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Abstract: In doing daily activities of the Company, fungdiis required to achieve the goals set .
This fund may be obtained from internal and extesoairces . Funds from the internal form of
retained earnings and own capital , funds frometkternal form of a loan from a third party that
are both long term and short term , both investmeahs and working capital loans . The
composition of the debt to equity describes tharfoial structure , and the composition of long-
term debt to equity capital structure illustrat€snancial management seeks to optimize the
management of these resources .Capital structutestotk returns are important parts of the
analysis of a company’s financial statements. Tihaebeen a lot of research conducted on these
two components above. But no theory can not exphdiich ideal factors that have affect the
optimal capital structure and stock return. Thamefthe main objective of this research is to
analyze factors affecting the capital structure @atdrn on share. The independent variable in this
research are growth, profitability, risk, dividegild, while family ownership is a moderating
variable. Company size is a control variable.

The research is focused on companies listed onmbslan Stock Exchange for period of 2010-
2012. The data was collected using purposive sagptiethod. The sample used that meet the
gualifications are 378 samples. The statisticalhmetused is multiple regressio using SPSS as a
tool. The classic assumption tests — normality, testlticolinearity test, heteroscedacity test,
autocolinearity test, test of coefficient deterntioa and F-test were done before testing the
hypothesis.

The results of the study showed that of the fouialdes proposed in this research proved the
hyphotesis which the growth of assets, profitip{lROE), risk and dividend yield, only growth
have a positive effect on the capital structureieviprofitability and dividend yield variable has
negative effect, while the risk is has not an ieflue on the capital structure. While on stock
returns, only profitability (ROE) have a positiveluence, growth, profitability and risk have no
effect on stock returns. In this study also shawfogn that family ownership as a moderating
variable, family ownership only weakened the ietabetween profitability and capital structure.
For the other variables, family ownership did mmderate the relation between each variable and
the capital structure as well as stock returns.

Keywords: Capital Structure, Stock Return, Asset Growth fiRdoility, Risk, Dividend Yield ,
Family Ownership and Firm Size .

Introduction

small scale will be paying attention to the probleffunding management beside other issues such as

Facing global economic conditions with increasingtyong competition, many companies both global and
production, marketing , and personnel in orderdioieve the company's goals . The composition ofttetat



34 Herawaty and Astuti / OIDA International JourredISustainable Development 09:12 (2016)

to equity describes the financial structure, anel ¢tbmposition of long-term debt to equity describies capital
structure (Riyanto, 1995). Financial managemerksst®optimize the management of these fundinguress.

The ownership structure of the company explainedctimmitment of the owner to save the company (VZ8a5b).
According to Wahyudi and Pawesti (2006), the owmierstructure by some investigators is believethfluence
the company’s operation, which in turn affect isfprmance in achieving corporate goals ie. to méze the value
of the company .

Silva and Majluf (2008), Giovannini (2010), Prabowaod Simpson (2011) , Claessens et al (2000b) atelithat
there are negative effects of family ownership lom performance of companies in Asia, including hmeia. While
the research in the United States conducted by wsodeand Reeb (2003) showed different result thatilf
ownership positively affects company performancenaasured by Return on Assets (ROA)

Stock returns can also be used as a measure ofievitee company's performance is healthy or nageBan the
those theories, research the factors that affextctipital structure and its impact on stock retusgstaking
ownership of the family as a variable variable nratien is interesting.

The ownership structure in this study is a modegatiariable which is analyzed over how much infeenhe
relation between the family ownership dan the camjsacapital structure . The family ownership islgmed
whether strengthen or even weaken the relatiortsttiween growth, profitability, risk and dividenceld on capital
structure and stock returns.

In contrast to previous studies that study the marnal ownership and institutional ownership as afighe
variables that affect the capital structure, irstbtudy the family ownership has been selectednas d the
moderating variables as from existing data thaintlgority of companies in Indonesia and its shaladrs still have
a blood relationship or family .

This study aimed to analyze whether the factorsetagrowth, profitability (ROE), risk and dividegikld affect the
capital structure and stock returns and also amalfzether family ownership moderate the relatignstariables
influence asset growth , profitability (ROE), riakd dividend yield on capital structure and staatiims . Several
theories used in this study are:

Agency Theory

According Jensen and Mekling (1976) in the Agendyedry, Principal are shareholders, and the agetites
management as the party which manages the opeyatibithe company. The cost in agency theory ag thei
monitoring mechanism is known as the Agency Cdstere are several alternatives to reduce agersty mamely,
the first of which is, by increasing the dividenalyput (Crutchley and Hansen, 1989) . Second , asimg funding
with debt (Jensen et al, 1992; Jensen, 1986) dTimstitutional investors as monitoring agents (Mcet al, 1998).

Pecking Order Theory

Another model of capital structure proposed by Myand Maljuf is the Pecking Order Theory (POT) @84. In
summary, POT stated that the funding decision tdmepany has a hierarchy. Companies would be motmducto
use internal funding sources ie from retained egiand depreciation in advance, rather than eatéumds in
financing activities. However, if the company doed have sufficient internal funds , then exterfaalding will be
selected as an alternative. If external fundingeguired, the company is more likely to use loansnfthird parties
of the equity (Siregar, 2005) .

Dividend Signaling Theory

According to Brigham (2009), dividend policy is amportant policy issue and should be consideredfally by
management, because the dividend policy will ingotlie interests of shareholders with dividend inecamd
interest of the company holding. In fact, the dénd policy is determining how much profits will bistributed to
shareholders as a dividend , and how much profito@iretained for reinvestment .

