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1. Introduction

Good Corporate Governance (GCG) is the principle underlying the management mechanism and
corporate accountability in maintaining long-term business sustainability. The purpose of GCG is to expect
opportunistic behavior and reduce agency problems involving management and majority shareholders [1].
GCG is also concerned with monitoring strategic decisions and eliminating the problem of asymmetric
information on stakeholders [2]. Thus, GCG is an effort to maximize shareholder value through
organizational management mechanisms by minimizing agency problems [3] [4]. (FCGI) Forum For
Corporate Governance In Indonesia (2003) states that GCG is a set of rules that establish relationships
between shareholders, management, creditors, government, employees, and other stakeholders,
regarding their rights and obligations. GCG requires structures and tools in order to balance the interests
of management and shareholders, conduct effective supervision, and encourage companies to use
resources more efficiently[5] Thus, GCG is a system that regulates, manages, and oversees sustainable
business processes to generate performance, without neglecting stakeholders.

One structure that plays a role in controlling the company's operations is the Board of
Commissioners. This board works as a shareholder representative whose function is to oversee the
management carried out by management [6]. To maintain corporate independence, it is necessary to
have an independent commissioner. The existence of an independent commissioner can provide better
advice to management because they have competence, experience, and an extensive network. The
existence of independent commissioners can provide better advice to management because they have
competence, experience, and a wide network. According to the agency concept, the company is a
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collection of contracts between interested stakeholders, because the difference in interests has the
potential to cause conflicts. Agency conflicts arise when management prioritizes its own interests and
ignores the interests of investors. They also explained that conflicts of interest also occur when there is no
protection for minority shareholders, and the controlling shareholder makes it possible to ignore the
interests of minority shareholders [7]. This condition is certainly not under the principle of fairness. To
overcome this solution, agency theory proposes the concept of management share ownership. It expect
insider ownership to eliminate conflict because management behaves as the owner of the company. This
alignment of interests can eliminate conflicts between company owners and management. According to
the agency perspective, agency conflicts also occur between majority and minority shareholders, majority
shareholders gain informational benefits [8], to monitor managers' decisions to protect their investments.
The agency concept, majority shareholder can increase debt capacity so that it is riskier to eliminate the
minority. Increasing debt is one effective way to take over minority shareholders [9].To avoid behavior
that is detrimental to the interests of minority shareholders, external shareholders who have gained
power can control, namely institutional ownership. Institutional ownership is shares owned by other
companies or institutions. some previous research about the relationship between GCG and profitability
uses various proxies for implementing GCG Researchers use the board of commissioners, independent
commissioners, and audit committees, as proxies for GCG implementation associated with profitability,
for example, [14] [5].[15] The results of the research show that there is an inconsistent relationship
between GCG and profitability. Meanwhile, other studies use institutional investors and managerial
ownership as proxies for GCG and their relationship to profitability. For example, [16][17] the results of his
research explain the inconsistent tendency of the relationship with profitability. While research on the
relationship between GCG and debt policy shows inconsistent results, for example: [18] the results of the
study found a positive relationship between institutional investors and independent commissioners with
debt policy, whereas, [19] in his research using state ownership had a negative effect on debt policy, the
same found by [20], explains that companies with GCG have low debt.

The inconsistency the findings of the relationship between GCG and profitability, and the debt
policy, inspired the author to re-examine this research. The weak implementation of good corporate
governance also motivated this research on Indonesian companies, as in the report on the results of a
survey by the Asian Corporate Governance Association (ACGA) with a sample of 11 Asian countries,
Indonesia occupies the lowest position. (Asian Corporate Association, 2018). Companies that they will
reflect implement GCG in their performance and sustainable growth. The accuracy of choosing alternative
sources of financing and considering the risks of all parties can also measure the use of the GCG concept
[21]. The research determines the dependent variable of profitability and debt policy, the reason that it
will reflect good governance in financial performance and debt policy, which can increase risk. While the
independent variables as GCG proxies are the Board of Commissioners, Independent Commissioners,
Managerial Ownership, and institutional investors. The Board of Commissioners is the representative of
the shareholders, and functions as a supervisor for the management of the company carried out by the
management. According to the National Committee for Governance Policy (KNKG, 2006), the Board of
Commissioners is the highest internal control mechanism which is collectively responsible for supervising
and providing input to management, as well as ensuring that it ran the good company. Independent
commissioners are members of the board of commissioners who are unaffiliated with the company's
internal parties. Members of the board of commissioners who have nothing to do with the internal
company. This member of the board of commissioners can guarantee the company operates by legal
standards. In addition, independent commissioners can also provide better advice to management
because of their experience, expertise, and network.

