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Abstract. This study aims to investigate the role of risk and corporate governance
on profitability by utilizing sustainability report as an instrument in determining
business sustainability of Indonesian-listed mining companies. The study was car-
ried out by framing 20 mining companies employing the use of time series data in
the period between 2013–2020. As means of analysis, a statistical analysis via the
use of partial least squares (PLS) was present. The result of this study indicates
that risk has a negative effect on profitability. Further, corporate governance has a
positive effect on profitability. Despite the significance of risk and corporate gov-
ernance on profitability, sustainability report had no significance as a moderator.
Based on these results, the volatile conditions that occurred in mining stocks in
2013–2020 had a direct impact on profitability, while the sustainability report has
not been able to provide a real effect as an instrument that can provide information
related to the company’s long-term vision and its contribution to protecting the
environment can reduce risk, especially for investors in the mining sector, due
to the principle of accountability raised in it. This study only focuses on mining
companies in Indonesia, so it has not been able to generalize the role of the sus-
tainability report in strengthening investor confidence in all business sectors in
Indonesia.

Keywords: Risk · Corporate Governance · Sustainability Report · Mining
Company

1 Introduction

The contribution of the business sectors to state revenues has experienced diverse pro-
portions and the mining sector is one sector that has a considerable influence on the
PNBP (Non-Tax State Revenue) of a country, including Indonesia. The data from the
Indonesian Ministry for Energy and Mineral Resources (IMEMR) has indicated that
this sector has contributed significantly to the state revenue with an increase of 58%
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or equivalent to Rp.217.8 trillion from the total PNBP of Rp.407 trillion [1]. Never-
theless, the increase does not seem to be in line with conditions in the capital market
which indicated that the mining sector has decreased from 2013 to 2018 [2], triggered
by the emergence of a wave of energy revolution in developed countries coupled with
the economic slowdown in China, resulting the demand of oil and coal commodities
[3]. This makes the government take mitigation actions to reduce the impact generated
by the slowdown that occurs, one of which is by Bank Indonesia as the holder of the
regulation-making a deleveraging policy caused by negative sentiment from trade [4].
The mining sector in the capital market is increasingly fluctuating and tends to decline.
State revenue has increased from the mining sector, inversely proportional to conditions
in the capital market, which shows that mining sector shares are decreasing from year
to year which will lead to a decline in investor confidence to invest in the mining sector.

Movement of stock prices is identical to the level of risk that obtained throughout
the investment process, the value of a stock’s pricing is an indication of the company’s
performance that could subsequently be a long-term thrust of performance and deter-
mine the overall business policy. Furthermore, company value is a certain condition that
has been achieved by a company as an illustration and public trust in the company after
going through a process of activities for several years. Managers are the most observ-
able parties to measure the value of the company as well as the long-term effects of
the company’s business decisions. In the mining sector, a high risk has been proven
significantly influence a company’s stock price. Other than that, the supply and demand
factor, has necessitate managers being responsible for the price’s movement. And thus,
requiring them being able to manage portfolios of risks determined [5]. And thus, proper
risk management should boost a company’s value, especially for investors who expect
a maximum return on investment [6]. This concept is in line with the modern portfolio
theory [7] which relates the amount of return at a certain level of risk in each stock
invested.

