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Abstract - A. Background: Increasing corporate value is 

the main goal of managers to maximize shareholder 
wealth. Three interrelated factors determine corporate 

value, namely company performance, systematic risk, and 

capital structure. Systematic risk is the main factor that 

directly affects the corporate value or indirectly through 

company performance and capital structure. At the same 

time, company performance is the second factor that 

influences corporate value directly or indirectly through 

capital structure. 

 

B. Methods: The sample used is 33 companies that are 

consistently listed on the LQ45 index from 2014 to 2019, 

considering that these companies are the most liquid 
securities companies and their trading volume is relatively 

large so that they can reflect the actual condition of the 

Indonesian Capital Market. The data used are 165 

observation panel data. 

 

C. Results: Partially, Systematic Risk and Capital 

Structure have a significant negative effect on Corporate 

Value, while Company Performance has a significant 

positive effect on corporate Value. Systematic Risk and 

Company Performance partially have a significant 

negative effect on Capital Structure. 

 

D. Conclusion: Company Performance is the most 

dominant factor affecting Corporate Value, while Capital 

Structure is the weakest factor affecting Corporate Value. 

Compared with Company Performance, Systematic Risk is 

the more dominant factor affecting Capital Structure. 

 

Keywords - Company Performance, Systematic Risk, 

Capital Structure, Corporate Value. 

I. INTRODUCTION 

Increasing corporate value is the main goal for every 

manager to maximize shareholder wealth. Therefore, 

managers always try to make policies that can encourage 

corporate value improvement. One of the common policies 

undertaken by managers to increase corporate value is to 

determine the optimal capital structure. The company is 

expected to have sufficient funds for investment 

development with minimal capital costs to increase 
corporate value with an optimal capital structure. Several 

studies have proven that capital structure has a significant 

negative effect on corporate value[1], [2], while other 

studies have shown that capital structure has a positive 

effect on corporate value[3], [4], [5], but on the other hand 

some studies prove that capital structure does not 

significantly affect corporate value[6]. 

 

In general, companies use different capital structures, 

each of which has its own financial decisions. The optimal 

capital structure decision is a difficult task for managers; 

on the one hand, risks and costs must be minimized; on the 
other hand, it must provide more profits and must also be 

able to increase shareholder wealth. One of the main keys 

to the optimal capital structure is company performance. 

Companies that have limited funding from internal sources 

can seek funding from debt. The use of debt not only 

incurs capital costs but can also provide tax-saving 

benefits[7]. Tradeoff Theory[8]states that companies 

always consider costs and benefits in determining how 

much debt and equity will be used as capital. If the 

company is very profitable, then the company will prefer 

financing with debt to increase corporate value because a 
capital structure that uses more debt will provide more tax-

saving benefits. Several studies have proven that company 

performance is positively related to capital structure[9], 

[10], [11]. The higher the company's performance, the 

greater the use of debt, hoping that the greater the tax 

savings obtained. But, if a company has low performance, 

then debt is more likely to encourage greater bankruptcy. 

 

However, according to the Pecking Order Theory, if 

the company has high performance, then internal financing 

will be used to finance new projects that can increase the 

corporate value[12]. Several studies have shown that 
company performance is negatively related to capital 

structure[13], [14]. A capital structure whose proportion is 

more debt than equity will cause a high interest expense, 

impacting the company's profitability. Therefore, 

http://www.internationaljournalssrg.org/
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companies that have high profitability tend to choose to 

use a capital structure whose proportion is more sourced 

from equity to finance new projects that can increase the 

corporate value[15], [16], [17]. Using a capital structure 

that is more sourced from equity is intended not to cause a 
higher interest expense because the higher interest expense 

can reduce company performance and value[18]. 

 

With these contradictions, this study tries to find 

empirical evidence of the influence of company 

performance on capital structure in Indonesia. This study 

only limits the company's performance which is 

emphasized on the aspect of financial performance which 

is proxied by ROA, because ROA shows better 

performance measurements[19], and ROA represents the 

interests of shareholders more. This study is intended to 

examine the systematic role of risk and company 
performance in mediating the effect of capital structure on 

corporate value. The concept of influence between 

variables in this study is a tiered effect by placing 

unsystematic risk and company performance as 

intervening variables. 

