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                        ABSTRACT 

Audits of local government financial statements in Indonesia are 

conducted after submission to the supreme audit agency. Based on the 

2021–2023 semester audit reports, although submissions were timely, 

audit delays increased, indicating the presence of other contributing 

factors. This study investigates the effect of local government size and 

audit findings on audit delays, with performance accountability as a 

mediating factor. A quantitative approach was applied using secondary 

data from 34 provinces during 2021–2023, analyzed through multiple 

linear regression and path analysis. The results show that local 

government size positively influences performance accountability, while 

audit findings negatively affect it. Audit findings are also identified as 

the only factor significantly influencing audit delays. However, 

performance accountability does not mediate the relationship between 

the independent variables and audit delays. Theoretically, this research 

enriches public sector literature on audit delay by examining the 

mediating role of performance accountability. Practically, the findings 

suggest that auditors and local governments can reduce audit delays by 

strengthening the management and resolution of audit findings. 

 

Keywords: Size of Local Government, Audit Findings, Performance 

Accountability, Audit Delay. 

 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 Audit delay refers to the period between the end of the fiscal year and the date 

when the supreme audit agency delivers the audit report on local governments’ annual 

financial statements to the regional people’s representative council. In Indonesian 

government institutions, the audit process can only start after the local government 

submits its financial statements to supreme audit agency. Consequently, the duration of 

the audit delay depends on how long the local government takes to prepare and submit 

these financial statements to supreme audit agency (Hardini & Sukirman, 2016). 

According to the summary of the semester audit report published by supreme audit 

agency, obtained by accessing the Electronic Public Information Disclosure Officer or E-

PPID website, no local governments were late in submitting their government financial 
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statements to supreme audit agency between 2021 and 2023. However, even though the 

government financial statements was submitted on time, there was still an increase in the 

average audit delay in the provincial government financial statements audit reports 

published by the supreme audit agency. This is shown in Figure 1. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1. Average Audit Delay of Provincial 

Governments in Indonesia 2021-2023 
Source: Audit Report of Republic of Indonesia's Supreme Audit Agency 

The graph shows the average audit delay trend for provinces in Indonesia during 

the 2021–2023 period. In 2021, the average audit delay was around 134 days and 

decreased slightly in 2022 to 132 days. However, in 2023, there was a significant increase 

to 142 days. This situation indicates that even though all local governments submitted 

their LKPDs on time according to BPK IHPS data, audit delays did not decrease, but 

instead increased in the last year of the observation period. Ideally, the timely submission 

of LKPDs should accelerate the audit completion process and result in faster issuance of 

LHPs. However, the reality shown in this graph highlights a gap in the phenomenon, 

where the factors causing audit delays are no longer related to the late submission of 

financial reports but may be influenced by other variables such as the size of the local 

government, the number and complexity of audit findings, and the level of performance 

accountability held by the local government. 

One factor that can cause audit delays is the size of the local government. Larger 

local governments often have greater administrative and financial management 

complexity, which can cause delays in the audit process. Local governments with large 

administrations tend to have more financial transactions than smaller local governments 

(Ramadhani et al., 2022). Financial management becomes increasingly complicated with 

an increase in financial transactions, and preparing financial statements is a time-

consuming process (Erniza et al., 2015). As a result, the submission of financial 

statements to auditors will take longer and may lead to increased audit delays. The size 

of a region can be assessed based on assets, employees, income, and productivity. 

However, this study uses total holdings, similar to the study conducted by Vanesha & 

Syofyan (2020) because they are considered the most stable indicator of regional size. 

Audit findings also play an essential role in audit delays. Significant audit findings, 

particularly those related to misstatements or non-compliance with regulations, often 

134

132

142

126

128

130

132

134

136

138

140

142

144

2021 2022 2023

TH
E 

N
U

M
B

ER
 O

F 
A

U
D

IT
 D

EL
A

Y

YEARS

Average Audit Delay In Indonesian Provinces



 

Riset : Jurnal Aplikasi Ekonomi, Akuntansi dan Bisnis Vol. 7 No. 2, September 2025, Pages 376 –  396 

378 

require more time to resolve and re-examine. A large number of complex audit findings 

must first be communicated to the auditee for clarification, response, and resolution. This 

requires auditors to allocate additional time to evaluate and recommend improvements, 

ultimately prolonging the audit delay (Gemilang & Pramita, 2021). 

These factors not only directly influence audit delay but are also influenced by 

performance accountability. Performance accountability, which reflects the extent to 

which an entity is responsible for the use of resources and the achievement of established 

objectives, can also be related to audit delay. The better the performance accountability 

of an entity, the faster and more efficient the audit process is due to fewer issues that need 

to be resolved. The performance of the government in a given area is indicated by the 

higher predicate obtained by local governments. Therefore, improving the institutional 

system will reduce delays in submitting local government financial reports (Marlinda et 

al., 2024). 

Table 1. Assessment of the Implementation of the Government Agency 

Performance Accountability System (SAKIP) for Provinces in 2021-2023 

Predicate P.SAKIP 2021 P.SAKIP 2022 P.SAKIP 2023 

AA   1   1   1 

A   4   5   5 

BB   9 10 11 

B 20 18 17 

Source: Results of the Performance Accountability System Assessment of Government Agencies 

by the Ministry of Administrative and Bureaucratic Reform 

Based on Table 1 above, the data shows a positive trend in improving provincial 

performance accountability in Indonesia from 2021 to 2023. The number of provinces 

with the “B” (Good) predicate consistently decreased from 20 provinces in 2021 to 18 in 

2022 and 17 in 2023. On the other hand, the number of provinces with the “BB” (Very 

Good) predicate showed a steady increase, from 9 provinces in 2021 to 10 in 2022 and 

11 in 2023. Meanwhile, provinces with the “A” (Satisfactory) and “AA” (Very 

Satisfactory) predicates are relatively stable, with 4 “A” provinces in 2021 and 5 “A” 

provinces in 2022-2023, and 1 “AA” province in 2021-2023. This indicates that an 

increasing number of provinces are achieving higher levels of performance 

accountability. 

Despite the general improvement in the quality of provincial performance 

accountability, as indicated by the increase in the rating within the governmental 

performance accountability framework, the average audit delay in Indonesia still exhibits 

fluctuations. The average audit delay decreased from 134 days in 2021 to 132 days in 

2022, but then increased significantly to 142 days in 2023. This shows that increased 

performance accountability has not consistently been directly proportional to the 

acceleration of audit completion. 

This topic is important and warrants further research because there is a contradiction 

between the improvement in the quality of local government performance accountability, 

as indicated by the increase in SAKIP ratings, and the average audit delay, which 

continues to fluctuate and has increased significantly in 2023. This situation prompts 

critical inquiries into the factors that affect it, especially local government size and audit 

findings. Accordingly, the present research seeks to examine how these two factors 

impact audit delay, taking into account the mediating role of performance accountability 
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By placing performance accountability as a mediating variable, this study expands 

the understanding of agency theory. In the context of the public sector, performance 

accountability functions as a monitoring mechanism that reduces information asymmetry 

between local governments as agents and the community/central government as 

principals. In addition, this study also enriches compliance theory, as performance 

accountability reflects the extent to which local governments comply with regulations and 

reporting standards. Thus, the findings of this study not only answer empirical questions 

but also provide conceptual contributions by integrating the dimension of accountability 

into the framework of agency and compliance theory. 