Conceptual framework

The capital structure is one of the most importetisions of financial managers in improving thefipability of
the shareholders wealth. It is important for thenagement company to identify factors that affee dapital
structure and stock returns ,
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INDEPENDENT VARIABLE DEPENDENTARIABEL

Asset Growth (GROWTH)
Profitabilitability ( ROE) CAPITAL STRUCTURE
Risk ( RISK )

Dividend Yield

v

STOCK RETURN

MODERATING VARIABLE

Family Ownership

Control Variable

Size (SIZE)

Hypothesis Development
Asset Growth

Growth basically describes the productivity of anpany and is an expectation desired by internahégament)
and external parties (investors). Growth opporfuistthe growth opportunities of a company in theufe (Mai
2006). Another definition is the change in growgportunities assets owned enterprise (Kartini aridro, 2006).
Moh et al (1998) in his research revealed thatpbsitive effect on the asset structure of debte Tésults are
consistent with the results of research conductedianae , Sutrisno and Assih (2009 ) which stdbed the
structure of assets has a positive impact on thigatatructure, because the greater the valuemforate assets, the
higher the confidence of creditors .

In this study also analyzed the influence of fanaynership (family ownership) as a moderating \@gaawhether
strengthen or weaken the relationship of growthlite capital structure. Research conducted by ldimdy Santor
(2007), analyze the relationship between family esship with the capital structure in companies an&da, find a
theory which argues that the family ownership haseffect on the capital structure (Anderson and: R€E93b).
Based on previous research, hypothesis can be foaséllows :

H.: The asset growth of has a positive effectrendapital structure
Hp : The family ownership weaken the relation betwasset and capital structure .

Research of Siegel (1989) conducted in 1970 and 189nd that growth will have a positive influenoe stock
return of companies - large companies that haugéad business potential to develop quickly, suaimganies in
Japan. Cucculelli and Micucci (2008) found thaaigé family shareholding have negative effectsliercompany's
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performance as one indicator of the company's droWtith more invested shares controlled by the gniti will
be easier to control the company. Anderson and R38) which conducts research in Indonesia fahatifamily
ownership negatively affect the company's perforreafrrom these studies can be structured hypothgdalows:

Hi. Growth asset has a positive effect on stock nstur
H,q4:Family Ownership weaken the positive relation ketwasset growth and stock returns.

Profitability

Profitability in this study was measured by retom equity (ROE) to show the overall ability of tbempany to
generate profits for a total amount of assets alkdl within the company. According to Myers and IMfa{1984),
there is a negative relationship between profitigbéind debt in accordance with the Pecking Ordecry, that the
higher profitability of the company, the greatee thvailability of internal funds, so that the compavould prefer
to use internal capital for investment. Weston Bnigham (1997; 107) states that companies with heghrn on
investment, using a relatively small debt. Verer{a887-1988) suggests there are two conditions @dnaily
company that is if the family as an active ownentomls only a small part portion of shares they idonot
possessed the power to make decisions in ternfeeafdmpany's operations. Conversely, if the portibthe small
family ownership in a company, then it is often thegest shareholder investors lost confidenceamagement that
consists of family members, because they are coadeabout the security of their investment agafreatd of
family management. In the agency theory these tiondi will make investors as majority shareholddl eonduct
an investigation into the company, make diagnokesptoblem and find the solution themselves. Soagament
consists of family members currently do not havénflmence on investment decisions and debt.

The research hypothesis can be structured as fallow

H,. Profitability has a negative effect on the cadptaucture.
H,,: The family ownership weakens the relationshipveein profitability and capital structure.

The relationship between profitability (ROE) wiltock returns is that profitabilitas (ROE) can itade a
company's ability to earn income so as to incressek returns for investors. This ratio can attjaicispective
shareholders and management because it can beliaatan of shareholder value creation (Munawir, 2084) .
The higher the ROE, the more effective and efficraanagement of a company so that the higher tHerp®ance,
the higher the profits from the company. Fidhayé&iGoddess (2012), stating that the ROE has aipesitfluence
on stock returns . In line with the research Astd2810 ) which states that the profitability hapasitive effect on
stock returns. Their family ownership turned outb® lead agency problem, namely the conflict betwte
minority shareholders to the majority sharehold&nifin, 2003; Vilalonga and Amit, 2006). This is teuse the
family had holdings significantly on the sharesaadl as the control of the board of directors af tompany, they
have voting rights in excess of the cash flows #nd has led the board of directors is less inddpehand
dominated by family members (Andeson and Reeb, 2003004 ). This agency problem will decrease the
profitability of the company and the value of comigs that have an will impact on the decline inthkie of stock
and stock returns (La Porta, et al , 2002; Morcllg2000; Classens et al, 2002). In line with phevious research,
it can be stated the hypothesis as follows :

H,c : Profitability has a positive effect on stockuets
H,p : family ownership weaken the positive relatiopsbétween profitability and stock returns

Risk

Business risk relates with a capital structure thiatompanies that have a risk of high busineakzeethat the use
of debt is risky to be less profitable than equsty,that companies are forced to use the equitlydin the funding
efforts in order to avoid financial distress (Hanetaal 2008) . Kusuma & Ali (2009), also found tiia financial
risks include the possibility of the company's iifigbto pay liabilities, will greatly affect theampany's capital
structure. Other researchers found the risk hagative effect on the company's leverage (Hargamdi Tanderlilin,
2007). The influence of family ownership in relatibetween risk and the capital structure. It casden when the
company faced a very high risk, the owner will berenlikely to save the money they invest rathenthmprove
company performance (Cucculelli and Micucci: 2008nhderson and Reeb (2003), which conducts research
Indonesia found that family ownership negative &ffen the financial performance of the company #nd is
because of legal protection of investors in the enship structure is very weak, causing the agenaylem that can
interfere with the performance of the financial sap on the level of business risk company. If thrfcial
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performance drops, then the risk of the compani/nigié. This condition will greatly affect the compy's capital
structure. It can be arranged hypothesis as follows

Hsa The risk has a negative effect on the capitaicstire
Hs,: family ownership strengthens the negative refetitp between risk factors on capital
structure.