Conceptual development in corporate governance have existed as an outcome and
basis of evaluation triggered by internal problems occurring in companies that results
in fraud, managerial errors, and massive loss of shareholder wealth, and thus, making
investors more selective in investing [8]. It has been indicated in many studies that good
corporate governance practices can leverage a company’s value, financial performance
and minimize possible risks relevant to agency problems since corporate governance
is directed to reduce information asymmetry and assist investors to obtain sufficient
information in making investment decisions [9]. The application of an appropriate cor-
porate governance can indirectly reduce risk due to the implementation of principle that
is identical to agency theory, stating that the principal (i.e., shareholders) delegates the
authority to the board of directors to appointed agents (managers) as the person who
will carry out the company’s business operations following with the company’s goal of
maximizing firm value. Further, agency theory assumes that managers are selfish and
pursue their own goals at the expense of shareholders [10]. It is important to note that
institutional ownership is part of the concept of corporate governance which influences
a company’s profitability as well as firm value. Apart from that, managerial ownership
refers to the ‘Entrenchment Effect’ hypothesis, where it has been argued that controlling
shareholders have more power and authority over the company than non-controlling
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ones. It has been found that a company with a relatively low level of managerial own-
ership would be less likely to pay dividends to their shareholders, and hence, causes a
decrease in the company’s value. One of the roles of corporate governance in improving
financial performance is the presence of Non-Executive Directors (NEDs). It is assumed
that more independent NEDs are infuse to the board, the more profitable a company will
be.

Corporate sustainability is a new threshold that has been developed in line with the
wishes of investors, the desire that companies does not merely focus on business pro-
cesses and economic value but also being attentive to sustainable development that bal-
ances ones’ financial, environmental, and human development. Furthermore, corporate
sustainability has widely received a lot of research focus in recent years as companies,
investors, and consumers pivots their attention toward significantly important corporate
sustainability [11]. It is imperative to understand that sustainability report adheres to
accountability as one of an influential principle in corporate governance practices. In
the context of mining industries, the form of accountability is translated to social, eco-
nomic, and environmental well-being by implementing good mining practices where
mining operations are not only pursuing the company’s economic impact but also must
be environmentally friendly, empowering socio-economic communities around themine
to grow and develop sustainably. At present, corporate sustainability is no longer focused
solely on internal but rather, has expanded towards environmental aspects as well as cor-
porate social performance which is often referred to as the triple bottom line [12]. The
development of the mindset of investors in investing needs to become a considering that
must be fulfilled by managers in the effort to shift the company’s management process,
especially for companies in the mining sector that possesses high risk and high social
and environmental impacts in mining areas. This is perhaps a true fact, based on the case
of mining companies in Indonesia from 2013 to 2020 which experienced stock price
fluctuations in the capital market. Thus, studies on the quality drivers of sustainability
reporting have received attention in the current literature [13, 14].

For example, the research by Shad et al. [15] suggests that sustainability reports
and enterprise risk management has been found to have a positive impact on company
performance as measured by the company’s economic added value. Furthermore, sus-
tainability reports moderated enterprise risk management and the company’s economic
value added. In line with that of Shad et al.’s [15] study, Ukko et al. [16] had emphasized
that sustainability strategy moderated the effect between operational capabilities with
financial performance.

Based on these arguments, this study aims to determine the use of the sustainability
report as a proxy of sustainable corporate practices that moderates the effect between
company’s risk and corporate governance with firm performance. By understanding
the interaction among these variables, environmental and socially oriented company
could be well informed with regard to necessitate their understanding of whether or not
sustainability report increases the level of profitability by involving risks and corporate
governance as predictors.
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2 Literature Review