Most previous studies on audit delays have concentrated on the private sector or 

specific levels of government, such as the impact of company size (Sumarni et al., 2022) 

and audit findings (Azhara et al., 2024). In contrast, international research, like the study 

conducted by Mayapada et al. (2024) on charitable organizations in the United Kingdom, 

indicates that financial factors, including reliance on donations, deficits, liquidity, 

leverage, accrual quality, and audit opinions, can influence the timeliness of financial 

reporting. Fischer & Marsh (2018) further point out that audit delays in U.S. state 

governments are affected by the size of the entity and the complexity of reporting. 

Meanwhile, Gabrini et al. (2020) the importance of internal audit functions in enhancing 

the outcomes of external audits in U.S. municipalities. More recently, Rahaman & 

Bhuiyan (2025) provide evidence from the private sector in Australia, demonstrating that 

key audit matters (KAMs) and firm size significantly impact audit report lag. 

Although previous studies have focused on nonprofit organizations and government 

entities in developed countries with strong institutional frameworks, there is a lack of 

research on the timeliness of financial reporting in the public sector in Indonesia, 

particularly among local governments. Existing studies have not thoroughly examined 

governance factors, such as the size of local governments and audit findings, in relation 

to audit delays and performance accountability. This study aims to address this gap by 

providing a new perspective on local governments in Indonesia, which have distinct 

institutional characteristics, regulations, and public accountability dynamics compared to 

nonprofit and public sector organizations in developed countries. 

From the perspective of agency theory, this concept explains the relationship 

between a principal (the contract giver) and an agent (the contract receiver) as seen in 

recent studies (Maggetti & Papadopoulos, 2023). In the context of the public sector, the 

Provincial Government serves as an agent, while the regional legislative council functions 

as a principal with supervisory authority. As a form of accountability, the Provincial 

Government is required to prepare and submit a local government financial report at the 

end of each fiscal year, for which timeliness is the responsibility of the local governments. 

In the context of compliance theory, this reflects local government efforts to comply 

with laws and regulations, particularly in financial reporting. Recent research (Sianturi & 

Siahaan, 2024) emphasizes that robust compliance systems and adherence to accounting 

standards significantly contribute to reducing audit findings, maintaining credibility, and 

strengthening public trust. Thus, compliance with regulations can help reduce audit delay 

and reinforce accountability within the principal‐agent relationship linking the provincial 

government to the regional legislative council. Based on this explanation, the following 

research framework is presented.  
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Figure 2. Research Paradigm 
Source: Author, 2025 

Based on agency theory, local governments as agents are obliged to demonstrate 

accountability in handling public resources to the principals (the community/central 

government). Large local governments have better resources and administrative capacity, 

so their performance accountability is higher. This is in line with the results of research 

conducted by Lestari et al. (2019), Artha et al. (2016),and Suharyanto (2016) which states 

that the size of local government affects performance accountability. 

H1 : The Size of Local Government Affects Performance Accountability 

Audit findings reflect weaknesses in compliance and financial management. Based 

on agency theory, the existence of audit findings indicates information asymmetry and 

potential moral hazard from agents, thereby reducing the performance accountability of 

local government. This is in line with research conducted by the principal Qowi et al. 

(2017), Rasyid et al. (2022), and Ditasari & Sudrajat (2020), which states that audit 

findings affect performance accountability. 

H2 : Audit Findings Affect Performance Accountability 

The larger the size of the local government, the more complex the financial 

management and auditing processes become. Based on agency theory, this complexity 

increases the potential for information asymmetry between agents and principals, leading 

to an increase in audit delays. This is supported by the findings of studies by Wafa & 

Nugraeni (2018), Erniza et al. (2015), and Hardini & Sukirman (2016), which indicate 

that the size of local governments influences audit delays. 

H3 : The size of Local Government Affects Audit Delay  

The number of audit findings requires clarification and additional examination, 

thereby prolonging the audit delay. From the perspective of compliance theory, the lower 

the level of compliance of local government, the longer the audit process takes. This is in 

line with research conducted by Gemilang & Pramita (2021), Karlina et al. (2018), and 

Itsniawan (2015), which states that audit findings have a positive and significant effect 

on audit delays. 

H4 : Audit Findings Affect Audit Delays 

Although the size of local government and audit findings directly influence audit 

delay, performance accountability has the potential to be an important mediating 
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mechanism. With better accountability, auditors can conduct more efficient audits 

because the risk of error is lower. 

However, research on the mediating role of performance accountability is still 

minimal. Most previous studies only examined direct effects, without looking at 

mediating mechanisms. Therefore, this study offers a novel contribution by placing 

performance accountability as a mediating variable. 

H5 : Performance Accountability Mediates The Effect of Local Government Size on 

Audit Delay 

H6 : Performance Accountability Mediates The Effect Of Audit Findings on Audit 

Delay 

The better the performance accountability, the shorter the audit time because reports 

are more transparent and compliant with standards. Based on agency theory, 

accountability is a manifestation of the agent's commitment to providing timely reports 

and reducing audit delays. This is consistent with the findings of studies conducted by 

Marlinda et al. (2024), Afriani & Satyawan (2023), and Putro (2017), which state that 

performance accountability significantly affects audit delays. 

H7 : Performance Accountability Affects Audit Delays  

 

 

RESEARCH METHODS 

 

The research data consists of secondary data in the form of audited Local 

Government Financial Reports by the Supreme Audit Agency in the form of Audit 

Reports, as well as the results of the assessment of the Performance Accountability 

System for Government Institutions issued by the Ministry of Administrative and 

Bureaucratic Reform. The study employs a quantitative approach using causal methods 

to test the relationships between variables. The research sample includes 38 provinces in 

Indonesia during the 2021–2023 period, selected because they represent the most recent 

audit years with complete and available data. The data used is in panel form, combining 

cross-section (38 provinces) and time series (2021–2023), enabling a more 

comprehensive analysis. The sampling technique employs purposive sampling, selecting 

provinces with complete LKPD data during the study period, and available at Supreme 

Audit Agency E-PPID website. 

Table 2. Sample Selection Steps 

Number Criteria Total 

1 Number of Provinces in Indonesia 2025 38 

2 Local Governments audited by Financial Audit 

Agency and those that did not submit local 

government financial statements for fiscal years 

2021-2023 

 (4) 

3 Number of Provinces that meet the criteria (1-3) 34 

4 Number of Years of Research 3 

Total Observed Data (3x4) 102 

Source: Data Processed, 2025 

The selection of proxies in this study was based on theoretical and empirical 

considerations, as well as consistency with previous studies. Audit delay was measured 

using the difference in the number of days between the date of the local government 
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financial report and the date of the Audit Report of the Supreme Audit Agency, as used 

by Wafa & Nugraeni (2018) and Novita et al. (2023). This measure was chosen because 

it is more precise than alternative approaches based on months or timeliness categories, 

which tend to obscure minor variations between entities. The size of the local government 

is proxied by Ln Total Assets, following Maulana & Handayani (2015) and Vanesha & 

Syofyan (2020). Total assets are considered the most stable indicator to describe the 

capacity of local governments compared to other alternatives, such as fluctuating 

revenues or the number of employees, which do not always reflect financial capacity. The 

audit findings variable is measured by the number of findings reported in the Supreme 

Audit Agency Report, as applied by Itsniawan (2015) and Wafa & Nugraeni (2018). This 

proxy was chosen because it directly reflects the level of problems in financial 

management. At the same time, alternatives such as the value of state losses are often 

difficult to access and inconsistent between reports.Meanwhile, performance 

accountability is proxied by the SAKIP score published by the Ministry of Administrative 

and Bureaucratic Reform, converted to an ordinal scale (AA = 7, A = 6, BB = 5, etc.) 

according to Hardini & Sukirman (2016). The SAKIP score is considered more objective 

than alternative letter grades or audit opinions because it assesses agency performance 

comprehensively, not just compliance in financial reporting. Thus, the use of these 

proxies is not only consistent with previous research but is also considered more relevant, 

stable, and appropriate for the context of public sector research in Indonesia.  