According Jogiyanto (2003),Return and risk has sitpy@ relationship, the greater the risks involvéied greater the
return that to compensated. Elly and Leng (200Rpstts that the risk of a positive effect on stogturns. With the
domination control of the family as the majorityaséholder, it will provide opportunities family pgexercising its
right to self-interest to expropriate minority sblolders, either through managerial entrenchmenthaugh
transactions related parties (La Porta et al, 1$9@ifer and Vishny, 1997; Anderson and Reeb, 2003 will
lead to family control having a negative effectthe value of the company and the stock price (Mitlga and
Amit, 2006; Morck et al, 2010). Based on the resok several studies on the risks of hypothesedeastructured
as follows:

Hse Risk has a positive influence on stock returns

Hsp: Family ownership weakens the positive relatiopdietween risk on stock returns.

Dividend Yield

Guler and Yimaz (2008) who found that the dividereld has a significant and negative effect onlst@turn. This
happens because many companies in Indonesia etlestable profitability every year still influencég economic
conditions fluctuation, so only big companies thah distribute a dividend yield to shareholdershegear.Talk
about the correlation between family ownershipjd#ind yield and capital structure can not be sepdrhy the
agency theory. Majority ownership by families wékd to conflicts between the shareholders asreipal and the
management company as agent. It can not be avbieeslise they have interests that differ from orathan in

terms of determining the dividend (Maruy & Pajust@02).Based on the results of the prevoius stidyresearch
hypothesis above can be arranged as follows:

H,.: Dividend yield have a negative impact on the @ditructure
Hgp,: Family ownership weakens the negative relatignsiridend yield on the capital structure.

Research by Linda and Anggraeni (2013) was condtntéhe company listed on Indonesia Stock Exchareg@ed

2007 to 2011 have concluded that the dividend ypalsitive effect on stock returns (Anggraeni andda, 2013)
According to Hirt (2006), the dividend yield is oiredicator that can affect stock return, whichhse tesult of a
percentage of profit per share divided by the mapkiee per share received by the company. In adiBuler and
Yimaz (2008) says that the strength of a predietalvidend yield comes from dividend policy rolesharing the
results that have been acquired company returshdceholders. Besides dividend yield has a signifienfluence
in determining stock return (Campbell and Shilled98, Lewelen 2004). Based on he research hypathbsive can
be arranged as follows:

H,c: Dividend Yield has a positive influence on stoeturns
Hsp:Family ownership weakens the positive relationshgtween the dividend yield on stock
returns

Research Methods

Research Desain

This study was conducted to analyze the relatignbbiween variables i.e.asset growth, profitabilitsk, and the
dividend yield on capital structure and stock nesurType research is explanatory research in wthiehresearch
was done with the intention of giving explanatiomscausal relationship between variables throughothesis
testing .

Operational Definition and Measurement

Dependent Variable

The dependent variable is the variable that isctgfe by the independent variable. In other worde, dependent
variable is the main variable being the prevailiagtor in the research. The dependent variablaigdtudy is the
capital structure denoted by DER and stock retdemoted by RET .The capital structure is the ratitween total
debt by total assets .While the stock Return ( RESTthe result obtained from an investment. Measient of the
dependent variable is as follows :
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DER =_Debt
Equity

RET =D+ (R_Py
R_1
Which :
D, = Dividend per share paid on a periodic basis
P, = stock price this year
P;.1= The share price in the past year

Independent Variable

The independent variable is the variable that iedépntly influence the dependent variable whethositipe or
negative. The independent variables are Asset thygwofitability, Business Risk, Dividend Yield.

Asset Growth
Asset growth is the change in the number of asseted by the company this year compared with tlewipus
year 's total assets. Asset growth (growth ) cambeasured by the following formula :

Assetolth = Asset,— Assest,
Assest.,
Profitability
Profitability is the company's ability to earn gtsfthrough its business operations. Profitabilitythis study was
measured using ROE that can be formulated as fsllow
Retum Equity= Earnings before tax
Equity

Risk

Business risk is the uncertainty of future revestreams (Ferry and Jones 1979). Business riskeisisk arising
due to operations of the company, because of thertainty of operating revenue and earnings bedfasrest and
taxes. In this study, the risk is measured by amslpf Degree of Operating Leverage ( DOL). DOL dmn
measured by the following formula :

DOt Change in EBIT—¢;
Change in Sales

Dividend Yield
Dividend vyield is the ratio between the amount iefdend per share paid by the company to the makee of its

shares (Gul 2002; Hirt, 2006). Dividend yield alwows the amount of return earned from dividenttscaled
investor companies. Dividend Yield in this studyswaeasured by the following formula :

DivideniéM = Dividend per share
Price / share

Moderating Variable

Moderating variables are variables that strengtbernweaken the relation between the dependent \ariabd
independent variables. In this study, the modegatmriable is Family Ownership. Measurements ofiffam
ownership is to use the measurement of ownershipeaB0 % (Reb and Anderson, 2003; Claessens , 2G00;
Porta , 1999). Company is defined as family ownershit has possession of > 20 % is not includadstate
ownership , institutional , financial or public (An, 2003) and Siregar (2005 ). By using dummyiahles, the
family company was given the number one (1) and-rfamily company is numbered zero (0) .

Control Variable

Control variable in this study is intended to riestthe data that is tested on the population eiganies listed on
the Indonesia Stock Exchange. Control variableshim study is the size of the company (SIZE). Conypsize is
the size or the amount of assets owned by the coynpdeasurement of the size of the companies dmnvs
research by Myers et al (2003 ), in which the sifzéhe company is proxied with the logarithm of #eset growth .