A. Hypothesis Development 

a) The Influence of Company Performance on Corporate 

Value 

Company performance determines corporate value. 

Companies with high company performance will have the 

ability to distribute dividends to their shareholders. For 
investors in the capital market, companies that are 

consistently able to distribute dividends have their charm 

so that many potential investors are interested in buying 

their shares. The increasing demand for shares has pushed 

up the price of these shares, which can increase corporate 

value. Several studies have proven that company 

performance can directly improve corporate value[20], 

[21]. 

H1: Company performance has a significant positive effect 

on corporate value. 

b) Effect of Systematic Risk on Corporate Value 

Harry Markowitz (1952) has stated that investors face 
two risk groups, namely Systematic risk and unsystematic 

risk[22]. Unsystematic risk is a risk that comes from the 

company's internal conditions so that it is controllable. 

Unsystematic risk can be reduced, even eliminated, if a 

good diversification of investments is made by forming a 

portfolio[23]so that unsystematic risk does not cause 

problems. Conversely, systematic risk originates from the 

company's external factors, so it is uncontrollable. 

Systematic risk originates from the economic conditions in 

which the company operates. This economic condition 

affects all companies, so that it cannot be eliminated using 
diversification. Companies have different sensitivity to 

economic conditions. Companies that have a high 

sensitivity to external conditions will have a high 

systematic risk. The higher the systematic risk of a 

company, the less attractive it is to potential investors, 

thereby impacting the decline in corporate value. 

H2: Systematic risk has a significant negative effect on 

corporate value. The higher the systematic risk, the 

lower the corporate value. 

c) The Effect of Capital Structure on Corporate Value 

The use of a capital structure in which the proportion 
of more debt than equity will cause a greater share of 

profits paid to creditors in the form of interest so that net 

income entitled to shareholders will be less. As net income 

decreases, dividends paid out to shareholders are also 

getting smaller. In the end, the decline in dividends 

becomes negative information for potential investors, 

causing a decline in share prices. A Decline in stock prices 

causes a decrease in corporate value. So, more use of debt 

than equity in capital structure will cause a decrease in 

corporate value. 

H3: Capital structure has a significant negative effect on 

corporate value. The greater the use of debt, the 
smaller the corporate value. 

d) Effect of Company Performance on Capital Structure 

An Optimal capital structure is one of the objectives 

of the company's financial policy. With an optimal capital 

structure, the company will have sufficient funds to fund 

development investments with minimal capital costs to 

increase the value. Capital structure is very dependent on 

company performance. According to the Pecking Order 

Theory, companies with high performance tend to use 

financing sourced from equity to finance new projects that 

can increase corporate value[12]. Several studies have 
proven that the performance of companies is negatively 

related to capital structure[13], [14], meaning that 

companies that have high performance tend to use more 

funding sources from equity than sources of funds from 

debt. 

H4: Company performance has a significant negative 

effect on capital structure. The higher the company's 

performance, the smaller the funding sourced from 

debt. 

e) Effect of Systematic Risk on Capital Structure 

Harry Markowitz (1952) has stated that investors face 

two risk groups, namely Systematic risk and unsystematic 
risk[22]. Systematic risk is the risk that comes from 

external factors, so that it is uncontrollable. This external 

condition affects all companies, so that it cannot be 

eliminated using diversification. Each company has a 

different sensitivity to external conditions. Companies that 

have a high sensitivity to external conditions will have a 

high systematic risk. The higher the systematic risk, 

encouraging companies to be more careful. Therefore 

companies with high systematic risk must reduce their 

debt[24]. The higher the systematic risk, the company 

tends to use more equity than the debt in its capital 
structure. The use of greater equity is intended to avoid the 

failure of interest payments. Failure to pay interest is 

categorized as a failure that can lead to bankruptcy 

demands by creditors. 

H5: Systematic risk has a significant negative effect on 

capital structure. The higher the systematic risk, the 

smaller the funding from debt. 
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f) Effect of Systematic Risk on Company Performance 

The risk is divided into two, namely systematic risk 

and unsystematic risk[22]. Systematic risk is the risk that 

comes from external factors, especially from economic 

conditions. Therefore, systematic risk is also referred to as 
market risk. Because it is sourced from the company's 

external factors, the company can avoid systematic risk so 

that it always exists. Therefore investors in the capital 

market cannot avoid or reduce systematic risk by 

diversifying investment portfolios. 
 

