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���,QWURGXFWLRQ

/HYHUDJH� RU� FDSLWDO� VWUXFWXUH� UHIHUULQJ� WR�

WKH� SURSRUWLRQ� RI� GHEW� UHODWLYH� WR� HTXLW\� LQ�

a� ¿rm’s� total� assets,� is� an� indication�of�how�
¿rms�¿nance�their�activities�and�investments.�
7KH�FDSLWDO�VWUXFWXUH�GHFLVLRQ�LV�DW�WKH�FHQWHU�RI�

PDQ\�RWKHU�GHFLVLRQV�LQ�WKH�DUHD�RI�FRUSRUDWH�

¿nance� which� includes� dividend� policy,�
project� ¿nancing,� ¿nancing� mergers,� and�
EX\RXWV�DQG�VR�RQ�� ,Q�9LHWQDP��FRQVWUXFWLRQ�

LQGXVWU\� DFFRXQWV� IRU� D� ODUJH� SURSRUWLRQ� RI�

GDP�(5.4%�in�2013�-�GSO�Vietnam)�and�has�
EHHQ� FKDUDFWHUL]HG� E\� D� KXJH� FDSLWDO� QHHG�

and� a� signi¿cant� amount� of� ¿xed� assets.� In�
dif¿culty� times� from� 2008� to� 2013,�making�
UHDVRQDEOH�GHFLVLRQV�RI�FDSLWDO�VWUXFWXUH�LV�DQ�

urgent�requirement�for�construction�¿rms.� In�
those� days,� the� consequences� of� insuf¿cient�
FDSLWDO�FDQ�EH�VHHQ�LQ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�FRPSDQLHV�

ZLWK�D�UDQJH�RI�WKH�SURMHFWV�FRQVWDQWO\�GHOD\HG��

$V�D�UHVXOW��GHWHUPLQLQJ�IDFWRUV�LPSDFWLQJ�RQ�

FDSLWDO�VWUXFWXUH�LQ�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�FRPSDQLHV�LQ�

9LHWQDP�LV�TXLWH�LPSRUWDQW��

7KH� DLP� RI� WKLV� VWXG\� LV� WR� FDUU\� RXW� DQ�

empirical� testing� to� determine� the� ¿rm-
speci¿c�factors�affecting�the�capital�structure�
decisions� of� Vietnamese� construction� ¿rms.�
The� studies� also� used� panel� data� of� 7-year�
SHULRG� DQG� GHWDLOHG� DQDO\VLV� RI� GLIIHUHQFH�

between�short-term�and�long-term�debt�as�well�
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This�paper�employs�a�new�database�containing�the�market�and�accounting�data�(from�2007�to�
2013)�of�more�than�100�Vietnamese�listed�construction�companies�to�describe�their�capital�structure�
characteristics.�As�a�result,�we�found�that�business�risk,�tangibility�and�growth�also�considerably�
impact�on�debt-to-capital�ratio�while�size�and�tax�are�insigni¿cantly�associated�with�the�capital�
structure�of�Vietnamese�construction�¿rms.� In�addition,�different� from�other�researches�in�other�
countries,�Vietnamese�construction�companies�tend�to�have�much�lower�long-term�debt.

.H\ZRUGV��capital�structure,�leverage,�listed�companies.�
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DV�PDUNHW�DQG�ERRN�YDOXH�UDWLRV��0RUHRYHU��LW�

LV�WKDQNV�WR�DQ�H[WHQGHG�VHW�RI�DYDLODEOH�GDWD��

WKH� VWXG\� LV� DEOH� WR�XVH� WKH� ODUJHU� VDPSOH� RI�

listed�construction�¿rms�with�more�than�100�
FRPSDQLHV�� 7KH� UHVHDUFKHG� GDWD�� WKHUHIRUH��

are�updated�and�reÀect�the�current�movement�
RI�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�LQGXVWU\��

���/LWHUDWXUH�UHYLHZ

.D\R� DQG� .LPXUD� ������� VKRZV� WKDW� D�

signi¿cant�part�of�the�leverage�variance�is�due�
to�intrinsic�¿rm�characteristics�while�the�total�
of�the�time-level,�industry-level�characteristics�
and�country-level�account�for�58%.�Therefore,�
it� can� be� seen� that� the� ¿rm� characteristics�
DUH� WKH� PRVW� UHOHYDQW� ZKHQ� H[SODLQLQJ� WKH�

YDULDQFHV� RI� OHYHUDJH�� 3UHYLRXV� UHVHDUFKHV�

VXJJHVW�D�QXPEHU�RI�IDFWRUV��ZKLFK�DUH�OLNHO\�WR�

have�an�impact�on�a�company’s�leverage.�In�a�
cross-country�study,�Rajan�and�Zingles�(1995)�
¿nd� the� four� important� variables� including�
growth,�tangibility,�pro¿tability�and�size.�Many�
RWKHU� VWXGLHV� �7LWPDQ� DQG� :HVVHOV�� ������

&DVWDQLDV�� ������ %UDGOH\�� -DQHOO� DQG� .LP��

������ DOVR� VKRZ� ULVN� �HDUQLQJ� YRODWLOLW\�� DQG�

investment�opportunity�(market-to-book�value)�
DV�LPSRUWDQW�GHWHUPLQDQWV�RI�GHEW�SROLF\��7KLV�

study�will� examine� the� impact�of� seven�¿rm-
speci¿c�factors�–�¿rm�size,�growth,�pro¿tability,�
WDQJLELOLW\��OLTXLGLW\��WD[��DQG�ULVN�

�����%XVLQHVV�ULVN

According� to� the� trade-off� theory,� higher�
ULVN� �HDUQLQJV� YRODWLOLW\�� LQFUHDVHV� WKH�

probability� of� ¿nancial� distress.� Therefore,�
WKH� UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�OHYHUDJH�DQG�ULVN� LV�

SUHGLFWHG� WR� EH� QHJDWLYH�� 0HDQZKLOH�� 7KLHV�

DQG�.ORFN��������UHDFKHG�WKH�FRQFOXVLRQ�WKDW�

risk�has�negative�relationship�with�long-term�
debt�but�positive�relationship�with�short-term�
debt�as�high�variability�shifts�¿nancing� from�
long-term�debt�to�short-term�debt�and�equity.

