191 

2 550,077 0,114 

3 547,064 0,291 

4 546,909 0,331 

5 546,908 0,334 

6 546,908 0,334 

The overall fit test results from Table 
10 reveals an initial -2 Log Likelihood value 
of 666,816, which decreases to 546,908 in 
Table 11. This decrease signifies a 
favorable alignment of the proposed model 
with the data. Therefore, the logistics 
model is formed more good. 

4.1.6. Determination Coefficient Test 
(Nagelkerke R Square) 
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Table 12 Coefficient of 
Determination Test Results 

Cox & Snell R Square Nagelkerke R Square 

0,168 0,263 

The coefficient analysis presented in 
Table 12 shows the Nagelkerke R Square 
of 0.263, indicating that only 26.3% of the 
dependent variable can be explained by 
the independent variable: CEO succession 
origin, complexity of company operations, 
company age, and company financial 
condition. The remaining 73,7% of the 
variance is accounted for by factors not 
addressed in this study. 

4.1.7. Regression Coefficient Test 
(Partial t Test) 

Table 13 

Variabel B Sig. 

CEOSO 0,550 0,022 

KOP -0,042 0,012 

UP -0,032 0,001 

KKP  0,687 0,000 

Constant 0,334 0,210 

Based on the t-test results outlined in 
the table: 

1. The variable CEO Succession 
Origin (CEOSO) yields a Sig value of 
0,022, indicating significance below 0,05. 
With a coefficient of 0,550, this indicates a 
positive influence of CEO succession 
origin on audit report lag, thus supporting 
the hypothesis. 

2. The Complexity of Company 
Operations (KOP) variable demonstrates a 
Sig value of 0,012, indicating significance 
below 0,05. However, with a coefficient of 
-0,042, the hypothesis test results in 
rejection, signifying that the complexity of 
company operations negatively affects the 
audit report lag. 

3. The Company Age (UP) variable 
obtained a significance of 0,001 indicating 
a significance below 0,05 with a coefficient 
of -0,032 which indicated a negative 

relationship. This supports the hypothesis 
that company age has a negative effect on 
audit report lag. 

4. The Company Financial Condition 
(KKP) variable is statistically significant 
with a significance of 0,000 less than 0,05 
and a coefficient of 0,687 which indicates 
a positive influence. Therefore, the 
hypothesis regarding the company's 
financial condition variables is accepted. 

4.1.8. Test Omnibus Tests of Model 
Coefficients (Simultaneous F Test) 

Table 14 

Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients 

 Chi-square df Sig. 

Step 1 Step 119,909 4 0,000 

Block 119,909 4 0,000 

Model 119,909 4 0,000 

Based on the simultaneous F test in 
Table 14, it shows a significance level of 
0,000, indicating significance below the 
threshold of 0,05. Thus, it can be deduced 
that CEO succession origin, company 
operation complexity, company age, and 
financial condition collectively exert 
simultaneous influence on delay in audit 
report. 

4.2. Discussion 

4.2.1. The Impact of CEO Succession 
Origin (X1) on Audit Report Lag 

Table 13 indicates that the CEO 
succession variable origin is characterized 
by a coefficient of 0,550, with the observed 
significance level of 0,022 falls below the 
conventional threshold of 0,05. This 
underscores a significant impact of CEO 
succession origin on the delay in audit 
report submission. The positive coefficient 
value indicates a positive influence of CEO 
succession origin on audit report lag, thus 
corroborating hypothesis H1 and affirming 
its validity. 

The positive effect of CEO succession 
origin on audit report lag indicates that 
promoting a CEO from within the company 
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is linked to lengthier audit report lags in 
comparison to selecting a CEO from 
outside the company. Insider CEOs are 
presumed to possess comprehensive 
knowledge and understanding of the 
company's operations, products, 
production chains, business situations, 
and organizational culture, providing them 
with greater opportunities to engage in 
fraudulent activities for personal gain [15, 
31, 32]. Consequently, auditors may 
require additional time for the audit 
process. 

The influence of CEO succession 
origin on audit processes can be assessed 
by considering two key factors: specialized 
knowledge pertaining to the company and 
the dynamic between the CEO and the 
auditor. Internal CEOs typically have 
detailed insights into the company's 
operations, granting them significant 
operational strategic power. This specific 
knowledge can aid CEOs in managing 
profits and engaging in fraudulent 
practices. Thus, the presence of an insider 
CEO may elevate audit risk, as the 
extensive audit efforts necessitated by 
their detailed knowledge may result in 
extended audit report lags [13, 33, 34]. 

4.2.2. The Impact of Company 
Operational Complexity (X2) on Audit 
Report Lag 

The hypothesis test results in Table 13 
indicate that the variable denoting 
company operational complexity holds a 
coefficient value of -0,042, with the 
observed significance level of 0,012 falls 
below the conventional threshold of 0,05. 
This suggests a notable impact of 
company operational complexity on audit 
report lag. In addition, the negative 
coefficient value indicates that increasing 
complexity in company operations means 
lower audit report delays. These results 
contradict hypothesis H2, leading to its 
rejection. 

Company operational complexity, 
measured by the number of subsidiaries 
owned, in this study illustrates a negative 
impact on the delay in audit report 
submission. This implies that higher 

operational complexity is associated with 
shorter audit report lags [35]. This can be 
attributed to increased operational 
readiness as the complexity of company 
operations rises. Auditors are thus better 
equipped to efficiently handle the auditing 
process, including consolidated reports 
and reports from subsidiary companies 
[36]. The quantity of subsidiary entities 
within a company does not extend the 
duration of the financial report auditing 
process, as professional accounting staff 
can adeptly create accurate and 
comprehensive consolidated reports. 
Effective task delegation further facilitates 
auditors' ability to efficiently audit multiple 
subsidiary companies [37, 38, 39]. 