Companies that operate in an environment with 

uncertain market conditions will face serious problems. 

The company's sales are difficult to predict precisely. As a 

result, the company cannot predict the profit that will be 

obtained. Uncertain market conditions will have an impact 

on company performance. 

 

H6: Systematic risk has a significant negative effect on 

company performance. The higher the company's 
systematic risk, the lower the company's performance. 

II. MATERIAL AND METHODS 

The sample used in this study is that companies are 

consistently listed on the LQ45 index from 2014 to 2019 

by 33 companies. The data used are 165 observation panel 
data. Use of companies listed in the LQ45 index 

considering that these companies are companies with the 

most liquid securities and relatively large trading volumes 

so that they can reflect the actual condition of the 

Indonesian Capital Market. 

A. Measurement of Research Variables 

1. Company performance (X1) is measured using 
Return on Assets (ROA) = Earning After Tax / Total 
Assets. 

2. Systematic risk (X2) is measured by the beta (β) 
single index model concept. Beta (β) of each 
company is calculated by regressing each 
company's monthly stock returns with a monthly 

market return during the study period, with the 
function: Ri = α + βi (Rm) + e. 

3. Capital structure (X3) is measured by the Debt to 
Equity Ratio (DER). 

4. Corporate value (Y) is measured by Tobin's Q 
which is calculated by adding up the debt market 
value (Debt = D) with the market value of its own 
capital (Market Value Equity = MVE) divided by 
total assets (Total Assets = TA); with functions: 
Tobin's Q = (MVE + D) / TA. 

Data analysis method 

This research analysis tool is Ordinary Least Square 

(OLS) regression and uses α = 0.05. The regression 

function used is as follows. 

Regression Model 1: 

Y = α1 + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + e1 

Regression Model 2: 

X3 = α2 + β4X1 + β5X2 + e2 

Regression Model 3: 

X1 = α3 + β6X2 + e3 

III.  RESULT 

To test the hypotheses H1, H2, and H3, Regression 

Model 1 is used which is obtained from Table no 1: 

Y = α1 + β1X1 + β2X2 + β3X3 + e1 

Y = 2.186 + 7.166X1 - 0.577X2 - 0.450X3 + e1 

To test the hypotheses H4 and H5 used Regression Model 

2 obtained from Table no 2: 

X3 = α2 + β4X1 + β5X2 + e2 

X3 = 0.137 - 0.038X1 - 0.034X2 + e2 

To test the hypothesis H6 used Regression Model 3 

obtained from Table no 3: 

X1 = α3 + β6X2 + e3 

X1 = 0.418 –0.642X2 + e3 

From the classical assumption test results, all regression 

models are declared free from the problem of classical 

assumptions and fit so that it is feasible to be used as an 

analysis tool. 

 

 
Tabel 1. Regression Coefficient Model 1:Company Performance, Systematic Risk, Capital Structure and Corporate Value 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2.176 0.411  5.294 0.000 

Company Performance(X1) 7.166 2.603 0.197 2.753 0.006 

Systematic Risk (X2) -0.577 0.236 -0.184 -2.446 0.015 

Capital Structure (X3) -0.450 0.226 -0.147 -1.992 0.047 

a. Dependent Variable: Corporate Value (Y) 

 
Tabel 2. Regression Coefficient Model 2:Company Performance, Systematic Risk and Capital Structure 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

2 (Constant) 0.137 0.004  38.877 0.000 

Company Performance(X1) -0.038 0.006 -0.351 -6.333 0.000 

Systematic Risk (X2) -0.034 0.005 -0.414 -6.800 0.000 
a. Dependent Variable: Capital Structure (X3) 
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Tabel 3. Regression Coefficient Model 3:Systematic Risk danCompany Performance 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

3 (Constant) 0.418 0.038  11,033 0.000 

Systematic Risk (X2) -0.642 0.043 -0.668 -14,930 0.000 
Dependent Variable: Company Performance(X1) 

 
 

Testing H1: Company Performance (X1) has a 

significant positive effect on Corporate Value (Y) using 

regression model 1, whose output appears in Table no 1. 

