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Abstract 

 

This study examines the influence of asset tangibility, growth opportunities, and 

business risk on the capital structure of companies in the retail sector during the 

2020–2024 period. A quantitative approach was employed, using secondary data 

in the form of financial reports from retail companies obtained from the 

Indonesia Stock Exchange website. The entire population comprised 47 retail 

companies in both the consumer cyclicals and non-cyclicals sectors. Purposive 

sampling resulted in 28 selected companies, bringing the total number of 

observations to 140 units over a five-year period. The analysis results indicate 

that asset tangibility alone does not influence capital structure, nor do growth 

opportunities or business risk. However, the combination of these three factors 

collectively contributes to capital structure. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Capital is an important aspect as a source of funding for company 

operations to expand its business network (Wijaya & Ardini, 2020). Based on 

Figure 1.2, there are fluctuations in the level of debt usage, which indicates 

differences in funding strategies between companies in the retail sector. This 

condition reflects that the retail sector continues to rely on debt to support its 

operations and business expansion, even though some companies are trying to 

reduce their use of debt to maximize efficiency after the pandemic. Large-scale 

companies tend to have higher debt levels than smaller companies (Raisa & 

Rossa, 2024). Thus, differences in debt usage indicate that the capital structure of 

retail companies can be influenced by factors such as asset tangibility, growth 

opportunities, and business risks, which reflect the company's resilience in facing 

economic changes during the 2020-2024 period. 

 
Figure 1.  

Level of External Funding 

Source: Data processed (Indonesia Stock Exchange) 

Capital structure is a strategic decision of the company related to 

investment decision-making, as well as determining the sources of funding used 

to support the company's operational activities (Slamet & Ismawati, 2020). In this 

context, the company requires a large amount of capital, which can be obtained 

from internal capital or external capital to ensure that the company's operational 

activities run efficiently and to anticipate bankruptcy (Dewi et al., 2024). 

Capital structure plays an essential role because it has a direct and 

comprehensive impact on the financial health and competitive position of a 

company (Ananda et al., 2024). A company's operational activities can run 

smoothly if the company is able to utilize its capital optimally (Yuliarti, 2020). In 

addition, capital structure is the basis for creditors to assess the amount of debt 
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costs and the level of financial risk borne by the company. Internal factors such 

as asset tangibility, growth opportunities, and business risks play an important 

role in determining capital structure (Nasrah & Resni, 2020). This is because these 

three factors are related to the availability of assets that can be used as collateral 

and form the basis for creditors' assessment in providing funding. 

Factors that can influence capital structure include asset tangibility. Asset 

tangibility refers to a company's tangible assets that support its operations and 

serve as collateral in determining decisions on the use of internal and external 

capital (Camisón et al., 2022). Previous research conducted by Al Hamid & 

Kristanti (2025) states that asset tangibility does not affect capital structure. 

However, according to research by (Rehan et al., 2024), asset tangibility has a 

positive effect on capital structure. These results show that the higher the asset 

tangibility of a company, the higher the capital structure will be. This is in contrast 

to research conducted by (Nasrah & Resni, 2020), which states that asset 

tangibility has no effect on capital structure. 

In addition, growth opportunities can also affect capital structure. Growth 

opportunities are opportunities for company growth that affect increases in 

capital structure (Komalasari et al., 2020). Research conducted by Wijaya & Ardini 

(2020) and Gusfriyanto & Sihombing (2024) states that growth opportunities have 

a positive effect on capital structure. This contrasts with research conducted by 

Aisya Augestaryani et al., (2024), which states that growth opportunities have no 

effect on capital structure. However, this is in contrast to research by Danila et al., 

(2020), which states that growth opportunities have a negative effect on capital 

structure. 

Another factor that influences capital structure is business risk. Business 

risk is one of the threats to companies, which needs to be managed properly in 

order to carry out their operational activities (Rindiasih & Wulandari, 2023). 

Research conducted by Meitriyani & Wirawati (2021) and Purnasari et al., (2020) 

states that business risk has a positive effect on capital structure. In contrast, 

research by Cahyono & Fitria (2022) and Annas & Pradita (2022) states that 

business risk has a negative effect on capital structure. This indicates that the 

higher the business risk a company has, the lower the level of debt used. This is 

in contrast to the research by Nur Sari & Budyastuti (2022), which states that 

business risk does not affect capital structure. 

Based on the background described above, there have been significant 

changes in corporate financing strategies, specifically regarding capital 

structure—particularly the use of debt to support operations and business 

expansion in the retail sector. Thus, this study was conducted to examine “The 
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Influence of Asset Tangibility, Growth Opportunities, and Business Risk on 

Capital Structure in Retail Sector Companies Listed on the Indonesia Stock 

Exchange from 2020 to 2024. 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Trade-off Theory 

The Trade-off Theory explains that companies will balance the tax benefits 

obtained from the use of debt with the potential risk of bankruptcy (Modigliani 

& Miller, 1958). This theory generally encourages the use of debt to achieve an 

optimal capital structure (Jahanzeb et al., 2013). A company is considered to have 

not yet reached the optimal point if the majority of its funding sources come from 

debt or if the company completely avoids the use of debt (Siskawati & Suryono, 

2020). Therefore, the trade-off theory explains how asset tangibility, growth 

opportunity, and business risk influence debt usage decisions in a company's 

capital structure. 