The agency concept explains that the company is a set of contracts between the owner of the
company (principal) and management (agent), the owner delegates authority to the agent to manage the
company to prosper or prosper the owner of the company [22]. According to the agency's perspective,
there are unequal interests between company owners and management, which often leads to conflicts.
The conflict arises because there is a tendency for management to manage and decide not to prioritize
the interests of the company owners by the contract but to prioritize their interests [7]. To eliminate this
conflict, it developed managerial ownership, which encourages management to own company shares,
thus management will behave.
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Institutional investors are shares owned by not individuals but companies or other institutions that
actively control the company's operational activities. The number of shares owned by institutional
investors is relatively large, so it is effective in controlling the company's decision-making. Institutional
investors are a group of investors who have extensive business experience and networks so that they can
analyze and assess the business decisions made by management[13].

The relationship between the Board of Commissioners and Profitability, and leverage.

The indicator of GCG implementation is the formation of a Board of Commissioners as a
representative of the owner of the company, the Board of Commissioners functions as the highest
internal controller who is collectively responsible for supervising and providing input to management, as
well as ensuring that the company runs properly (KNKG, 2006). Effective supervision will encourage
efficient use of resources [5], it is also explained that good GCG practices have a positive effect on
financial performance. Implementing GCG implementation with the presence of the board of
commissioners has a positive effect on profitability, and diversity in the board of commissioners has a
positive effect on profitability [23]. They often constrain large board size in the agreement process in
decision-making, including in deciding about debt policy [24] in his research, which also found positive
results of the relationship between board size and debt policy. Other empirical evidence also explains the
relationship of the board of commissioners with funding decisions [25][16]. In addition, creditors will have
more confidence in the board's existence of commissioners as effective supervisors in deciding about
funding [26]. Based on the explanation of the pattern of the relationship between the board of
commissioners and profitability and debt policy, | propose the following hypothesis:

H1: The Board of Commissioners has a positive effect on profitability.
H2: The Board of Commissioners affects debt policy.

Independent Commissioner's Relationship with Profitability, and Debt Policy.

Members of the board of commissioners are individuals who have nothing to do with the
company's internal parties. With the existence of an independent board, they can play a role in keeping
the company operating according to the rules. Independent commissioners play a role in advising
management, according to their experience, expertise, and network [27] [28] empirical evidence of the
role of independent commissioners explains this board affects profitability and debt policy, research
conducted by [14] shows the relationship of an independent board to profitability, but has no effect on
debt policy, while the results of other studies find the opposite, that independent commissioners affect
debt policy [16]. Based on empirical evidence, the research proposes the following hypotheses:

H3: Independent Board of Commissioners has a positive effect on profitability.
H4: Independent Board of Commissioners affects Debt Policy.

Relationship of Insider Ownership with Profitability and Debt Policy.

The agency concept explains that insider ownership can eliminate conflicts because management
is also the owner of the company. This alignment can then impact decisions taken, including debt policy
[Hansen]. It is also explained that debt policy can reduce agency problems, meaning that companies can
combine insider ownership and debt policies to minimize agency costs. Several studies have shown a
negative relationship between insider ownership and debt policy [29]([30][31]. The other side explains
that the alignment of interests also has a positive impact on financial performance [32]. Based on the
empirical evidence as explained, this research proposes the following hypothesis: :

H5: Insider Ownership has a positive effect on profitability
H6: Insider ownership affects debt policy.
Institutional Investor Relations with Profitability, and Debt Policy.