From Table no 1, it appears that the Company 

Performance coefficient (X1) is 7,166 with a significance 

of 0.006 <α = 0.05, so H1 can be accepted. This means that 

the higher the Company Performance (X1), the higher the 

Corporate Value (Y). 

 

Testing H2: Systematic Risk (X2) has a significant 

negative effect on Corporate Value (Y) using regression 
model 1, whose output appears in Table no 1. From Table 

no 1, it appears that the Systematic Risk (X2) coefficient is 

-0.577 with a significance of 0.015 <α = 0.05, so H2 can 

be accepted. This means that the higher the Systematic 

Risk (X2), the lower the Corporate Value (Y). 

 

Testing H3: Capital Structure (X3) has a significant 

negative effect on Corporate Value (Y) using a regression 

model 1 whose output appears in Table no 1. From Table 

no 1, it appears that the coefficient of Capital Structure 

(X3) is -0,450 with a significance of 0.047 <α = 0.05, so 
H3 can be accepted. This means that the greater the 

funding comes from debt, the lower the Corporate Value 

(Y). 

Testing H4: Company Performance (X1) has a 

significant negative effect on Capital Structure (X3) using 

regression model 2, whose output appears in Table no 2. 

From Table no 2, it appears that the coefficient of 

Company Performance (X1) is -0.038 with a significance 

of 0.000 <α = 0.05, so H4 can be accepted. This means that 

the greater the Company Performance (X1), the smaller the 

debt source. 
Testing H5: Systematic Risk (X2) has a significant 

negative effect on Capital Structure (X3) using regression 

model 2, whose output appears in Table no 2. From Table 

no 2, it appears that the Systematic Risk (X2) coefficient is 

-0.034 with a significance of 0.000 <α = 0.05, so H5 can 

be accepted. This means that the greater the Systematic 

Risk (X2), the smaller the funding from debt. 

Testing H6: Systematic Risk (X2) has a significant 

negative effect on Company Performance (X1) using 

regression model 3, whose output appears in Table no 3. 

From Table no 3, it appears that the Systematic Risk (X2) 

coefficient is -0,642 with a significance of 0,000 <α = 0.05, 
so H6 can be accepted. This means that the greater the 

Systematic Risk (X2), the lower the Company 

Performance (X1). 

 

 
 

IV.  DISCUSSION 

A. Effect of Company Performance (X1) on Corporate 

Value (Y) 

The influence of Company Performance on Corporate 

Value is evidenced by the acceptance of the H1 hypothesis, 

which states that the higher the Company Performance, the 
higher the Corporal Value. The results of this study are by 

some previous studies which have proven that company 

performance can directly improve corporate value[20],[21]. 

Signaling Theory that a high Company Performance will 

produce a high dividend to become an attraction for 

potential investors[25]. As a result, potential investors will 

hunt down the company's shares so that the company's 

stock price increases. The increase in the company's stock 

market price will have an impact on the Corporate Value 

increase. 

B. Effect of Systematic Risk (X2) on Corporate Value (Y) 
The result of hypothesis testing H2 proves that 

Systematic Risk has a significant negative effect on 

Corporate Value. The results of this study are consistent 

with the results of previous studies, which stated that high 

systematic risk would result in a decrease in corporate 

value[18]. Systematic risk is the risk that comes from 

external factors, so that it is uncontrollable. Systematic risk 

originates from market conditions and the economy in 

which the company operates[18]. These market and 

economic conditions affect all companies not to be 

eliminated by diversifying[26]. Companies have different 

sensitivity to economic conditions. Companies that have a 
high sensitivity to economic conditions will have a high 

systematic risk. The higher the systematic risk of a 

company, the less attractive it is to potential investors, thus 

impacting the decline in its stock market prices. Reducing 

the company's stock market price will result in a decrease 

in corporate value. 

C. Effect of Capital Structure (X3) on Corporate Value (Y) 
The hypothesis test H3 proves that the Capital 

Structure has a significant negative effect on Corporate 

Value. The results of this study are by several previous 

studies that have proven that capital structure has a 
significant negative effect on corporate value[12]. Using a 

capital structure in which the proportion is more debt than 

equity will cause a greater share of profits paid to creditors 

as interest payments so that net income to which 

shareholders are entitled to be less. As net income 

decreases, dividends paid out to shareholders are also 

getting smaller. According to the signaling theory, the 

decline in dividends becomes negative information for 

potential investors, causing a decline in the company's 

stock price[25]. A decline in the company's stock price 
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makes the corporate value go down. So, more use of debt 

than equity in capital structure will cause a decrease in 

corporate value. 

