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Abstract: Examining how risk-taking behaviour affects managerial skills and earnings management is the 

goal of this study. The study's sample consists of 846 manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesian 

Stock Exchange between 2008 and 2018. Data envelopment analysis is a proxy for managerial skill. Accruals 

and actual earnings management are two aspects of earnings management. The firm fixed-effect regression 

is used in data analysis. The influence of managerial skills on earnings management is mitigated by risk-

taking behaviour. Capable managers are more likely to use their propensity for risk-taking to manipulate 

earnings. Capable managers respond to earnings volatility resulting from risk-taking by implementing 

earnings management strategies. This study closes the gap left by earlier research and offers fresh proof of 

risk-taking behaviour that helps identify situations where managers use their expertise to control profits. 

Keywords: Managerial Ability; Accruals Earnings Management; Real Earnings Management, Risk-Taking 

Behavior. 

 

Abstrak: Penelitian ini bertujuan untuk menguji peran pemoderasi perilaku pengambilan risiko antara 

pengaruh kecakapan manajerial terhadap manajemen laba. Sampel penelitian yaitu 846 tahun-perusahaan 

mannufaktur yang terdaftar di Bursa Efek Indonesia 2008-2018. Kecakapan manajerial diukur dengan data 

envelopment analysis. Manajemen laba diukur dengan manajemen laba akrual dan riil. Analisis data 

menggunakan regresi fixed-effect. Perilaku pengambilan risiko memoderasi pengaruh kecakapan manajerial 

terhadap manajemen laba. Manajer yang cakap cenderung menggunakan kemampuannya untuk melakukan 

manajemen laba jika manajer memiliki perilaku pengambilan risiko tinggi. Manajemen laba merupakan 

respon manajer untuk menghadapi volatilitas laba sebagai konsekuensi pengambilan risiko tinggi. Penelitian 

ini berkontribusi untuk menjawab gap penelitian terdahulu dan memberikan bukti baru bahwa pengambilan 

risiko menentukan apakah manajer yang cakap menggunakan kemampuannya untuk melakukan manajemen 

laba. 

Kata Kunci: Kecakapan Manajerial, Manajemen Laba Akrual, Manajemen Laba Riil, Perilaku Pengambilan 

Risiko. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Earnings management is triggered by the importance of earnings information for 

financial statement users to evaluate managers' performance. The importance of earnings 
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information leads managers to manage reported earnings, especially when managers' 

performance evaluation involves earnings-based compensation. Managers can use two 

types of earnings management: accrual earnings management (from now on referred to as 

AEM) and natural earnings management (from now on referred to as REM). AEM allows 

managers to manage earnings by utilising GAAP weaknesses, while REM allows 

managers to manage earnings by deviating from business activities (Simamora, 2019). 

Earnings management becomes an essential issue in accounting as it can affect the 

quality of financial statement information (Menicucci, 2020). (Iriyadi, 2019) explains that 

earnings management can mislead stakeholders to assess the actual condition of the firms. 

The known scandal of Enron shows that misappropriation of accounting judgment to 

markup reported earnings leads to a stock price fall as it misleads shareholders. In the 

Enron case, earnings markup leads to Enron's bankruptcy. There is a case of Indonesian 

Accounting Standard misappropriation by PT in Indonesia. Garuda Indonesia in 2018. 

After financial restatement that the Indonesian Stock Exchange, PT, requests. Garuda 

Indonesia experiences losses of USD 175 million. Before financial restatement, PT. 

Garuda Indonesia earns up to USD 809 thousand by recognising the long-term project 

contract value as current revenue (Christian et al., 2021). 

Based on the upper echelons theory, managerial characteristics are essential to 

determining a business strategy, including the decision to manage earnings. Managers are 

the main actors when firm management engages in earnings management. In this case, 

managerial characteristics such as managerial ability can determine whether managers 

manage earnings. (Demerjian et al., 2020) suggest that managerial ability is essential to 

determining a critical decision in many business activities. (Demerjian et al., 2020) also 

suggest that managers' managerial ability can be used in financial reporting strategy and 

affect information quality, including reported earnings quality. 

On the one hand, prior studies (Baik et al., 2020; Demerjian et al., 2020; Imeni et al., 

2021; Majid et al., 2020) demonstrate that managerial skill increases earnings 

management, including AEM and REM. Managers with higher managerial talents are 

more equipped to understand the business and industry of the company, including 

accounting policies, business knowledge, and skill tasks related to managing earnings. 

According to agency theory, managers' and shareholders' information asymmetry and 

agency conflict are the root causes of earnings management behaviour. In this instance, 

the manager takes advantage of the information gap between shareholders and managers 

to become more active in managing earnings. Higher-ability managers are incentivised to 

use their skills to manage earnings more because they can get paid more (Majid et al., 

2020) or face greater pressure if they do not meet profit targets (X. Huang & Sun, 2017). 

On the other hand, previous research shows that managerial ability has a negative 

effect on earnings management, including AEM and REM (X. Huang & Sun, 2017; La’bi 

et al., 2018; Majid et al., 2020; Skousen et al., 2019). Higher managerial ability allows 

managers to have higher knowledge and skills about the company's business and industry 

to increase company profitability without carrying out earnings management (X. Huang & 

Sun, 2017). Based on stewardship theory, managers tend to achieve their goals by fulfilling 

the interests of shareholders because achieving managers' own goals requires expensive 
costs (Chrisman, 2019). In conditions where earnings management provides misleading 

information for shareholders, managers with higher abilities will be more likely to reduce 

earnings management and fulfil the interests of shareholders by providing higher-quality 

earnings information (Nusantara, 2018). 
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Previous studies provide conflicting results between managerial ability and earnings 

management. It comes from the need for previous studies considering the risk preference 

of how managers run the business. Managers have an important role in formulating and 

executing the business strategy, including a risky strategy. Yung and Chen (2018) explain 

that capable managers can be risk-takers or risk-averse depending on their preferences 

regarding firms' businesses and industries. Higher-ability managers take higher risks when 

they assess that a risky strategy can bring innovation and the potential for better 

performance in the future. However, higher-ability managers can also engage less in a 

risky strategy as it brings uncertainty, especially when higher-ability managers use their 

ability more to protect their interests (Yung & Chen, 2018). 

Both risk-taking behaviour and managerial ability affect earnings management 

behaviour. Risk-taking behaviour leads managers to take a risky strategy. A risky strategy 

comes with a higher uncertainty where the potential of higher profits and more 

considerable losses are equal (Alharbi et al., 2021). Higher uncertainty leads to higher 

earnings volatility. (Demerjian et al., 2020) explain that higher performance volatility, 

including earnings volatility, pushes managers to manage earnings. (Alharbi et al., 2021) 

find that risk-taking behaviour increases REM. (Billings et al., 2020) also find that risk-

taking behaviour increases REM to achieve an option-based compensation target. 

(Mayberry et al., 2021) find that managerial incentive leads risk-taker managers to engage 

in AEM. 

Higher earnings volatility shows managers fail to manage risk (Phua et al., 2021). 

Earnings management also results from ineffective risk management (Busru et al., 2022). 

Weak risk management can be a problem that might lead to earnings management 

behaviour. 

If capable managers have risk-taker preferences to run the business, they will employ 

their skills to manage reported earnings as a risky strategy brings higher earnings 

uncertainty. Based on agency theory, higher agency conflict comes from weaker 

governance mechanisms and ineffective risk management (Dewanta & Arifin, 2020). In 

this case, higher agency conflict leads managers to have risk-taking behaviour without 

managing the uncertainty that comes after (Dewanta & Arifin, 2020). It allows higher-

ability managers with risk-taker preferences to engage more in earnings management. 

Conversely, higher-ability managers with risk-averse preferences to run the business tend 

to use their ability to improve performance efficiently without engaging in earnings 

management. Stewardship theory assumes that interest alignment between managers and 

shareholders comes from an effective monitoring mechanism (Chrisman, 2019). The 

monitoring function can reduce risk-taking behaviour by managers as it is also costly for 

shareholders because the profitability uncertainty can lead to loss potential. Based on an 

explanation of managerial ability, earnings management, and risk-taking behaviour, this 

research examines the moderating role of risk-taking behaviour on managerial ability and 

earnings management. 

This research has made some contributions. First, as noted by (Baik et al., 2020), 

(Demerjian et al., 2020), (Huang & Sun, 2017), (Imeni et al., 2021), (La'bi et al., 2018), 

(Majid et al., 2020), and (Skousen et al., 2019), this research resolves the discrepancy 
between managerial skill and earnings management. This study offers a new perspective 

on an issue that other research should have addressed: whether or not high-ability 

managers manipulate earnings. Risk-taking behaviour was examined in this study to 
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ascertain the tendency of risk-taking managers with a strong managerial aptitude to 

manipulate earnings. 

Second, this research provides new evidence on the role of risk-taking behaviour in 

explaining whether managers use their skills to manage the business efficiently and 

achieve better performance without carrying out earnings management or whether they 

tend to use their knowledge and skills to become more involved in earnings management. 