Institutional investors are a group of investors who have extensive business experience and
networks so that they can analyze and assess business decisions made by management [13]. The large
number of shares owned by institutional investors is very effective in controlling management decisions.
Institutional investors also can take over ownership if performance is inefficient. This situation can force
managers to work more efficiently [11][12]. The effectiveness of these supervisors will affect profitability
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[33]. Meanwhile, the relationship between institutional investors and debt policy shows that institutional
investors determine the debt policy [34]. while [11] found an inverse relationship between institutional
investors and capital structure. Based on the empirical evidence as explained, this research proposes the
following hypothesis: :

H7: Institutional investors have a positive effect on profitability.
H8: Institutional Investors affect Debt Policy.

2. Research Method

This research design places profitability (ROA) and Debt Policy (DEBT) as dependent variables.
Meanwhile, Good Corporate Governance is proxies by four components that are placed as independent
variables, namely: Insider Ownership (INSD), Institutional Investors (INST), Board of Commissioners
(BOARD), and Independent Commissioners (INDP). The sample used is a company that conducts an IPO on
the Indonesia Stock Exchange, the period 2017-2019. Using purposive sampling, | got 108 samples.
2.1. Regression Model

This study uses multiple regression analysis, this tool is used to determine and measure whether
the independent variables ISND, INST, BOARD, and INDP statistically affect the dependent variables ROA
and DEBT, at the set level (5%). The statistical program used is IBM SPSS series 23. The regression
equation is formulated as follows:

ROA = al+ B1INSD + B2 INST + B3 BOARD + B4 INDP+ el .o, (1)
DEBT = a2+B5 INSD + B6 INST + B7 BOARD + B8 INDP+ €2 ..ottt (2)
Information:

a = Constant

B = Coefficients

INSD  =Insider Ownersip

INST = Institution Investor

BOARD = Board Commissioners

INDP =Independent Commissioners

DEBT = Debt Policy
ROA = Profitability.

2.2. Operational Definition.

This study uses operational definitions and variable measurement indicators as shown in Table I,
Insider Ownership (INSD) is the percentage of shares owned by directors, managers, and executives of the
company. Institutional Investor (INST) is the percentage of shares owned by non-individuals, for example,
A company, financial institution and government company, Board of Commissioners (BOARD), measured
by the number of members of the board of commissioners, Independent Commissioner (INDP), measured
by the number of independent commissioners. While Return on Assets measured the dependent variable
Profitability (ROA), Debt Policy (DEBT), measured by the proportion of long-term debt.

Tablel:
Operational Definition

No Variable Operational Definition Measurement

Percentage of shares owned by

Insider Ownership shareholding of management / total

1 directors, managers, and executives
(INSD) g number of shares
[35].
N Percentage of shares owned by other AT
Institution Investor . . e Shares owned by institution investors /
2 companies, financial institutions, and
(INST) total number of share
the state. [35].
B
oard . Number of the board commissioners .
3 Commissioners 36] Number of the board commissioners
(BOARD)
4 Independent Number of Independent Number of Independent commissioners
Commissioners commissioners[19] / total number of commissioners
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(INDP)

5 Profitability Return On Assets Net Profit / Total Assets
(ROA)

6 Debt Policy (DEBT) Long term debt to total assets [37]  Long term Debt / Total Asset

3. Results and Discussion.

Table Il is the descriptive statistics variable used in the study, which includes the minimum,
maximum, mean, and standard deviation values. The institutional investor variable (INST) has a mean
value of 0.5956 and a standard deviation of 0.259. The insider ownership variable means 0.090, with a
standard deviation of 0.175. This number shows that the variation in the insider ownership value is
relatively large compared to the mean. Variable Board of Commissioners (BOARD), the mean is 3.675 with
a standard deviation of 1.557, the maximum value of this variable is 10.00 and the minimum value is 2.00,
the highest distance. Meanwhile, the independent commissioner variable (INDP) has a mean value of
0.402 with a standard deviation of 0.086, and the debt policy variable (DEBT) with a mean of 0.391 with a
standard deviation of 0.219. The mean profitability variable is 0.042 with a standard deviation of 0.041,
the minimum value is negative -0.07 and the maximum value is 0.12.