D. Effect of Company Performance (X1) on Capital 

Structure (X3) 
The results of hypothesis testing H4 prove that 

Company Performance has a significant negative effect on 

Capital Structure. The results of this study are by the 

Pecking Order Theory, which states that companies with 

high performance tend to use financing sourced from 

equity to finance new projects that can increase the 

corporate value[12]. The results of this study are also by 

some previous studies that have proven that company 

performance is negatively related to capital structure[13], 

[14], meaning that high-performing companies tend to use 

more sources of funding from equity than sources of funds 

debt. An optimal capital structure is one of the objectives 
of the company's financial policy. With an optimal capital 

structure, the company will have sufficient funds to fund 

development investment with minimal capital costs to 

improve the company's performance. 

E. Effect of Systematic Risk (X2) on Capital Structure (X3) 

The results of hypothesis testing H5 prove that 

Systematic Risk has a significant negative effect on 

Capital Structure. This means that the greater the 

systematic risk companies face, the more companies will 

use internal funding. Harry Markowitz (1952) has stated 

that investors face two risk groups, namely Systematic risk 
and unsystematic risk[22]. Systematic risk is the risk that 

comes from external factors, so that it is uncontrollable. 

This external condition affects all companies, so that it 

cannot be eliminated using diversification. Each company 

has a different sensitivity to external conditions. 

Companies that have a high sensitivity to external 

conditions will have a high systematic risk. The higher the 

systematic risk, encouraging companies to be more careful. 

Therefore companies with high systematic risk must 

reduce their debt[24]. The higher the systematic risk, the 

company tends to use more equity than the debt in its 

capital structure. The use of greater equity is intended to 
avoid the failure of interest payments. Failure to pay 

interest is categorized as a failure that can lead to 

bankruptcy demands by creditors. 

F. Effect of Systematic Risk (X2) on Company 

Performance (X1) 

The results of hypothesis testing H6 prove that 

Systematic Risk has a significant negative effect on 

Company Performance. The results of this study are 
consistent with the results of previous studies, which have 

proven that the more stable the external conditions will 

improve Company Performance[18]. The risk is divided 

into two, namely systematic risk and unsystematic risk[22]. 

Systematic risk is the risk that comes from external factors, 

especially from economic conditions. Therefore, 

systematic risk is also referred to as market risk. Because it 

is sourced from the company's external factors, the 

company can avoid systematic risk so that it always exists. 

Therefore investors in the capital market cannot avoid or 

reduce systematic risk by diversifying investment 

portfolios. 
 

The companies that operate in an environment with 

uncertain market conditions will face serious problems. 

The company's sales are difficult to predict precisely. As a 

result, the company cannot predict the profit that will be 

obtained. Uncertain market conditions will have an impact 

on the decline in Company Performance. 

G. Mediation Testing 

To test the indirect effect of Company Performance 

(X1) and Systematic Risk (X2) on Corporate Value (Y) 

through Capital Structure (X3), and the indirect effect of 
Systematic Risk (X2) on Company Performance (X1) 

through Capital Structure (X1) X3) used path analysis 

using the Standardized Coefficients Beta and Analysis 

Model presented in Figure 1. 

The indirect effect of Company Performance (X1) on 

Corporate Value (Y) through Capital Structure (X3) is β3 x 

β4 or -0.147 x -0.351 = 0.052. This multiplication result is 

smaller than the direct effect of Company Performance 

(X1) on Corporate Value (Y) shown by β1 = 0.197. So it 

can be concluded that the direct effect of Company 

Performance (X1) on Corporate Value (Y) is more 

effective than the indirect effect of Company Performance 
(X1) on Corporate Value (Y) through Capital Structure 

(X3). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Fig. 1 Mediation analysis model 

β6= -0.668 (0.000) 

β5= -0.414 (0.000) 

 

β4= -0.351 (0.000) 

β3= -0.147(0.047) 

Capital Structure 

(X3) 