2.1 Risk and Profitability

A company’s risk portfolios (for example, liquidity, credit, market) are commonly being
used as proxy in the financial management literature [17]. In a capital market context, the
risk is a variability that exist as an outcome of an expected revenue stream [18]. Further,
it could also be an indication of an inappropriate capital budgeting application. In line
with this argument, risks are clustered into operational risk and financial risk. Financial
risk can be avoided because it arises from the risk of bankruptcy of ordinary shareholders
and variations in earnings per share due to the use of debt capital [19]. Some experts also
reveal that in the investment process, companies must be able to bear risks to generate
returns from invested funds (core risk) as well as risks from business operations (non-
core risk) [20]. Where a systematic risk is a form of risk that cannot be diversified while
unsystematic risk shows that risk can be diversified [6] which in its implementation is
manifested into three types of risk, namely market risk, business risk, and financial risk.
Financial risk is considered as one of the most common issues encountered by many
companies, particularly those listed on the stock exchange by assuming that that the
company’s valuation depends heavily on certain market conditions [21]. In a perfect
market condition, it has been assumed that debt has a direct influence on the volatility of
the return on equity and profitability of a company. Moreover, companies that possesses
a higher level of fixed assets (or a high ratio of fixed assets to total assets) throughout
their operations use are categorized as a high-level fixed asset companies. It is important
to note that a high-fixed-asset companies have more exposure on financial risk compared
to those with a low-fixed-asset ratios. This condition exists because during economic
downturns a high-fixed asset companies are less flexible to adjust their cost structure.
Another important determinant of a company’s performance is profitability. It is an
important determinant of survival in the long term because it indicates the capability
of a company management in maximizing their potential [22]. Also return on equity
(ROE) is other important aspect. It is defined as the amount of net profit generated as
a percentage of shareholder equity, and hence, ROE measures the company’s ability to
obtain earnings by determining level of profit proportions on the capital that shareholders
have invested. And thus, ROE is one of the profitability indicators that is believed to
have a causal relationship with firm value. This implies that a lower risk for a company
will increase the company’s profitability, and therefore the relevant hypothesis is:
H1: Risk has a significant negative effect on profitability.

2.2 Corporate Governance and Profitability

The utilization of corporate governance as a new standard in assessing a company could
not be separated from agency theory [23]. It assumes that the separation between the
owner (principal) andmanager (agent) in a company raises the possibility that the owner’s
conflict of interests is ignored. In addition, signaling theory is also one of the foundations
in the emergence of the concept of corporate governance, where management’s intention
to share information and receive signals from the market, stakeholders, and the public
will be able to bring up information asymmetry so that the use of signals can reduce
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gaps by sending relevant and quality information. to different parties [24]. Corporate
governance that is oriented towards increasing added value for stakeholders both in pro-
viding information and authority has become a new standard known as good corporate
governance [25]. Corporate governance itself is a system of checks and balances both
internal and external to the company, which ensures that the company demonstrates
accountability to all stakeholders and acts in a socially responsible manner in all areas
of business activity. There are six principles of good corporate governance contained in
The OECD Principles of Corporate Governance, namely; Ensuring the basic framework
of effective Corporate Governance; the rights of shareholders; the equitable treatment
of shareholders; the role of stakeholders; disclosure and transparency; and the respon-
sibilities of the boards. The implementation of the six principles is carried out to ensure
equal treatment of all shareholders, including minority and foreign shareholders. This
principle prohibits trading practices based on insider information (insider trading) and
self-dealing [26]. Several studies show that the implementation of good corporate gover-
nance can provide increased performance, especially in accounting measurement ROA
[27], besides that the implementation of good corporate governance can also reduce
risk and increase company profitability with an optimal board size composition [28].
Profitability is a measure of the success of a company’s operations through decisions
made by management on an ongoing basis so clarity of management authority becomes
important, so the hypothesis put forward is:
H2: Corporate Governance has a significant positive effect on profitability.