The research model is presented through multiple linear regression and path 

analysis to examine the direct and indirect associations among the variables, which can 

be formulated in the following regression equation. 

PA = α + b1GS + b2AF  + e 

AD = α + b1GS + b2AF  + bPA+ e 

Data analysis was carried out using SPSS software, as it facilitates assumption 

testing, regression modeling, and path analytical procedures. SPSS was chosen based on 

its ease of use, availability of statistical tests appropriate for the research model, and the 

validity of its results, which have been widely recognized in similar quantitative studies. 

This study uses path analysis to test the mediating role of performance accountability. 

Path analysis was chosen because it aligns with the quantitative research design involving 

a limited sample size (34 provinces), a simple research model with four main variables 

measured using a single indicator, thus not requiring more complex structural equation 

modeling (SEM). The Sobel test was not used because small samples can produce 

unstable estimates, while bootstrapping is more appropriate for models with latent 

variables and large samples. Therefore, conventional path analysis is considered more 

suitable for this study, as it was also used in the latest public sector accounting study by 

Allysa et al. (2024). 

 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

 

The following is the data from the descriptive analysis results.  

Table 3.1. Descriptive Statistics Results 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

GS 102   28.560 34.200  30.380     .970 

AF 102        7.000 45.000  18.790   7.699 
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Table 3.2. Descriptive Statistics Results (Continuation) 

 N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation 

PA 102     4.000   7.000     4.650     .828 

AD 102      88.000   248.000 135.950        20.657 

Valid N (listwise) 102     

 Source: Data Processed, 2025 

Based on descriptive statistics from 102 observations, it was found that the size of 

local government (GS) had an average of 30.370, with the highest achievement by DKI 

Jakarta Province in 2023 (34.200) and the lowest by Gorontalo Province in 2021 (28.560), 

with a standard deviation of 0.970. Audit Findings (AF) have an average of 18.790, with 

the highest number of 45 findings in the Province of DKI Jakarta in 2022 and the lowest 

of 7 findings in the Province of Central Java and DI Yogyakarta, with a standard deviation 

of 7.699. Furthermore, Performance Accountability (PA) has an average of 4.640, with 

the highest value being 7, the lowest being 4, and a standard deviation of 0.828. 

Meanwhile, Audit Delay (AD) shows an average of 135.950 days, with the longest 

achievement in West Papua Province in 2023 (248 days) and the fastest in DI Yogyakarta 

Province (88 days), with a standard deviation of 20.657. 

The outcomes of the multiple linear regression and the corresponding hypothesis 

tests are shown in the following table. 

Table 4. Hypothesis Test Result (Equation 1) 

Variable 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

(B) 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Beta 

t Sig. Description 

(Constant) -8.671  -3.717 0.000  

GS 0.458 .536 5.822 0.000 
Hypothesis 1 

Accepted 

AF -0.032 -.297 -3.219 0.002 
Hyppothesis 2 

Accepted 

R2 0.264     

Adjusted R2 0.249     

Source: SPSS Output 26, 2025 

Based on the output results in the unstandardized coefficients B section, the 

regression equation model is as follows: 

PA = -8.671 + 0.458 GS – 0.032 AF + ℮ 

Based on Table 4, the constant value of -8.671 indicates that if the role of local 

government size and audit findings is 0, the performance accountability variable 

consistently yields a value of -8.671. Local government size (GS) has a value of 0.458, 

indicating a positive direction. However, audit findings (AF) have a value of -0.032, 

indicating a negative direction. This finding suggests a positive correlation between local 

government size and performance accountability; however, audit findings do not reveal a 

unidirectional relationship. 

Based on the t-test results in equation 1, it was found that the Local Government 

Size variable had a t-statistic of 5.822 with a significance of 0.000. This value is greater 

than the t-table value 1.984 and significant at α = 0.050, so it can be concluded that Local 

Government Size has a positive effect on Performance Accountability. Meanwhile, the 

Audit Findings variable has a t-statistic of -3.219 with a significance of 0.002, which is 
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also less than 0.050. This result shows that Audit Findings hurt Performance 

Accountability. 

The coefficient of determination, measured by the R² and Adjusted R² values, is 

assessed through the number of days test. It was found that the independent variables 

accounted for approximately 26.4% of the variance in the dependent variable. However, 

after considering the size of the sample and the total number of variables included in the 

model, the Adjusted R- Square decreased to 0.249. This suggests that only about 24.9% 

of the variation in the independent variables accounts for the behavior of the dependent 

variable. In this research, the results indicate that the adjusted R² value is not sufficiently 

strong to demonstrate a significant relationship, implying that the remaining 75.1% is 

probably affected by additional factors that were not examined within the model. 

Furthermore, the findings of multiple linear regression analyses testing and 

hypothesis testing of the equation can be seen in Table 5 below. 

Table 5. Hypothesis Test Result (Equation 2) 

Variable 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

(B) 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

Beta 

t Sig. Description 

(Constant) 102.139  1.488 0.140  

GS     1.255 .059 0.499 0.619 
Hypothesis 3 

Rejected 

AF     0.713 .266 2.484 0.015 
Hypothesis 4 

Accepted 

PA    -3.813       -.153 -1.376 0.172 
Hypothesis 7 

Rejected 

R2     0.110     

Adjusted R2     0.082     

Source: SPSS Output 26, 2025 

Based on the output results in the unstandarrdized coefficients B section, the 

regression equation model is as follows: 

AD = 102.139 + 1.255 GS + 0.713 AF – 3.813 PA + ℮ 

Based on Table 3, the constant value of 102.139 indicates that if the role of local 

government size, the number of audit findings, and the level of performance 

accountability is 0, the audit delay variable remains consistently valued at 102.139. Local 

government size (GS) has a value of 1.255, indicating a positive direction, and audit 

findings (AF) have a value of 0.713, also showing a positive direction. However, 

performance accountability (PA) indicates a negative direction. This finding suggests a 

positive correlation between local government size and audit findings, as well as audit 

delay; however, negative correlation between performance accountability and audit 

delay. 

The t-test results in equation 2 show that Local Government Size has a t-statistic of 

0.499 with a significance of 0.619 (> 0.050), so it does not affect Audit Delay. Audit 

Findings have a t-statistic of 2.484 with a significance of 0.015 (< 0.050), indicating a 

significant effect on Audit Delay. Meanwhile, Performance Accountability has a t-

statistic of -1.376 with a significance of 0.172 (> 0.050), which means it does not affect 

Audit Delay. 

The coefficient of determination test is reviewed at the R2 and Adjusted R2 values. 