Systematic Risk 

(X2 ) 

Company 

Performance (X1 ) 

Corporate Value 

(Y) 

β2= -0.184 (0.015) 

β1=0.197 (0.006) 
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The indirect effect of Systematic Risk (X2) on 

Corporate Value (Y) through Capital Structure (X3) is β3 x 

β5 or -0.147 x -0.414 = 0.060. This multiplication result is 

smaller than the direct effect of Systematic Risk (X2) on 

Corporate Value (Y), which is indicated by the absolute 
value β2 = -0.184. So it can be concluded that the direct 

effect of Systematic Risk (X2) on Corporate Value (Y) is 

more effective than the indirect effect of Systematic Risk 

(X2) on Corporate Value (Y) through Capital Structure 

(X3). The indirect effect of Systematic Risk (X2) on 

Capital Structure (X3) through Company Performance (X1) 

is β4 x β6 or -0.351 x -0.668 = 0.234. This multiplication 

result is smaller than the direct effect of Systematic Risk 

(X2) on the Capital Structure (X3) shown by absolute β5 = 

-0.414. So it can be concluded that the direct effect of 

Systematic Risk (X2) on Capital Structure (X3) is more 

effective than the indirect effect of Systematic Risk (X2) 
on Capital Structure (X3) through Company Performance 

(X1). 

V. CONCLUSION 

Company Performance has a significant positive 

effect on Corporate Value, while Systematic Risk and 

Capital Structure have a partially significant negative 

effect on Corporate Value. Company Performance is the 

most dominant factor affecting Corporate Value, while 

Capital Structure is the weakest factor affecting Corporate 

Value. 

Company Performance and Systematic Risk 
partially have a significant negative effect on Capital 

Structure. Compared with Company Performance, 

Systematic Risk is the more dominant factor affecting 

Capital Structure. Systematic Risk has a significant 

negative effect on Company Performance. 

The direct effect of Company Performance on 

Corporate Value is more effective than the indirect effect 

of Company Performance on Corporate Value through 

Capability Structures. The direct effect of Systematic Risk 

on Corporate Value is more effective than the indirect 

effect of Systematic Risk on Corporate Value through 

Capital Structure. The direct effect of Systematic Risk on 
Capital Structure is more effective than the indirect effect 

of Systematic Risk on Capital Structure through Company 

Performance. 

REFERENCES 
[1] A. Moghadas, A. A. Pouraghajan, and V. Bazugir, Impact of 

capital structure on firm value: Evidence from Tehran Stock 

Exchange, Management Science Letters, 3(6) (2013) 1535–1538, 

DOI: 10.5267/j.msl.2013.05.040. 

[2] H. N. Dang, V. T. T. Vu, X. T. Ngo, and H. T. V. Hoang, Study 

the Impact of Growth, Firm Size, Capital Structure, and 

Profitability on Enterprise Value: Evidence of Enterprises in 

Vietnam, Journal of Corporate Accounting & Finance, 30(1) (2019) 

144–160, DOI: DOI:10.1002/jcaf.22371. 

[3] K. Priya, B. Nimalathasan, and T. Piratheepan, Impact of Capital 

Structure on the Firm Value : Case Study of Listed Manufacturing 

Companies in Sri Lanka, Scholars World, 3(I) (2015) 47–53, 

[Online]. Available: www.scholarsworld.net. 

[4] J. Hoque, A. Hossain, and K. Hossain, Impact of Capital Structure 

Policy on Value of the Firm – a Study on Some Selected Corporate 

Manufacturing Firms Under Dhaka Stock Exchange, EcoForum, 

3(2) (2014)  9. 

[5] M. Hirdinis, Capital structure and firm size on firm value 

moderated by profitability, International Journal of Economics and 

Business Administration, 7(1) (2019) 174–191, DOI: 

10.35808/ijeba/204. 

[6] N. M. Ha and L. M. Tai, Impact of Capital Structure and Cash 

Holdings on Firm Value : Case of Firms Listed on the Ho Chi 

Minh Stock Exchange, International Journal of Economics and 

Financial Issues, 7(1) (2017)  24-30. 

[7] F. Modigliani and M. H. Miller, Corporate Income Taxes and the 

Cost of Capital: A Correction, American Economic Review, 53(3) 

(1963) 433-443. 