SIZE= Log Total Asset;
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Research Model
DER = a0 + pGrowth + B ROE + i Risk + h DY +Fam + R Growth.Fam +

bs ROE.Fam + bRisk.Fam + pDY.Fam + e (1)
RET = a0 + bGrowth + h ROE + i Risk + DY + Fam + i Growth.Fam +
bs ROE.Fam + bRisk.Fam + pDY.Fam + e (2)

Results

This study took a sample of companies listed ommedia Stock Exchange (BEI) during 2010-2012. Bagedata
collected as many as 126 non-financial compangtsdion the Stock Exchange are eligible and carmsbd in this
study for 3 years, so the number of observatiomnisely 378 data. Companies that became the bbjeanalysis
have qualified - the terms of which publishes anuah financial report (Annual Report) on a regulasis.Criteria
or other conditions that must be met are registaed public company during the study period 200022 have
data needed in the research respectively - weredtian 2010-2012. In other words, the data usetiigstudy is in
the population data. Determination of the samplagupurposive sampling technique, while the metbbdiata
collection using literature study techniques foowgrding theory and empirical studies and statistcelysis for
processing and testing data by using multiple siom models. Overall processing the data in thidysusing
SPSS.
Table 4.1. Sample

Sampel Criteria Independent variable

DER RET
> total data 378 378
> outlier data 20 1
Total Sample 358 377

Statistic Descriptive

Below is a descriptive statistics of variables Hafles that diguakan in this study :

Table 4.2 Statistic Descriptive

Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation

TA 378 -10.47 46.93 15.32 16.15
ROE 378 -25.78 34.90 13.01 13.78
RISK 378 -0.28 6.18 0.31 0.96
DIV 378 0.00 1.09 0.05 0.18
SIZE 378 4.22 7.81 6.12 0.66
TA_FO 378 -10.47 46.93 9.87 14.70]}
ROE_FO 378 -25.78 34.90 8.13 12.27
RISK_FO 378 -0.28 6.18 0.22 0.87
DIV_FO 378 0.00 1.09 0.03 0.14
DER 378 0.00 19.77 1.43 1.75
RSAHAM 378 -52.38 137.44 23.52 43.13
Valid N (listwise)

Source : data processed

39
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Statistic Frequency

Di bawah ini merupakan statistik frekuensi dariiael moderasi yaitu Kepemilikan Keluar@gamily Ownership /
FO)

Table 4.3 Composition of Family Ownership

> Company Percentage
0 144 38
1 234 62

Source : data processed

A total of 378 samples of the data used in theystahtained 62 % which is a family company,
and the remaining 38 % is not a family company. sTtiamily ownership is eligible to be used
as a moderating variable in this study.

Analysis
Normality Test
Below is the figure of normality:

Figure4.1
Normal Probability Plot Charts — DER

Mormal P-F Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
Dependent Variab'e: DER

08

o
=

Expected Cum Prob
o
-

1 T T T T
oo 02 a4 0 og 10

Observed Cum Prob

Source : data processed

By looking at the graphic display Normal P - Q pintFigure 4.1, it can be seen that the probabiitydata
dissemination independent variable on the dependeigble DER as shown by the spread images gbdi, tend
to approach and follow a diagonal line . It candmncluded that the regression model used has td thee
assumptions of normality.
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Figure 4.2
Normal Probability Plot Charts — RET

Nermal P-P Plot of Regression Standardized Residual
Dependent Variable: RSAHAM

A/
/

Expected Cum Prob

T T T
00 0z 04 06 08 10

Observed Cum Prob

Source : data processed

By looking at the graphic display Normal P - Q pintFigure 4.2 , it can be seen that the probgbdit data
dissemination independent variable on the depengeigble RET as shown by the spread images gbthd - the
point , tend to approach and follow a diagonal lifiecan be concluded that the regression modad s to meet
the assumptions of normality.

Outlier test

By testing the Independent variable to variable D&fre are 20 data from 378 data out of the datapgeach and
can damage the distribution of processed data sod#ta is removed from the sample population. Wthike
independent variable on the test RET variablesladata from 378 data out of each group and can dartize
distribution of processed data . So the data iowerh from the sample population .

Clasic Asumption Test

Multikolinearity Test
From the results of statistical data processingculitearitas obtained the test results as follows

Table 4.4. Multicolinearity test - DER

Variable VIF Decisior
TA 2.631 No multicolinearity problem
ROE 2.593 No multicolinearity problem
RISK 4.893 No multicolinearity problem
DIV 2.669 No multicolinearity problem
SIZE 1.247 No multicolinearity problem
FO 2.774 No multicolinearity problem
TA FO 3.807 No multicolinearity problem
ROE_FO 3.927 No multicolinearity problem
RISK_FO 5.093 No multicolinearity problem
DIV*FO 2.740 No multicolinearity problem

Source : data processed

From the above table, it is known that the modeldus all independent variables in testing DER ikalinearitas
the dependent variable, VIF has a value of lesa tttaor VIF < 10, so Ho accepted. This shows tHiatha
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independent variables used in the model equatibngy 10 symptoms colinearity (no very strong relasiop
between the independent variables ). It can beladed that the regression model is used to avadptoblem of
multicollinearity.

Tabel 4.5. Multicolinearity test - RET

Variabel VIF Decision

TA 2.614 No multicolinearity problem
ROE 2.556 No multicolinearity problem
RISK 4.885 No multicolinearity problem
DIV 2.665 No multicolinearity problem
SIZE 1.238 No multicolinearity problem
FO 2.652 No multicolinearity problem
TA FO 3.775 No multicolinearity problem
ROE_FO 3.725 No multicolinearity problem
RISK_FO 5.082 | No multicolinearity problem

DIV*FO 2.732 No multicolinearity problem

Source : data processed

From the above table shows results similar to tdl8e where it is known that the model used inrttegority of the

independent variables in testing multikolinearitas dependent variable RET, VIF has a value of tikaa 10 or

VIF < 10, so Ho accepted . It can be concluded that regression model is used to avoid the probdém
multicollinearity.

Heteroscedasticity test
The test results are shown in the following tal#telposcedasticity test.