Table ll

Descriptive Statistics

Variable N Minimum  Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
INST 108 ,00 ,94 ,595 ,259
INSD 108 ,00 ,70 ,090 ,175
BOARD 108 2,00 10,00 3,675 1,557
INDP 108 ,25 ,60 ,402 ,086
DEBT 108 ,01 ,86 ,391 ,219
ROA 108 -,07 ,12 ,042 ,041
Valid N (listwise) 108

Table Ill results from the regression model hypothesis test (1) which places profitability (ROA) as the
dependent variable, and the variables Insider Ownership (INSD), institutional investors (INST), Board of
Commissioners (BOARD), and Independent Variables (INDP) as independent variables. . | explained the
relationship between the independent variable and the variable as follows.

Table Il
Model Regression (1)

Unstandardized Standardized

Model (1) Coefficients Coefficients t Sig.
B Std. Error Beta
(Constant) ,013 ,027 ,486 ,628
INST ,026 ,020 ,164 1,309 ,193
INSD ,089  ,030 ,380 3,028 ,003
BOARD ,009  ,002 ,348 3,744 ,000
3.1. Board of
INDP -,071 ,043 -,149 -1,639 ,104

Dependent Variable: ROA

Commissioners and Profitability.

Corporate governance , debt policy and profitability relationship (Heery Subagyo)
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The board of commissioners as one of the GCG proxies predicted to affect profitability, as stated
in the hypothesis (H1), the board of commissioners has a positive effect on profitability, this statement is
based on the position of the board of commissioners as a representative of the company owner, the
board of commissioners functions as the highest internal controller who is collectively responsible for
supervising and providing input to management, as well as ensuring that the company runs properly
(KNKG, 2006). Based on the test results show that statistically, the Board of Commissioners has a positive
effect on profitability, this can see from the regression coefficient of 0.09 with a significance of 0.00 <
0.05, this result proves that the previous prediction stated in the hypothesis (H1) that the Board of
Commissioners affects positive on profitability, these findings support previous research conducted by
(38]

3.2. Independent Commissioner with Profitability.

Independent Commissioners are individuals who have nothing to do with the company's internal
parties. Independent commissioners play a role in advising management, according to their experience,
expertise, and network ([28]). They predicted the ability and expertise to affect the company's financial
performance, as stated in the hypothesis (H3), that the independent commissioner has a positive effect
on profitability. Based on the results of hypothesis testing, shows that the independent commissioner
does not affect profitability. It does not prove GCG to affect profitability. This finding does not support the
previous research conducted by [16] but supports the research conducted by [38].

3.3. Institutional Investors and Profitability.

This study predicts institutional investors as a component of GCG that affects profitability. As shown in the
hypothesis statement (H5), this prediction is based on the role of institutional investors who have a
significant voice to influence management decisions. The effectiveness of these supervisors will affect
profitability. Based on the results of hypothesis testing, shows that it does not prove institutional
investors affect profitability. It can see this from the regression coefficient of 0.26 with a significance value
of 0.193 > 0.05. This number means that it does not prove institutional investors, as GCG proxies affect
profitability as previously predicted. The results do not support previous research which found a positive
relationship between institutional investors and profitability.

3.4. Relationship between Insider Ownership and Profitability.

The relationship between Insider Ownership and Profitability in the hypothesis (H7) that insider
ownership has a positive effect on profitability, this statement is based on the agency concept, which
explains that insider ownership can eliminate conflicts of interest. According to the test results, Insider
Ownership has a positive effect on profitability. The regression coefficient is 0.089 with a significance of
0.03 <0.05. This result means that management, who is also the owner, will behave like the main owner
as described in the agency concept ([7 ]. The results of the previous research conducted by [32][39].

Table IV
Model Regression (2)
Unstandardized Standardized
Coefficients Coefficients t Si

Std. 9.