It is known that independent variables can explain 11% of the variation that occurs in 
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dependent variables. However, when considering the number of samples and the number 

of variables in the model, the Adjusted R Square value has decreased to 0.082. This 

implies that only around 8.2% of the independent variables included in the model explain 

the variation observed in the dependent variable. This finding suggests that the Adjusted 

R Square value is not strong enough to show a significant relationship, so 91.8% may be 

based on the impact of other factors that have not been analyzed. 

Furthermore, the description of the processed path analysis test data output can be 

seen in the following Figure 3. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3. Path Diagram of Path Coefficient Framework 
Source: SPSS Output 26, 2025 

The value of ε₁ is found by subtracting the coefficient of determination. with the 

formula 𝜀1 yaitu 𝜀1 = √(1 − 𝑅2 so that the value is obtained 𝜀1 = √(1 − 0.264) = 0.858. 

The 𝜀2 value is the result of reducing the coefficient of determination with the formula 𝜀2 

yaitu 𝜀2 = √(1 − 𝑅2 so that the value is obtained 𝜀1 = √(1 − 0.110) = 0.943. 

 Based on figure 3, it is known that the direct effect of Local Government Size (GS) 

on Audit delay (AD) is 0.059. Meanwhile, the indirect effect of Local Government Size 

(GS) through Performance Accountability (PA) on Audit delay (AD) is the multiplication 

between the beta value Local Government Size (GS) and Audit delay (AD) of 0.059 on 

Performance Accountability (PA), namely: 0.536 x (-0.153) = -0.082. The total effect of 

Local Government Size (GS) on Audit Delay (AD) is the sum of the direct and indirect 

effects: 0.059 + (-0.082) = -0.023. Based on these calculations, the direct effect is 0.059, 

while the indirect effect is -0.082. This means the indirect effect is smaller than the direct 

effect. Therefore, the findings indicate that local government size, through performance 

accountability, does not have a significant impact on audit delays. 

Based on figure 3, the direct effect of Audit Findings (AF) on Audit Delay (AD) is 

0.266. The indirect effect of Audit Findings (AF) on Audit Delay (AD) through 

Performance Accountability (PA) is calculated by multiplying the beta coefficients: -

0.297 × (-0.153) = 0.045. Therefore, the total effect of Audit Findings on Audit Delay is 

the sum of the direct and indirect effects: 0.266 + 0.045 = 0.311. From these calculations, 

it is evident that the indirect effect (0.045) is smaller than the direct effect (0.266). Thus, 

it can be concluded that Audit Findings, when mediated through Performance 

Accountability, do not have a significant impact on Audit Delay. 

Local Government 

Size (GS) 

Audit Findings (AF) 

Performance 

Accountability (PA) Audit Delay (AD) 

0.536 

-0.297 

-0.153 

𝜀1= 0.858 𝜀2= 0.943 



 

Riset : Jurnal Aplikasi Ekonomi, Akuntansi dan Bisnis Vol. 7 No. 2, September 2025, Pages 376 –  396 

386 

The Effect of Local Government Size on Performance Accountability 

The partial test (t-test) results show that the Local Government Size variable has a 

significance value of 0.000, which is lower than α = 0.050, and the t-statistic of 5.822 is 

greater than the t-table value of 1.984. Therefore, the results indicate that The size of local 

government has a positive influence on Performance Accountability, thereby accepting 

H0. This suggests that as a local government grows in scale, which is indicated through 

its total assets, its level of performance accountability also increases. These findings 

suggest that larger regions tend to possess stronger fiscal and administrative capacities in 

preparing, reporting, and ensuring accountability for their performance outcomes. 

The increase in the size of local governments also brings challenges that cannot be 

ignoredIn agency theory, as the size of a local government increases, the relationship 

between the agent (the government) and the principal (the community or central 

government) tends to become more complex. The increase in organizational units, budget 

volume, and the variety of public services managed contributes to this complexity. As a 

result, the potential for information asymmetry increases because agents have more 

information than principals. This can trigger opportunistic behavior such as performance 

reporting manipulation or inefficient decision-making. In addition, larger regions also 

face higher moral hazard risks. Agents tend to feel that they are not being directly 

monitored, so they are more likely to act without fully considering the principal's 

interests. Therefore, large regions need to require stronger accountability and monitoring 

systems to minimize agency risk. Mechanisms such as transparent performance reporting, 

strengthening the role of the Inspectorate, and community participation are crucial for 

maintaining alignment between the interests of agents and principals. 

The findings of this study indicate that larger local governments, as measured by 

total assets, tend to exhibit higher levels of performance accountability. Based on data 

obtained from the 2023 local government financial statements, the Province of DKI 

Jakarta, which recorded the highest total assets of IDR 715,500 trillion, achieved an A 

rating in the local government performance accountability assessment. In contrast, the 

Province of Gorontalo, with the lowest total assets of IDR 2,530 trillion, obtained a B 

rating. These results suggest that local government size, as reflected in total assets, has 

the potential to influence performance accountability levels. Larger local governments 

generally possess greater capacity to manage performance effectively and to implement 

sound governance principles. 

This evidence is in line with the studies carried out by  Lestari et al. (2019), Artha 

et al. (2016), and Suharyanto (2016), which state that local government size exerts a 

positive influence on performance accountability. Local governments with larger total 

assets are expected to demonstrate greater transparency in managing these assets as part 

of their accountability to the public. Consequently, larger local governments tend to be 

more motivated to establish comprehensive performance reporting and monitoring 

systems, either through the adoption of the Government Agency Performance 

Accountability System or by undergoing external audits. Therefore, as the size of a local 

government increases, the greater its incentive to maintain public trust by enhancing 

performance accountability. 

This study differs from the findings of Burhani (2018), who reported that local 

government size does not significantly influence performance accountability. Further 

differences are observed when compared to the study of Suratman et al. (2023), which 

examined the determinants of performance accountability from the perspective of budget 
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planning, as well as the research of Arjuna & Putri (2019), which focused on aspects of 

human resources and organizational behavior.  

The Effect of Audit Findings on Performance Accountability 

According to the partial test (t-test) results, the size of the local government shows 

a significance value of 0.002, which is lower than the α level of 0.050, and the t-statistic 

absolute value exceeds the critical t-value, namely -3.219 > 1.984. Therefore, the results 

indicate that audit findings exert a adverse effect on performance accountability, thereby 

confirming H0. The negative sign in the research results indicates an inverse relationship 

between Audit Findings and Performance Accountability, suggesting that the more or 

more serious Audit Findings identified by the supreme audit agency, the lower the level 

of Performance Accountability of local governments tends to be.  

The results align with compliance theory, which argues that organizations are more 

likely to follow regulations when strict monitoring mechanisms and potential sanctions 

for violations are in place. In the context of local government, audits conducted by the 

Supreme Audit Agency serve as an external control instrument that assesses the extent to 

which government entities carry out activities in accordance with the principles of 

efficiency, effectiveness, and compliance with regulations. The existence of audits 

encourages local governments to manage budgets and implement programs in an orderly, 

transparent, and accountable manner because they are aware of the legal, administrative, 

and reputational consequences if irregularities are found. With a high level of compliance 

with applicable regulations and procedures, the risk of audit findings, whether in the form 

of administrative irregularities or state losses, can be minimized. A low number of audit 

findings indicates that local governments have implemented good governance, which 

ultimately has a positive impact on improving performance accountability. 