Table 4.6 Heteroscedasticity test — DER

Variabel Sig Keputusan
TA 0.907 No heteroscedasticity problem
ROE 0.052 No heteroscedasticity problem
RISK 0.543 No heteroscedasticity problem
DIV 0.057 No heteroscedasticity problem
SIZE 0.744 No heteroscedasticity problem
FO 0.080 No heteroscedasticity problem
TA FO 0.353 No heteroscedasticity problem
ROE_FO 0.082 No heteroscedasticity problem
RISK_FO 0.804 No heteroscedasticity problem
DIV*FO 0.366 No heteroscedasticity problem

Sumber : data diolah SPSS

Based on table 4.6 above , it is known that alepehdent variables on the dependent variable DERilga> 0.05 .
Then Ho is accepted , meaning that the error vegids otherwise homogeneous. Furthermore, we caciwide that
there are no heteroskedastisity problem the prededata . Thus the assumptions on heteroscedgastici#gression
model has been fulfilled.
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Tabel 4.7 Heteroskedasticity test — RET

Variable Sig Decision
TA 0.699 No heteroscedasticity problem
ROE 0.194 No heteroscedasticity problem
RISK 0.935 No heteroscedasticity problem
DIV 0.875 No heteroscedasticity problem
SIZE 0.853 No heteroscedasticity problem
FO 0.929 No heteroscedasticity problem
TA FO 0.786 No heteroscedasticity problem
ROE_FO 0.522 No heteroscedasticity problem
RISK_FO 0.601 No heteroscedasticity problem
DIV*FO 0.609 No heteroscedasticity problem

Source : data processed

Based on table 4.7 above , it is known that sigaifty of regression all independent variables endipendent
variable RET has sig > 0.05. Then Ho is accepteghnimg that the error variance is otherwise homeges.

Furthermore, we can conclude that there are nodestdastisity problems the processed data. Thussthenptions
on heteroscedasticity in regression model has héftlied .

Autocorelation test

Results from autocorrelation test of classic assiomg to the dependent variable DER can be setreifollowing
figure.

Figure 4.3 Autocorelation test — DER

auto No auto

auto
(+)
> inconclusive - P inconclusive
| i | | ’
0 d, d, 4-d, 4-d,
1,655 1,847 2 2,4000 2,6092

DW-stat = 1.985

Autocorrelation of test results (DER) by the numB88 sample data and the number of independerghtas at 10,
showed lower limit value ( dl ) of 1.655 and an eppmit ( du ) amounted to 1,847 . The test resolbtained
Durbin-Watson statistic of 1.985 are in the area<dD < 4 - du, or are in the area there is no artetation.
Furthermore concluded that there is no positivaeegative autocorrelation in regression models wsexd . Thus
the assumption of autocorrelation in the regressioodel are fulfilled. Results autocorrelation tesassic
assumptions to the dependent variable RET candreisehe following figure:

Figure 4.4 Autocorelation test — RET

auto No auto auto
(+)
inconclusive inconclusive
| < ’
0 d d, | 4-d, 4-d, 4
1,655 1,847 2 2,4000 2,6092
N

DW-stat = 1.919
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RET autocorrelation of test results by the numb&t 8ample data and the number of independent Vesialh 10 ,
showed lower limit value ( dl ) of 1.655 and an eppmit ( du ) amounted to 1,847 . The result lé Durbin-
Watson statistic obtained for 1,919 are in the aea D < 4 - du, or are in the area there is mo@orrelation .
Furthermore concluded that there is no positiveegative autocorrelation in regression models wesexr . Thus
the assumption of autocorrelation in the regressiodel are fulfilled.

Hyphotesis testing
Coeffisient Determination test
The coefficient of determination test results adatlows
Table 4.8 Coeffisient Determination test- DER

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square
1 0.290 0.084 0.058

a. Predictors: (Constant), DIV_FO, TA, RISK, ROB,SIZE, ROE_FO, DIV, TA_FO, RISK_FO
b. Dependent Variable: DER

In the table above shows the determination coefiicivas observed through a goodness of fit modmivshwith

Adj R2 ( R -squared ) is 0.058 . That is the betwawor variation of the independent variables atle &bexplain the
behavior or variation of the dependent variabléhis DER of 5.8 % and the balance of 94.2 % is #ieakior or
variations of other independent variables thatctffiee dependent variable but not included in tloeleh

Table 4.9 Coefficient Determination - RET

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square
1 0.299 0.090 0.065

a. Predictors: (Constant), DIV_FO, TA, RISK, ROB) FSIZE, ROE_FO, DIV, TA_FO, RISK_FO
b. Dependent Variable: RSAHAM

In the table above shows the determination coefiicivas observed through a goodness of fit modalvshwith
Adj R2 ( R -squared ) is 0,053 . That is the betwawor variation of the independent variables ate &bexplain the
behavior or variation of the dependent variable RE®.5 % and the balance of 93.5 % is the behaviwariations
of other independent variables that affect the ddeet variable but not included in the model .

F-test
Folowing is the results of multiple regression.

Table 4.10 F-test - DER

Model F Sig.

1 Regression 3.185 0.00f
Residual
Total

a. Predictors: (Constant), DIV_FO, TA, RISK, ROB),SIZE, ROE_FO, DIV, TA_FO, RISK_FO
b. Dependent Variable: DER

From the ANOVA test or test F test results togethrgether demonstrate the value fstat amountejit®85 with
sig is 0,001 this shows that the variables simtilbasly of the independent used in this study digaintly affects
the dependent variable, because sig of fstat 00@D5then Ho is rejected .
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Table 4.11 F-test— RET

Model F Sig.

1 Regression 3.606 0.00G
Residual
Total

a. Predictors: (Constant), DIV_FO, TA, RISK, ROB,SIZE, ROE_FO, DIV, TA_FO, RISK_FO
b. Dependent Variable: RSAHAM

From the ANOVA test or test F test results demastthe value fstat amounted to 3,606 with sig @310 this
suggests that the variables of the independentltsimiously used in this study significantly affe¢che dependent
variable , because sig of fstat 0000 < 0.05 therisHejected .