The results of risk-taking behaviour as a moderating variable between managerial ability 

and earnings management are a new addition to the literature on the relationship between 

managerial ability and earnings management. This research brings novelty to the literature 

where risk-taking behaviour determines that agency theory better explains the relationship 

between risk-taking managers and earnings management. In contrast, stewardship theory 

explains more about the relationship between risk-averse managers and earnings 

management. 

Third, based on additional analysis, this research also finds new evidence that not 

all risk-taking behaviour leads higher-ability managers to manage earnings. This research 

gives novelty of under what conditions risk-taking behaviour leads high-ability managers 

to engage in earnings management. Only risk-taking behaviour is related to efficient 

strategy implementation (defender and analyser firms) and managers with overconfidence, 

leading higher-ability managers to engage in earnings management.  

 Fourth, this research is the first in Indonesia to involve risk-taking behaviour by 

higher-ability managers in determining earnings management. New findings on risk-taking 

behaviour, managerial ability, and earnings management become evidence of novelty. 

 

THEORETICAL REVIEW 
 

Agency Theory. The link between managers and shareholders is explained by 

agency theory (Simamora, 2019). This relationship's agency conflict demonstrates how 

managers frequently use earnings management to further their own goals rather than the 

interests of shareholders. When it comes to managerial ability, managers employ their 

aptitude by using their expertise in business and the industry to manipulate reported results 

by taking advantage of GAAP loopholes or by diverting from regular business operations. 

Managers must participate more in AEM and REM due to the information imbalance 

between them and shareholders. 

Agency theory assumes agency conflict results from weak monitoring and 

controlling functions and weaker governance mechanisms. Dewanta and Arifin (2020) 

explain that monitoring and controlling functions in governance mechanisms can reduce 

firms' risk and tend to choose risk-averse preferences to run the business. Agency conflict 

leads to higher risk-taking behaviour due to a lack of monitoring and controlling functions 

(Dewanta & Arifin, 2020; Mathew et al., 2018). 

Stewardship Theory. According to stewardship theory, managers look out for 

shareholders. To maximise their interests and ensure that shareholders' wealth is realised, 

managers prioritise the needs of their shareholders (Chrisman, 2019). It is less common 

for managers to manipulate earnings in a way that could deceive investors. Regarding 

managerial aptitude, managers use their business and industry expertise to run profitable 

operations effectively without manipulating earnings. 

Additionally, managers take advantage of their capacity to give investors better 

information. According to the stewardship theory, efficient governance implementation 
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aligns managers' and shareholders' interests (Chrisman, 2019). When governance is 

established correctly, managers typically decide to operate the company using a lower-risk 

approach (Mathew et al., 2018). 

Upper Echelons Theory. The upper-echelon theory explains that an organisation's 

strategy selection and decision-making process depend on managerial characteristics 

(Abatecola & Cristofaro, 2018). Managerial characteristics determine how managers 

interpret business information and problems and consider them for a specific strategy. In 

this case, managerial characteristics, such as managerial ability, determine managers' risk 

preferences and financial reporting strategy. Managerial ability refers to a manager's 

knowledge, skill, expertise, and experience (Sukriani et al., 2023). Managerial ability can 

determine whether managers will execute a business strategy and a certain level of risk 

(Yung & Chen, 2018).  

Managerial Ability and Earnings Management. The terms AEM and REM refer 

to earnings management. Initially, AEM stands for earnings management, which uses 

estimating and various accounting techniques. Second, earnings management by deviation 

from regular business operations is referred to as REM. Managers can use both REM and 

AEM to control earnings. Using accounting techniques like the depreciation method, 

inventory value method, sales recognition method, or estimating allowance for doubtful 

debt, managers participate in AEM (Scott & O’Brien, 2019). In order to lower the cost of 

a good sale, managers engage in over-sales with price discounts and lean credit policies. 

They also reduce discretionary expenses to lower costs associated with sales, general, 

administration, advertising, and research and development (Rokhaniyah et al., 2023). 

(Huang & Sun, 2017) identified three perspectives on the relationship between 

managerial competence and earnings management: a positive relationship, a negative 

relationship, and no relationship. First, managing earnings is positively impacted by 

managerial skills. There is pressure on all managers to surpass earnings expectations. 

Higher-ability managers are more likely to experience pressure if they fail to meet earnings 

targets since they are more likely to reach a particular profitability level (X. Huang & Sun, 

2017). In this scenario, managers with greater managerial aptitude will apply their 

expertise to manage earnings more. Higher-ability managers can match their abilities to 

financial reporting strategies (X. Huang & Sun, 2017) by performing business activities 

above normal levels to engage in REM or selecting a specific accounting method and 

estimation to engage in AEM. They possess greater knowledge and skill (Demerjian et al., 

2020). Higher-ability managers have been found to participate more in AEM (Majid et al., 

2020), REM (X. Huang & Sun, 2017), classification shifting (Imeni et al., 2021), and 

income smoothing (Baik et al., 2020; Demerjian et al., 2020) among other earnings 

management tactics. 

Secondly, there is a negative correlation between managerial ability and earnings 

management. Without resorting to profit management, managers with more competence 

can produce more revenue from a given set of resources (Demerjian et al., 2020). Higher-

ability managers are also conscious of the negative effects of earnings management on a 

company's ability to create value and perform poorly in the future (Simamora, 2019). 

Higher-ability managers spend more of their abilities on effective business operations than 
on controlling earnings by taking advantage of GAAP loopholes or diverting from regular 

business operations since they have more skill and knowledge than lower-ability 

managers. However, they also have limited time and effort. As managerial ability is also 

linear to managers' reputation (Demerjian et al., 2020), it will be costly for higher-ability 
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managers to engage in unethical behaviour such as earnings management. Previous studies 

show that higher-ability managers engage less in some earnings management strategies 

such as AEM (La’bi et al., 2018), REM (X. Huang & Sun, 2017; Majid et al., 2020), and 

classification shifting (Skousen et al., 2019). 

Third, managerial ability is independent of earnings management. All managers are 

equal, whereas higher and lower-ability managers get similar pressure to beat earnings 

targets (X. Huang & Sun, 2017). Managerial ability is irrelevant in explaining the variation 

of earnings management as earnings management behaviour is determined more by 

managerial ethics than ability factors. In this case, supervisory and monitoring are needed 

to ensure managers' ethical behaviour is more relevant to determining the earnings 

management level (Romadhon & Kusuma, 2020). This research uses the role of risk-taking 

behaviour to determine the effect of managerial ability on earnings management. 

Risk-Taking Behavior and Earnings Management. Risk-taking behaviour is the 

propensity to take a risky strategy (Yung & Chen, 2018). Risk preferences by managers 

determine risk-taking behaviour. When managers use a risky strategy, there is a higher 

uncertainty where higher risk can offer higher profits, but at the same time, higher risk can 

also bring bigger losses. Uncertainty leads managers to make an adjustment when 

uncertainty leads to higher costs and reduces revenue (Rigamonti et al., 2024). Profits-

losses uncertainty can lead to higher earnings volatility. Managers will adjust earnings 

volatility by engaging in earnings management. Previous studies find that risk-taking 

behaviour leads managers to engage more in the REM (Alharbi et al., 2021; Billings et al., 

2020) and AEM (Mayberry et al., 2021). 

Managerial Ability and Risk-Taking Behavior. Managers determine how the 

business will be run and decide the selection strategy based on their risk preferences. Risk-

taker managers will choose a risky strategy, while risk-averse managers will choose a 

lower-risk strategy. As risk-taking behaviour depends on managerial characteristics, 

managerial ability can affect managers' risk preferences. 

Higher-ability managers can engage in a risky strategy or a lower-risk one. Some 

arguments show that higher-ability managers tend to be risk-takers. Managerial ability 

relates to firms' innovation (Ting et al., 2021), while innovation is close to risk-taking 

(Widianingsih et al., 2023). Higher-ability managers also have higher knowledge and skills 

in investment risk and return (Chen et al., 2021). In this case, higher managerial ability 

facilitates higher-ability managers to be risk-takers and engage more in risky business 

strategies. (Yung & Chen, 2018) find that higher-ability managers take more risks than 

lower-ability ones. (Chen et al., 2021) also find that skilful and reputable managers tend 

to choose a risky investment project.  

There is also the argument that suggests higher-ability managers are risk-averse. 

(Alzugaiby, 2022) argues that higher-ability managers will use a lower-risk strategy to 

protect their reputation if a risky strategy can lead firms to losses and harm their reputation. 

(Zhang et al., 2022) find managers with higher intelligence and education tend to avoid 

risk. 

Hypothesis. On the one hand, high-ability managers use their knowledge and skills 

to engage in AEM and REM. Based on agency theory, competent managers take the 
opportunity to exploit conditions of information asymmetry between managers and 

shareholders to fulfil their interests compared to the interests of shareholders. By engaging 

in earnings management, highly skilled managers will use their knowledge of the 

company's accounting policies to manage the accrual component of earnings and align 
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their capabilities with AEM. (Majid et al., 2020) found that managerial ability positively 

affects AEM. Managers with higher capabilities can also use their knowledge of the 

company's business to deviate from standard operating activity levels and align their 

capabilities with REM. (Putra et al., 2021) found that managerial ability also positively 

affects REM. 