The results are in line with the studies conducted by Qowi et al. (2017), Rasyid et 

al. (2022), and Ditasari & Sudrajat (2020), which indicate that audit findings have a 

negative influence on the performance accountability of local governments. A high 

number of audit findings generally reflects weaknesses in the internal control system, 

failure to adhere to legal requirements, or suboptimal resource management. Such 

conditions can undermine public trust and hinder the achievement of predetermined 

performance targets. Furthermore, a high level of audit findings also signals the need for 

improvements in governance, enhancement of personnel competencies, and strengthening 

of oversight mechanisms to ensure that local government programs and activities are 

implemented effectively, efficiently, and accountably. 

Audit data of regional governments in 2021 indicate that the Special Region of 

Yogyakarta Province recorded the fewest audit findings (7 findings) and achieved an AA 

rating in performance accountability, whereas Riau Province reported the highest number 

of findings (38 findings) with a B rating. These results suggest an inverse link between 

the quantity of audit findings and the degree of performance accountability. A lower 

number of audit findings demonstrates how well internal controls function, adherence to 

regulations, and efficiency in budget management, whereas a higher number of findings 

signals governance weaknesses and possible irregularities. 

The results of this study differ from those of Lestari et al. (2019), and Kurnia (2020). 

The discrepancies may be attributed to differences in the samples used and the 

observation periods. Lestari et al. (2019) employed a sample of district and municipal 

governments in Jambi Province for the period 2014–2017, while Kurnia (2020)  examined 

district and municipal governments in Banten Province for the period 2013–2016. Both 

studies concluded that audit findings had no effect on performance accountability. These 
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differences suggest that each region possesses unique characteristics, and thus research 

findings cannot always be generalized to all regions. 

The Effect of Local Government Size on Audit Delay 

Based on the results of the partial test (t-test), it is shown that the significance value 

for the local government size variable is 0.619, which is greater than α = 0.050, the t-

statistic is less than the critical t-table value, namely 0.499 < 1.984. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that the size of regional administration variable does not have a significant 

effect on the audit delay variable, and thus, hypothesis H3 is rejected. This finding 

suggests that total assets, as a proxy for local government size, do not influence how 

quickly or slowly the audit process is completed by the supreme audit agency. 

From the vantage point of agency theory, the larger the area, the more complex the 

relationship between agents (local government) and principals (the community or central 

government) will be, thereby increasing the risk of information asymmetry and moral 

hazard. However, the results of this study suggest that the size of the region is no longer 

the dominant factor influencing the length of the audit process. This is likely due to the 

existence of more effective oversight mechanisms, the implementation of technology-

based reporting systems, and adequate standardization of audit processes, Which enable 

auditors to conduct inspections efficiently even in large regions. 

This is supported by data obtained from the 2023 local government financial report, 

which shows that the total assets of the Special Region of Yogyakarta Province reached 

Rp 13,204,764,072,841, which is much greater than the total assets of Gorontalo 

Province, which only amounted to Rp 2,525,461,941,112. Thus, the size of the 

Yogyakarta Special Region government, as measured by total assets, is larger than that 

of Gorontalo Province. However, the audit delay in the Yogyakarta Special Region was 

recorded at 88 days, which is faster than Gorontalo Province, which experienced an audit 

delay of 148 days. This indicates that while the size of the local government is larger, this 

does not necessarily impact the length of the audit delay. 

This finding is consistent with the studies conducted by Gemilang & Pramita 

(2021), Bakar & Arza (2019), Karlina et al. (2018), and Nugraha & Zulfikar (2023), The 

research concludes that the scale of local government does not determine audit delay. The 

Size of Local Government does not affect Audit Delay because this size does not directly 

reflect the complexity or efficiency of the audit process. The Size of Local Government 

is considered an unreliable benchmark for determining the length of Audit Delay, as even 

though larger local governments may have a higher volume of transactions, this does not 

significantly impact the performance and audit methods employed by the Supreme Audit 

Agency auditors. 

Local governments, whether possessing large or small total assets, face equal 

pressure to submit their financial reports to the supreme audit agency on time, as they are 

all subject to the same regulations and deadlines governing financial reporting. 

Furthermore, compliance with regulations and transparency in reporting are mandatory 

obligations for all local governments, regardless of the size or capacity of their assets. 

Therefore, the pressure to meet financial reporting deadlines is universal and is influenced 

not by asset size but by administrative obligations and accountability standards that every 

local government must uphold. 

The results of this study are inconsistent with the findings of Wafa & Nugraeni 

(2018) as well as Erniza et al. (2015), which demonstrate that the size of local government 

has a positive and significant effect on audit delay. They argue that the larger the assets 
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owned by the local government, the longer the time required to comprehensively compile 

asset data. Conversely, Hardini & Sukirman (2016) found that the size of local 

government has a negative and significant effect on audit delay, as a larger government 

size does not necessarily prolong the process of preparing and submitting financial 

statements. 

The Effect of Audit Findings on Audit Delay 

According to the partial test (t-test) results, Audit Findings show a significance 

value of 0.015, which is less than the α threshold of 0.050, and t-statistic > t-table, namely 

2.484 > 1.984. Therefore, the findings confirm that audit findings influence audit delay, 

thereby supporting H4. This study’s outcomes demonstrate a direct association between 

audit findings and the delay in audit completion, where an increase in audit findings 

corresponds to a longer audit delay. 

The correlation between the number of audit findings and audit delays can be 

explained through Compliance Theory. In compliance theory, audit findings are direct 

indicators of the level of local government compliance with rules, accounting standards, 

and public financial regulations. The more findings that indicate violations or negligence, 

the clearer it is that the degree of local government adherence is low. When audited 

entities do not comply with regulations, auditors must carry out additional examinations 

to verify the precision and thoroughness of the financial statements. This process takes 

more time and directly contributes to audit delays Therefore, within the framework of 

compliance theory, audit delays are a consequence of weak administrative discipline and 

low commitment to financial regulations. 

These findings are in line with those of Gemilang & Pramita (2021), Karlina et al. 

(2018), and Itsniawan (2015), who state that Audit Findings exert a positive and 

significant influence on Audit Delay. This positive influence arises because each audit 

finding must first be communicated to the auditee in order to obtain clarification, 

responses, and official feedback regarding the findings. Such communication processes 

not only require additional time for data verification and information confirmation but 

also often involve coordination across multiple units or related agencies. When the 

identified findings are complex or require in-depth follow-up actions, the audit process 

tends to take longer. Consequently, the extended examination period increases the 

likelihood of Audit Delay. 

This is supported by audit report data indicating that in 2022, Bali Province 

recorded the fewest audit findings, totaling 9 findings, with an audit delay of 125 days. 

In contrast, DKI Jakarta Province had the highest number of audit findings, amounting to 

45 findings, accompanied by an audit delay of 142 days. From these data, it may be 

inferred that a higher volume of identified audit findings is associated with a longer 

duration to finalize the audit process, which in turn leads to prolonged audit delays. 