Model B Error Beta
(Constant) 212 139 1,526  ,130
INST -,209 , 101 -,265 -2,061 ,042
INSD -,410 ,150 -,352 -2,726 ,008
BOARD -,004 ,013 -,027 -,285 776
INDP ,837 222 ,352 3,777 ,000

Dependent Variable: DEBT

3.5.Commissioners and Debt Policy.
The relationship between the Board of Commissioners and Debt Policy stated in the hypothesis
(H2), that the Board of Commissioners affects Debt Policy, the board of commissioners is a representation

JURNAL ILMIAH KOMPUTERISASI AKUNTANSI Vol. 13, No. 1, Juli 2020 : 170 - 177



175
JURNAL ILMIAH KOMPUTERISASI AKUNTANSI p-ISSN : 1979-116X e-ISSN : 2614-8870 -

of the main owner of the company, as the owner of the board of commissioners will certainly play an
active role in supervising management decisions including debt policy. Creditors also believe more in the
board's existence of commissioners as supervisors in deciding about funding based on the results of
statistical tests showing that not prove that the board of commissioners affects debt policy, this can see
by the regression coefficient of -0.007 with a significance of 0.616 > 0.05, thus the hypothesis that stated
that the Board of Commissioners' influence on the Debt Policy not proven. The negative coefficient (-
0.007) shows that there is a negative relationship between the number of commissioners and debt policy.
The results do not support the statement that there is a relationship between the board of commissioners
and debt policy.

3.6. Independent Commissioner and Debt Policy.

The relationship between the Independent Commissioner and Debt Policy in the hypothesis (H4)
that the Independent Commissioner affects Debt Policy, the reason is that the independent Commissioner
plays a role in maintaining and advising management, especially in funding policies[28]. Based on the
results of the regression test, shows that they proved the Independent Commissioner to have influenced
debt policy. | can see this from the regression coefficient of 0.665 with a significance of 0.006 <0.05. This
result is in line with previous research which states that creditors will have more confidence in the
existence of a commissioner as an effective supervisor in funding decisions [26] This study also supports
previous research conducted by [38]

3.7. Insider Ownership and Debt Policy.

The relationship between Insider Ownership and Debt Policy on the hypothesis (H6) that Insider
Ownership affects Debt Policy, based on the agency concept that Insider ownership can influence
management not to behave opportunistically, including in debt policy [7]. Based on the results of the
regression test, shows that Insider Ownership proved to affect debt policy, we can see this from the
regression coefficient - 0.44 with a significance of 0.008. This finding means that stock ownership by
management will encourage management to be careful in using debt. They inversely related the results of
previous research stating that Insider Ownership is to debt policy[30][31]

3.8. Institutional Investors and Debt Policy.

The relationship between Institutional Investors and Debt Policy stated in Hypothesis (H8), that
Institutional Investors affect debt policy, the reason being that institutional investors have experienced,
and extensive business networks so that they can analyze and assess business decisions made by
management, including in funding decisions. Based on the results of the regression test, shows a
regression coefficient of -0.211 with a significance of 0.048 <0.05, a negative coefficient (-0.211) means
that insider ownership is inversely related to debt policy institutional investors play a role in controlling
the use of debt. This finding supports previous research which states that insider ownership plays a
significant role in debt policy [34] and [11] finds an inverse relationship between institutional investors
and debt policy.

4. Conclusion.

The results of the discussion of the hypothesis testing of the corporate governance relationship as
proxies by the Board of Commissioners, Independent Commissioners, Insider ownership, and institutional
investors with profitability and debt policy can conclude. Based on the results of testing the correlation
between corporate governance and profitability, it can conclude that of the four variables that are
predicted to affect profitability, only two variables proved Insider ownership and the board of
commissioners, while independent commissioners and institutional investors not proven to affect
profitability. The relationship between insider ownership and profitability is by the agency concept, which
states that insider ownership can eliminate management's opportunistic behavior. In the organizational
structure, the board of commissioners is the highest internal controller who is collectively responsible for
supervising and advising management, to ensure the company runs properly (KNKG, 2006), effective
supervision will encourage efficient use of resources [5], The results of the discussion of the related
corporate governance and debt policy can be concluded that insider ownership, institutional investors,
and independent commissioners proved to influence debt policy. The board of commissioners does not
affect debt policy. Insider ownership and institutional investors hurt debt policy, these results show the
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prudence of management and institutional investors in using debt, these findings are in line with the
trade-off theory which states that the use of debt has an optimal point, companies will try to reduce debt
levels when over-leveraged when conditions are stable, the debt will be adjusted to the average long-
term debt [41]. This finding is also by the agency concept related to opportunistic behavior by
management, including in terms of the use of debt, management will position its business at a
measurable level of risk.
The results contribute to supporting the agency theory related to management's share ownership.