Pecking Order Theory 

The Pecking Order Theory explains that companies prioritize the use of 

internal financing over external financing (Myers & Majiuf, 1984). This theory 

adopts three orders in using funding sources, namely internal financing such as 

retained earnings, followed by external financing in the form of debt, and issuing 

shares.  This theory explains that companies prioritize internal financing first by 

utilizing retained earnings, which allows companies to not be dependent on debt 

(Astakoni & Nursiani, 2020).  

Capital Structure 

Capital structure is a tool for making decisions regarding the future 

operational financing of a company. The financial condition of a company is a 

major aspect that is directly influenced by the quality of its capital structure. 

Capital structure is the balance between the use of external and internal financing 

(Yoan & Putra, 2022). Kasmir (2019) states that in carrying out its operations, 

every company has various needs, especially those related to funds so that the 

company can run properly. Therefore, financing decisions must be made 

appropriately so as not to incur high capital costs (Dwijayanti & Handayani, 

2023). In this study, capital structure is measured by the debt to equity ratio (DER) 

to measure the level of debt owned by the company. According to Kasmir (2019), 

capital structure can be calculated using the following formula: 

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431
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𝐷𝑒𝑏𝑡 𝑡𝑜 𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦 =
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐿𝑖𝑎𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑒𝑠

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐸𝑞𝑢𝑖𝑡𝑦 
 

Asset Tangibility 

Asset tangibility are assets that have a physical form, can be touched, seen, 

and counted, such as buildings, vehicles, machinery, and land that can be used to 

support company operations Kasmir (2019). This aspect is a fundamental element 

in the structure of a company's wealth, which often serves as collateral in the debt 

acquisition process (Martini, 2024). Asset tangibility have a useful life of more 

than one year and can be used continuously in the company's operational 

activities. In addition, a high level of tangible assets can reflect the company's 

long-term business capabilities. In this study, the tangibility formula is used to 

identify the proportion of a company's tangible assets that have been used as 

collateral in obtaining debt. According to Kasmir (2019), asset tangibility can be 

measured using the following formula:  

𝑇𝑎𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑖𝑙𝑖𝑡𝑎𝑠 =
𝑓𝑖𝑥𝑒𝑑 𝑎𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡𝑠

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑒𝑡 
 

Growth Opportunity 

A growth opportunity is an opportunity that allows companies to obtain 

external funding in the form of debt to meet their business operational activities 

(Yulia Tantri, 2024). Companies with high growth opportunities require 

additional funding sources that can affect their capital structure (Leonardo & 

Michael, 2024). This is in line with trade-off theory, which states that companies 

will increase external funding in response to such growth opportunities. Brigham 

& Houston (2019) state that companies with high growth opportunity potential 

generally tend to utilize external capital to support company operations.  In this 

study, Sales Growth is used to measure business performance and company 

growth opportunities through increased sales and market share expansion. Based 

on research (Slamet & Ismawati, 2020), growth opportunity is measured using the 

following formula: 

𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑠 𝐺𝑟𝑜𝑤𝑡ℎ =
𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑡 − 𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑡−1 

𝑆𝑎𝑙𝑒𝑡−1
 

Business Risk 

Business risk is the uncertainty faced by a company in carrying out its 

business operations (Frasetio et al., 2024). Brigham & Houston (2019) define 

business risk as the degree of uncertainty a company faces in generating 

operating profits arising from operational activities without taking into account 
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the use of debt. High business risk can cause instability in profits and operating 

cash flow, thereby creating the potential for companies to be unable to finance 

their operational activities (Cahyono & Fitria, 2022). This is in line with the trade-

off theory, whereby companies with high levels of business risk will tend to 

reduce their use of debt. In this study, business risk is proxied using EBIT to total 

assets. EBIT is used to determine a company's operational performance before 

interest expenses. Thus, it can illustrate the level of a company's business risk 

arising from operational activities. Based on research (Huda & Rahmawati, 2024), 

business risk is measured using the following formula: 

𝐵𝑢𝑠𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑠𝑠 𝑅𝑖𝑠𝑘 =
𝐸𝐵𝐼𝑇

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑒𝑡 
 

Research Hypotheses 

H1 : Asset tangibility has a positive effect on capital structure 

H2 : Growth opportunity has a positive effect on capital structure 

H3 : Business risk has a negative effect on capital structure 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

This study applies quantitative research with a causality approach. This 

approach was chosen to identify the causal relationship between the independent 

variables namely, asset tangibility, growth opportunities, and business risk and 

the dependent variable, capital structure, using profitability, liquidity, and firm 

size as control variables. According to (Sugiono, 2019), quantitative research 

studies a specific population or sample with the aim of testing predetermined 

hypotheses, using statistical analysis on data obtained through the financial 

reports on the Indonesia Stock Exchange to obtain objective conclusions. The type 

of data used in this study is secondary data in the form of financial reports from 

retail sector companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchange (IDX) from 2020 

to 2024. The source of the retail companies’ financial reports was obtained by 

accessing the official website of the companies and the Indonesia Stock Exchange 

(www.idx.co.id). The population in this study consists of all retail companies 

classified as consumer cyclicals and consumer non-cyclicals, with a total of 140 

samples. The sampling in this study used purposive sampling to facilitate 

researchers in collecting samples with criteria relevant to the research objectives. 