On the other hand, high-ability managers tend to use their knowledge and skills to 

carry out efficient business processes to achieve optimal profitability without engaging in 

AEM or REM. Based on stewardship theory, managers with higher abilities will use their 

abilities to provide higher-quality information to shareholders because managers can 

achieve their interests if they can fulfil them. In the context of higher earnings management 

causing lower earnings quality (Menicucci, 2020), managers with higher abilities will 

provide higher earnings-quality information by avoiding earnings management behaviour. 

The risk preferences of managers will determine how managers with greater ability 

will use their abilities. Managers of higher ability who have a predisposition for taking 

risks will make greater use of their abilities to manage earnings. First, risk-taking 

behaviour results from higher earnings volatility (Yung & Chen, 2018). In this case, 

higher-ability managers engage more in earnings management to reduce volatility. Second, 

earnings management itself has a risk of information (Dewi et al., 2020) where earnings 

information does not reflect the actual condition of firms' performance (H.-L. Huang et al., 

2021) and potential of litigation risk where there will be a potential by financial 

information users to sue the firms or managers as earnings management can generate 

incorrect economic decision (Liao & Ouyang, 2019). As earnings management also 

contains a risk, higher-ability managers with higher risk-taking behaviour will take the risk 

to fulfil their interests, such as managerial compensation. Third, agency theory suggests 

that higher agency conflict leads to higher risk-taking behaviour. Good governance as the 

mechanism to reduce risk must be implemented as it fails to reduce agency conflict 

(Dewanta & Arifin, 2020; Mathew et al., 2018). In this case, higher-ability managers with 

higher risk-taking behaviour are in a situation where there is a higher agency cost, leading 

managers to engage in earnings management.  

Higher-ability managers with risk-averse preferences will use their ability to 

implement an efficient business rather than engage in earnings management. First, lower 

risk-taking provides lower earnings volatility. In this case, higher-ability managers with 

lower risk-taking do not need to reduce earnings volatility using earnings management. 

Second, earnings management, once again, leads to a higher risk of information (Dewi et 

al., 2020) and litigation (Liao & Ouyang, 2019). Higher-ability managers with lower risk-

taking behaviour will avoid any higher risk component, including information risk, and 

focus more on efficient business processes. Third, stewardship theory suggests that interest 

alignment leads to lower risk-taking behaviour. Interest alignment is an indicator of 

effective governance. Effective governance can also be a mechanism to reduce risk 

(Dewanta & Arifin, 2020; Mathew et al., 2018). Here, managers who possess greater 

competence but exhibit less risk-taking behaviour find themselves in a position where the 

interests of shareholders and managers coincide, discouraging managers from managing 

firms' income. Based on the explanation that different risk preferences lead higher-ability 
managers to make different decisions regarding earnings management, risk-taking 

behaviour can take a moderating role in determining whether managerial ability will 

increase or reduce earnings management. 
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(Alharbi et al., 2021) find that risk-taker managers perform REM. (Billings et al., 

2020) find that option-based compensation motivates risk-taker managers to engage in 

REM. (Mayberry et al., 2021) also found a similar result: Option-based compensation 

motivates risk-taker managers to engage in AEM. Based on hypothesis development and 

previous studies, the research hypothesis is as follows. 

 

Ha: Risk-taking behaviour moderates the effect of managerial ability on earnings 

management. 

 

METHODS 
 

Data and Sample. This research uses financial statement data from 2003-2022, as 

the oldest historical data it can get is from 2003. The data are accessed from firms' websites 

listed on the Indonesian Stock Exchange 2003-2022 and the database of The Indonesia 

Capital Market Institute. However, for variable estimation purposes, this research uses data 

from the period of t minus 5 to the period of t plus 4 (Demerjian et al., 2020), so the 

research period will be from 2008 to 2018. 

Manufacturing companies listed on the Indonesian Stock Exchange represent the 

research sample. There are some considerations that sample selection leads to 

manufacturing firms. First, this research limits the different accounting and operating 

activities in different industries. In this case, accounting and operating activities in the 

manufacturing industry lead to a different level of earnings management compared to other 

industries. Second, this research examines both AEM and REM, where REM activities 

include over-production. (Rokhaniyah et al., 2023) explain that the non-manufacturing 

industry is irrelevant to over-production as the production process relates to the 

manufacturing business. Third, most earnings volatility cases happen in the manufacturing 

industry as distributors constantly adjust prices to manufacturing firms based on end-

customer demand (Ridloah et al., 2022). The research sample must also be in a sub-sector 

with more than one firm for managerial ability estimation purposes. There are 846 

manufacturing firms-year as in Table 1. 

 

Table 1. Sample 

 
Sample Firm No. of Observation 2008 to 2018 

Manufacturing firms listed on the 

Indonesian Stock Exchange from 2003 to 

2022 

99 1,089 

Only one firm in one sub-sector (1) (11) 

Missing data (4) (44) 

Net Sample 94 1,034 

 

Earnings Management Measurement. The intervention of managers to control the 

reported earnings is referred to as earnings management (Scott & O’Brien, 2019). This 

research uses earnings management of AEM and REM. Discretionary accruals estimate 

AEM. This research uses a model of Modified Jones to estimate discretionary accruals. 

Discretionary accruals are estimated in 2003-2020 by considering the available data in this 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Jurnal Akuntansi/Volume 28, No. 02, May 2024: 357-379 

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.24912/ja.v28i2.2139  

 

365 

research and the estimation period of other variables of managerial ability and risk-taking 

behaviour. Estimation of discretionary accruals as in equations of 1 to 3. 

 

𝐷𝐴𝐶𝑡 =
𝑇𝐴𝐶𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
− 𝑁𝐷𝐴𝑡 ……………………………………………………………. (1) 

 

𝑁𝐷𝐴𝑡 =  𝛼̂ + 𝛽1̂
1

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝛽2̂

𝛥𝑅𝐸𝑉𝑡−𝛥𝑅𝐸𝐶𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝛽3̂

𝑃𝑃𝐸𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
 ………………………….. (2) 

 
𝑇𝐴𝐶𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
=  𝛼 + 𝛽1

1

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+  𝛽2

𝛥𝑅𝐸𝑉𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝛽3

𝑃𝑃𝐸𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
 …………………………... (3) 

 

DACt denotes the discretionary accruals period of t. The total accruals period (TACt) 

is t. The entire assets period of t minus 1 is equal to assets-1. The non-discretionary 

accruals period of t is known as NDAt. The revenue period of t is represented by ∆REVt. 

∆RECt represents a shift in the receivable period of t. PPEt stands for the period of t gross 

value of fixed assets. The values of a ̂, β1 ,̂ β2 ̂, and β3  ̂are the estimated values of a, β1, 

β2, and β3 using the equation of 3. The absolute value of discretionary accruals is used to 

calculate AEM. The higher absolute value of discretionary accruals shows a higher level 

of AEM. 

REM includes activities of over-sales, over-production, and discretionary expense 

cutting. Over-sales is measured by abnormal operating cash flow estimated using the 

equation of 4. Over-production is measured by abnormal production estimated using the 

equation of 5. Discretionary expense cutting is measured by abnormal discretionary 

expenses estimated using the equation of 6. REM is calculated using the aggregate of 

abnormal activities as in equation 7. Abnormal activities are also estimated from 2003 to 

2020 by considering the available data in this research and the estimation period of other 

variables of managerial ability and risk-taking behaviour. Abnormal activities estimation 

(Pinitkan & Wisitpongphan, 2020) and aggregate of REM calculation (Adeneye & 

Kammoun, 2022) can be seen in equations 4 to 7. 

 
𝐶𝐹𝑂𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
= 𝑎 + 𝑏1

1

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑏2

𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑏3

∆𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑒𝑡 ……………………….. (4) 

 
𝑃𝑅𝑂𝐷𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
= 𝑎 + 𝑏1

1

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑏2

𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑏3

∆𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑏4

∆𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡−1

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑒𝑡 ………... (5) 

 
𝐷𝐼𝑆𝐶𝑡

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
= 𝑎 + 𝑏1

1

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑏2

𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠𝑡−1

𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠𝑡−1
+ 𝑒𝑡 ………………………………............. (6) 

 

𝑅𝐸𝑀 = −𝑎𝑏𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙 𝑜𝑝𝑒𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔 𝑐𝑎𝑠ℎ 𝑓𝑙𝑜𝑤 + 𝑎𝑏𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙 𝑝𝑟𝑜𝑑𝑢𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 +
𝑎𝑏𝑛𝑜𝑟𝑚𝑎𝑙 𝑑𝑖𝑠𝑐𝑟𝑒𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑎𝑟𝑦 𝑒𝑥𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑠𝑒𝑠 ……………………………………………….. (7) 

 

During the cash flow period of t, CFOt operates. PRODt, or the production cost 

period of t, is computed by adding the cost of the good-sold period of t to the change in 

inventory period of t. DISCt is discretionary expenses, including advertising, general 

administration, sales, and research and development. The whole assets period of t-1 is 

represented by assets-1. Sales is the total amount of sales for t. The whole sales period of 

t minus one is known as sales-1. Sales represent a shift in the sales period. Salest-1 changes 

the sales period of t-1. 
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A negative abnormal operating cash flow value indicates managers participate in 

REM through over-sales activities. Its value in equation 4 is an indicator of abnormal 

operating cash flow. The value in Equation 5 indicates abnormal production and a positive 

value of abnormal production indicates that managers participate in REM by engaging in 

over-production. The value in equation 6 indicates atypical discretionary spending, and the 

negative value of discretionary spending demonstrates that managers engage in REM by 

reducing discretionary expenses. 