2.3 Sustainability Report

Within the last few decades, sustainability reports that emerged as evolution between
environmental with corporate social responsibility reports have become popular [29]. In
particular for the mining sector, sustainability reports have been often found in the study
of the energy economy which outlines the underlying problems and solutions. Also,
it reflects the possible challenges to energy production as well as use, by presenting a
framework for energy decisions based on sound economic analysis [30]. Sustainability
reports can also communicate the social and environmental effects of an organization to
specific stakeholders and interest groups in society at large. Measurement of sustainabil-
ity reports is carried out by taking into account three interrelated areas, namely economic,
environmental, and social. The environment or nature sector needs to be protected from
unregulated expansion if it is to protect human welfare [31], this sector becomes very
crucial, especially for the mining sector which is very close to environmental change.
Furthermore, the social sector is a performance measure in the dimensions of labor,
human rights, society, and product responsibility, this indicator is important because it
is an integral part of a life cycle sustainability assessment framework that analyzes the
environmental, economic, and social dimensions of sustainable development [32–34].
Environmental sustainability is a prerequisite for social sustainability, which can only be
achieved through a strong civil society and efficient communal engagement. Actions by
companies that pay more attention to environmental and social aspects, with an aim to
increase investor’s positive awareness to the company’s good intentions towards the sur-
rounding environment, and thereby, increasing investor interest to the company [35–37].
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Apart from that, the disclosure of sustainability reports is carried out to assist compa-
nies in increasing investor interest through the operations of participating companies
to realize sustainable performance on nature and resources that can sustain life in the
future [38]. The completeness of the sustainability report issued is expected to increase
investor confidence and support the implementation of Good Corporate Governance and
risk reduction efforts to increase company profitability. Thus, the hypothesis proposed
is:
H3: Sustainability Report moderates the effect of Risk on Firm Value.
H4: Sustainability Report moderates the influence of Corporate Governance on
Profitability.

3 Research Method

A quantitative method is utilized in this study with a sampling frame of all mining
companies that are Go Public (IPO) listed in the Indonesian Stock Exchange between
2013–2020 with an amount of 47 mining companies in total. Purposive sampling app-
roach is used to determine specific criteria that followed the research objectives and
provide the most appropriate information related to the formulation of the problem [29].
Therefore, the reason for using this samplingmethod is because the purpose of this study
can only be achieved if using companies that meet the criteria as samples, as follows:
(1) companies that have IPOs before the research period; (2) companies that regularly
publish audited annual financial reports; and (3) companies that provide complete data
related to research. Based on the specific criteria that have been determined, 20 compa-
nies are set as samples in this study. In this study, secondary data is collected in the form
of the mining company’s annual financial statements by analyzing the company’s finan-
cial ratios according to the variable measurement indicators used. Partial least square is
an analytical method in this research using Warp-PLS software.

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Descriptive Statistics

Based on the results of the analysis found 160 observations in this study, this number
was obtained from data collection in the period 2013 to 2020 on 20 companies that
were sampled while concerning the sustainability report, only 18 companies had made
disclosures and 2 companies did not. The results of the analysis for each indicator
are listed in Table 1. The financial risk indicator (X1.1) on the risk variable has the
highest mean value of 5.18 while business risk (X1.2) has the lowest mean value of 0.28.
Furthermore, on the Good Corporate Governance (GCG) variable, the mean value is
quite variedwith the highest value being the Proportion of Independent Audit Committee
(X2.3) indicator with a value of 100 and the lowest being the Managerial Ownership
(X2.1) indicator of 5.84. The third variable in this study is profitability which has a
negative mean value on the net profit margin indicator (Y2) with a value of -22.49,
and the highest value on the Return on Equity (Y1) indicator of 7.38. This study uses a
dummy variable which is measured by the condition of whether the company publishes a
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Table 1. Descriptive analysis.

Variable Indicator Min Max Mean Std.
deviation

Risk (X1) Market Risk (X1.1) -17,51 99,22 3,18 11,45

Business Risk (X1.2) -116,80 110,69 0,28 13,84

Financial Risk (X1.3) 0,05 385,96 5,18 31,49

Corporate Governance
(X2)

Managerial Ownership
(X2.1)

0,00 66,30 5,84 14,73

Institutional Ownership
(X2.2)

10,00 99,67 73,11 22,31

Proportion of
Independent
Audit Committee (X2.3)

100,00 100,00 100,00 0,00

Proportion of
Independent
Commissioner (X2.4)

0,00 67,00 39,77 11,86

Proportion of
Non-Executive
Director (X2.5)

33,00 90,90 73,99 11,71

Profitability (Y) Return on Equity (Y1) -282,98 218,15 7,38 40,39

Net Profit Margin (Y2) -5.395,38 397,77 -22,49 444,72

Return on Assets (Y3) -64,39 45,56 3,14 10,19

sustainability report or not. The dummy variable indicates whether or not a sustainability
report is issued to measure the differences in the determinants of sustainability reporting
between reporting and non-reporting agencies. Based on this opinion, it is known that
the reports published by 20 companies from 2013 to 2020 are known to all companies
that have consistently published Sustainability Reports for the last eight years.