In contrast to the studies conducted by Verawaty (2021), Rachmawi et al. (2016), 

and Azhara et al. (2024), which found that Audit Findings have a negative effect on Audit 

Delay, arguing that a higher number of findings in the previous period can serve as a 

reference to expedite the preparation of financial statements in the subsequent period, 

Ramadhani et al. (2022) reported different results. According to Ramadhani et al. (2022), 

Audit Findings exert no significant impact on Audit Delay, since the larger number of 

findings in local governments does not necessarily correspond to the time needed to 

finalize the audit process. This is due to variations in the materiality and complexity of 

the findings; some findings are administrative or minor in nature and can be resolved 

quickly, whereas more complex findings require additional time and attention. Overall, 
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Ramadhani et al. (2022) concluded that the number of Audit Findings alone is insufficient 

to explain the duration of Audit Delay in local governments. 

The Effect of Local Government Size on Audit Delay through Performance 

Accountability as an Intervening Variable 

The path analysis results indicate that Local Government Size has a direct positive 

effect on Audit Delay with a coefficient of 0.059, In contrast Performance Accountability 

exerts a direct adverse effect on Audit Delay with a coefficient of -0.153. Additionally, 

the Local Government Size variable indirectly affects Audit delay through Performance 

Accountability by -0.082. Therefore, Local Government Size does not influence Audit 

Delay through Performance Accountability, thus rejecting H5. 

The mediation pathway linking Local Government Size with Audit Delay, as 

observed through the direct pathway between Performance Accountability and Audit 

Delay, shows statistically insignificant results. This is shown by the t-statistic absolute 

value being less than the critical t-table value (1.376 < 1.984), and the resulting 

significance level being greater than 0.050 (0.172 > 0.050), indicating that the indirect 

linkage connecting local government size and audit delay is insufficient to serve as a basis 

for conclusion. Even though the size of local government shows a significant positive 

association with performance accountability, the improvement in performance 

accountability resulting from a larger local government size does not significantly 

contribute to reducing audit delay. This suggests that while local government size 

positively affects performance accountability, this influence is not strong enough to create 

a significant direct or indirect effect on speeding up the audit process or shortening audit 

delay duration.  

From the perspective of agency theory, large local governments should strengthen 

the need for accountability as a mechanism for principals to control agents. However, the 

results of this study show that performance accountability, as measured by SAKIP scores, 

has not been able to fulfill this function. This may be because SAKIP assesses the 

completeness of planning and reporting documents rather than the quality of overall 

control implementation, thus failing to be an effective instrument in reducing audit delays. 

Inter-provincial comparisons also support this finding. For example, DKI Jakarta 

Province, which has substantial total assets and received an A rating in performance 

accountability, still experienced an audit delay of 194 days. Meanwhile, North Maluku 

Province, with smaller assets and relatively lower performance accountability, recorded 

a faster audit delay of 148 days. This fact shows that the size of the region and the 

achievement of performance accountability are not automatically directly proportional to 

the timeliness of audits. Thus, the performance accountability factor in its currently 

measured form cannot function as a mediator that bridges the relationship between the 

size of the local government and audit delays. 

The Effect of Audit Findings on Audit Delay through Performance Accountability 

as an Intervening Variable 

According to the results obtained from the path analysis, the Audit Findings 

variable has a direct impact on the Audit Delay variable with a coefficient value of 0.266. 

Additionally, the Performance Accountability variable shows a direct influence on the 

Audit Delay variable with a value of -0.153. Furthermore, the Audit Findings variable 

indirectly affects Audit Delay through Performance Accountability, with a coefficient of 

0.045. Based on these findings From these results, it is evident that neither the size of 
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local government nor Audit Findings has an influence on Audit Delay through 

Performance Accountability, leading to the rejection of hypothesis H6. 

The mediation pathway linking Audit Findings to Audit Delay, as observed through 

the direct pathway between Performance Accountability and Audit Delay, shows 

statistically insignificant results. This is indicated by the t-statistic being smaller than the 

critical t-table value (-1.376 < 1.984), and the significance value obtained is greater than 

0.050 (0.172 > 0.050), meaning that the indirect influence between Audit Findings and 

Audit Delay is not strong enough to serve as a basis for conclusion. Although Audit 

Findings have a negative relationship with Performance Accountability, the decrease in 

performance accountability caused by audit findings does not significantly increase audit 

delay through the Performance Accountability mechanism.  

From the perspective of agency theory, audit findings should function as a 

monitoring mechanism that encourages local governments (agents) to improve their 

performance accountability to fulfill their obligations to the principal (the community and 

central government). However, the results of this study show that this mechanism is not 

functioning optimally. Audit findings have been proven to directly influence audit delays, 

but not through performance accountability. This indicates that even though local 

governments face pressure from audit findings, improvements in administrative 

performance as reflected in SAKIP are not yet substantial enough to mediate this 

influence. 

This phenomenon shows that high audit findings do not automatically worsen audit 

delays if local governments can maintain good performance accountability. Conversely, 

low performance accountability does not necessarily prolong audit delays if other factors 

are present, such as auditor capacity and examination process efficiency. This is reflected 

in the comparison between West Papua Province and Riau Province. West Papua has a 

high number of audit findings with low performance accountability (grade C) and 

experiences very long audit delays (248 days). Meanwhile, Riau also recorded a relatively 

high number of audit findings with medium performance accountability (C rating), but 

experienced a relatively shorter audit delay (178 days). This difference indicates that 

variations in performance accountability between provinces are insufficient to explain the 

differences in audit delays, thereby proving that performance accountability does not 

function as a mediator in the relationship between audit findings and audit delays. 

The Effect of Performance Accountability on Audit Delay 

Based on the results of partial testing (t-test), it can be seen that Performance 

Accountability has a significance value of 0.172, which is greater than the value of α = 

0.050 and tcount < t-table, namely -1.376 < 1.984. Thus, it may be inferred that the 

Performance Accountability variable has no impact on the Audit delay variable, so H7 is 

rejected These results indicate that although Performance Accountability is theoretically 

expected to influence audit duration, the available data does not support a substantial 

linkage between the two variables 

Within the framework of public sector operations, this can be interpreted using 

compliance theory, which states that organizations tend to only comply with obligations 

that are accompanied by pressure or formal sanctions. Internal performance 

accountability derived from moral or ethical incentives within the organization is not 

strong enough to influence audit delays, as long as there is no regulatory pressure that 

directly regulates the relationship between performance and financial reporting. This 

means that even if an agency has high performance accountability, audits can still be 

delayed if they are not accompanied by administrative compliance and technical 
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readiness. Since regulatory and technical factors have a greater influence on audit delays, 

qualitative performance accountability insufficient to accelerate the audit process. 

This is supported by data obtained from the 2023 Government Agency Performance 

Accountability System (SAKIP) assessment, which shows that DKI Jakarta Province 

received an A rating in the Government Agency Performance Accountability System 

(SAKIP) assessment. However, the audit delay in the province was recorded at 194 days. 

On the other hand, Banten Province, which received a B rating in the SAKIP assessment, 

had a shorter audit delay of only 94 days. Based on this data, the level of performance 

accountability measured through the SAKIP assessment does not directly influence the 

length of the audit delay. Although Jakarta demonstrates high performance 

accountability, its financial audit process takes longer than that of Banten, which has a 

lower SAKIP score. In other words, a high-performance accountability score does not 

always guarantee faster audit processes. Therefore, evaluations of audit delays should 

consider various managerial and operational aspects beyond mere performance 

accountability achievements. 