Hypotheses Testing and Discussion of Research Resul
Analysi of t test
The Influence of Assets Growth (Growth ) of the Cajpal Structure (Debt to Equity Ratio)

Statistical tests showed sig of 0.097 < 0:10 (alpB % ) with a coefficient of 0.006 , then the diypesis la is
received , and conclude statistically at 90% caariwk level there is positive growth in assets an dapital
structure. The test results show the value estiniat@ccordance with the proposed hypothesis tlegteater the
higher the value of the assets growth of capitaicstire. So it can be said that partialy asset tirdvas positive
effect on the capital structure due to the incredsessets financed by borrowing from third partfes example by
means of leasing.

Tabel 4.12 Result of t-tes

Variable Dependent Variable= Dependen Variable = Hyphotesis
DER RET
Koefisien Sig* Koefisien Sig* DER RET
TA 0.006 0.097 0.110 0.303 ;lccepted Hrejected
ROE -0.010 0.026 0.344 0.083 ; BEccepted Haccepted
RISK -0.060 0.262 -1.481 0.380 ;Hejected H rejected
DIV -0.613 0.046 21.314 0.129 ,Hccepted Krejected
TA*FO -0.001 0.457 0.227 0.210 ,Hejected H1 rejected
ROE*FO 0.018 0.004 0.61¢ 0.03b ; Biccepted Hrejected
RISK*FO -0.083 0.218 4.805 0.191 Hjected Hrejected
DIV*FO 0.099 0.417 -30.676 0.10% ;Hejected Hrejected

Source : data processed * one tailed significancy

The Influence of Growth Assets on the Capital Strutire moderated by Family Owners

The results showed sig for 0457 > 0:10% 10 % ), with a coefficient of -0001 then the bthesis is rejected 1b ,
and inferred statistically ownership by the farmdig not have a negative impact on the growth oétasto capital
structure. The test results in table 4.14 showsttiestudy failed to prove the proposed hypothesiswhich the
results of the study did not reveal any moderaitifigence of family ownership variable asset growtith positive
and negative on the capital structure . The resuiconsistent with research conducted by King@amtor , 2007,
which analyzed the sample companies in Canadahvdtates that the family ownership has no effedhencapital
structure .

The Influence of Asset Growth on Stock Return

Statistical tests showed sig for 0303 > 0:4& (10 %) , with a coefficient of 0.110 , the hypedis 1c was rejected ,
and concluded statistically asset growth did nateha positive effect on stock returns. Statistiest results no
evidence of the growing influence of assets andksteturn. Many factors are thought to influends thclude that
the asset growth is not always followed by an iaseein corporate profits in the same time permsgecially if the
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investment is long term, so the investment in tivenfof assets not directly bring in investment metun real time,
which can raise the value of the company shares .

The Influence of Asset Growth on Stock Return Modegited by Families ownership

Statistics results show sig of 0.210 > 0:1@ € 10 % ) and the coefficient of the 0227 so ic@cluded that
hypothesis is rejected, and statisticaly show fatily ownership does not moderate the relationsleijpveen asset
growth and stock returns. In many family companynpemodeled in this study sample was a factor famil
ownership has no influence over asset growth amcksteturns . The decision is aimed at ensuringnarease in
assets of the company's operations in order toredbe continuity of family wealth and family fohe sake of
business continuity for future generations ( thadfieiary ) . So that any decision taken in termhssset growth
was not focused to increase stock returns .This lime with research conducted by Cucculelli anigtici (2008 )
who found that most families as owners of the campypare more likely to benefit personally from thampany
without regard to the return of its shares. Anderand Reeb (2003 ) find that family ownership neg#y affect
the company's performance which can reduce therefiits shares .

Thelnfluence of Profitability (ROE) of the Capital Structure

Statistical tests showed sig 0.026 <0:40=(10%), the value of the coefficient -0010 thee ttypothesis K is
accepted and concluded at statisticaly confideacel lof 90%, profitability negatively affects thepital structure.
The results showed that if the profitability rideER will go down. Companies with a high level obfitability is
unlikely to choose the funding from third partieseditors). Adequacy of cash flow of the compangame one of
the important reasons that the company is ableget @il the needs of operational and investmerdduwvithout the
need for a loan from a third party. Myers and Mi{li84) in his study suggests that there is a tiegeelationship
between profitability and debt in accordance witle fpecking order theory, that the higher profiigibf the
company, the greater the internal funds availablthat companies will choose to use internal fuledsnvestment.
Weston and Brigham (1997; 107) states that compaiid high return on investment, using a relaghahall debt
because it allows to finance their needs with fupelserated internal.

The Influence of Profitability (ROE) on the Capital Structure Moderated by Family Owners.

Statistical tests showed sig of 0.004 <0:&0=(10%), and the coefficient of 0.018 then the hpsis is accepted
and concluded 2b statistics show that family owmiprsveakens the negative relationship between tatwfity and
capital structure.

The majority of companies in Indonesia are a farmdgnpany, its management is often not in line \thita measures
taken by management, this has resulted in managecaennot move freely determining step in its dffoio
improve the company's profitability. The resultstliit study are consistent with Villalonga and Aif2006) states
that the family ownership negatively affect thefpenance of the company because the company ctedrby the
family have a personal interest conflicting with magement who are not family. The owner's familyksethe
welfare of his own family and prefers to secureftives invested into the company compared withthireking of
the company's performance.