4.2 Results of the Structural Equation Model (SEM) Analysis of the Warp PLS
Approach

Model Goodness Test
From the ten criteria in Table 2, it can be seen that all the criteria have been met.

This research model has had a significant p-value on APC, ARS, and AARS. In addition,
this research model already has the ideal AVIF, AFVIF, SPR, and RSCR. Furthermore,
this model has a GoF value that is classified as medium. Finally, this research model
has acceptable SSR and NLBCDR values. Thus, it can be concluded that this research
model has fulfilled all the criteria for the goodness of the existing model.

Outer Model Measurement. Risk variables (X1), Corporate Governance (X2), and
Profitability (Y1), each follow the formative indicator model. In this regard, the evalua-
tion of the measurement model is carried out by looking at the weight value (indicator
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Table 2. Model fit.

No. Model Fit Value Conclusion

1 Average path coefficient APC = 0,202, p = 0,002 Accepted

2 Average R-squared ARS = 0,171, p = 0,007 Accepted

3 Average adjusted R-squared AARS = 0,157, p < 0,011 Accepted

4 Average block VIF AVIF = 1,118 Ideal

5 Average full collinearity VIF AFVIF = 1,068 Ideal

6 Tenenhaus GoF GoF = 0,323 Medium

7 Simpson’s paradox ratio SPR = 1,000 Ideal

8 R-squared contribution ratio RSCR = 1,000 Ideal

9 Statistical suppression ratio SSR = 1,000 Accepted

10 Nonlinear bivariate causality direction
ratio

NLBCDR = 0,875 Accepted

weight) as shown in Table 3. The weight of each indicator can be positive or negative
in forming the variables. In addition, an indicator can be declared significant if it has
a p-value of not more than 0.05. The corporate Governance variable (X2), indicator
Number of Independent Commissioners (X2.4) is known to have no weight. This arises
because there is no variation in the value of the data on the indicator. All 152 data obser-
vations on this indicator show a value of 100, which explains that all commissioners in
20 companies during 2013–2020 are independent commissioners. This is also evidenced
by the results of the descriptive analysis in Table 2. In this regard, the Number of Inde-
pendent Commissioners (X2.3) indicator was removed from the Corporate Governance
(X2) variable measurement model. In addition, the indicator Number of Independent
Commissioners (X2.4), Return on Assets (Y3) is also known to have a p-value of more
than 0.05 so that it can be declared insignificant. Thus, the indicator is also excluded
from the measurement model.

Inner Model. The measurement results (Table 4) show the magnitude of the influence
and the significance which is the result of the structural analysis of the model using
Warp PLS which contains the results of the direct influence and moderation of the
variables tested. Furthermore, the determinant coefficient (R2) for profitability is 0.094,
based on direct analysis, it is known that Risk has a negative and significant effect
on profitability with a coefficient value of -0.117 at a significance level of 10%, then
corporate governance also has a positive and significant relationship to profitability with
a coefficient value. 0.268 at the 5% significance level. This shows that both hypotheses
(H1 and H2) in a direct relationship have been proven. Meanwhile, the moderating
function on the sustainability report variable can provide a strengthening effect in the
relationship between risk and profitability of 0.028 although it is not significant, while
for the relationship between corporate governance and profitability the moderating role
is weakening and not significant with a coefficient value of -0.012 (Fig. 1).
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Table 3. Indicator weight.