The data collection technique used in this study was the documentation method, 

which involved the collection, recording, and analysis of secondary data in the 

form of financial reports. The data analysis techniques in this study used Stata. 

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431
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The variables studied in this research consist of independent variables, namely: 

tangible asset (ta), growth opportunity (go), and business risk (br), and dependent 

variables, namely: capital structure (cs). In addition, this study also uses control 

variables, namely profitability (p), liquidity (l), and firm size (fs). 

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Descriptive Statistical Test 

Table. 1  

Descriptive Statistical 

 
The descriptive statistical analysis's findings indicate that: 

1. The capital structure (ln_cs) has a mean of 1.5849, a standard deviation of 

0.7143, and a maximum value of 5.2643. These findings indicate that there is 

a considerable degree of variation in capital structure across companies. 

2. The asset tangibility (ln_ta) has a mean of -1.6452, a standard deviation of 

0.8696, and a maximum value of -0.3147. The negative mean value indicates 

that most companies have a smaller proportion of fixed assets compared to 

their total assets. 

3. The growth opportunity (ln_go) has a mean of 0.0157, a standard deviation 

of 0.4103, and a maximum value of 1.5476. These results indicate that growth 

opportunities tend to vary between companies. 

4. The business risk (ln_br) has a mean of 1.0803, a standard deviation of 0.2268, 

and a maximum value of 1.1939. This indicates that the level of business risk 

between companies is relatively homogeneous, but there are still differences 

between companies. 

5. The profitability (ln_p) has a mean of 2.0439, a standard deviation of 0.3608, 

and a maximum value of 2.5479. These results indicate that the ability to 

generate profits varies between companies. Some companies experience low 

to negative profitability, while others have high profitability. 

6. The liquidity (ln_l) has a maximum value of 2.4891, a mean of 0.2167, and a 

standard deviation of 1.1978. These results indicate that the level of liquidity 

Variabel Obs Mean Std. dev. Min Max

ln_sm 140 1.584994 0.7142777 -0.7339692 5.264295

ln_ta 140 -1.645192 0.8696093 -4.60517 -0.3147107

ln_go 140 0.0157261 0.4102995 -1.966113 1.547562

ln_rb 140 1.080323 0.2268012 -1.171183 1.193923

ln_p 140 2.043939 0.3607565 -2.120265 2.547881

ln_l 140 0.2167246 1.197838 -4.60517 2.489065

ln_fs 140 3.351935 0.0607106 3.22605 3.461037

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431
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between companies varies greatly, so that the ability to meet short-term 

obligations between companies also varies. 

7. The firm size (ln_fs) has a mean value of 3.3519, a standard deviation of 

0.0607, and a maximum value of 3.4610. These results indicate that the 

standard deviation is very small, suggesting that company sizes do not differ 

significantly between companies or are relatively similar. 

Selection of Panel Data Regression Models 

Chow Test 

Table. 2  

Chow Test 

 
The Prob > F value is 0.0000, which is less than 0.05, based on the results of 

the Chow test in the table above. This indicates that the Fixed Effects Model is 

more suitable for application. 

 

 

 

 

 

Number o f o bs          =       140

Gro up variable : no   Number o f gro ups   =       28

R-s quared:   Obs  per gro up:

min  =  5

avg  =     5.0

max = 5

0.36

0.8997

s m_w Co effic ient Std. e rr. t P >|t|

ln_ta -0.0618693 0.1501884 -0.41 0.681 -0.3596325 0.2358938

ln_go 0.0351816 0.1223967 0.29 0.774 -0.2074818 0.2778449

ln_rb 0.2661937 0.488038 0.55 0.587 -0.701389 1.233776

ln_p -0.0421672 0.3135 -0.13 0.893 -0.6637114 0.5793771

ln_l 0.0629984 0.1503369 0.42 0.676 -0.2350592 0.3610561

ln_fs 5.852517 6.825456 0.86 0.393 -7.679613 19.38465

_co ns -18.34964 22.95123 -0.8 0.426 -63.85269 27.1534

s igma_u 0.64565967

s igma_e 0.46587369

rho 0.65762224

Fixed-effec ts  (within) regres s io n 

    Within  = 0.0202       

    Between = 0.0402 

    Overa ll = 0.0304   

F  (6,106)                =

co rr(u_i, xb)  = -0.4324 P ro b > F                =

 [95% co nf.inte rva l]

 (frac tio n o f variance  due  to  u_i)

F  tes t tha t a ll u_i=0: F(27, 106) = 7.24    P ro b > F  = 0.0000

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431
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Hausman Test 

Table. 3  

Hausman Test 

 
The preceding table shows that the chi-square value is 6.41 and Prob > chi² 

is 0.3789, which is greater than 0.05. Therefore, it can be concluded that the 

Random Effect Model is more appropriate 

Langrange Multiplier Test 

Table. 4  

Langrange Multiplier Test 

 
The chi-square value is 78.08 and the probability > chi-square is 0.0000, 

which is less than 0.05, based on the results of the Lagrange Multiplier test using 

the Breusch and Pagan method. Thus, the first hypothesis is accepted and the null 

hypothesis, which states that the General Effects Model is more appropriate to 

apply, is rejected. Thus, it can be concluded that the panel data regression 

estimation test is more suitable for the Random Effects Model (REM). 