This research concludes that REM's positive value indicates that managers are 

engaged in REM to increase earnings. In contrast, a negative value of REM indicates that 

managers do not engage in REM. REM aims to avoid losses or beat earnings targets by 

increasing reported earnings (Tran & Duong, 2020). A larger value of REM in Equation 7 

indicates a higher amount of REM. 

Managerial Ability Measurement. As Demerjian et al. (2020), this research uses 

data envelopment analysis to calculate total firms' efficiency and make a regression of 

firm-specific efficiency on total firms' efficiency to estimate manager-specific efficiency 

into managerial ability measurement. Data envelopment analysis is performed for firms 

with similar output and inputs by grouping the firms in the same sub-sector in three digits 

of industry code, as (Demerjian et al., 2020) suggested based on the Jakarta Stock 

Industrial Classification (JASICA). In this case, at least two firms must be in a sub-sector. 

Total firms' efficiency is calculated using data envelopment analysis in equation 8, and 

manager-specific efficiency is estimated in equation 9 (Demerjian et al., 2020). 

 

𝐹𝑖𝑟𝑚 𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 =
𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠

𝑣1𝐶𝑂𝐺𝑆+𝑣2𝑆𝐺𝐴+𝑣3𝑃𝑃𝐸+𝑣4𝑂𝑝𝑠𝐿𝑒𝑎𝑠𝑒+𝑣5𝑅𝐷+𝑣6𝐺𝑜𝑜𝑑𝑤𝑖𝑙𝑙+𝑣7𝑂𝑡ℎ𝑒𝑟𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑎𝑛
 .. (8) 

 

𝐹𝑖𝑟𝑚 𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑖𝑐𝑖𝑒𝑛𝑦 = 𝑎 + 𝑏1 ln(𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠) + 𝑏2𝑚𝑎𝑟𝑘𝑒𝑡 𝑠ℎ𝑎𝑟𝑒 +
𝑏3𝑓𝑟𝑒𝑒 𝑐𝑎𝑠ℎ 𝑓𝑙𝑜𝑤 + 𝑏4 ln(𝑎𝑔𝑒) + 𝑏5𝑏𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 𝑠𝑒𝑔𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑐𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 +
𝑏6𝑓𝑜𝑟𝑒𝑖𝑔𝑛 𝑐𝑢𝑟𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑐𝑦 𝑖𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑡𝑜𝑟 + ∑ 𝑆𝑢𝑏𝑆𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑜𝑟𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡 + ∑ 𝑌𝑒𝑎𝑟𝐸𝑓𝑓𝑒𝑐𝑡 + 𝑒 ……... (9) 

 

COGS refers to the cost of goods sold. SGA refers to sales, general, and 

administrative expenses. PPE refers to net properties, plants, and equipment. OpsLease 

refers to lease expenses capitalised in period t minus 5 to t minus 1. RD refers to research 

and development capitalised in period t to t plus 4. Goodwill refers to the net goodwill. 

OtherIntan refers to net other intangible assets besides goodwill. Total assets refer to the 

value of assets. Market share refers to the proportion of firms' sales to the sub-sector sales 

level. Operating cash flow less capital expenditure is referred to as free cash flow. The 

score is 1 in the case of positive free cash flow and 0 in the case of negative free cash flow. 

Age refers to the companies' listing duration on the Indonesian Stock Exchange. The 

average product and geographic segment concentration value is called business segment 

concentration (Atika et al., 2022). The foreign currency indicator is a dummy variable that 

receives a score of 0 if the company reports no foreign currency adjustment and a score of 

1 if it does. The sub-sector effect regulates the efficiency of the firms, which is determined 

by the sub-sector. The year effect regulates the ln (age) variable. To avoid outliers data, 

the managerial ability is the decile rank of e in equation 3 for each sub-sector (Demerjian 

et al., 2020). 

Risk-Taking Behavior Measurement. The risk-taking measurement related to 

managers' behaviour is earnings volatility (García-Alcober et al., 2020). As managerial 
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ability relates to managers and earnings management relates to managers' behaviour and 

earnings information, this research uses earnings volatility as a risk-taking behaviour 

measurement. When engaging in risky projects and investments, earnings volatility 

indicates uncertainty in managers' behaviour (Yung & Chen, 2018). Earnings volatility is 

measured by the standard deviation of return on assets in the last five years (period of t-4 

to the period of t) (Yung & Chen, 2018).  

Control Variables. Firm size, market-to-assets value, and profitability are treated 

as control variables. (Simamora, 2019) suggests that firm size, market-to-assets value, and 

profitability aim to control whether an unusual change in reported earnings comes from 

earnings management behaviour or business condition and firm growth. Bigger firm sizes 

reduce earnings management as more prominent firms have more resources to generate 

higher profitability without engaging in earnings management (Pangesti, 2019). The log 

nature of total assets calculates firm size. Market to assets value has a negative effect on 

earnings management as firms' earnings management will be assessed negatively by the 

market and have a lower market value (Muslim, 2020). Market to assets value is measured 

by the market value of the firm share (the number of shares is multiplied by market price) 

at the end of the year divided by total assets. Firms with higher profitability tend to engage 

less in earnings management as they have already achieved higher performance (Muslim, 

2020). Profitability is measured by the return on assets at the end of the previous year, as 

previous earnings are usually used as a benchmark for earnings management (Simamora, 

2019). 

Data Analysis. This research uses firm fixed-effect regression to examine the 

hypothesis. First, firm fixed-effect aims to control each firm, which has different 

characteristics that lead to different strategy implementation and risk tolerance to the 

strategy formulation. Second, this research uses the Chow Test and Hausman Test as 

model selection analysis, and the result is significant at 0.050. It suggests that the common-

effect and random-effect models are inferior to the fixed-effect model. This research also 

runs normality, heteroscedasticity, autocorrelation, and multicollinearity as feasibility tests 

to ensure the regression model is unbiased. The empirical model is as in equations 10 and 

11. 

 

𝐴𝐸𝑀 = 𝑎 + 𝑏1𝑀𝐴 + 𝑏2𝑀𝐴 𝑥 𝑅𝐼𝑆𝐾 + 𝑏3𝑅𝐼𝑆𝐾 + 𝑏4𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸 + 𝑏5𝑀𝑉𝐴 + 𝑏6𝑅𝑂𝐴 + 𝑒 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. (10) 

 

𝑅𝐸𝑀 = 𝑎 + 𝑏1𝑀𝐴 + 𝑏2𝑀𝐴 𝑥 𝑅𝐼𝑆𝐾 + 𝑏3𝑅𝐼𝑆𝐾 + 𝑏4𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸 + 𝑏5𝑀𝑉𝐴 + 𝑏6𝑅𝑂𝐴 + 𝑒 
……………………………………………………………………………………….. (11) 

 

AEM stands for accrual earnings management, REM for real earnings management, 

MA for managerial ability, RISK for risk-taking behaviour, SIZE for firm size, MVA for 

the market-to-asset value, and ROA for the previous year. The hypothesis is accepted if 

the coefficient of b2 in equations 10 and 11 is positive and significant. 
 

RESULTS 
 

The result section provides descriptive statistics, feasibility tests, main regression 

results, and alternative results of managerial overconfidence and business strategy. 

Descriptive statistics capture the descriptive of interest variables. Feasibility test provides 
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normality, heteroscedasticity, autocorrelation, and multicollinearity results. The main 

regression result provides the regression of earnings management, managerial ability, and 

risk-taking behaviour. The alternative result of managerial overconfidence is the 

regression of earnings management, managerial ability, and risk-taking behaviour in the 

case of managerial overconfidence. The alternative result of business strategy is the 

regression of earnings management, managerial ability, and risk-taking behaviour in the 

case of different business strategies. 

 

Table 2. Descriptive Statistics 

 

Variable Mean Maximum Minimum Std. Dev. 