Variable Indicator Weight P-value Conclusion

Risk (X1) Market Risk (X1.1) 0,372 < 0,001 Accepted

Business Risk (X1.2) -0,543 < 0,001 Accepted

Financial Risk (X1.3) 0,695 < 0,001 Accepted

Corporate Governance (X2) Managerial Ownership
(X2.1)

0,465 < 0,001 Accepted

Institutional Ownership
(X2.2)

-0,489 < 0,001 Accepted

Number of Independent Audit
Committee (X2.3)

Removed

Number of Independent
Commissioners (X2.4)

-0,058 0,229 Removed

Proportion of Non-Executive
Director (X2.5)

0,321 < 0,001 Accepted

Firm Value (Y) Price-Earnings Ratio (Y1) 0,391 < 0,001 Accepted

Tobin’s Q (Y2) 0,468 < 0,001 Accepted

Earnings per Share (Y3) 0,014 0,431 Removed

Price Book Value (Y4) 0,368 < 0,001 Accepted

Table 4. Hypothesis test.

Hypothesis Coefficient P-value Conclusion

H1: Risk (X1) → Profitability (Y) -0,117 0,066* Significant (-)

H2: Corporate Governance (X2) → Profitability (Y) 0,268 0,000** Significant (+)

H3: Risk (X1) → Profitability (Y)
moderated by Sustainability Report (Z)

0,028 0,361 Non-Significant
(strengthening)

H4: Corporate Governance (X2) → Profitability (Y)
moderated by Sustainability Report (Z)

-0,012 0,440 Non-Significant
(weakening)

N = 160
R2 = Profitability (0,094)
*Sig. p-value < 0.10; **Sig. p-value < 0.05; ***Sig. p-value < 0.01

4.3 Discussion

The results of the analysis indicate that risk negatively and significantly affects prof-
itability, this assumes that the risk management practices that have been carried out by
the companies in this study can reduce the level of uncertainty for investors. In line with
that, the risk that can be said to be the bottom line of every financial institution becomes
a challenge for every manager to be able to carry out management practices to increase
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Fig. 1. Analysis results with Warp PLS.

company profitability [40, 41]. Therefore, knowing the impact of risk on the profitabil-
ity of an institution is an important agenda for all institutions because it will make it
possible to manage these risks effectively. The trade-off between risk and return is well
recognized, higher returns come with higher risk. Companies that maintain good sus-
tainability performance can act as a damper for the effects of the high risk of a company
and make investors feel secure so that they can increase long-term firm value. Studies
from Lambey et al. [42], Gharaibeh and Khaled [43] show similar results with studies
conducted although the use of risk measurement indicators varies and tends to differ,
however, both also show that the lower level of risk significantly increases the profitabil-
ity of the company. Furthermore, in line with the Signaling Theory of Spence [44], it
states that information asymmetry (including the risks inherent in a company) between
the company and outsiders or when outsiders do not know enough accurate information
about the company’s future decisions then it can cause the company to make certain
changes in company policies. So companies need to be able to provide clear signals to
external parties, especially related to risks for shareholders and investors.

Corporate Governance practices that are carried out positively and significantly can
increase the company’s profitability. The results of the study confirm the results of a pre-
liminary study conducted by Christensen et al. [27], and Chong et al. [28] which found
that Corporate Governance had a significant positive effect on Profitability. The applica-
tion of corporate governance principles is based on agency theory, especially concerning
the separation of authority between managers and owners in determining the direction
of company policy, whereby holding ownership, managers are motivated to show suf-
ficient effort in improving company performance and value, to reduce their incentives.
For consumption and involvement in non-maximizing projects which might result in
low financial performance [45]. Corporate governance confirms that there is a positive
and linear correlation between managerial ownership and organizational performance
as suggested by Jensen and Meckling [46]. Furthermore, giving shares to managers
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(managerial ownership) is seen as one of the mechanisms that can reduce agency prob-
lems [47], so by giving shares, it is expected that managers will act like shareholders in
decision-making where the greater share ownership owned by management is expected
also in line with improving their performance so that it can benefit both parties.