(b) (B) (b-B) s qrt(diag(V_b-V_B)

fe re Difference Std. e rr.

ln_ta -0.0618693 -0.01464 -0.0472293 0.1088485

ln_go 0.0351816 0.0245012 0.0106804 0.0453556

ln_rb 0.2661937 0.295821 -0.0296273 0.1896775

ln_p -0.0421672 -0.083599 0.0414319 0.1467123

ln_l 0.0629984 -0.0221893 0.0851877 0.1249688

ln_fs 5.852517 2.616497 3.23602 6.565573

Tes t o f H0: Difference  in co effic ients  no t s ys tematic

  chi2(6) = (b-B)'[(V_b-V_B)^(-1)](b-B)

                =   6.41

P ro b > chi2 = 0.3789

Co effic ients

b = Co ns is tent under H0 and Ha; o bta ined fro m xtreg.

B = Inco ns is tent under Ha, e ffic ient under H0; o bta ined fro m xtreg.

Breus ch and P agan Lagrangian multiplie r tes t fo r rando m effec ts

ln_s m[id_num,t] = Xb + u[id_num] + e [id_num,t]

 Es timated res ults :

 Var  SD = s qrt(Var)

ln_s m 0.5101927 0.7142777

e 0.2170383 0.4658737

u 0.2953924 0.5435001

Tes t: Var(u) = 0

 chibar2(01) =    78.08

 P ro b > chibar2 =   0.0000

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431
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Multicollinearity Test 

Table. 5  

Multicolinearity Test 

 
According to the findings of the multicollinearity test, each variable has a 

mean VIF value of 2.60, a tolerance value (1/VIF) more than 0.10, and a VIF value 

less than 10.00. Thus, it may be concluded that multicollinearity is not present in 

this study. 

Panel Data Regression Estimation 

Table. 6  

Panel Data Regression Estimation 

 

Variabel VIF 1/VIF

ln_rb 5.37 0.186354

ln_p 5.34 0.187367

ln_l 1.32 0.757176

ln_go 1.22 0.821397

ln_fs 1.20 0.834873

ln_ta 1.16 0.865531

Mean VIF 2.60

140

28

R-s quared:   Obs  per gro up:

min =  5

avg =     5.0

max = 5

145.84

0.0000

Ro bus t

s m_w Co effic ient s td. e rr. z P >|z|

ln_ta -0.01464 0.1110521 -0.13 0.895 -0.2322982 0.2030182

ln_go 0.0245012 0.0774287 0.32 0.752 -0.1272562 0.1762586

ln_rb 0.295821 0.2404015 1.23 0.218 -0.1753574 0.7669994

ln_p -0.083599 0.1088393 -0.77 0.442 -0.2969202 0.1297221

fs -0.0221893 0.0860349 -0.26 0.796 -0.1908146 0.1464361

ln 2.616497 1.377875 1.9 0.058 -0.0840877 5.317081

_co ns -7.353707 4.729529 -1.55 0.12 -16.62341 1.916

s igma_u 0.54350014

s igma_e 0.46587369

rho 0.57645337

Rando m-effec ts  GLS regres s io n Number o f o bs          =       

Gro up variable : id_num Number o f gro ups   =       

    Within  =   0.0091

(Std. e rr. adjus ted fo r 28 c lus te rs  in no )

  [95% co nf.inte rva l]

 (frac tio n o f variance  due  to  u_i)

    Between = 0.0741

    Overa ll        =    0.0525

Wald Chi2 (6)               =

co rr(u_i, X) = 0 (as s umed)   P ro b > F                         =

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431
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The results of the panel data regression using the Random Effects Model, 

as shown in the above table, reveal a Wald chi-square value of 145.84 and a 

probability of 0.0000, suggesting that all independent variables and control 

variables concurrently affect the capital structure. According to the R-squared 

(total) value of 0.0525, the independent variables in the model can account for 

5.25% of the variation in capital structure, whereas elements outside the research 

model account for the remaining 94.75%. On the other hand, the rho value 

obtained was 0.5764, indicating that the heterogeneity of characteristics between 

companies contributed significantly to explaining the variation in capital 

structure. This confirms that the Random Effect Model is a suitable model to 

employ in this study. 

Hypothesis Testing 

t-test 

Tabel. 7  

t-test 

 
The t-test results shown in the above table lead to the following 

conclusions: 

1. The asset tangibility variable has a p-value of 0.895 > 0.05. This indicates that 

asset tangibility has no effect on the capital structure, and thus H1 is rejected. 