[8] M. H. Miller, Debt and Taxe, The Journal of Finance, 32(2) (1977) 

261-275. 

[9] J. L. Chen, S. & Dodd, Economic Value Added (EVA): An 

Empirical Examination of a New Corporate Performance Measure, 

Journal of Managerial Issues, 9(3) (1997) 318–333. 

[10] D. Margaritis and M. Psillaki, Capital Structure and Firm 

Efficiency, Journal of Business Finance & Accounting, 34 (2007) 

1447–1469. 

[11] A. Berger and E. Bonaccorsi di Patti, Capital structure and firm 

performance: a new approach to testing agency theory and an 

application to the banking industry, Journal of Banking and 

Finance, 30 (2006) 1065-1072. 

[12] S. C. Myers and N. S. Majluf, Corporate Financing and Investment 

Decisions When Firms Have Information That Investors Do Not 

Have, Journal of Financial Economics, 13(2) (1984) 187-221, DOI: 

https://doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(84)90023-0. 

[13] A. Antonios, Y. Guney, and K. Paudyal, The Determinants of 

Capital Structure: Capital Market-Oriented versus Bank-Oriented 

Institutions, Journal of financial and quantitative analysis, 43(1) 

(2008) 59–92. 

[14] Soumadi and Hayajneh, Capital structure and corporate 

performance empirical study on the public Jordanian 

shareholdings firms listed in the Amman stock market, European 

Scientific Journal, 8(2012) 1857 – 1881. 

[15] B. Hadianto and C. Tayana, Profitabilitas , dan Jenis Perusahaan 

Terhadap Struktur Modal Emiten Sektor Pertambangan : Pengujian 

Hipotesis Static-Trade Off, Jurnal Dinamika Manajemen, 2(1) 

(2010)  15–39. 

[16] M. Schwert and I. A. Strebulaev, Capital Structure and Systematic 

Risk, SSRN Electronic Journal, 178 (2014), DOI: 

10.2139/ssrn.2421020. 

[17] H. A. Alouj, N. M. Nia, and S. M. S. Amiri, The effect of 

systematic risk on the cost of capital determinants applying CAPM 

model: Evidence from Tehran Stock Exchange (TSE), Australian 

Journal of Basic and Applied Sciences, 6(10) (2012) 180–188. 

[18] A. Wibowo, Peran Kinerja Perusahaan Dan Risiko Sistematis 

dalam Menentukan Pengaruh Inflasi Terhadap Nilai Perusahaan, 

Media Ekonomi dan Manajemen, 26 (2012), [Online]. Available: 

https://jurnal.untagsmg.ac.id/index.php/fe/article/view/191. 

[19] Y. Cheng, Y. Liu, and C. Chien, Capital Structure and Firm Value 

in China Panel Threshold Regression Analysis, African Journal of 

Business Management, 4(12) (2010). 

[20] A. A. Luthfiah and S. Suherman, The Effects Of Financial 

Performance Toward Firm Value With Ownership Structure As 

Moderating Variable (The Study On Manufacturing Companies 

Listed In Indonesia Stock Exchange from 2012 to 2016), Journal 

of Business and Behavioural Entrepreneurship, 2(1) (2018) 18–27, 

DOI: 10.21009/jobbe.002.1.03. 

[21] N. M. A. L. Ibrahim Al, The impact of the financial performance 

on firm value: Evidence from developing countries, International 

Journal of Applied Business and Economic Research, 15 (2017) 

329–341. 

[22] H. Markowitz, Portfolio Selection, The Journal of Finance, 7(1952) 

77–91. 

[23] C. P. Jones, Investments Principles and Concepts, 11th ed. 

International Student Version. Asia: John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 

(2010). 

[24] J. Ooi, The Determinants of Capital Structure: Evidence on United 

Kingdom Property Companies, Journal of Property Investment and 

Finance, vol. 17, no. 5, p. pp: 464-480, 1999. 

[25] Brigham., F. Eugene, and M. C. Ehrhardt, Financial Management. 

Ohio: Ohio: South-Western College Pub., (2005). 

[26] J. Hartono, Teori Portofolio dan Analisis Investasi. Yogyakarta: 

BPFE-Yogyakarta, (2014). 

 