The results are in agreement with the research of Hardini & Sukirman (2016), which 

states that performance accountability does no effect on audit delays; the assessment of 

performance accountability by the Ministry of Administrative and Bureaucratic Reform 

is based solely on document assessment. The basis for assessment is whether the required 

documents have been presented in the government agency performance accountability 

report or not. This process does not directly consider more in-depth performance aspects, 

such as the efficiency and effectiveness of agency operations, which could have a greater 

impact on reducing audit time. 

The findings of this study differ from those reported by Marlinda et al. (2024), 

Afriani & Satyawan (2023), and Putro (2017), who concluded that performance 

accountability exerts a significant influence on audit delay. In those studies, performance 

accountability was considered a factor that could either expedite or hinder the completion 

of the audit process, as a high level of accountability generally reflects orderly report 

preparation, completeness of supporting evidence, and timeliness in providing the 

information required by auditors. Conversely, low performance accountability may cause 

obstacles in the audit process, such as delays in document submission, report revisions, 

or additional clarifications that require more time. Therefore, the present study’s finding 

of an insignificant effect of performance accountability on audit delay indicates that the 

linkage between these variables may be shaped by other factors, such as entity 

complexity, workforce capability, or the strength of internal control systems. 

 

 

CONCLUSION 

 

From the analytical findings, the size of local governments demonstrated a positive 

influence on performance accountability, indicating that regions with larger total assets 

tend to manage their performance more effectively and transparently. In contrast, audit 

results showed an adverse impact on performance accountability, as a greater number of 

issues indicate deficiencies in financial management and reporting. The size of local 

governments did not have a direct effect on audit delay, whereas audit findings were 

found to prolong audit delay due to the additional time required by auditors for 

clarification and resolution of issues. Performance accountability did not mediate the 

relationship between either local government size or audit findings and audit delay, nor 

did it have a direct effect on audit delay. These results suggest that audit delay is more 
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strongly influenced by other factors, such as technical aspects, auditor capacity, and the 

financial reporting system. 

 This study has practical implications for several parties. The Ministry of Home 

Affairs needs to strengthen regulations on the preparation of LKPD by establishing more 

explicit format standards and submission deadlines, as well as conducting direct 

supervision of regions with low compliance rates. BPK needs to improve the efficiency 

of the audit process, for example, through the use of technology-based audits (digital audit 

tools), and strengthen the capacity of audit teams in provinces with high numbers of 

findings. The Ministry of Finance can play a role by providing more intensive technical 

assistance related to regional financial management, providing training on the use of 

digital-based financial reporting applications, and considering fiscal incentives for 

regions with high compliance rates. Meanwhile, local governments must be responsive to 

audit findings, improve internal controls, accelerate document preparation, and strengthen 

coordination with auditors. For auditors, these findings can be used as a basis for 

designing more efficient audit strategies in accordance with the complexity of each 

region. 

From a theoretical perspective, this study enriches the literature on the role of 

performance accountability as a mediating variable in the relationship between local 

government size, audit findings, and audit delay. However, this study has limitations: its 

scope is limited to provincial governments, so the results may not necessarily represent 

regencies/cities; the variables used are still limited to local government size, audit 

findings, performance accountability, and audit delay; and it does not include other 

potentially important factors such as auditor characteristics, human resource quality, and 

the use of information technology in local financial management. In addition, the 

mediation test only uses path analysis without a more robust Sobel test or bootstrapping. 

Future research is recommended to expand the scope to the district/city level, add 

variables related to auditors, human resources, and technology, and use bootstrapping to 

test mediation so that the results are more comprehensive and generalizable. 

 

 

REFERENCES 

 

Afriani, B. R., & Satyawan, M. D. (2023). Analysis of Factors Influencing Audit Delay 

in Regional Government Financial Reports 2016-2018. Jurnal Akuntansi 

AKUNESA, 11(2), 195–204. https://doi.org/10.26740/akunesa.v11n2.p195-204 

Allysa, M. F., Periansya, P., & Sari, Y. (2024). Fraud Prevention: Human Resource 

Compensation and Competence. Jurnal Riset Terapan Akuntansi, 8(2), 262–271. 

https://jurnal.polsri.ac.id/index.php/jrtap/article/view/8929 

Arjuna, A., & Putri, M. A. (2019). Performance Accountability of Local Government 

Institutions. Jurnal Akuntansi Dan Ekonomika, 9(2), 223–232. 

http://ejurnal.umri.ac.id/index.php/jae 

Artha, R. D., Basuki, P., & MT, A. (2016). The Influence of Regional Government 

Characteristics and Audit Board of The Republic of Indonesia Audit Findings on 

Regional Government Performance (Empirical Study on Regency/City 

Governments in West Nusa Tenggara Province). InFestasi, 11(2), 214–229. 

https://doi.org/10.21107/infestasi.v11i2.1133 

Azhara, K., Rachma Sari, K., & Indriasari, D. (2024). Factors Affecting Audit Delays in 



 

Riset : Jurnal Aplikasi Ekonomi, Akuntansi dan Bisnis Vol. 7 No. 2, September 2025, Pages 376 –  396 

394 

Provincial Governments on Sumatra Island. Jurnal Riset Terapan Akuntansi, 8(2), 

1–3. 

Bakar, M. P., & Arza, F. I. (2019). The Influence of Local Government Size, Audit 

Opinion, and Leverage on Audit Delay. Jurnal Eksplorasi Akuntansi, 1(3), 1168–

1183. https://doi.org/10.24036/jea.v1i3.134 

Burhani, A. F. (2018). The Influence of Regional Government Characteristics on 

Performance Accountability with APIP Capability and Financial Report Quality as 

Control Variables [Sebelas Maret University]. 

https://digilib.uns.ac.id/dokumen/detail/60911/Pengaruh-Karakteristik-Pemerintah-

Daerah-Terhadap-Akuntabilitas-Kinerja-dengan-Kapabilitas-Apip-dan-Kualitas-

Laporankeuangan-sebagai-Variabel-Kontrol 

Ditasari, R. A., & Sudrajat, M. A. (2020). The Influence of Audit Opinions and Audit 

Findings of The Supreme Audit Agency on The Performance of Regional 

Governments in Regencies/Cities in East Java Province. Inventory: Jurnal 

Akuntansi, 4(2), 104–117. https://doi.org/10.25273/inventory.v4i2.7668 

Erniza, D., Zaitul, Z., & Yunilma, Y. (2015). The Influence of Regional Head Educational 

Background, Regional Government Size, and Audit Opinion on Audit Report Lag. 

Jurnal Fakultas Ekonomi, 6(1), 1–15. 

Fischer, M., & Marsh, T. (2018). Determinants of State Audit Delay: An Empirical 

Analysis. Journal of Accounting and Finance, 18(9), 79–97. 

https://doi.org/10.33423/jaf.v18i9.124 

Gabrini, C., McDonald, B., & Eger, R. (2020). Does The Presence of Internal Audit 

Affect The Outcome of a Municipality’s Financial Audit? SSRN Electronic Journal, 

22(10), 124–137. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3675175 

Gemilang, Y. A. K., & Pramita, Y. D. (2021). The Influence of Local Government Size, 

Level of Local Government Dependence, Audit Opinion, and Audit Findings on 

Audit Delay. Borobudur Accounting Review, 1(1), 78–88. 

https://doi.org/10.31603/bacr.4895 

Hardini, Z. G., & Sukirman, S. (2016). Analysis of Determinants of Audit Delay in 

Regency/City Governments in Indonesia. Jurnal Ilmu Dan Riset Akuntansi, 10(1), 

1–23. 