This study also supports the trade-off theory related to debt policies carried out by management.

References
[1] Eldaly MK, Abdel-Kader M. How to regain public trust in audit firms? The case of the Financial
Reporting Council. Account Res J 2018; 31: 343-359.

[2] Hassan R, Marimuthu M. Volume 36, Issue 3 Corporate Governance , Board Diversity , and Firm
Value : Examining Large. 2016; 36: 1737-1750.
[3] Adel C, Hussain MM, Mohamed EKA, et al. Is corporate governance relevant to the quality of

corporate social responsibility disclosure in large European companies? Int J Account Inf Manag
2019; 27: 301-332.

[4] Bhat KU, Chen Y, Jebran K, et al. Board diversity and corporate risk: evidence from China. Corp
Gov 2019; 20: 280-293.

[5] Ofoeda I. Corporate governance and non-bank financial institutions profitability. Int J Law Manag
2017; 59: 854-875.

[6] Veno A. Pengaruh Corporate Governance Terhadap Kinerja Perusahaan Manufaktur. BENEFIT J
Manaj dan Bisnis 2015; 19: 95-112.

[7] Jensen MC, Meckling WH. Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs and ownership
structure. J financ econ 1976; 3: 305—-360.

[8] Haque F, Arun T, Kirkpatrick C. The political economy of corporate governance in developing
economies: The case of Bangladesh. Res Int Bus Financ 2011; 25: 169-182.

[9] Mande V, Park YK, Son M. Equity or debt financing: Does good corporate governance matter?

Corp Gov An Int Rev 2012; 20: 195-211.

[10] Dam L, Scholtens B. Does Ownership Type Matter for Corporate Social Responsibility? Corp Gov
An Int Rev 2012; 20: 233-252.

[11] KASABOGLU OT, CINKO M. a Study of the Relationship Between Institutional Ownership and
Capital Structure: Evidence From Turkey. Marmara J Econ 2017; 1: 155-170.

[12] Pirzada K, Mustapha MZ Bin, Wickramasinghe D. Firm Performance, Institutional Ownership and
Capital Structure: A Case of Malaysia. Procedia - Soc Behav Sci 2015; 211: 170-176.

[13] Ling DC, Wang C, Zhou T. Institutional common ownership and firm value: Evidence from real
estate investment trusts. Real Estate Econ 2021; 49: 187-223.

[14] Subarnas D, Gunawan Y. Effect of Good Corporate Governance on Profitability. J Audit Financ
Forensic Account 2019; 7: 90-96.

[15] Tjandra E. Pengaruh good corporate governance terhadap leverage dan profitabilitas pada
perusahaan property dan real estate di Indonesia. ] GEMA Aktual 2015; 4: 74-85.

[16] Pham HST, Nguyen DT. The effects of corporate governance mechanisms on the financial
leverage—profitability relation: Evidence from Vietnam. Manag Res Rev 2020; 43: 387-409.

[17] Suryanto A. Analisis Pengaruh Penerapan Good Corporate Governance Terhadap Kinerja

Keuangan. J Bina Manaj 2019; 8: 1-33.

[18] Vo DH, Nguyen VT-Y. Managerial Ownership, Leverage and Dividend Policies: Empirical Evidence
from Vietnam’s Listed Firms. Int J Econ Financ; 6. Epub ahead of print 2014. DOI:
10.5539/ijef.v6n5p274.

[19] Boateng A, Cai H, Borgia D, et al. The influence of internal corporate governance mechanisms on
capital structure decisions of Chinese listed firms. Rev Account Financ 2017; 16: 444-461.
[20] Atanasova C, Gatev E, Shapiro D. The corporate governance and financing of small-cap firms in

Canada. Manag Financ 2016; 42: 244-269.