2. The growth opportunity variable has a p-value of 0.752 > 0.05. This indicates 

that growth opportunity has no effect on the capital structure, and thus H2 is 

rejected. 

3. The business risk variable has a p-value of 0.218 > 0.05. This indicates that 

business risk  has no effect on the capital structure, and thus H3 is rejected. 

4. The profitability variable has a p-value of 0.442 > 0.05. This indicates that 

profitability does not affect the capital structure. 

5. The liquidity variable has a p-value of 0.796 > 0.05. This indicates that 

liquidity does not affect the capital structure. 

Ro bus t

s m_w Co effic ient s td. e rr. z P >|z|

ln_ta -0.01464 0.1110521 -0.13 0.895 -0.2322982 0.2030182

ln_go 0.0245012 0.0774287 0.32 0.752 -0.1272562 0.1762586

ln_rb 0.295821 0.2404015 1.23 0.218 -0.1753574 0.7669994

ln_p -0.083599 0.1088393 -0.77 0.442 -0.2969202 0.1297221

fs -0.0221893 0.0860349 -0.26 0.796 -0.1908146 0.1464361

ln 2.616497 1.377875 1.9 0.058 -0.0840877 5.317081

_co ns -7.353707 4.729529 -1.55 0.12 -16.62341 1.916

s igma_u 0.54350014

s igma_e 0.46587369

rho 0.57645337  (frac tio n o f variance  due  to  u_i)

  [95% co nf.inte rva l]
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6. The firm size variable has a p-value of 0.058 > 0.05. This indicates that firm 

size does not affect the capital structure.  

F test 

Tabel. 8  

F test 

 
The Wald chi² value is 145.85, and Prob > chi² is 0.0000, which is less than 

0.05, based on panel data regression estimation findings using the Random Effect 

Model. These results indicate that both independent variables, such as asset 

tangibility, growth opportunities, and business risk, and control variables such as 

profitability, liquidity, and firm size, simultaneously influence the capital 

structure. Simultaneous tests in the Random Effects Model assess the 

simultaneous effects of independent factors on the dependent variable using the 

Wald (chi-square) test, which is equivalent to the F-test. 

Determination Coefficient Test (R²) 

Table 9  

Determination Coefficient Test (R²) 

 
Based on the test results in the table above, an R-squared (Overall) value 

of 0.0525 was obtained, meaning that the independent variables and control 

variables explain 5.25% of the variation in capital structure. However, the 

remaining 94.75% is explained by other factors outside the research model, such 

as ownership structure, income stability, macroeconomic conditions, 

management policies, and other factors. 

The Effect of Asset Tangibility on Capital Structure 

The results of the study indicate that asset tangibility has no effect on 

capital structure. The regression coefficient is -0.0146, and the p-value is 0.895, 

which is greater than the significance level of 0.05. Although trade-off theory 

states that companies with high tangible asset levels tend to find it easier to obtain 

debt, because they can use tangible assets as collateral (Martini, 2024). This 

situation might result from the retail industry's traits, which support the pecking 

order theory by favoring internal capital over external capital in the form of loans. 

Furthermore, not every tangible asset has a high degree of liquidity and can be 

used as security for creditors. Therefore, tangible assets do not always increase a 

145.84

0.0000

Wald Chi2 (6)               =

P ro b > F                        =

    Overall        =    0.0525
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company's chances of obtaining external debt financing. This finding is in line 

with Nasrah & Resni (2020) and Sari et al., (2025), which state that asset tangibility 

has no effect on capital structure. Therefore, it can be concluded that differences 

in the capital structure of retail firms cannot be substantially explained by the 

tangibility of assets. 

The Effect of Growth Opportunity on Capital Structure 

The results of the study indicate that growth opportunity has no effect on 

capital structure. The regression coefficient is 0.0245, and the p-value is 0.752, 

which is greater than the significance level of 0.05. These results indicate that 

companies with high growth potential prioritize the use of internal capital and 

tend to be cautious about using debt. This is consistent with the pecking order 

theory of financing, which states that companies prioritize internal financing to 

maintain financial flexibility and limit interest expenses, thereby constraining the 

company’s future business expansion (Rahmadhani et al., 2024). This finding is 

in line with the research by Yulia Tantri (2024) and Aisya Augestaryani et al., 

(2024), which states that growth opportunity does not affect capital structure. 

Thus, it can be concluded that growth opportunity cannot yet encourage an 

increase in capital structure in the use of debt. 

The Effect of Business Risk on Capital Structure 

The findings indicate that business risk has no effect on capital structure. 