Influence of Profitability (ROE) on Stock Return

Statistical tests showed sig of 0.083 <0:10= 10%), with coefficient 0344 the hypothesis icemted and
concluded 2c statistical confidence level of 90%fipability positive effect on stock returns. Thest results show if
there is an increase frofitabilitas then stock metugenerated will also rise. The higher the vahee profitability
generated by a company then the company's opesatidinbe more efficient and will increasingly hapeospects
in the future to make a profit. The high profitélyilof the company will attract investors to invéstthe company
because of expectation of reward in the form ofiddimds, this condition can raise its share pricd geturn
sahamnya.Penelitian conducted by Munawir (2002 rétationship between profitability (ROE) with skoreturn
is that the profitability of a company can demoai#tits ability to generate profits so as to inseestock returns for
investors. The higher the ROE the higher perforreasfahe company to raise profit. Another studyd(fayatin &
Goddess, 2012) also stated that the ROE has avedsitiuence on stock returns.

The Influence of Profitability (ROE) Families to Stock Return Moderated by Owners

Statistical tests showed sig of 0.035 <0:@6-(10%) and the coefficient of 0610 then the hypsi is rejected and
concluded 2d statistics show that family ownershipes not undermine the positive relationship betwee
profitability and stock returns. The majority ofmpanies in Indonesia most of its shares still owedhe family,
the management team also come from family memiserghat here there is a second type of agency gmobl
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between majority shareholder, which is owned bgraily member with minority shareholders held by thublic
(Bozec & C. Lauriz, 2008). Minority shareholders uldb be harmed by a decision taken by the management
company that is a member of the family. The resoftshis study are not consistent with previousdits that
suggested a family ownership lead agency problemety the conflict between the minority sharehdder the
majority shareholder (Arifin - 2003, Vilalonga aidnit - 2006), the majority share ownership by thenfly will
affect the decisions taken the majority of managene also a member of the family so that decisiarestaken
more pro-family.

The Influence of Risk (RISK) on Capital Structure

Statistical tests showed sig for 0262> 0:40=(10%) and the coefficient value of -0060 then hypothesis is
rejected and concluded 3a statistics show thewiknot mempangaruhi capital structure. Comparieg have a
high business risk aware that the use of debtfuither increase the burden of its business, tmepemies prefer
financing by using equity held in order to avoi@ impact of risk is greater. This is in line witssearch conducted
by Hamza et. al (2008) which states that companitks high risk will avoid the use of debt in finang their own
efforts to avoid financial distress. But the studgults are not in line with the results of pre@@tudies conducted
by Prabansari & Kusuma (2005) is that the finandgds which include the possibility of the companipability to
pay its obligations will greatly affect the compangapital structure.

The Influence of Risk (RISK) on Capital Structure Moderated by Family Ownership

From the statistical test data obtained sig vafu@ 218> 0:10 ¢ = 10%) and the coefficient value of -0083 then the
hypothesis is rejected and it can be concluded&isscally that the ownership of the family didtrmoderate the
relationship between risk and capital structure.tleeision taken by the management that consistfarofly
members in the face of the risk of the companyneatessarily have an impact on the DER, becausdyfamily
management tend not to choose borrowing as a wagfavery problem of funding the company. Loansacthird
party that could affect the DER avoided becauseilitcause the load (liabilities) of debt in thexteyeneration
(heiress). The relationship between family owngrshiterms of business risk with the capital stnoetcan be seen
when the company experienced a high level of tisén the owners of capital will tend to save hiwifg's fortune.
So, family ownership will have no effect on thekris the capital structure (Cucculelli and Micuc208)

Influence of Risk to Return Shares

Statistical tests showed sig for 0380> 0:40=(10%) and the coefficient value of -1481 then kypothesis is
rejected and it was concluded 3c statistically fiece on the risk of stock returns. If the majordtiyareholder is the
family, of all the risks will be managed properly as not to cause a significant impact on the pewoce of
companies that could affect its stock price. Anotieason is that investors usually do not pay #terio the details
if there is a risk to the company where they wobid/ shares. Usually investors only look at the lstpdce
fluctuation on the Stock Exchange in the decisimintest in the hope of getting a good return anitivestment.
Research is passed by Elly and Leng (2002), whiok samples at the company - the company on thén) $899
stated that there is significant influence betwidensystematic risk of the stock return. Anothadgtconducted by
Gloria (1992) against the LQ 45 company also supghbe idea that the risk of a significant effeststock returns.

Effect of Risk on Stock Return Moderated Family Owrership

Statistical tests showed sig for 0191> 0:%0=(10%) and the coefficient value of 4.805 then hiypothesis k}
statistically is rejected and it was concluded fgraivnership does not moderate the relationshigvéen the risk to
the stock return. As the previous explanation tt@tall of the risks the company is known by ineestin stock
trading on the Indonesia Stock Exchange. This tismstipported by the management company consisfifemily
members, they will choose to hide information mdato the risk of a public company, so that thé&srign the
company do not affect the value of shares in tiaadin the exchange floor. The results of this stady not
consistent with a previous study conducted by Ydhga and Amit (2006) and Morok et al (2010) whathtes that
the family control negatively affect the value bétcompany and the stock price where the compamgevkhares
are mostly owned by families judged to be transpag investor.

Effect of Dividend Yield on Capital Structure

Statistical test results presented demonstratsigimficant value of 0.046 <0.1@ & 10%) and the coefficient value
of -0613 then the hypothesis is accepted and cdedlda statistical confidence level of 90% dividgiedd there is
a negative effect on the capital structure. Thalteshowed that if there is an increase of divitjahhe capital
structure will come down. This is because not athpanies that distribute dividend require fundiranf external
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sources as alternatives to meet its adequacy oahds they will use cash reserves to pay a dividghetained

earnings. In addition, many companies that do m&itidute dividends every year although the companynder

conditions of profit. With both of these reasontse tividend payment will not increase the compawgpital

structure. The results are consistent with reseemolucted by Rozelf (1982), and Arifin (2005) whiuggests an
increase in the dividend to reduce agency costsrerdyce corporate profits. From the processed fdatad many
companies - companies in Indonesia where profitghd still stable every year, which is influenckbg economic
conditions fluctuate, so only big companies that distribute a dividend yield to shareholders egedr.