4.2.3. Impact of Company Age (X3) on 
Audit Report Lag 

Table 13 displays a company age 
coefficient of -0,032, with the observed 
significance level of 0,001 falls below the 
conventional threshold of 0,05. This 
suggests a significant impact of company 
age on audit report lag. Moreover, the 
negative coefficient suggests a reverse 
correlation, indicating that increased 
company age correlates with reduced 
audit report lag. This finding aligns with 
hypothesis H3, this suggests a inverse 
relationship between the age of the 
company and the delay in audit report 
submission, thus affirming the acceptance 
of H3. 

A higher company age signifies 
prolonged experience and the 
accumulated knowledge necessary for 
independent auditors during the audit 
process, particularly in structuring 
performance reports such as financial 
statements [40, 41]. Consequently, such 
companies are more likely to provide high-
quality financial reports, facilitating 
auditors in fulfilling their duties effectively 
[42, 43]. Additionally, companies with 
longer operational histories are better 
equipped to collect, process, and generate 
the information required by auditors due to 
their extensive experience [44]. Moreover, 
these companies typically possess robust 
internal controls, reducing the need for 
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auditors to gather excessive evidence to 
attain sufficient confidence in the financial 
reporting [45, 46]. Overall, the longer a 
company's operational, the probability of 
shorter audit report lags. 

4.2.4. Impact of Company Financial 
Condition (X4) on Audit Report Lag 

Table 13 reveals a coefficient of 0,687 
for the company's financial condition, the 
observed significance level of 0,000 falls 
below the conventional threshold of 0,05, 
indicates a highly statistically significant 
result. This demonstrates a substantial 
impact of the firm's financial health on the 
delay in audit reporting. Moreover, a 
positive coefficient signifies that the 
financial state of the company positively 
influences the delay in audit report 
submission. This finding strengthens the 
proposed hypothesis, the findings confirm 
that the financial condition of the company 
indeed exerts a positive influence on the 
delay in audit report submission, thereby 
supporting the acceptance of hypothesis 
H4.. 

The financial status of a company 
reflects its ongoing viability. Companies 
facing heightened levels of financial 
distress typically require additional time for 
auditors to complete the audit due to 
challenges in gathering sufficient evidence 
to assess the company's actual financial 
standing [47]. Moreover, companies 
experiencing financial difficulties tend to 
undergo longer audit report lags. Such 
entities present heightened audit risks, 
compelling auditors to issue opinions that 
correspond with the company's financial 
situation [48, 49]. To mitigate audit risk, 
auditors are expected to expand their audit 
procedures, which may prolong the audit 
process [50, 51]. Additionally, auditors 
frequently engage in discussions and 
negotiations with clients to ascertain 
management's strategies for addressing 
underlying issues within the company [52]. 

4.2.5. The Influence of CEO 
Succession Origin (X1), Operational 
Complexity of the Company (X2), 
Company Age (X3), and Company 
Financial Condition on Audit Report Lag 

The simultaneous tests conducted in 
Table 14, reveal a significance level of 
0,000, surpassing the conventional 
threshold of 0,05. This outcome implies a 
substantive association among the 
independent variables namely CEO 
succession origin, company operation 
complexity, company age, and financial 
condition and the dependent variable, 
denoted as audit report lag. Therefore, 
hypothesis H5 is accepted. 

 

KESIMPULAN  
This research examines the impact of 

the origin of CEO succession, company 
operations complexity, company age, and 
company financial condition on audit report 
lag among manufacturing firms listed on 
the IDX from 2018 to 2022. The findings 
reveal that CEO succession originating 
from within the company positively affects 
audit report lag, suggesting longer delays 
in audits compared to CEOs recruited 
externally. Moreover, the study finds that 
companies with higher operational 
complexity tend to have shorter audit 
report lag times. Additionally, financially 
troubled companies often experience 
prolonged audit report lags.. Furthermore, 
CEO succession origin, company 
operations complexity, company age, and 
company financial condition jointly 
influence audit report lag. 

Based on the conclusions drawn and 
the identified limitations, several 
recommendations emerge: 

1. Companies are encouraged to 
ensure the availability of necessary 
information and data for financial report 
examinations and to regularly assess 
company performance to mitigate factors 
contributing to audit report lag. 

2. Auditors should strive for diligent 
performance and competency in carrying 
out audit responsibilities, aiming to deliver 
audit reports promptly. 

3. Future researchers conducting 
similar studies should consider including 
additional independent variables, such as 
the size of the knowledge, attitude, and 
practice (KAP) and the size of the 
company, to improve the explanatory 
capacity concerning the dependent 
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variable, audit report lag. Additionally, 
expanding the research duration and 
diversifying the scope to encompass 
entities beyond manufacturing sector 
companies listed on the IDX can enrich 
future investigations. 

Based on the research findings and 
discussions, several limitations were 
identified: 

1. The study was confined to a narrow 
scope, focusing solely on variables like 
CEO succession origin, company 
operational complexity, company age, and 
financial condition. 

2. The research timeframe was 
limited to the period from 2018 to 2022. 

3. The sample was restricted to 
publicly listed manufacturing sector 
companies on the IDX. 

4. The coefficient of determination 
was only 26.3%, indicating that other 
factors beyond those studied also 
influence the dependent variable. 

5. Testing of the impact of the origin 
of CEO succession on audit report delays 
is still limited.  
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