This is evidenced by a regression coefficient of 0.2958 and a p-value of 0.218, 

which exceeds the significance level of 0.05. Although the trade-off theory 

suggests that companies with high business risk tend to reduce their use of debt, 

the findings indicate that business risk has not yet become a factor in determining 

a company’s capital structure policy. This condition may be due to companies 

having sufficient capabilities in business risk management. Thus, operating cash 

flow and income fluctuations do not directly affect capital structure policies in the 

use of debt. Good business risk management will enable companies to maintain 

their financial stability, even when faced with existing business risks. This finding 

is in line with the research by Erwan & Kartika (2022) and Nur Sari & Budyastuti 

(2022), which states that business risk does not affect capital structure. Therefore, 

it can be said that business risk has not yet been taken into account in determining 

capital structure policy. 
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The Effect of Variable Control on Capital Structure 

The findings indicate that the control variables of profitability, liquidity, 

and firm size do not influence capital structure. This is indicated by p-values 

greater than the 0.05 significance level. These results suggest that profit levels, a 

firm’s ability to meet short-term obligations, and firm size are not factors in 

determining the capital structure of retail firms. Therefore, it can be concluded 

that these three control variables do not influence capital structure. 

 

CONCLUSION 

Several inferences on the effect of asset tangibility, growth opportunities, 

and business risk on the capital structure of companies in the retail sector can be 

made based on the findings of the research and debate mentioned above: 

1. Simultaneously, independent variables and control variables affect capital 

structure. This result is shown through the Wald test, which obtained a 

probability value of 0.0000, which is greater than 0.05. Thus, the model used 

in panel data regression is appropriate in explaining the relationship between 

variables in this study. 

2. The assets' tangibility has no effect on capital structure. This finding indicates 

that the size of a company's tangible assets is not a determining factor in 

capital structure decisions, especially in the use of debt. This may be because 

not all tangible assets are highly liquid and can be used as collateral for 

creditors. 

3. Growth opportunities has no effect on capital structure. These results indicate 

that a company's growth opportunities do not directly influence its decision 

to use debt in its capital structure. Therefore, management needs to ensure 

that the company's business expansion is supported by adequate cash flow. 

4. Business risk has no effect on capital structure. These results indicate that 

business risk has not yet become a primary factor in a company’s capital 

structure policy. This may be because companies prioritize internal financing 

over external financing.  

5. The control variables of profitability, liquidity, and firm size do not affect 

capital structure.  This suggests that retail enterprises' capital structure 

decisions are not influenced by profit levels, firm size, or the ability to satisfy 

short-term obligations. 

 

  

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431


                    
Vol. 6 No. 1, 2026, 1242–1259 e-ISSN 2798-0170 

 

The Effect of Asset Tangibility, Growth Opportunity… 

P
ag

e 
12

56
 

REFERENCES 

Aisya Augestaryani, Dyah Utari Ratnaning Andini, & Dwi Lesno Panglipursari. 

(2024). Ukuran Perusahaan, Resiko Bisnis, dan Growth Opportunity sebagai 

Faktor Penentu Struktur Modal. Jurnal Ilmiah Penelitian Mahasiswa, 2(3), 1–

13. https://doi.org/10.61722/jipm.v2i3.46 

Al Hamid, S. Z., & Kristanti, F. T. (2025). The Effect Of Profitability, Liquidity, 

And Asset Tangibility On Capital Structure In Property And Real Estate 

Companies Listed On The Indonesia Stock Exchange In 2017-2023. 

Indonesian Interdisciplinary Journal of Sharia Economics, 8(3), 8711–8727. 

Ananda, C., Madyoningrum, A. W., Sari, S. P., & Shafitranata, S. (2024). Pengaruh 

Sales Growth, Likuiditas, dan Aset Tangibility terhadap Struktur Modal. 

Studi Akuntansi, Keuangan, Dan Manajemen, 4(1), 33–43. 

https://doi.org/10.35912/sakman.v4i1.3082 

Annas, K., & Pradita, N. (2022). Pengaruh Likuiditas, Profitabilitas, Struktur Aset, 

Risiko Bisnis, Dan Pertumbuhan Penjualan Terhadap Struktur Modal 

Perusahaan. Jurnal Ilmiah Akuntansi Dan Keuangan, 4(3), 1540–1554. 

Astakoni, M. P., & Nursiani, N. P. (2020). Efek Intervening Struktur Modal Pada 

Pengaruh. Jurnal KRISNA: Kumpulan Riset Akuntansi, 11(2), 137–147. 

Brigham, E. F., & Houston, J. F. (2019). Fundamentals of FINANCIAL 

MANAGEMENT 15e. Cengage Learning. 

Cahyono, B. N., & Fitria, A. (2022). Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Likuiditas, Risiko 

Bisnis, Ukuran Perusahaan, Struktur Aset Terhadap Struktur Modal. Jurnal 

Ilmu Dan Riset Akuntansi, 11(11), 1–16. 