Effect of Dividend Yield on Capital Structure Moderated by Family Ownership.

Statistical tests showed a sig of 0.417> 0d.& (L0%) and the coefficient value of 0.099 4b thesn hypothesis is
rejected, therefore, can be inferred statisticélgily ownership does not moderate the relationghétween
dividend yield and capital structure. In fact, fandgompany do not always seek external funding asyout in the
fulfillment of funding requirements. When companidistribute dividends, the company tends to holditazhal
investments so that their cash flow is not affectdte results of this study contradict previouslgs conducted by
Maruy and Pajuste (2002), states that the majstigre ownership by families will lead to conflitistween the
owners as a principal and as a management agenwitaffect the decision on dividend distributioif the
company distribute dividends from retained earnihgsll automatically affect the capital structuoéthe company
because the company will look for alternative searaf funding from third parties.

Dividend Yield influence on Stock Return.

Statistical tests showed sig for 0129> 0.43-(10%) and the coefficient value of 21 314, thedthesis is rejected
and it was concluded 4c are not statistically therpositive dividend yield on stock returns. If merease in the
dividend vyield will have no effect on the capitafusture. This test result is not consistent wile hypothesis
proposed in which DY positive effect on stock resirThis is because most companies prefer to helid profits,
so that the nominal dividend distributed is relatjvsmall. This fact makes investors less keemtest in these
companies. The results are consistent with thelteesil research conducted by Hirt (2006) which estathat the
dividend yield is one indicator that can affectcitaeturn, which is the result of a percentage rofipper share
divided by the market price per share receivedhgydompany. In addition Guler and Yimaz (2008) shyd the
strength of a predictable dividend yield derivednirthe dividend policy role mebagikan return restiftat have
been acquired companies to shareholders. Mille7&1L9n his research journal also stated that thveas no
influence between dividend yield and stock returns.

The Effect of Dividend Yield on Stock Return Moderded by Family Ownership.

The test results of statistical data showed sig. 95> 0.10 ¢ = 10%) and the coefficient value of -30 676 4chthe
the hypothesis is rejected and concluded statititamily ownership does not moderate the relatip between
dividend yield and stock returns. This is due te thata tested many family firms do not distribubeid®nds
annually to its investors, so that the value ofdhédend yield is insignificant to the return & ishares. The results
are consistent with the results of research comdubtly Huda and Abdullah (2013) which states thamiost
countries do not find a positive relationship bedwéamily ownership with a dividend yield.

Conclusions, Limitations and Implications

From the results of research conducted on the sadgth of companies listed on the Stock Exchandg#0it© -
2012 can be concluded that:

Asset growth has a positive effect on the capttalcture.

Family Ownership does not moderate relationshipveeh the growth of assets and capital
structure.

3 Asset growth has a positive influence on stockrretu

4 The Family ownership does not moderate the relgkignbetween asset growth and stock returns.
5. Profitability has a negative effect on the capitalicture.

6. The Family ownership weaken the relation betweeditability and capital structure.

7

8

9

N

Profitability has positive effect on stock returns.
Family ownership does not weaken the relationsbkigvben profitability and stock returns.
. Risk does not affect the capital structure.
10. The family ownership does not moderate the relatignbetween risk and capital structure.
11. The risk has no effect on stock returns.
12. The family ownership does not moderate the relatignbetween the risk to the stock return.
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13. The dividend yield has a negative effect on thetahgtructure.

14. The family ownership does not moderate the relatieveen dividend yield and capital structure.
15. The dividend yield does not have a positive inflceeon stock returns.

16. Family ownership does not moderate the relationbbtpveen dividend yield and stock returns.

Limitations of the research

In this study, there are several constraints oitditions encountered when designing the study, hame
1. Most of the companies that is used as a data saofiflee shareholders is a business entity (PT) tthext
author is difficult to determine whether the comp&owned by family or not, so that in this stusiyly
companies that have the same name on the boaideofats or shareholders with a stake of> 20% were
categorized as family ownership so that the peacgnt
2. Limitations of methods and variables are used assalt of time constraints research so that rekearc
results be felt less than the maximum.

Implications

Implications of these results can be shown fordéeclopment of the theory, for managerial compamynvestors
and the government as a regulator as follows:

*  For Company.
By looking at these results the management compsrgxpected to compile business strategies reltteits
financing resulting balance of the composition lué tapital structure and also can develop busisieategies to
raise the company's value to increase the retuiits ahares. The management is expected to artclpssiness
risks occurring and the impact on future businesspects.

* For Investor
For investors, the results of this study are exqubtd be used as reference to make investmentseonompany
largely owned by the family, so investors havingoaerview of the policy which is usually made bfamily-based
management. Investors are also expected to haveawmiew of the company's future business befodi®y to
invest in the company concerned. Investors shoalg g@tention to the economic factors associatedh Wit
company before making any investments.

* For Regulator
From the results of this study are expected thegowuent to have an overview of the policy which trhescreated
in connection with the determination of the staddairhealth of a company, and also about the Edithat relate to
the determination of standard ownership of a comhat affect system managerial decision-making games to
protect the owners minority interests stakes t@shvn companies whose majority shares are hettdofamily.

*  For Academics
The results of this study are expected to providewerview of the real condition of the majoritytbeE company - a
family company in Indonesia today and from thesa é@ademia can create a standard new theori¢mgeta the
financial condition of the company as a whole sat th time can be used by practitioners to makécpdheir
business processes.

*  For Further Research
To obtain a more precise and accurate subsequesarah should take more sample data and varioes tgp
business so that research results can describmtition of all types of businesses and can bd ts@nalyze the
financial condition of companies from different mess backgrounds. The method used should als@fedvso
that the research results more accurate.
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