This study also explains the moderating effect of the use of sustainability reports on
the relationship between risk and profitability, which has a strengthening effect, although
not significant. Companies in the mining sector have a high risk to the safety of human
resources, natural resources and have a responsibility to social life [48]. Companies with
a high risk must be followed good sustainability performance because if they don’t, it
can lead to a negative public stigma which can have an impact on the market response
to the company’s shares. Before the risk appears in the value of the company, its effect
will be seen in the movement of its share price [49]. Likewise, the company’s focus
on social issues in society refers to social performance which measures the company’s
activities that contribute to society beyond compliance with applicable laws, regulations,
standards and general practices that can improve reputation and enhance the company’s
image and can generate good profits. Sustainable in the long term [50]. Sustainability
report issuance on an ongoing basis and periodically as a dummy variable can reinforce
to increase profitability for the company.

The opposite results are obtained from the use of sustainability reports in providing
a moderating effect on the relationship between corporate governance and profitability,
where negative and insignificant effects are obtained from the analysis process that has
been carried out. Referring to the explanation on Energy Economics, good mining prac-
tices will have implications for mining companies and must implement sustainability
practices and report in the form of sustainability reports to company stakeholders includ-
ing lenders, investors, buyers/customers so that they know that the mining company has
carried out good mining practices, especially in terms of the environment, social and
economic community, so that stakeholders can provide a fair assessment of the perfor-
mance of existing companies. Thus, the application is not carried out will weaken its
linkages with corporate governance to profitability. Meanwhile, sustainability reports
help companies communicate their performance in environmental, economic, and social
activities transparently, and prevent losses on the part of the company or stakeholders
due to undelivered information [51]. When a sustainability report is carried out properly,
fundamentally, and accountability can minimize risks that can affect the company’s sus-
tainability and corporate image. Furthermore, Bachoo et al. [52] argues that companies
as abstract entities created by society must demonstrate their legitimacy to society if
they are to survive in the long term. From the community side, there is a social expecta-
tion that the company will act responsibly for the environmental damage caused by the
company’s operations [53]. Negative effects from the issuance of sustainability reports
may arise due to the implementation of mining practices carried out by mining compa-
nies that still do not meet the criteria for responsibility in the environmental, social, and
economic sectors.
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5 Conclusion and Limitations

This study contributes to the use of sustainable reports as a new standard to determine the
sustainability and responsibility of business implementation towards the environment,
social, and society (triple bottom line), as stated by Pan et al. [54] that the three pillars
are a set of company operational standards used socially responsible investors to screen
potential investments. Some of the findings obtained are that managers have been able
to carry out risk management practices to increase company profitability, while the
implementation of corporate governance also has a positive effect in increasing company
profitability. Regarding the role of the sustainable report which in this study provides
a moderating effect, it is known that the effect of strengthening the relationship occurs
on the effect of risk on profitability although in this study this effect does not occur
significantly, this effect is in contrast to the relationship between corporate governance
and profitability which gives rise to an effect. Weak and insignificant. The opposite
moderating effect on these two relationships is possible because of the low practice of
responsibility for the triple bottom line component, especially for the mining company
sector in Indonesia.

Nevertheless, the results of this study have not been able to explore in-depth an ideal
condition ofmining companies in Indonesia, especially with regard to the role of sustain-
able reports in strengthening or weakening the relationship between risk and corporate
governance on profitability. Therefore, it remains an avenue for further exploration and
strengthen the findings relevant to the context of sustainability reporting. Moreover, the
disclosure of responsible governance practices for the three triple bottom line compo-
nents in this study has yet been carried out by the entirety of mining companies involved
which may trigger different results when every company mining company discloses
their report. Finally, this study can contribute to the development of sustainable corpo-
rate governance practices as well as valuable information for government and private
sector on necessity to behave ethically.
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