Camisón, C., Clemente, J. A., & Camisón-Haba, S. (2022). Asset tangibility, 

information asymmetries and intangibles as determinants of family firms 

leverage. In Review of Managerial Science (Vol. 16, Issue 7). Springer Berlin 

Heidelberg. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11846-022-00522-y 

Danila, N., Noreen, U., Azizan, N. A., Farid, M., & Ahmed, Z. (2020). Growth 

Opportunities, Capital Structure and Dividend Policy in Emerging Market: 

Indonesia Case Study. Journal of Asian Finance, Economics and Business, 7(10), 

1–8. https://doi.org/10.13106/jafeb.2020.vol7.no10.001 

Dewi, S. S., Sari, I. R., Panjaitan, P., & Munawarah, M. (2024). Pengaruh 

Profitabilitas, Struktur Aktiva, Growth Opportunity Dan Likuiditas 

Terhadap Struktur Modal Pada Perusahaan Badan Usaha Milik Negara 

(BUMN) Yang Terdaftar Di Bursa Efek Indonesia Tahun 2020-2022. Journal 

of Economic, Bussines and Accounting (COSTING), 7(5), 459–470. 

https://doi.org/10.31539/costing.v7i5.11437 

Dwijayanti, E., & Handayani, N. (2023). Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Growth 

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431


                    
Vol. 6 No. 1, 2026, 1242–1259 e-ISSN 2798-0170 

 

 

Rosyidatussa’idah & Budianto 

 

P
ag

e 
12

57
 

Opportunity, StrukturAktiva Dan Kebijakan Dividen Terhadap Struktur 

Modal. Jurnal Ilmu Dan Riset Akuntansi Sekolah Tinggi Ilmu Ekonomi Indonesia, 

Surabaya, 12(8), 1–19. 

Erwan, H. C., & Kartika, T. P. D. (2022). Pengaruh Kepemilikan Manajerial, Non-

Debt Tax Shield, Operating Leverage, Cash Holding Dan Risiko Bisnis 

Terhadap Struktur Modal Pada Perusahaan Manufaktur. Jurnal Akuntansi 

Unesa, 10(02), 1–11. 

Frasetio, H., Halim, E. H., & Fitri. (2024). The Effect Of Business Risk, Profitability, 

And Liquidity On Capital Structure In Mining Companies In The Coal Sub-

Sector Listed On The Indonesia Stock Exchange In 2019-2022. International 

Journal of Economic, Business And Applications, 2(2), 104–113. 

Gusfriyanto, H., & Sihombing, P. (2024). The Impact of Financial Ratios and 

Growth Opportunity on Capital Structure A Moderation Role of Firm Size. 

International Journal of Digital Marketing Science, 1(1), 34–44. 

https://doi.org/10.54099/ijdms.v1i1.865 

Huda, C., & Rahmawati, A. (2024). Institutio Ownership, Business Risks , Asset 

Structure to Capital Structure : Profitability as Moderation. Journal of 

Business Economics and Agribusiness, 1(2), 1–13. 

Isbahi, M. B., Zuana, M. M. M. ., & Mariana, E. R. . (2022). The Technology 

Strategy in Website Communication Media in Improving Business 

Activities. Majapahit Journal of Islamic Finance and Management, 1(2), 126–138. 

https://doi.org/10.31538/mjifm.v1i2.17 

Jahanzeb, A., Saif, U.-R., Bajuri, N. H., Karami, M., & Ahmadimousaabad, A. 

(2013). Trade-Off Theory, Pecking Order Theory and Market Timing 

Theory: A Comprehensive Review of Capital Structure Theories. 

International Journal of Management and Commerce Innovations (IJMCI), 1(1), 

11–18. 

Kasmir. (2019). Analisis Laporan Keuangan Kasmir 2019.pdf (pp. 1–378). 

Komalasari, K., Lestari, D., Fathony, M., Bisnis, F., Teknologi, I., Modal, S., 

Perusahaan, P., Jurnal, A., & Akuntansi, R. (2020). Pengaruh EPS, ROE, 

Growth Opportunity Dan Ukuran Perusahaan Terhadap Struktur Modal 

Pada Perusahaan. Jurnal Riset Akuntansi Dan Keuangan Keuangan, 2(2), 75–84. 

Leonardo, N. T., & Michael. (2024). Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Struktur Aktiva, 

Ukuran Perusahaan dan Peluang Pertumbuhan terhadap Struktur Modal. 

Jurnal Visi Manajemen, 10(3), 187–212. https://doi.org/10.56910/jvm.v10i3.517 

Martini, M. (2024). Struktur Modal Perusahaan Properti Dan Real Estate Di Bei 

Periode 2018-2022. Sebatik, 28(1), 103–111. 

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431
https://doi.org/10.31538/mjifm.v1i2.17


                    
Vol. 6 No. 1, 2026, 1242–1259 e-ISSN 2798-0170 

 

The Effect of Asset Tangibility, Growth Opportunity… 

P
ag

e 
12

58
 

https://doi.org/10.46984/sebatik.v28i1.2441 

Meitriyani, N. W., & Wirawati, N. G. P. (2021). Risiko Bisnis, Profitabilitas, dan 

Struktur Aktiva Sebagai Penentu Struktur Modal Perusahaan Makanan dan 

Minuman. E-Jurnal Akuntansi, 31(11), 2748–2760. 

Modigliani, F., & Miller, M. H. (1958). The American economic Revlew. 48(3), 261–

297. 

Myers, & Majiuf. (1984). Corporate Financing And Investment Decisions When Firms 

Have Information The Investors Do Not Have. 