AEM 0.076 2.288 0.000 0.124 

REM -0.004 1.231 -1.173 0.167 

MA 5.336 10.000 1.000 3.250 

RISK 0.048 1.055 0.002 0.086 

SIZE 28.163 33.199 24.850 1.618 

MVA 1.004 17.947 0.011 1.843 

ROA 0.057 2.655 -0.546 0.141 

 

Descriptive Statistics. The descriptive statistics of the relevant variables for 846 

firm-years are displayed in Table 2. AEM has a maximum level of 2.288 and a minimum 

level of 0.000. AEM has a mean value of 0.076 and a variation of 0.124. On average, every 

sample firm uses AEM at a level of 0.076 to raise or lower reported earnings. REM has a 

maximum level of 1.231 and a minimum level of -1.173. REM has a mean value of -0.004 

and a deviation of 0.167. On average, sample firms tend to engage less in REM as the 

mean of REM has a negative value. The highest managerial ability (MA) is 10, while the 

lowest is 1. Since managerial ability falls within the decile rank range of manager-specific 

efficiency, managers in each sample firm typically have average managerial ability ranging 

from 5.336 to 3.251. Managers' risk-taking behaviour (RISK) ranges from 0.002 to 1.055, 

with 1.055 being the highest. Within each sample firm, managers' average level of risk-

taking behaviour is 0.048, with a 0.086 deviation. 

 

Table 3. Feasibility Test 

 
Test AEM Model REM Model 

Result 

Jarque-Bera 0.515* 0.453* 

White Test 1.117* 1.303* 

Serial Correlation LM Test 0.479* 0.2680* 

VIF VIF below 10 VIF below 10 

*insignificant   

 

Feasibility Test. Table 3 shows the feasibility test results, including normality, 

heteroscedasticity, autocorrelation, and multicollinearity tests for AEM and REM models. 

The values of Jarque-Bera for the AEM and REM models, respectively, are 0.515 

(insignificant in level 0.050) and 0.453 (insignificant in level 0.050), indicating that this 

research is free from normality problems. The f-Statistic of the White Test for the AEM 

and REM models, respectively, are 1.117 (insignificant in level 0.050) and 1.303 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Jurnal Akuntansi/Volume 28, No. 02, May 2024: 357-379 

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.24912/ja.v28i2.2139  

 

369 

(insignificant in level 0.050), which indicates this research is free from heteroscedasticity 

problems. The f-Statistic of the Serial Correlation LM Test for the AEM and REM models 

are 0.479 (insignificant in level 0.050) and 0.268 (insignificant in level 0.050), indicating 

this research is free from autocorrelation problems. The values of VIF of independent 

variables in AEM and REM models are below 10, which indicates that this research is free 

from multicollinearity problems. 

 

Table 4. Main Result 

 
Dependent Variable AEM REM AEM REM 

 Coefficient 

t-Statistic 

 (1) (1) (2) (2) 

Independent Variable     

MA 0.000 0.002 -0.002 0.000 

 0.290 1.370 -1.356 0.102 

MA x RISK   0.061 0.041 

   4.892*** 2.027** 

RISK   0.237 0.317 

   3.058*** 2.510** 

SIZE -0.005 0.006 -0.002 0.005 

 -1.969** 1.634 -0.704 1.492 

MVA -0.015 -0.003 -0.009 -0.002 

 -6.459*** -0.866 -4.202*** -0.599 

ROA -0.407 -0.114 -0.219 -0.144 

 -13.399*** -2.546** -6.683*** -2.710*** 

Constant 0.202 -0.171 0.099 -0.139 

Adjusted R2 0.177 0.011 0.327 0.016 

F-Stat 46.562*** 3.313*** 69.537*** 3.373*** 

Firm Fixed-Effect Yes Yes Yes Yes 

***significant in 0.010, **significant in 0.050, 

(1) before involving risk-taking behaviour, 

(2) after involving risk-taking behaviour  

 

Main Result. Table 4 provides a fixed-effect regression result of managerial ability 

(MA) on earnings management (AEM and REM) with risk-taking behaviour (RISK) as a 

moderating variable. It is controlled by firm size (SIZE), market value to assets (MVA), 

and previous return on assets (ROA). Table 4 also provides the result of managerial ability 

(MA) on earnings management (AEM and REM) before involving risk-taking behaviour 

as a moderating variable to compare whether managerial ability affects earnings 

management. In model AEM and model REM (before involving risk-taking behaviour as 

a moderating variable), respectively, managerial ability (MA) has coefficient values of 

0.000 and 0.002 with t-statistic values of 0.290 (insignificant) and 1.370 (insignificant). It 

indicates that managerial ability does not affect AEM and REM without considering the 

risk-taking behaviour of managers. 

The moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour (MA x RISK) in model AEM has a 

coefficient value of 0.061 with a t-statistic of 4.892 (significant in 0.010) after including 

risk-taking behaviour as a moderating variable. It suggests that those with greater aptitude 

and a propensity for taking risks participate in AEM more. The moderating effect of risk-

taking behaviour (MA x RISK) in model REM has a coefficient value of 0.041 with a t-

statistic of 2.027 (significant in 0.050), following the inclusion of risk-taking behaviour as 
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a moderating variable. It suggests that those with greater aptitude and a propensity for risk-

taking participate in REM more. 

Alternative Test (Managerial Overconfidence). This research performs an 

alternative test by adjusting the main result with the condition of managerial 

overconfidence. There are claims that managers who exhibit greater levels of managerial 

overconfidence also tend to be more risk-takers. Managerial overconfidence refers to a 

managerial characteristic where managers tend to be confident about a problematic 

situation, which leads managers to have higher excitement and enthusiasm toward risks 

and challenges (Qiao et al., 2023). (Sutrisno et al., 2023) find that managers with higher 

overconfidence tend to overinvestment and higher risk-taking. (Alharbi et al., 2021) also 

explain that managers with higher overconfidence tend to overvalue negative return 

projects and eliminate feedback values. (Qiao et al., 2023) find that overconfidence 

increases earnings management as managers have an optimistic bias about future 

performance that leads to misreporting behaviour. (Alharbi et al., 2021) also find that 

overconfidence drives risk-taker managers to engage more in earnings management. Based 

on the explanation, this research suggests that the moderating role of risk-taking behaviour 

on the effect of managerial ability on earnings management is more pronounced when 

managers also have higher managerial overconfidence. According to (Sumunar & 

Djakman, 2020), managerial overconfidence is measured by the residual value of 

regression of assets growth (change of total assets) on sales growth (change of total sales). 

Higher managerial overconfidence occurs when the residual value of the firms is above 

the industry median. In comparison, lower managerial overconfidence occurs when the 

residual value of the firms is below the industry (Sumunar & Djakman, 2020). The result 

of the alternative test with managerial overconfidence adjustment can be seen in Table 5. 

 

Table 5. Earnings Management, Managerial Ability, and Risk-Taking Behavior (Case 

of Managerial Overconfidence)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Dependent Variable AEM REM AEM REM 

 Coefficient 

 t-Statistic 

 (1) (1) (2) (2) 

Independent Variable     

MA -0.003 -0.003 0.002 0.002 

 -1.468 -0.914 1.220 0.500 

MA x RISK 0.045 0.087 0.012 -0.013 

 2.458** 3.012*** 0.545 -0.329 

RISK 0.122 0.603 0.339 -0.255 

 0.956 2.952*** 3.805*** -1.540 

SIZE -0.007 -0.002 0.003 0.080 

 -2.174** -0.351 0.891 1.445 

MVA -0.017 -0.005 -0.006 0.002 

 -6.0704*** -0.9900 -1.860*** 0.336 

ROA -0.468 -0.062 -0.196 -0.240 

 -10.917*** -0.905 -4.107*** -2.700*** 

Constant 0.252 0.096 -0.028 -0.224 

Adjusted R2 0.538 0.021 0.120 0.017 

F-Stat 83.037*** 2.508** 10.562*** 2.224** 

Firm Fixed-Effect Yes Yes Yes Yes 
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Table 5 shows that both sample groups of higher managerial overconfidence and 

lower managerial overconfidence consist of 423 firm-years. The moderating effect of risk-

taking behaviour (MA x RISK) has a coefficient value of 0.045 with a t-statistic of 2.458 

(significant in 0.050) for the AEM model in the higher management overconfidence 

sample groups. The moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour (MA x RISK) has a 

coefficient value of 0.087 with a t-statistic of 3.012 (significant in 0.010) for the REM 

model in the higher management overconfidence sample groups. Risk-taking behaviour 

attenuates the influence of managing competence on earnings management in the sample 

groups with higher levels of managerial overconfidence. 

In the sample groups of lower managerial overconfidence, the moderating effect of 

risk-taking behaviour (MA x RISK) has a coefficient value of 0.012 with a t-statistic of 

0.545 (insignificant) for the AEM model. In the sample groups of lower managerial 

overconfidence, the moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour (MA x RISK) has a 

coefficient value of -0.013 with a t-statistic of -0.329 (insignificant) for the REM model. 

In the sample groups of lower managerial overconfidence, risk-taking behaviour does not 

moderate the effect of managerial ability on earnings management. As expected, the result 

in the groups of higher managerial overconfidence is consistent with the main result. In 

comparison, the result in the groups of lower managerial overconfidence is inconsistent 

with the main result. It indicates that the moderating role of risk-taking behaviour is more 

pronounced when managers have higher managerial overconfidence. 