Itsniawan, A. M. (2015). Audit Report Lag in Regency/City Governments in Indonesia. 

Seminar Nasional Ekonomi Manajemen Dan Akuntansi (SNEMA 2015). 

https://digilib.uns.ac.id/dokumen/abstrak/42411/Audit-Report-Lag-Pada-

Pemerintah-KabupatenKota-Di-Indonesia 

Karlina, K., Lindrianasari, L., & Gamayuni, R. R. (2018). Determinant Analysis of Audit 

Report Lag in Regional Governments in Indonesia. International Journal of 

Scientific and Technology Research, 7(4), 105–110. 

Kurnia, D. (2020). The Influence of BPK Audit Findings on Regional Government 

Financial Reports, Audit Opinions on Regional Government Financial Reports, 

Follow-up on Audit Results and Budget Structure on Regional Government 

Performance. Jurnal Revenue : Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi, 1(1), 112–124. 

https://doi.org/10.46306/rev.v1i1.11 

Lestari, K., Rahayu, S., & Yudi, Y. (2019). The Influence of Regional Government Size, 

Regional Wealth Level, Regional Dependence Level, Capital Expenditure and BPK 



 

Rizkiya Faizatul Aulia, Periansya, Eka Jumarni Fithri, Linking Accountability to Audit Delay: Role of Size 

and Findings 

395 

Audit Findings on Regional Government Performance Accountability (A Study on 

Regency/City Governments in Jambi Province). Jurnal Akuntansi & Keuangan 

Unja, 4(2), 53–67. https://doi.org/10.22437/jaku.v4i2.7796 

Maggetti, M., & Papadopoulos, Y. (2023). Happily Unaccountable? Perceptions of 

Accountability by Public Managers. Public Policy and Administration, 38(4), 381–

404. https://doi.org/10.1177/09520767221074487 

Marlinda, B. J., Rukmini, R., & Kristiyanti, L. (2024). The Influence of Regional 

Government Size, Level of Regional Government Dependence, Performance 

Accountability and Audit Opinion on Audit Delay in Provincial Governments in 

Indonesia (2019-2022). Jurnal Ekonomi, Manajemen, Dan Akuntansi, 2(11), 938–

948. 

Maulana, C., & Handayani, B. D. (2015). The Influence of Characteristics, Complexity 

of Government and Audit Findings on The Level of Mandatory Disclosure in The 

Regional Financial Report. Accounting Analysis Journal, 4(4), 1–11. 

Mayapada, A. G., Biswas, P. K., & Roberts, H. (2024). Financial Reporting Timeliness 

and Its Determinants in UK Charities. Advances in Accounting, 65(100733), 1–14. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adiac.2024.100733 

Novita, D., Waradityas, S. A., Febrianti, R. A., & Susilo, D. E. (2023). The Influence of 

Audit Opinion, Audit Tenure, Audit Switching on Audit Delay in Coal Companies. 

JAKA (Jurnal Akuntansi, Keuangan, Dan Auditing), 4(2), 316–330. 

https://doi.org/10.56696/jaka.v4i2.8251 

Nugraha, R. D. E. S., & Zulfikar, Z. (2023). The Effect of SKPD Complexity, 

Government Size, Budget Absorption, and Audit Opinion on Audit Delay in Central 

Java Province Government in 2017-2021. The International Journal of Business 

Management and Technology, 7(1), 858–867. www.theijbmt.com 

Putro, D. H. M. (2017). The Influence of Performance Accountability, Type of Local 

Government, Audit Findings, and Auditor Opinion on Audit Delay in District/City 

Governments in Indonesia. Muhamadiyah Surakarta University. 

Qowi, R., Jatmiko, T., & Prabowo, W. (2017). The Influence of Regional Government 

Characteristics and BPK Audit Findings on The Performance of Regency/City 

Regional Governments in Indonesia in The 2012 Fiscal Year. Diponegoro Journal 

of Accounting, 6(1), 1–13. http://ejournal-s1.undip.ac.id/index.php/accounting 

Rachmawi, S., Rini, R., & Fitri, Y. (2016). Factors Influencing The Timeliness of 

Regional Government Financial Reporting in Indonesia. Akuntabilitas, 9(1), 143–

160. https://doi.org/10.15408/akt.v9i1.3589 

Rahaman, M. M., & Bhuiyan, M. B. U. (2025). Audit Report Lag and Key Audit Matters 

in Australia. International Journal of Disclosure and Governance, 22(2), 532–554. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/s41310-024-00251-6 

Ramadhani, D. T., Sulaiman, S., & Nurhasanah, N. (2022). Analysis of Factors 

Influencing Audit Delay in The South Sumatra Provincial Government. 

COMSERVA : Jurnal Penelitian Dan Pengabdian Masyarakat, 2(7), 1125–1137. 

https://doi.org/10.59141/comserva.v2i7.442 

Rasyid, Y., Suci, R. G., & Putri, A. M. (2022). The Influence of Audit Opinion and Audit 

Findings of The Supreme Audit Agency on The Performance of District/City 

Governments in Riau Province. PROMOSI (Jurnal Pendidikan Ekonomi), 10(2), 80–



 

Riset : Jurnal Aplikasi Ekonomi, Akuntansi dan Bisnis Vol. 7 No. 2, September 2025, Pages 376 –  396 

396 

93. https://doi.org/10.24127/pro.v10i2.6589 

Sianturi, A. M., & Siahaan, M. (2024). Empirical Study on Compliance and 

Accountability in Government Finance. International Journal of Economics, 

Business and Management Research, 08(12), 211–225. 

https://doi.org/10.51505/IJEBMR.2024.81217 

Suharyanto, A. (2016). Internal Supervision and Accountability of Regional Government 

Performance in Indonesia. Sebelas Maret University. 

Sumarni, T., Nor, W., Saprudin, S., Alfian, A., & Lesmanawati, D. (2022). Factors 

Influencing The Audit Delay Phenomenon During COVID-19. JIAFE (Jurnal 

Ilmiah Akuntansi Fakultas Ekonomi), 8(2), 165–180. 

https://doi.org/10.34204/jiafe.v8i2.6079 

Suratman, A. D., Dewi, M. W., & Kristiyani, L. (2023). Factors Influencing The 

Performance Accountability of Government Agencies. Jurnal Ilmiah Keuangan 

Akuntansi Bisnis, 2(3), 396–403. https://doi.org/10.53088/jikab.v2i3.63 

Vanesha, A., & Syofyan, E. (2020). The Influence of Government Size, Audit Opinion, 

and Re-Election of Previous Regional Heads (Incumbents) on Audit Delay in 

Provincial Governments in Indonesia. Jurnal Eksplorasi Akuntansi, 2(4), 3389–

3404. https://doi.org/10.24036/jea.v2i4.291 

Verawaty, V. (2021). Analysis of Determinants of Audit Delay of Government Financial 

Reports in Provincial Governments in Indonesia. Global Competitive Advantage-6, 

616–624. 

Wafa, Z., & Nugraeni, N. (2018). Factors Influencing Audit Delay in Regency/City 

Governments in Indonesia. Jurnal Riset Akuntansi Mercu Buana, 4(1), 51–58. 

https://doi.org/10.26486/jramb.v4i1.497 

 

 