JURNAL ILMIAH KOMPUTERISASI AKUNTANSI Vol. 13, No. 1, Juli 2020 : 170 - 177



177

JURNAL ILMIAH KOMPUTERISASI AKUNTANSI p-ISSN : 1979-116X e-ISSN : 2614-8870 -

[21]
[22]
(23]
[24]
[25]
(26]
(27]
(28]
[29]

(30]

(31]

(32]
(33]

(34]

(35]

(36]

(37]
(38]
(39]

[40]
[41]

STIUN CLAESSENS AND JOSEPH P. Corporate governance in Asia. Int Rev Financ 32, 2002 pp
71+103 Corp 2002; 1-335.

BRIGHAM EF. Brigham, Eugene F._ Houston, Joel F. - Fundamentals of financial management-
Cengage Learning (2013).pdf.

Saini N, Singhania M. Corporate governance, globalization and firm performance in emerging
economies: Evidence from India. Int J Product Perform Manag 2018; 67: 1310-1333.

Abor J, Bokpin GA. Investment opportunities, corporate finance, and dividend payout policy:
Evidence from emerging markets. Stud Econ Financ 2010; 27: 180-194.

Javaid A, Nazir MS, Fatima K. Impact of corporate governance on capital structure: mediating role
of cost of capital. J Econ Adm Sci. Epub ahead of print 2021. DOI: 10.1108/jeas-09-2020-0157.
Rahman SMK. Effect of Financial Leverage on Firm’s Market Value Creation in Bangladesh. Int J
Corp Financ Account 2018; 4: 41-58.

Kim B, Burns ML, Prescott JE. The strategic role of the board: The impact of board structure on
top management team strategic action capability. Corp Gov An Int Rev 2009; 17: 728-743.

Ali N, Nasir NM, Satti SL. The Effect of Corporate Governance on Capital Structure Decisions — A
Case of Saudi Arabian Banking Sector. Acta Univ Danubius 2014; 10: 51-60.

Arifin J. Corporate Governance and Intellectual Capital on Financial Performance of Bank Sector
Companies: Indonesia Stock Exchange 2008-2012. J Adm Sci Policy Stud 2016; 4: 195-206.

Joher H, Ali M, Nazrul M. The Impact Of Ownership Structure On Corporate Debt Policy: Two
Stage Least Square Simultaneous Model Approach For Post Crisis Period: Evidence From Kuala
Lumpur Stock Exchange. Int Bus Econ Res J 2011; 5: 51-64.

Persson R. Simultaneous determination of Debt, Dividend, and Inside Ownership policies:
Evidence from Sweden.

Chou T. Insider Ownership And Firm Performance : J Appl Bus Res 2015; 31: 861-871.

Masry M. The Impact of Institutional Ownership on the Performance of Companies Listed In the
Egyptian Stock Market. J Econ Financ 2016; 7: 5-15.

Wardhana LI, Tandelilin E. Institutional Ownership and Agency Conflict Controlling Mechanism. J
Indones Econ Bus 2011; 26: 389-406.

Din SU, Arshad Khan M, Khan MJ, et al. Ownership structure and corporate financial performance
in an emerging market: a dynamic panel data analysis. Int J Emerg Mark. Epub ahead of print
2021. DOI: 10.1108/1JOEM-03-2019-0220.

Kang MY, Ausloos M. An inverse problem study: Credit risk ratings as a determinant of corporate
governance and capital structure in emerging markets: Evidence from Chinese listed companies.
Economies; 5. Epub ahead of print 2017. DOI: 10.3390/economies5040047.

Dasilas A, Papasyriopoulos N. Corporate governance, credit ratings and the capital structure of
Greek SME and large listed firms. Small Bus Econ 2015; 45: 215-244.

A.A Zaid M, Wang M, T.F. Abuhijleh S, et al. Corporate governance practices and capital structure
decisions: the moderating effect of gender diversity. Corp Gov 2020; 20: 939-964.

Bear S, Rahman N, Post C. The Impact of Board Diversity and Gender Composition on Corporate
Social Responsibility and Firm Reputation. J Bus Ethics 2010; 97: 207-221.

Jensen MC. Journal of Social and Personal. J Soc Pers Relatsh 1986; 15: 755—773.

Stiglitz JE. Incentives and risk sharing in sharecropping. Rev Econ Stud 1974; 41: 219-255.

Corporate governance , debt policy and profitability relationship (Heery Subagyo)