Nasrah, H., & Resni, N. (2020). Faktor-Faktor Yang Mempengaruhi Struktur 

Modal Bank Syariah Di Indonesia Tahun 2014-2018. Jurnal Tabarru’: Islamic 

Banking and Finance, 3(2), 281–294. 

https://doi.org/10.25299/jtb.2020.vol3(2).5881 

Nur Sari, S., & Budyastuti, T. (2022). Pengaruh likuiditas, risiko bisnis, 

pertumbuhan penjualan terhadap struktur modal. Jurnal Akuntansi, 

Keuangan, Pajak, Dan Informasi, 2(1), 89–101. 

Purnasari, N., Sultana, A., Simanjuntak, A., & Manik, L. M. (2020). Pengaruh 

Ukuran Perusahaan , GPM , Risiko Bisnis terhadap Struktur Modal pada 

Perusahaan Manufaktur di BEI. Owner: Riset Dan Jurnal Akuntansi, 4(2), 640–

647. 

Rahmadhani, I., Yeni, F., & Sanjaya, S. (2024). Pengaruh Struktur Asset, Growth 

Opportunity, dan Profitabilitas Terhadap Struktur Modal Dengan Ukuran 

Perusahaan Sebagai Variabel Moderasi. Jurnal Pendidikan Akuntansi (JPAK), 

12(1), 46–7558. www.idx.co.id, 

Raisa, R., & Rossa, E. (2024). Pengaruh Ukuran Perusahaan , Struktur Aktiva , dan 

Pertumbuhan Penjualan Terhadap Struktur Modal ( Studi pada Perusahaan 

Makanan dan Minuman Periode 2019-2022 ). 2(1). 

Rehan, R., Khan, M. A., Fu, G. H., Sa’ad, A. A., & Irshad, A. (2024). The 

Determinants of Shariah Banks’ Capital Structure. International Journal of 

Economics and Financial Issues , 14(5), 193–202. 

https://doi.org/10.32479/ijefi.16923 

Rindiasih, R., & Wulandari, R. (2023). Pengaruh Risiko Bisnis, Pertumbuhan 

Penjualan Dan Struktur Aktiva Terhadap Struktur Modal. Jurnal Manajemen, 

Ekonomi Dan Akuntansi, 12(3), 554–563. 

Sari, A. P., Nurbaiti, B., Ningrum, E. P., Nuryati, T., & Yulaeli, T. (2025). Pengaruh 

Aset Berwujud, Pertumbuhan Penjualan dan Risiko Bisnis terhadap 

Struktur Modal. Scientific Journal Of Reflection : Economic, Accounting, 

Management and Business, 8(4), 1212–1223. 

https://doi.org/10.37481/sjr.v8i4.1215 

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431


                    
Vol. 6 No. 1, 2026, 1242–1259 e-ISSN 2798-0170 

 

 

Rosyidatussa’idah & Budianto 

 

P
ag

e 
12

59
 

Siskawati, D. N., & Suryono, B. (2020). Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Struktur Aktiva, 

Dan Growth Opportunity Terhadap Struktur Modal. Jurnal Ilmu Dan Riset 

Akuntansi Sekolah Tinggi Ilmu Ekonomi Indonesia, Surabaya, 11(1), 1–20. 

Slamet, I., & Ismawati, L. (2020). Pengaruh Stabilitas Penjualan, Tangibilitas Dan 

Margin Laba Bersih Terhadap Struktur Modal Pada Perusahaan Sub Sektor 

Logam Yang Terdaftar Di Bursa Efek Indonesia Tahun 2015-2019. GLORY 

Jurnal Ekonomi Dan Ilmu Sosial, 1(1), 1–8. 

https://doi.org/10.35508/glory.v1i1.3041 

Sugiono. (2019). Kuantitatif, Kualitatif, R&D. 

Wijaya, B. S., & Ardini, L. (2020). Pengaruh Profitabilitas, Growth Opportunity 

Dan Firm Size Terhadap Struktur Modal. Jurnal Ilmu Dan Riset Akuntansi, 

9(2), 1–14. 

Yoan, A., & Putra, D. (2022). Jurnal ilmiah manajemen bisnis dan inovasi 

universitas sam ratulangi (jmbi unsrat). Jurnal Ilmiah Manajemen Bisnis Dan 

Inovasi Universitas Sam Ratulangi, 9(1), 336–350. 

Yulia Tantri. (2024). Pengaruh Risiko Bisnis, Growth Opportunity dan 

Kepemilikan Manajerial terhadap Struktur Modal. AKUA: Jurnal Akuntansi 

Dan Keuangan, 3(3), 132–140. https://doi.org/10.54259/akua.v3i3.2683 

Yuliarti, F. D. (2020). Pengaruh Struktur Aktiva, Operating Leverage, Dan 

Growth Opportunity Terhadap Struktur Modal. Jurnal Ilmu Dan Riset 

Manajemen, 9(4), 1–21. 

Zuana, M. M. M., Toha, M., & Isbahi, M. B. (2024). Exploration of Community 

Empowerment in a Village as the Entrance to a Lake in East Java. Malacca: 

Journal of Management and Business Development , 1(1), 47–55. 

https://doi.org/10.69965/malacca.v1i1.52  

 

 

https://issn.brin.go.id/terbit/detail/20210617281787431
https://doi.org/10.69965/malacca.v1i1.52