Alternative Test (Business Strategy). This research also performs another 

alternative test by adjusting the main result with business strategy. Risk-taking preferences 

depend on business strategy. (Handoyo et al., 2023) explain that types of business strategy 

include prospector, defender, and analyser. Prospector-type is a strategy implementation 

that focuses on innovation and new market opportunities (Habib & Hasan, 2021). In this 

case, the prospector is used to risk-taking consequences. Besides uncertainty conditions 

(Rigamonti et al., 2024), risk-taking behaviour can also bring innovation that leads to an 

opportunity to create new products, markets, and technology (Hossain et al., 2022). It is 

common for prospector firms to face uncertainty. Instead of current profitability and 

earnings volatility, prospector firms focus more on innovation and future performance. In 

this case, prospector firms with higher risk-taking behaviour engage less in earnings 

management. Defender-type is a strategy implementation that focuses on efficiency 

(Handoyo et al., 2023). It leads defender firms to give more attention to current 

performance. As defender firms are not used to risk-taking consequences, they will face 

uncertainty by engaging more in earnings management (Widyasari et al., 2017). On the 

other hand, the analyser type is a mixed strategy between defender and prospector (Habib 

& Hasan, 2021). 

Defender and analyser firms that possess risky strategies are concerned about facing 

earnings volatility by engaging in earnings management. As risk-avoiders, prospector 

firms are more concerned about facing future innovation than current performance 
volatility. Further, they need to engage more in earnings management. This research 

proposes that capable managers who are risk-takers in defender and analyser firms will 

employ their skills and capabilities to be more involved in earnings management than in 

prospector firms. By following (Habib & Hasan, 2021), this research measures business 

***significant in 0.010, **significant in 0.050, 

(1) Sample with Higher Managerial Overconfidence (423 samples), 

(2) Sample with Lower Managerial Overconfidence (423 sample) 
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strategy by scoring six elements, including the ratio of research and development to sales, 

the ratio of employees to sales, the standard deviation of total employees, sales growth, the 

ratio of sales, general, and administration expenses to sales, and the ratio of net fixed asset 

to total assets. Each element is converted to quintile rank in each two-digit industry code 

based on JASICA, where the highest quintile has a score of 5 and the lowest quintile has 

a score of 1. (Habib & Hasan, 2021) categorise prospector firms with a score of 24 to 30, 

analyser firms with a score of 13 to 23, and defender firms with a score of 6 to 12. The 

result of the alternative test with business strategy adjustment can be seen in Table 6. 

 

Table 6. Earnings Management, Managerial Ability, and Risk-Taking Behavior (Case 

of Different Business Strategy)  

 
Dependent Variable AEM REM AEM REM AEM REM 

 Coefficient 

 t-Statistic 

 (1) (1) (2) (2) (3) (3) 

Independent Variable       

MA 0.004 -0.000 -0.002 -0.001 0.013 0.018 

 1.196 -0.020 -1.434 -0.536 1.987* 1.3180 

MA x RISK -0.012 0.010 0.069 0.039 0.393 0.990 

 -0.280 0.148 4.948*** 1.783* 2.217** 2.557** 

RISK 0.617 -0.169 0.210 0.317 2.692 6.749 

 2.198** -0.376 2.501** 2.407** 1.889* 2.168** 

SIZE 0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.009 -0.006 -0.020 

 0.280 -0.267 -0.646 -2.179** -0.692 -1.029 

MVA -0.022 -0.002 -0.008 -0.003 -0.029 0.061 

 -2.114** -0.103 -3.488*** -0.740 -1.664 1.593 

ROA -0.257 -0.464 -0.207 -0.131 -0.471 -1.078 

 -2.439** -3.196*** -5.608*** -2.259** -2.728*** -2.861*** 

Constant -0.021 0.101 0.105 -0.233 0.323 0.717 

Adjusted R2 0.144 0.083 0.366 0.019 0.126 0.145 

F-Stat 4.077*** 2.663** 6.392*** 3.072*** 2.889** 3.229*** 

Firm Fixed-Effect Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

***significant in 0.010, **significant in 0.050, *significant in 0.100, 

(1) Prospector Firms (111 sample), 

(2) Analyzer Firms (655 samples), 

(3) Defender Firms (80 sample) 

 

Table 6 shows sample groups of prospector firms consisting of 111 firm-years. 

Sample groups of analyser firms consist of 655 firm-years. Sample groups of prospector 

firms consist of 80 firm-years. The moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour (MA x 

RISK) in the prospector company sample groups has a coefficient value of -0.012 and a t-

statistic of -0.280 (insignificant) for the AEM model. The moderating effect of risk-taking 

behaviour (MA x RISK) in the prospector company sample groups has a coefficient value 

of 0.010 and a t-statistic of 0.148 (insignificant) for the REM model. Risk-taking behaviour 

does not mitigate the impact of managerial competence on earnings management in the 

prospector firm sample groups. 

The moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour (MA x RISK) in the analyser firms' 

sample groups has a coefficient value of 0.069 and a t-statistic of 4.948 (significant in 
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0.010) for the AEM model. The moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour (MA x RISK) 

in the analyser firms' sample groups has a coefficient value of 0.069 and a t-statistic of 

1.783 (significant in 0.100) for the REM model. Risk-taking behaviour in the analyser 

firms' sample groups moderates the impact of managerial competence on earnings 

management. 

The moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour (MA x RISK) in the sample groups 

of defensive firms has a t-statistic of 2.217 (significant in 0.050) and a coefficient value of 

0.393 for the AEM model. The moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour (MA x RISK) 

in the sample groups of defensive firms has a t-statistic of 2.557 (significant in 0.050) and 

a coefficient value of 0.990 for the REM model. Risk-taking behaviour in the defence firm 

sample groups modifies the impact of managerial competence on earnings management. 

The outcome in the prospector firm groups differs from the main result. However, the 

outcome in the analyser and defender firm groups is in line with the main result as 

anticipated. It suggests risk-taking behaviour has a stronger moderating effect in the 

defender and analyser firms. 
 

DISCUSSION 
  

 Examining the moderating effect of risk-taking behaviour on managerial competence 

and earnings management is the primary goal of this study. This study fills a vacuum in 

the literature on managerial ability and earnings management by looking at the moderating 

role of risk-taking behaviour (Baik et al., 2020; Demerjian et al., 2020; X. Huang & Sun, 

2017; Imeni et al., 2021; La’bi et al., 2018; Majid et al., 2020; Skousen et al., 2019). 

Additionally, this study adds to the body of knowledge by shedding light on risk-taking 

behaviour, which helps identify instances where high-ability managers manage earnings. 

 Data analysis shows that the interaction variable between managerial ability and risk-

taking positively affects AEM and REM. It indicates that the research hypothesis is 

accepted. Risk-taking behaviour moderates the effect of managerial ability on earnings 

management. The result is consistent with (Alharbi et al., 2021), (Billings et al., 2020), 

and (Mayberry et al., 2021), who find that risk-taker managers tend to engage more in 

earnings management. The result also confirms the concept of agency theory and 

stewardship theory that explain managers' behaviour towards risk and earnings 

management. 

 On the one hand, agency theory explains that higher agency conflict can lead 

managers to take higher risks; managers can also utilise information asymmetry to engage 

in earnings management. On the other hand, stewardship theory explains lower risk-taking 

when managers' and shareholders' interests are aligned. Further, managers also fulfil 

shareholders' interest in higher-quality information by avoiding earnings management. 

 In this case, risk-taking behaviour is measured by earnings volatility, while AEM 

and REM measure earnings management. In the context of AEM, this research finds that 

high-ability managers who face high earnings volatility tend to use accounting estimation 

and methods. High ability to use fixed assets depreciation methods or doubtful receivable 

estimations to reduce earnings volatility. This finding implies that firms should monitor 
high-ability managers to use their ability to reduce earnings volatility without managing 

earnings by using accounting estimation and methods. 

 In the context of REM, this research finds that high-ability managers who face high 

earnings volatility tend to deviate from business activities. The knowledge gained by high-
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ability managers is used to increase lean credit or discount prices to boost sales, reduce 

research and development to decrease discretionary expenses or boost production to reduce 

fixed costs per unit, which leads to low earnings volatility. This finding implies that firms 

should monitor high-ability managers to use their ability to reduce earnings volatility 

without deviating from business activities by using lean credit, discount price, research 

and development reduction, or fixed costs per unit. 

 Risk-taking behaviour determines managers' risk preferences. When managers 

formulate and execute a risky strategy, they face uncertainty due to risk-taking. A risky 

strategy proposes big profits and, at the same time, also great losses. Uncertainty 

conditions will be reflected in earnings volatility. To face higher earnings volatility, 

managers tend to manage reported earnings. Capable managers have better knowledge and 

skills to manage earnings than lower-ability managers. For example, managers with higher 

knowledge of firms' accounting policies will use their ability to choose specific accounting 

methods or estimations to manage reported earnings. Managers with higher knowledge 

and skill about firms' operational activities can deviate business activities from normal 

levels easier than managers with lower knowledge and skill about firms' operational 

activities. In this case, higher-ability managers with higher risk-taking behaviour tend to 

use their ability to manage earnings to respond to higher earnings volatility. As risk-taker 

managers love risk, and earnings management also contains information risk and litigation 

risk, higher-ability managers with higher risk-taking behaviour are motivated to engage in 

earnings management for their interests, such as managerial compensation. Higher-ability 

managers with lower risk-taking behaviour will avoid earnings management as they do not 

face higher earnings volatility or do not want to take risks of information and litigation as 

earnings management consequences.  

 The moderating role of risk-taking behaviour between managerial ability and 

earnings management occurs more when managers have higher managerial 

overconfidence. Higher-ability managers with risk-taker characteristics tend to manage 

earnings as higher risk-taking behaviour comes from managers' overconfidence, which 

leads to taking a risky strategy. The moderating role of risk-taking behaviour between 

managerial ability and earnings management is also more pronounced when managers are 

in firms with analyser and defender types of strategy. Defender firms focus more on 

efficiency and current performance than prospector ones that focus on innovation and 

future opportunities. As an analyser is a mix of defender and prospector strategy types, 

analyser firms also have concerns about current performance. When analyser and defender 

firms have higher ability managers to take a risky strategy, they will focus on volatile 

current performance rather than new opportunities to generate better future performance. 

Further, higher-ability managers, once again, use their ability to engage in earnings 

management to respond to current performance volatility. 

 Firms can use this research to improve governance mechanisms to reduce agency 

conflict and decrease firms' risk so managers use their ability to manage earnings by AEM 

or REM. Managers can also use this research to improve risk management when they tend 

to take a risk to avoid earnings volatility problems that lead to earnings management. The 

result only covers earnings management behaviour in the context of AEM (both to increase 
or decrease earnings) and REM (to increase earnings). Future research is expected to 

provide evidence in other scopes of earnings management, such as REM (to decrease 

earnings), classification shifting, or income smoothing (intentional). Future research is also 
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expected to examine managers' demographic characteristics to determine the managerial 

ability or risk preference. 

 

CONCLUSION  
  

 This study investigates how risk-taking behaviour modifies the relationship between 

managerial skills and earnings management. According to firm fixed-effect regression 

analysis, risk-taking behaviour moderates the effect of managerial ability on earnings 

management. When managers have higher levels of managerial overconfidence and work 

for analyser and defender organisations, risk-taking behaviour plays a more pronounced 

moderating impact on the effect of managerial skill on earnings management. 

 This research implies that firms formulate stronger governance mechanisms and 

effective controlling and monitoring functions to mitigate agency conflict, which can lead 

to higher risk-taking behaviour and earnings management. This research also implies that 

managers ensure risk management is run effectively when they take a risky strategy, so 

they refrain from using earnings management to face higher earnings volatility. 

 This research has some limitations. First, this research measures managerial ability 

using financial data and does not use qualitative data to complete the measurement as the 

competencies of managers are multi-angle and unobservable. Second, this research only 

examines AEM (both to increase or to decrease earnings) and REM (to increase earnings) 

as REM (to decrease earnings), income smoothing (intentional), or classification shifting 

can be applied to specific cases. Third, this research only focuses on risk-taking behaviour 

based on financial aspects, such as earnings volatility. 

 Subsequent research looks forward to investigating managerial ability 

comprehensively by combining financial data measurements and qualitative data, such as 

data from interviews, questionnaires, or managers' demographic characteristics. Next, 

research is also expected to examine other types of earnings management. Subsequent 

research can examine REM (to decrease earnings) in exceptional cases of share repurchase, 

management buyouts, and CEO option awards or classification shifting in a particular case 

of discontinued operations or intentional income smoothing. Subsequent research is also 

expected to use a comprehensive risk-taking behaviour measurement by combining 

financial data and managers' risk preferences from interviews or questionnaires. 

 

REFERENCES 
 

Abatecola, G., & Cristofaro, M. (2018). Hambrick And Mason's "Upper Echelons 

Theory": Evolution And Open Avenues. Journal of Management History, 26(1), 116–

136. https://doi.org/10.1108/JMH-02-2018-0016. 

Adeneye, Y., & Kammoun, I. (2022). Real Earnings Management And Capital Structure: 

Does Environmental, Social And Governance (ESG) Performance Matter? Cogent 

Business & Management, 9(1). https://doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2022.2130134. 

Alharbi, S., Al Mamun, M., & Atawnah, N. (2021). Uncovering Real Earnings 

Management: Pay Attention To Risk-Taking Behavior. International Journal of 
Financial Studies, 9(4), 53. https://doi.org/10.3390/ijfs9040053. 

Alzugaiby, B. (2022). Managerial Ability And Corporate Risk-Taking In An Emerging 

Economy. Managerial Finance, 48(9/10), 1544–1557. https://doi.org/10.1108/MF-

05-2021-0237. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Jurnal Akuntansi/Volume 28, No. 02, May 2024: 357-379 

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.24912/ja.v28i2.2139  

 

376 

Atika, Utami, E. R., & Simamora, A. J. (2022). Does Managerial Ability Affect Segment 

Disclosure? Evidence From Indonesia. Journal of Accounting and Investment, 24(1), 

169–186. https://doi.org/10.18196/jai.v24i1.15975. 

Baik, B., Choi, S., & Farber, D. B. (2020). Managerial Ability And Income Smoothing. 

The Accounting Review, 95(4), 1–22. https://doi.org/10.2308/accr-52600. 

Billings, B. K., Moon, J. R., Morton, R. M., & Wallace, D. M. (2020). Can Employee 

Stock Options Contribute To Less Risk‐ Taking? Contemporary Accounting 

Research, 37(3), 1658–1686. https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12562. 

Busru, S. A., Shanmugasundaram G, & Singh, S. (2022). Evaluation Of Risk As 

Conducive Environment For Earning Manipulation And Moderation Effect Of 

Corporate Governance: Empirical Study Of Listed Indian Firms. Asia-Pacific Journal 

of Management Research and Innovation, 18(1–2), 36–47. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2319510X221136689. 

Chen, S., Li, Z., Han, B., & Ma, H. (2021). Managerial Ability, Internal Control And 

Investment Efficiency. Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Finance, 31, 100523. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbef.2021.100523. 

Chrisman, J. J. (2019). Stewardship Theory: Realism, Relevance, And Family Firm 

Governance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 43(6), 1051–1066. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/1042258719838472. 

Christian, N., Jessica, & Rionaldo, L. (2021). Pendeteksian Financial Shenanigans Pada 

Laporan Keuangan PT Garuda Indonesia Tbk. Jurnal Maneksi, 10(1), 66–75. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.31959/jm.v10i1.644. 

Demerjian, P., Lewis, M., & McVay, S. (2020). How Does Intentional Earnings 

Smoothing Vary With Managerial Ability? Journal of Accounting, Auditing & 

Finance, 35(2), 406–437. https://doi.org/10.1177/0148558X17748405. 

Dewanta, A. F., & Arifin, J. (2020). Corporate Risk-Taking Behaviour: Corporate 

Governance Perspective. Journal of Contemporary Accounting, 2(1), 1–12. 

https://doi.org/10.20885/jca.vol2.iss1.art1. 

Dewi, S. A. I. K., Wirama, D. G., Sukartha, I. M., & Suaryana, I. G. N. A. (2020). Income 

Smoothing And Cost Of Capital. International Journal of Business, Economics & 

Management, 3(1), 117–122. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.31295/ijbem.v3n1.156. 

García-Alcober, M. P., Prior, D., Tortosa-Ausina, E., & Illueca, M. (2020). Risk-Taking 

Behaviour, Earnings Quality, And Bank Performance: A Profit Frontier Approach. 

BRQ Business Research Quarterly, 23(4), 285–304. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2340944420966870. 

Habib, A., & Hasan, M. M. (2021). Business Strategy And Labor Investment Efficiency. 

International Review of Finance, 21(1), 58–96. https://doi.org/10.1111/irfi.12254. 

Handoyo, S., Suharman, H., Ghani, E. K., & Soedarsono, S. (2023). A Business Strategy, 

Operational Efficiency, Ownership Structure, And Manufacturing Performance: The 

Moderating Role Of Market Uncertainty And Competition Intensity And Its 

Implication On Open Innovation. Journal of Open Innovation: Technology, Market, 

and Complexity, 9(2), 100039. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joitmc.2023.100039. 
Hossain, K., Lee, K. C. S., Azmi, I. B. A. G., Idris, A. B., Alam, M. N., Rahman, Md. A., 

& Ali, N. M. (2022). Impact Of Innovativeness, Risk-Taking, And Proactiveness On 

Export Performance In A Developing Country: Evidence Of Qualitative Study. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Jurnal Akuntansi/Volume 28, No. 02, May 2024: 357-379 

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.24912/ja.v28i2.2139  

 

377 

RAUSP Management Journal, 57(2), 165–181. https://doi.org/10.1108/RAUSP-01-

2021-0002. 

Huang, H.-L., Liang, L.-W., Chang, H.-Y., & Hsu, H.-Y. (2021). The Influence Of 

Earnings Management And Board Characteristics On Company Efficiency. 

Sustainability, 13(21), 11617. https://doi.org/10.3390/su132111617. 

Huang, X., & Sun, L. (2017). Managerial Ability And Real Earnings Management. 

Advances in Accounting, 39, 91–104. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2017.08.003. 

Imeni, M., Fallah, M., & Edalatpanah, S. A. (2021). The Effect OF Managerial Ability On 

Earnings Classification Shifting And Agency Cost OF Iranian Listed Companies. 

Discrete Dynamics in Nature and Society, 2021(Special Issue), 1–10. 

https://doi.org/10.1155/2021/5565605. 

Iriyadi. (2019). Prevention Of Earnings Management Through Audit Committee And 

Audit Quality In The Award-Winning And Non-Winning Companies. Journal of 

Accounting Research, Organization and Economics, 2(2), 155–169. 

https://doi.org/10.24815/jaroe.v2i2.14631. 

La’bi, O. B., Ng, S., & Lukman. (2018). Peran Kemampuan Manajerial Terhadap 

Manajamen Laba Dan Biaya Modal Ekuitas Sebagai Mekanisme Dalam 

Meningkatkan Nilai Perusahaan. Atma Jaya Accounting Research (AJAR), 1(1), 113–

156. https://doi.org/10.35129/ajar.v1i01.52. 

Liao, Q., & Ouyang, B. (2019). Shareholder Litigation Risk And Real Earnings 

Management: A Causal Inference. Review of Accounting and Finance, 18(4), 557–

588. https://doi.org/10.1108/RAF-06-2018-0122. 

Majid, M., Lysandra, S., Masri, I., & Azizah, W. (2020). Pengaruh Kecakapan Manajerial 

Terhadap Manajemen Laba Akrual Dan Riil. Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi Dan 

Manajemen, 16(1), 70–84. https://doi.org/10.31599/jiam.v16i1.115. 

Mathew, S., Ibrahim, S., & Archbold, S. (2018). Corporate Governance And Firm Risk. 

Corporate Governance: The International Journal of Business in Society, 18(1), 52–

67. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-02-2017-0024. 

Mayberry, M., Park, H. J., & Xu, T. (2021). Risk-Taking Incentives And Earnings 

Management: New Evidence. Contemporary Accounting Research, Forthcoming. 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1911-3846.12704. 

Menicucci, E. (2020). Earnings Quality And Earnings Management. In Earnings Quality 

(53–82). Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-

36798-5_3. 

Muslim, A. I. (2020). The Effect Of Firm Value And Financial Performance On Earnings 

Management In Sharia Issuers: Evidence From The Indonesia Stock Exchange. 

Journal of Business and Finance in Emerging Market, 3(1), 13–22. 

https://doi.org/10.32770/jbfem.vol313-22. 

Nuswantara, D. A. (2018). Re-Examining The Role Of Corporate Governance In 

Controlling Opportunistic Earnings Management. Account and Financial 

Management Journal, 3(4), 1459–1465. https://doi.org/10.31142/afmj/v3i4.01. 

Pangesti, L. (2019). Pengaruh Firm Size Dan Growth Pada Manajemen Laba. E-Mabis: 

Jurnal Ekonomi Manajemen Dan Bisnis, 22(1), 186–197. https://doi.org/10.29103/e-
mabis.v20i2.439. 

Phua, L. K., Lok, C.-L., Chua, Y. X., & Lim, T.-C. (2021). Earnings Volatility, Financial 

Derivatives And Earnings Management: Evidence From An Emerging Market. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Jurnal Akuntansi/Volume 28, No. 02, May 2024: 357-379 

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.24912/ja.v28i2.2139  

 

378 

Malaysian Journal of Economic Studies, 58(1), 1–20. 

https://doi.org/10.22452/MJES.vol58no1.1. 

Pinitkan, S., & Wisitpongphan, N. (2020). Abnormal Activity Detection And Notification 

Platform For Real-Time Ad Hoc Network. International Journal of Online and 

Biomedical Engineering (IJOE), 16(15), 45. 

https://doi.org/10.3991/ijoe.v16i15.16065. 

Putra, A. A., Mela, N. F., & Putra, F. (2021). Managerial Ability And Real Earnings 

Management In Family Firms. Corporate Governance: The International Journal of 

Business in Society, 21(7), 1475–1494. https://doi.org/10.1108/CG-02-2021-0083. 

Qiao, L., Adegbite, E., & Nguyen, T. H. (2023). Chief Financial Officer Overconfidence 

And Earnings Management. Accounting Forum, 1–25. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01559982.2023.2196045. 

Ridloah, S., Putri, R. D., Noekent, V., & Waliuddin, A. N. (2022). Dividend Policy And 

Stock Price Volatility: A Study On Indonesian Manufacturing Companies. 

Management Analysis Journal, 11(1), 1–7. 

https://doi.org/10.15294/maj.v11i1.53223. 

Rigamonti, A. P., Greco, G., Pierotti, M., & Capocchi, A. (2024). Macroeconomic 

Uncertainty And Earnings Management: Evidence From Commodity Firms. Review 

of Quantitative Finance and Accounting. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-024-01246-

8. 

Rokhaniyah, S., Simamora, A. J., & Sitoresmi, M. W. (2023). Enterprise Resource 

Planning And Real Earnings Management: A Study In Indonesia. Jurnal Ekonomi 

Bisnis Dan Kewirausahaan, 12(1), 110–127. 

https://doi.org/10.26418/jebik.v12i1.59655. 

Romadhon, F., & Kusuma, I. W. (2020). Does Managerial Ability Enhance Earnings 

Quality? The Moderating Role Of Corporate Governance Quality And Ownership 

Concentration. JEMA: Jurnal Ilmiah Bidang Akuntansi Dan Manajemen, 17(2), 105. 

https://doi.org/10.31106/jema.v17i2.6067. 

Scott, W. R., & O’Brien, P. (2019). Financial Accounting Theory (8th ed.). Pearson. 

Simamora, A. J. (2019). Earnings Management And Future Earnings. Jurnal Akuntansi 

Dan Keuangan Indonesia, 16(2), 20–43. 

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.21002/jaki.2019.08. 

Skousen, C., Sun, L., & Wu, K. (2019). The Role Of Managerial Ability In Classification 

Shifting Using Discontinued Operations. In Advances in Management Accounting 

(113–131). Emerald Publishing Limited. https://doi.org/10.1108/S1474-

787120190000031006. 

Sukriani, N., Febrina, D., & Dewi, D. S. (2023). Knowledge, Abilities, Skills And Its 

Impact On Business Performance Of Business Actors In The Culinary Sector. 

International Journal of Islamic Business and Management Review, 3(1), 119–129. 

https://doi.org/10.54099/ijibmr.v3i1.619. 

Sumunar, K., & Djakman, C. (2020). CEO Overconfidence, ESG Disclosure, And Firm 

Risk. Jurnal Akuntansi Dan Keuangan Indonesia, 17(1), 1–21. 

https://doi.org/10.21002/jaki.2020.01. 
Sutrisno, P., Utama, S., Hermawan, A. A., & Fatima, E. (2023). Do Founder CEOs And 

Overconfidence Affect Firm Risk? Accounting Research Journal, 36(4/5), 434–452. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/ARJ-09-2022-0234. 



 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Jurnal Akuntansi/Volume 28, No. 02, May 2024: 357-379 

DOI: http://dx.doi.org/10.24912/ja.v28i2.2139  

 

379 

Ting, I. W. K., Tebourbi, I., Lu, W.-M., & Kweh, Q. L. (2021). The Effects Of Managerial 

Ability On Firm Performance And The Mediating Role Of Capital Structure: 

Evidence From Taiwan. Financial Innovation, 7(1), 89. 

https://doi.org/10.1186/s40854-021-00320-7. 

Tran, K. H., & Duong, N. H. (2020). Earnings Management To Avoid Earnings Decreases 

And Losses: Evidence From Vietnamese Listed Companies. Cogent Economics & 

Finance, 8(1), 1–23. https://doi.org/10.1080/23322039.2020.1849980. 

Widianingsih, Y. P. N., Setiawan, D., Aryani, Y. A., & Gantyowati, E. (2023). The 

Relationship Between Innovation And Risk Taking: The Role Of Firm Performance. 

Risks, 11(8), 144. https://doi.org/10.3390/risks11080144. 

Widyasari, P. A., Harindahyani, S., & Rudiawarni, F. A. (2017). Strategi Bisnis Dalam 

Praktik Manajemen Laba Pada Perusahaan Manufaktur Di Indonesia. Jurnal 

Keuangan Dan Perbankan, 21(3). https://doi.org/10.26905/jkdp.v21i3.1179. 

Yung, K., & Chen, C. (2018). Managerial Ability And Firm Risk-Taking Behavior. Review 

of Quantitative Finance and Accounting, 51(4), 1005–1032. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11156-017-0695-0. 

Zhang, J., Xue, C., & Zhang, J. (2022). The Impact Of CEO Educational Background On 

Corporate Risk-Taking In China. Journal of Risk and Financial Management, 16(1), 

9. https://doi.org/10.3390/jrfm16010009. 

  

 
 

 

 