�����7D[

From� the� trade-off� theory,� taxes� should�
EH�SRVLWLYHO\�FRUUHODWHG�ZLWK�OHYHUDJH�GXH� WR�

WD[� GHGXFWLELOLW\� RI� LQWHUHVW� SD\PHQWV�� 7KH�

higher�the�tax�is,�the�more�debt�a�¿rm�should�
HPSOR\� VLQFH� LW� FDQ� VDYH� JUHDWHU� SDUW� RI� WKH�

pro¿t�by�the�means�of�tax�shields.�Pettit� and�
6LQJHU� ������� QRWLFH�� KRZHYHU�� WKDW� WKH�

smaller�¿rms�are� less� likely� to�be�pro¿table.�
&RQVHTXHQWO\�� LW� LV� OHVV�SUREDEOH�IRU� WKHP� WR�

WDNH�DGYDQWDJH�RI�WD[�VKLHOGV��&RQWUDU\�WR�WKH�

DERYH� FRQFOXVLRQV�� 6RJRUE� DQG�0LUD� �������

¿nd� the� negative� relation.�Antoniou,� Guney�
DQG� 3DXG\DO� ������� ZKR� SHUIRUPHG� D� VWXG\�

RQ�OLVWHG�FRPSDQLHV��UHSRUWHG�PL[HG�HYLGHQFH�

-�the�tax�effect�varies�across�Germany,�France,�
and�the�United�Kingdom.�

�����6L]H

$FFRUGLQJ� WR� 5DMDQ� DQG� =LQJDOHV�� ������

large� ¿rms� are� prone� to� be�more� diversi¿ed�
DQG� OHVV� OLNHO\� WR� EDQNUXSWF\�� 7KH\� WHQG� WR�

LQFXU� ORZHU� GLUHFW� FRVWV� LQ� LVVXLQJ� GHEW� RU�

equity.� Thus,� large� ¿rms� are� expected� to�
HPSOR\� KLJKHU� DPRXQW� RI� GHEW� WKDQ� VPDOO�

¿rms.�It�is�also�argued�that�smaller�¿rms�would�
have�less�long-term�debt�and�more�short-term�
debt�because�of�shareholders-lenders�conÀict�
�7LWPDQ� DQG� :HVVHOV�� ������� 2WKHU� VWXGLHV�

VXFK� DV� 5DMDQ� DQG� =LQJDOHV�� ������ UHYHDO� D�

signi¿cant�positive�relation�between�size�and�
GHEW�UDWLR��

�����/LTXLGLW\

$V�SUHGLFWHG�E\�WKH�SHFNLQJ�RUGHU�WKHRU\��

¿rms� with� high� liquidity� will� borrow� less.�
The�fact�that�a�¿rm�with�more�current�assets�
is�expected�to�generate�more�internal�inÀows,�
which� can� be� used� to� ¿nance� its� operating�
DQG� LQYHVWPHQWV� DFWLYLWLHV�� 7KXV� D� QHJDWLYH�

UHODWLRQVKLS� EHWZHHQ� OLTXLGLW\� DQG� OHYHUDJH�

LV� H[SHFWHG�� )ULHQG� DQG� /DQJ� ������� VWDWHG�
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that� liquidity� is� negatively� and� signi¿cantly�
related�to�leverage.�On�the�other�hand,�trade-
RII� WKHRU\� VXJJHVWV� D� SRVLWLYH� UHODWLRQVKLS�

EHWZHHQ�OHYHUDJH�DQG�OLTXLGLW\�EHFDXVH�KLJKHU�

liquidity�ratio�reÀects�the�greater�ability�of�a�
¿rm�to�meet�short-term�obligation�on�time.�

�����7DQJLELOLW\

According�to�trade-off�hypothesis,�tangible�
DVVHWV� DFW� DV� FROODWHUDO� DQG� SURYLGH� VHFXULW\�

to� lenders� in� the� event� of� ¿nancial� distress.�
&ROODWHUDOO\� DOVR� SURWHFWV� OHQGHU� IURP�PRUDO�

hazard� problem� caused� by� the� shareholders-
lenders�conÀict� (Jensen�and�Mekling,�1976).�
Thus,� ¿rms� with� higher� tangible� assets� are�
H[SHFWHG�WR�KDYH�KLJK�OHYHO�RI�GHEW��$FFRUGLQJ�

to�the�maturity�principle,�net�¿xed�assets�shift�
¿nancing� from� short-term� debt� to� long-term�
debt� while� inventory� shifts� ¿nancing� from�
equity� to�short-term�debt�and�long-term�debt�
�7KLHV�DQG�.ORFN���������6RPH�VWXGLHV�UHSRUW�

a� signi¿cant� positive� relationship� between�
WDQJLELOLW\�DQG�WRWDO�GHEW��7LWPDQ�DQG�:HVVHOV��

������ 5DMDQ� DQG� =LQJDOHV�� ������ 2WKHU�

study� ¿nds� a� positive� relationship� between�
tangibility�and�long-term�debt,�but�a�negative�
relationship� between� tangibility� and� short-
WHUP�GHEW��9DQ�GHU�:LMVW�DQG�7KULN��������

2.6.�Pro¿tability
$FFRUGLQJ� WR� WKH� LQWHUHVW� WD[� VKLHOG�

K\SRWKHVLV��ZKLFK�LV�GHULYHG�IURP�0RGLJOLDQL�

and� Miller� (1963),� ¿rms� with� high� pro¿ts�
would�employ�high�debt�to�gain�tax�bene¿ts.�
2Q� WKH� FRQWUDU\�� WKH� SHFNLQJ� RUGHU� WKHRU\�

RI� 0\HUV� DQG� 0DMOXI� ������� SRVWXODWHV� WKDW�

companies� prefer� internal� ¿nancing� to� debt�
to� equity.� Firms� with� higher� pro¿tability�
ZLOO� HPSOR\� KLJKHU� UHWDLQHG� HDUQLQJV� DQG�

OHVV� GHEW�� 7KH� LQWHUHVW� WD[� VKLHOG� K\SRWKHVLV�

may�not�work�for�those�¿rms�that�have�other�
DYHQXHV�� OLNH� GHSUHFLDWLRQ�� WR� VKLHOG� WKHLU�

WD[HV� �'H$QJHOR� DQG� 0DVXOLV�� ������� 0RVW�

empirical� results� con¿rm� the� pecking� order�
K\SRWKHVLV��7LWPDQ�DQG�:HVVHOV��������5DMDQ�

DQG�=LQJDOHV�� ������0LFKDHODV� HW� DO��� �������

Shah� and� Hijazi� (2004)� also� con¿rmed� that�
pro¿tability�turned�out�to�be�most�signi¿cant�
and�inÀuential�determinant�of�capital�structure�
ZLWK�LWV�QHJDWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLS�ZLWK�WKH�OHYHUDJH�

�����*URZWK

As� the� ¿rms� grow,� their� requirement� of�
¿nance�tends�to�increase.�According�to�agency�
theory,�¿rms�with�greater�growth�opportunities�
have�more�Àexibility�to�invest�sub-optimally,�
DQG�WKXV�KDYH�D�WHQGHQF\�WR�H[SURSULDWH�ZHDOWK�

from� debt-holders� to� shareholder� because� of�
WKH� DVVHW� VXEVWLWXWLRQ� HIIHFW�� 7KHUHIRUH�� WKH�

high-growth�¿rms�will�reduce�the�use�of�debt�
¿nancing.�The� trade-off� theory�also� suggests�
WKH�VDPH�UHVXOW�VLQFH�JURZWK�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�DUH�

FRQVLGHUHG�DV�LQWDQJLEOH�DVVHWV�DQG�FDQQRW�EH�

FROODWHUDOL]HG��6LPLODUO\��0\HUV��������IRXQG�

that�¿rms�with�growth� potential�will� tend� to�
KDYH�OHVV�OHYHUDJH�VLQFH�JURZWK�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�

FDQ� SURGXFH� PRUDO� KD]DUG� HIIHFWV� DQG� SXVK�

¿rms� to� take�more� risk.� In� order� to�mitigate�
WKLV�SUREOHP��JURZWK�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�VKRXOG�EH�

¿nanced�with�equity�instead�of�debt.�Smith�and�
Watts�(1992)�also�¿nd�the�predicted�negative�
UHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�GHEW�DQG�JURZWK�RSSRUWXQLW\�

$Q� RSSRVLWH� UHODWLRQVKLS� LV� VXSSRUWHG� E\�

SHFNLQJ�RUGHU�WKHRU\��7KH�UDWLRQDOH�EHKLQG�VXFK�

GHFLVLRQ��LV��WKDW�LVVXLQJ��QHZ��HTXLW\��LQFUHDVHV��

WKH� � DV\PPHWULF� � LQIRUPDWLRQ� � UHODWHG� � FRVWV��

WKDW� � FRXOG� �EH� UHGXFHG� � WKURXJK� � LVVXLQJ� �RI��

GHEW���+HQFH���SHFNLQJ��RUGHU��WKHRU\��SRVWXODWHV��

D��SRVLWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLS��EHWZHHQ��JURZWK��DQG��

¿nancial� � leverage.� Baskin� (1989)� reports� a�
signi¿cant� positive� relation� between� growth�
DQG� OHYHUDJH�� )LUPV� ZLWK� KLJK� JURZWK� ZLOO�

tend�to�look�to�external�funds�to�¿t�the�growth�
�0LFKDHODV�HW�DO����������*URZWK�LV�OLNHO\�WR�SXW�
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a�strain�on�retained�earnings�and�push�the�¿rm�
into�borrowing.�In�that�case,�¿rms�would�look�
to�short-term,�less�long-term�for�their�¿nancing�
QHHGV�� 6RPH� VWXGLHV� IRXQG� JURZWK� SRVLWLYHO\�

UHODWHG� WR� FDSLWDO� VWUXFWXUH� �0LFKDHODV� HW� DO���

������%HYDQ�DQG�'DQEROW��������

:H�ZLOO�VXPPDUL]H�WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�

determinants�and�leverage�based�on�the�trade-
RII�DQG�SHFNLQJ�RUGHU�WKHRU\�DV�EHORZ�

7DEOH� ��� 5HODWLRQVKLS� EHWZHHQ� HDFK�

IDFWRU� DQG� OHYHUDJH� DFFRUGLQJ� WR� WKH�

WUDGH�RII� WKHRU\� DQG� WKH� SHFNLQJ� RUGHU�

WKHRU\

The�trade-off�
WKHRU\

7KH�SHFNLQJ�

RUGHU�WKHRU\

7D[ �

6L]H � -
5LVN - �

/LTXLGLW\ � -
7DQJLELOLW\ �

Pro¿tability � -
*URZWK - �

���0HWKRGRORJ\

�����'DWD��VDPSOH��DQG�PHDVXUHV

This�study�investigates�the�impact�of�¿rm-
speci¿c�factors�on�¿rms’�leverage.�The�sample�
RI� VWXG\� VHOHFWHG� FRQWDLQV� ���� 9LHWQDPHVH�

construction� companies� listed� on� HNX� and�
+26(� H[FKDQJH�� 7KH� GDWD� VHW� XVHG� LQ� WKH�

analysis� is� extracted� from� these� companies’�
SXEOLVKHG�EDODQFH�VKHHW�DQG�LQFRPH�VWDWHPHQW�

LQIRUPDWLRQ�IRU�WKH�SHULRG������WR�����ZKLFK�

LV�FRQVWDQWO\�DYDLODEOH�RQ�GDWDEDVH�RI�ZHEVLWH�

http://¿nance.vietstock.vn/�� &RPSDQLHV� WKDW�
exist� throughout� the� 5-year� period� with� no�
PLVVLQJ� GDWD� DUH� LQFOXGHG� LQ� WKH� VWXG\�� :H�

DOVR� H[FOXGH� FRPSDQLHV� ZLWK� ]HUR� VDOHV�

and� negative� 4-year� average� earnings.� 7KH�

sample� consists� of� both� ¿nancially� sound�
FRPSDQLHV�DQG�GLVWUHVVHG�FRPSDQLHV�LQ�RUGHU�

WR� DYRLG� VXUYLYDO� ELDV�� VLQFH� WKH� SUREDELOLW\�

of� bankruptcy� may� have� a� signi¿cant�
inÀuence�on�¿rms’�¿nancing�decisions.�After�
HOLPLQDWLQJ�RXWOLQHUV�� WKH� VDPSOH� VL]H� LV� ����

FRPSDQLHV��FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH�SRSXODWLRQ�RI�����

listed� construction� ¿rms� on� all� Vietnamese�
VWRFN�H[FKDQJHV��,Q�WKLV�ZD\��WKH�VDPSOH�RI�WKH�

study�consists�of�676�¿rm-year�observations.�
+RZHYHU�� ZLWK� VRPH� FRPSDQLHV� ODFNLQJ�

PDUNHW�YDOXH�GXH�WR�XQOLVWHG�\HDUV��ZH�XVH�LWV�

UHOHYDQW�ERRN�YDOXH�WR�UHSODFH�

Table�2:�De¿nitions�of�variables
9DULDEOHV De¿nitions
%7' WRWDO�GHEW�ERRN�YDOXH�RI�WRWDO�DVVHWV

%/' long-term�debt/book�value�of�total�
DVVHWV

%6' short-term�debt/book�value�of�total�
DVVHWV

07' WRWDO� GHEW�PDUNHW� YDOXH� RI� WRWDO�

DVVHWV

0/' long-term� debt/market� value� of�
WRWDO�DVVHWV

06' short-term� debt/market� value� of�
WRWDO�DVVHWV

7$; HIIHFWLYH� WD[� UDWHV WRWDO� WD[�

H[SHQVHV�HDUQLQJV� EHIRUH�

WD[HV�(%7�

SIZE ORJ��VDOHV�

RISK VWDQGDUG� GHYLDWLRQ�RSHUDWLQJ�

LQFRPH�ERRN�YDOXH�RI�WRWDO�DVVHWV�

LIQIDID WRWDO� FXUUHQW� DVVHWV�WRWDO� FXUUHQW�

OLDELOLWLHV

7$1* net�¿xed�assets/book�value�of�total�
DVVHWV

PROFIT RSHUDWLQJ� LQFRPH�ERRN� YDOXH� RI�

WRWDO�DVVHWV

GROWTH WRWDO� PDUNHW� YDOXH� RI� WRWDO� DVVHWV�

ERRN�YDOXH�RI�WRWDO�DVVHWV
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+\SRWKHVLV

7DEOH���+\SRWKHVHV

+\SRWKHVLV�+��� 7DQJLELOLW\�KDV�D�SRVLWLYH�HIIHFW�

RQ�OHYHUDJH

+\SRWKHVLV�+�� %XVLQHVV� ULVN� KDV� QHJDWLYH�

HIIHFW�RQ�OHYHUDJH

+\SRWKHVLV�+�� )LUP�VL]H�KDV�D�SRVLWLYH�HIIHFW�

RQ�OHYHUDJH

+\SRWKHVLV�+�� 7D[� KDV� D� SRVLWLYH� HIIHFW� RQ�

OHYHUDJH

+\SRWKHVLV�+�� *URZWK� RSSRUWXQLWLHV� KDYH� D�

QHJDWLYH�HIIHFW�RQ�OHYHUDJH

+\SRWKHVLV�+�� Pro¿tability� has� a� negative�
HIIHFW�RQ�OHYHUDJH

+\SRWKHVLV�+�� /LTXLGLW\�KDV�D�SRVLWLYH�HIIHFW�

RQ�OHYHUDJH

�����5HVHDUFK�PHWKRGRORJ\

,Q� RUGHU� WR� SURFHVV�� DQDO\]H� WKH� GDWD� DQG�

WHVW�WKH�K\SRWKHVHV�VWDWHG�HDUOLHU��WKH�2UGLQDU\�

/HDVW� 6TXDUH� �2/6�� UHJUHVVLRQ� DQDO\VLV� ZLOO�

EH�DSSOLHG��7KH�GDWD�LV�FROOHFWHG�DV�SDQHO�GDWD�

RU� ORQJLWXGLQDO� GDWD� ZKLFK� REVHUYDWLRQV� DUH�

both�across�¿rms�and�over�time.�First,�we�will�
UXQ� WKH� SRROHG�2/6�PRGHO�� DOO� REVHUYDWLRQV�

are�put�together�and�the�regression�coef¿cients�
describe�the�overall�inÀuence�with�no�speci¿c�
WLPH� RU� LQGLYLGXDO� DVSHFW�� 7KLV� ZLOO� OHDYH�

us� with� a� sample� of� 109� ¿rms� and� a� total�
of� 676� ¿rm-year� observations.� The� pooled�
2/6� UHJUHVVLRQ� DVVXPHV� WKDW� WKH� HUURU� WHUP�

captures� the� differences� between� the� ¿rms�
(cross-sectional� units)� over� the� time.� The�
model� can� also� be� called� as� constant� co-
ef¿cient� model� because� in� this� model� both�
VORSHV� DQG� LQWHUFHSWV� DUH� DVVXPHG� WR� EH�

constant.�Second,�we�also�run�cross-sectional�
regression�using�cross-sectional�data�for�each�
\HDU�ZLWK�WKH�QXPEHU�RI�REVHUYDWLRQV�YDU\LQJ�

DFFRUGLQJ�WR�\HDU��$IWHU�WKDW��ZH�ZLOO�FRPSDUH�

the� each� year’s� results� to� determine�whether�

coef¿cients� stabilize� through� years.� Since�
WKLV� VWXG\� DQDO\]HV� WKH� FRUUHODWLRQ� EHWZHHQ�

¿nancial� leverage� and� its� determinants,� the�
PXOWLSOH� UHJUHVVLRQ� PRGHOV� DUH� QHFHVVDU\��

7KLV� WHFKQLTXH� FDQ� SURYLGH� WKH� GHJUHH� DQG�

FKDUDFWHULVWLFV� RI� WKH� UHODWLRQVKLS� EHWZHHQ�

chosen� variables.� The� results� of� coef¿cients�
in�models�are�in�between�-1�and�1�in�which�1�
is�signi¿cantly�positive�relationship�and�-1�is�
signi¿cantly�negative�relationship.�This�paper,�
LQ�DGGLWLRQ�� DOVR�XVHG� KLVWRJUDPV� DV� WKH� WRRO�

WR� LQGLFDWH� WKH� IUHTXHQF\� GLVWULEXWLRQ� RI� DOO�

PHDVXUHV�RI�OHYHUDJH�

,Q�JHQHUDO��WKH�EDVHOLQH�PRGHO�LV�FRQVWUXFWHG�

DV�IROORZV�

LEVi�=�β0�+�β1RISKi+�β2TAXi�+�β3SIZEi�
+� β4LIQUIDi� +� β5TANGi+� β6PROFITi� +�
β7GROWTHi+�εi� (1)

:KHUH�

/(9�GHQRWHV�D�OHYHUDJH�PHDVXUH�

Other�determinant�variables’�de¿nitions�are�
SUHVHQWHG�LQ�WDEOH���

β0�is�the�intercept�or�the�expected�value�of�
Y�when�value�of�all� independent�variables�is�
HTXDO�WR���

Other� β� is� the� slope� coef¿cient� of� each�
FRUUHVSRQGLQJ�LQGHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOH�

ε�is�the�random�error�term,�and�

i�denotes�an�individual�¿rm.

)LQDOO\�� LQ� RUGHU� WR� WHVW� WKH� UREXVWQHVV� RI�

WKH�PRGHO��ZH� UXQ�GLIIHUHQW� UHJUHVVLRQV�ZLWK�

GLIIHUHQW�FRPELQDWLRQV�RI�H[SODQDWRU\�YDULDEOHV�

E\�GURSSLQJ�352),7�DQG�*52:7+��RQH�E\�

RQH�� IURP�WKH�RULJLQDO�SRROHG�PRGHO�EHFDXVH�

RI� WKHLU� KLJK� FRUUHODWLRQV� ZLWK� HDFK� RWKHU��

Besides,�we�also� drop� insigni¿cant� variables�
VXFK�DV�6,=(��7$;�
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���5HVXOWV

�����'HVFULSWLYH�VWDWLVWLFV

7DEOH� �� SURYLGHV� PHDQV�� PHGLDQ��

VWDQGDUG�GHYLDWLRQ�DQG�VRPH�RWKHU� LPSRUWDQW�

LQGLFDWRUV� IRU� DOO�GHSHQGHQW�DQG� LQGHSHQGHQW�

YDULDEOHV� IURP� WKH�SRROHG� GDWD�RI� ���� OLVWHG�

companies�during�2007-2013�with�676�¿rm-
\HDU� REVHUYDWLRQV�� ,Q� JHQHUDO�� WKH� OLVWHG�

FRQVWUXFWLRQ� FRPSDQLHV� HPSOR\� D� UHODWLYHO\�

KLJK�OHYHO�RI�GHEW�LQ�WKHLU�FDSLWDO�VWUXFWXUH�

7R�VSHFLI\�� LQ� WHUPV�RI�ERRN�YDOXH� UDWLRV��

WKH� WRWDO�GHEW� UDWLR�LV�DERXW�������ZKLOH� WKH�

PD[LPXP� DQG� PLQLPXP� DUH� ������� ������

UHVSHFWLYHO\�� ,Q� DGGLWLRQ�� WKH� PHDQ� RI� ERRN�

value� long� term� debt� ratio� is� roughly� one-
¿fth� the� short-term� debt� ratio.� The� biggest�
number� for� long-term� debt� ratio� standing�
DW� ������ LV� PXFK� ODUJHU� WKDQ� WKH� PLQLPXP�

value� of� -0.001%,�which� left� behind� a� quite�
high� standard� deviation-to-mean� ratio� with�
DSSUR[LPDWHO\������%\�FRPSDULVRQ��WKH�DYHUDJH�

PDUNHW�YDOXH�GHEW�UDWLRV�DUH�D�ELW�KLJKHU�WKDQ�

7DEOH����6XPPDU\�RI�GHVFULSWLYH�VWDWLVWLFV�RI�DOO�YDULDEOHV

0HDQ 6WG��'HY� 0LQLPXP 0D[LPXP 2EV�

%7' ����� ����� ����� ����� ���

%/' ����� ����� � ����� ���

%6' ����� ����� ����� ����� ���

07' ����� ����� ����� ����� ���

0/' ����� ����� � ����� ���

06' ����� ����� ����� ����� ���

5,6. ����� ����� ������ ����� ���

7$; ����� ����� -1.520 ���� ���

6,=( ��������������� ����������������� ������������� ������������������ ���

/,4 ������ ����� ����� ����� ���

TANG ����� ����� ����� ����� ���

352),7 ����� ����� -0.169 ����� ���

*52:7+ ����� ����� ����� ����� ���

1RWHV�

7KLV� WDEOH� SUHVHQWV� VXPPDU\� VWDWLVWLFV� RI� WKH�PHDVXUHV� RI� OHYHUDJH�� DQG� WKHLU� GHWHUPLQDQWV� EDVHG� RQ�

pooled�sample�data�of�676�¿rm-year�observations�from�2007�to�2013.�BTD:�total�debt�ratio�in�book�value,�
de¿ned�as�total�debt�over�book�value�of� total�assets.�BLD:�long-term�debt�ratio�in�book�value,�de¿ned�as�
long-term�debt�over�book�value�of�total�assets.�BSD:�short-term�debt�ratio�in�book�value,�de¿ned�as�short-
term�debt�over�book�value�of�total�assets.�MTD:�total�debt�ratio�in�market�value,�de¿ned�as�total�debt�over�
market�value�of� total� assets.�MLD:� long-term�debt� ratio� in�market� value,�de¿ned�as� long-term�debt�over�
market�value�of�total�assets.�MSD:�short-term�ratio�in�market�value,�de¿ned�as�short-term�debt�over�market�
value�of�total�assets.�RISK:�business�risk,�de¿ned�as�the�standard�deviation�of�the�ratio�of�operating�income�
to�total�assets�during�the�current�year�and�6�prior�years.�TAX:�effective�tax�rates,�de¿ned�as�the�ratio�of�total�
tax�expenses�to�earnings�before�taxes.�SIZE:�¿rm�size,�de¿ned�as�sales�revenue�in�VND.�LIQUID:�liquidity,�
de¿ned�as�the�ratio�of�total�current�assets�to�total�current�liabilities.�TANG:�tangibility,�de¿ned�as�the�ratio�of�
net�¿xed�assets�to�total�assets.�PROFIT:�pro¿tability,�de¿ned�as�the�ratio�of�operating�income�to�total�assets.�
GROWTH:�growth�opportunity,�de¿ned�as�the�market�value�of�total�assets�over�book�value�of�total�assets.�
Obs.�is�the�number�of�observations.�Std.�Dev.�is�the�standard�deviation�of�each�variable.
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the� book� value� debt� ratios.� Speci¿cally,�
������� UHSUHVHQWV� WKH� DYHUDJH�PDUNHW� YDOXH�

total� debt� ratio� whereas� the�most� signi¿cant�
QXPEHU� LV� XS� WR� DURXQG� ����� 6LPLODUO\�� WKH�

mean�market�value�short-term�debt�rate�is�¿ve�
times�bigger�than�its�long-term�ratio�with�the�
IRUPHU�EHLQJ�����DQG�WKH�ODWWHU���������

:LWK� UHVSHFW� WR� LQGHSHQGHQW� YDULDEOHV�� WKH�

average�risk�is�nearly�3.2%�while�the�mean�pro¿t�
VWDQGV� DW� ����� DQG� WD[�� RQ� DYHUDJH�� LV� DERXW�

�����6L]H��RQ�WKH�RWKHU�KDQG��ZLWK�WKH�DYHUDJH�

value�of�nearly�585�billion�VND�witnesses�the�
ELJ�JDS�EHWZHHQ� WKH�PD[LPXP�DQG�PLQLPXP�

with� the� former� nearly� 15,014� billion� VND�
and� the� latter� 2� billion� VND.� Likewise,� the�
GLIIHUHQFH� EHWZHHQ� WKH� ELJJHVW� DQG� WKH� ORZHVW�

LQ�OLTXLGLW\�������DQG��������OHDGV�WR�WKH�SUHWW\�

large�standard�deviation-to-mean�ratio�of�around�
������7DQJLELOLW\�DQG�JURZWK�ZLWK�WKH�GLIIHUHQW�

PHDQV� ����� ����� UHVSHFWLYHO\� KDYH� TXLWH� WKH�

same�standard�deviation-to-mean�ratio�of�nearly�
�����7KH�PD[LPXP�YDOXH�RI�WKH�IRUPHU�LV�������

FRPSDUHG�WR��������RI�WKH�ORZHVW�ZKHUHDV������

LV�WKH�KLJKHVW�QXPEHU�RI�WKH�ODWWHU��LQ�FRPSDULVRQ�

ZLWK������EHLQJ�WKH�PLQLPXP�

�����&RUUHODWLRQ�PDWUL[

7R�H[DPLQH�WKH�H[LVWHQFH�RI�PXOWLFROLQHDULW\�

DPRQJ�YDULDEOHV��FRUUHODWLRQ�PDWUL[�LV�DGRSWHG��

7DEOH�����SURYLGHV�FRUUHODWLRQ�PDWUL[� IRU� WKH�

pooled� data� of� 676� ¿rm-year� observations.�
,Q� JHQHUDO�� LQGHSHQGHQW� YDULDEOHV� KDYH�

FROOLQHDULW\� OHVV� WKDQ� ����� IUHH� IURP� VHULRXV�

SUREOHPV� RI� PXOWLFROOLQHDULW\� DQG� WKH�

FRUUHODWLRQ� PDWUL[� SURYHV� D� PRUH� FRPSHWHQW�

UHJUHVVLRQ�PRGHOV��7R�VSHFLI\��ZH�REVHUYH�WKDW�

size�and�pro¿tability�are�positively�related�to�
the�¿rm�growth.�In�other�words,� the�growing�
companies� are� more� likely� to� be� pro¿table�
DQG� ELJJHU�� 7KH� PRVW� QRWLFHDEOH� QHJDWLYH�

FRUUHODWLRQ�LV�VHHQ�EHWZHHQ�ULVN�DQG�VL]H�ZLWK�

-0.123.� It�means� that� the� large-size�¿rms�are�
H[SRVHG�WR�OHVV�EXVLQHVV�ULVN�WKDQ�WKH�VPDOOHU�

ones.� In� respect� of� dependent-independent�
YDULDEOHV� FRUUHODWLRQ�� WKH� KLJKHU� WKH� ULVN� LV��

WKH�ORZHU�WKH�GHSHQGHQW�YDOXHV�DUH��HVSHFLDOO\��

IRU�ERRN�WRWDO�GHEW�DQG�PDUNHW�WRWDO�GHEW�ZLWK�

-0.36797�and�-0.3695�respectively.�In�addition,�
the�pro¿t�and�book�debt�ratios�are�negatively�
affected,�as�reÀected�in�pecking�order�theory,�
ZKLFK� PHDQV� WKDW� WKH� FRPSDQLHV� KDYLQJ�

more� pro¿t�base� on� their� own�¿nance� rather�
WKDQ� ERUURZLQJ� ZKHUHDV� VL]H� DQG� OHYHUDJH�

VKRZV� D� SRVLWLYH� FRUUHODWLRQ�� )RU� H[DPSOH��

WKH�FRUUHODWLRQ�IRU�ERRN�YDOXH�WRWDO�GHEW�UDWLR�

VWDQGV� DW� �������$ERXW� ERRN� YDOXH� UDWLRV�� DV�

FDQ� EH� VHHQ�� WD[� VHHPV� WR� EH� VWDWLVWLFDOO\�

negatively� and� insigni¿cant� to� leverage�with�
the�highest�number�only�-0.06�and�the�lowest�
one� -0.002� while� growth� is� fairly� positively�
UHODWHG�� %\� FRPSDULVRQ�� ZLWK� FRUUHODWLRQ�

UDWH� EHWZHHQ� OLTXLGLW\� DQG� ORQJ� WHUP� UDWLR�

0.5184�shown,� the�more�net�¿xed�assets�are,�
WKH�PRUH�ORQJ�WHUP�GHEW�LV��DW�WKH�VDPH�WLPH��

WKH�OHVV�VKRUW�WHUP�GHEW�LV�XVHG��/LNHZLVH��WKH�

correlation�between�short� term�debt-to-assets�
SURSRUWLRQ� DQG� WDQJLELOLW\� LV� QRWLFHG� ZLWK�

-0.45.�That�means�the�company�has�more�¿xed�
assets,� it� needs� lower� short-term� debt� ratio.�
$ERXW�PDUNHW�YDOXH�UDWLRV��LQ�JHQHUDO��JURZWK��

OLTXLGLW\�DQG�WDQJLELOLW\�QHJDWLYHO\�LPSDFW�RQ�

WRWDO�GHEW�DQG�VKRUW�WHUP�GHEW�UDWLRV�ZKLOH�WKH�

RSSRVLWH�LV�WUXH�RI�ORQJ�WHUP�GHEW�UDWLR�ZLWK�WKH�

UDWLRV�EHLQJ��������������DQG������UHVSHFWLYHO\��

Similar�to�book�value� ratios’� results,� tax�and�
market� value� ratios’� correlation� is� close� to�
zero,�meaning�a�statistically�insigni¿cant.�

7KLV�WDEOH�SUHVHQWV�WKH�FRUUHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�

DOO�variables�used�in�this�study.�The�signi¿cant�
coef¿cients� are� printed� in� bold.� Variable�
de¿nitions�are�discussed�in�Table�2
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�����5HJUHVVLRQ�PRGHOV

7DEOH� �� SUHVHQWV� UHJUHVVLRQ� UHVXOWV� IRU�

SRROHG�2/6�UHJUHVVLRQ�IURP�SRROHG�GDWD�DQG�

cross-section� regression� from�cross-sectional�
GDWD�RI�HDFK�\HDU��

)LUVWO\�� ZH� ZLOO� LQWHUSUHW� WKH� UHVXOWV�

RI� WKH� SRROHG� 2/6� UHJUHVVLRQ� PRGHO�� ,Q�

JHQHUDO�� DOPRVW� WKH� UHVXOWV� DUH� FRQVLVWHQW�

ZLWK�WKH�FRUUHODWLRQ�PDWUL[��7KHVH� UHVXOWV�

VXJJHVWHG� WKDW� DOPRVW� YDULDEOHV� QDPHO\�

risk,�pro¿tability,�tangibility,�liquidity,�and�
growth�are�signi¿cantly� related�to�capital�
structure� in� listed� construction� ¿rms� in�
9LHWQDP�ZKLOH�WKH�RSSRVLWH� LV�WUXH�RI� WD[�

DQG� VL]H�� 2YHUDOO�� WKH� DYHUDJH� DGMXVWHG�

R-squared� value� of�more� than� 0.6�which�
GHQRWHV� WKDW� DW� OHDVW� ���� RI� REVHUYHG�

YDULDELOLW\�LQ�GHEW�UDWLRV�FDQ�EH�H[SODLQHG�

E\�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�WKH� VWXGLHG�LQGHSHQGHQW�

YDULDEOHV� ZKLOH� UHPDLQLQJ� OHVV� WKDQ� ����

LV�DWWULEXWHG�WR�RWKHU�YDULDEOHV�EH\RQG�WKLV�

study.�Moreover,�F-statistic�value�is�quite�
KLJK�ZLWK�WKH�DYHUDJH�RI�PRUH�WKDQ�����ZKLFK�

VXJJHVWV� WKDW� WKH� H[SODQDWRU\� YDULDEOHV�

have�signi¿cantly�explained�at�least�60�%�
RI� WKH�YDULDWLRQ� LQ� WKH� OHYHUDJH� OHYHO�DQG�

also�indicates�the�validity,�signi¿cance�and�
a�good�¿t�of�the�model.�Furthermore,�the�
adjusted�R-squared� and�F-statistic� values�
IRU�PDUNHW�YDOXH�UDWLRV�LV�����WLPHV�ODUJHU�

WKDQ� WKRVH� IRU� ERRN� YDOXH� UDWLRV� LPSOLHV�

WKH� PRUH� UHOLDEOH� UHVXOWV� IURP� PDUNHW�

YDOXH� GHEW� UDWLRV�� $ERXW� ULVN�� WKH� PRVW�

statistically� signi¿cant� variable� amongst�
explanatory�ones,�we�¿nd�negative� ratios�
EHWZHHQ� ULVN� DQG� DOO�GHSHQGHQW� YDULDEOHV�

ERWK�PDUNHW� DQG� ERRN� YDOXH� GHEW� UDWLRV��

ZKLFK�VXSSRUWV�K\SRWKHVLV�+���7KH�VPDOO�

P-value�(the�biggest�is��������LQGLFDWHV�WKDW�
WKH�UHODWLRQVKLS�EHWZHHQ�OHYHUDJH�DQG�ULVN�

is� statistically� signi¿cant.� Moreover,� the�

coef¿cient�value�for�book�value�total�debt,�
ERRN� YDOXH� ORQJ� WHUP� GHEW� UDWLR�� ERRN�

value� short� term� ratios� are� roughly� -1.8,�
-0.95,� and� -0.88,� respectively�while� their�
FRXQWHUSDUWV� LQ� PDUNHW� YDOXH� DUH� DURXQG�

-1.7,� -1.1,� -0.6.� It� means,� for� example,�
IRU� D� ��� LQFUHDVH� LQ� EXVLQHVV� ULVN�� WKH�

PDUNHW� YDOXH� WRWDO�GHEW� UDWLR�ZLOO�GHFOLQH�

by�about�1.7%.�This�¿nding�is�in�line�with�
the� tradeoff� theory� since� ¿rms� having�
UHODWLYHO\� VHYHUH� YRODWLOH� HDUQLQJV� DUH�

DVVXPHG�WR�PDNH�OHVV�XVH�RI�GHEW�LQ�WKHLU�

¿nancing.�
7KLV� WDEOH� SUHVHQWV� UHJUHVVLRQ� UHVXOWV� RI�

leverage� on� ¿rm-speci¿c� variables� for� 109�
Vietnamese� listed� construction� ¿rms� using�
GDWD�RI������±������HVWLPDWHG�IURP�HTXDWLRQ�

�����/(9
L
�=�β

�
�+�β

�
7$1*

L
�+�β

�
RISK

L
�+�β3SIZEL

�

+� β
�
7$;

L
� +� β5GROWTHL

� +� β6PROFITL� ��
β7LIQUIDL

�+�ε
L
�ZKHUH�L�GHQRWHV�DQ�LQGLYLGXDO�

¿rm.�All� variables� are� de¿ned� in�Table� 4.1.�
P-values� are� reported� in� parentheses.� The�
signi¿cant� coef¿cients� are� printed� in� bold.�
2EV�� LV� WKH� QXPEHU� RI� REVHUYDWLRQV� LQ� WKH�

regressions.�Adj-R��is�the�value�of�adjusted-R��

IRU�WKH�UHJUHVVLRQ��

$ERXW� WD[��ZH� REVHUYH� WKDW� WKH� LPSDFW� RI�

corporate�taxation�on�leverage�choice�of�¿rms�
yield� statistically� insigni¿cant� coef¿cients.�
In�contrast�to�hypothesis�H2,�Mackie-Mason�
�������QRWHV�WKDW�WKH�UHDVRQ�ZK\�PRVW�VWXGLHV�

fail�to�¿nd�plausible�or�signi¿cant�tax�effects�
on�¿nancing�behavior�is�that�the�debt-to-equity�
UDWLRV� DUH� WKH� FXPXODWLYH� UHVXOWV� RI� \HDUV�

RI� VHSDUDWH� GHFLVLRQV� DQG� WD[� VKLHOGV� KDYH� D�

QHJOLJLEOH�HIIHFW�RQ� WKH�PDUJLQDO�WD[�UDWH� IRU�

most�¿rms.�To�specify,�tax�is�negatively�related�
to�book�and�market�of�total�debt�and�long-term�
GHEW� UDWLRV�ZLWK� WKH�DYHUDJH� RI� QHDUO\� ������

ZKHUHDV� LW� LPSDFWV� SRVLWLYHO\� RQ� VKRUW� GHEW�

UDWLRV� ZLWK� ������ DQG� ������ IRU� ERRN� YDOXH�
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Table� 6:� Impact� of� ¿rm-speci¿c� variables� on� leverage� in� Vietnamese� listed� construction�
FRPSDQLHV�

3$1(/�$��322/('�2/6�02'(/

%7' %/' %6' 07' 0/' 06'

Coef¿cient 3�YDOXH Coef¿cient 3�YDOXH Coef¿cient 3�YDOXH Coef¿cient 3�YDOXH Coef¿cient 3�YDOXH Coef¿cient 3�YDOXH

,QWHUFHSW �����D ������� ������D ������� �����D ������� �����D ������� ������D ������� �����D �������

5,6. ����D ������� ������D ������� ������D ������� ������D ������� ������D ������� ������D �������

7$; -0.003 ������� -0.004 ������� ����� ������� ����� ������� -0.003 ������� ����� �������

6,=( �����E ������� �����D ������� -0.005 ������� ����� ������� �����D ������� ������E �������

/,4 ������D ������� �����D ������� �����D ������� ������D ������� �����D ������� ������D �������

7$1* ������D ������� �����D �������� ������D ������� ������D ������� �����D ������� ������D �������

352),7 ������D ������� ������D ������� ������D ������� ������D ������� ������D ������� ������D �������

*52:7+ �����D ������� �����D ������� ����� ������� ������D ������� �����D ������� ������D �������

2EV� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ���

$GM��5� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ����

)�VWDWLVWLF ����� ����� ������ ������ ����� ������

Note:�The�superscripts�a,�b,�and�c�indicate�statistical�signi¿cance�at�1%,�5%,�and�10%�level,�respectively.
This�table�presents�regression�results�of�leverage�on�¿rm-speci¿c�variables�for�109�Vietnamese�listed�construction�¿rms�using�

data�of�2007�–�2013�estimated�from�equation�(1):�LEVi�=�β0�+�β1TANGi�+�β2RISKi�+�β3SIZEi�+�β4TAXi�+�β5GROWTHi�+�
β6PROFITi�+�β7LIQUIDi�+�εi�where�i�denotes�an�individual�¿rm.�All�variables�are�de¿ned�in�Table�4.1.�P-values�are�reported�
in�parentheses.�The�signi¿cant�coef¿cients�are�printed�in�bold.�Obs.�is�the�number�of�observations�in�the�regressions.�Adj-R2�is�
the�value�of�adjusted-R2�for�the�regression.

Panel�B:�Fix-year�effect

%7' %/' %6' 07' 0/' 06'

RISK ������D �������D -0.789�D �������D �������D ��������E

(-9.361) (-5.660) (-4.674) (-9.162) (-6.226) (-2.806)

7$; ������ -0.008� ����� ����� -0.008 �����

������ (-.333) ������� ������� (-0.317) �������

SIZE ������E ������D -0.005 ����� ������E �������E

������� ������� (-1.561) ������� ������� (-2.414)

LIQ �������D ������D ������D �������D ������D �������D

�������� ������� (-29.203) (-16.948) ������� (-27.116)

7$1* �������D �����D ������D �������D �������D �������D

(-3.521) �������� (-26.458) (-5.716) �������� ��������

PROFIT ������D �����D -0.296�D �������D �������D -0.278�D

������� (-4.580) (-4.303) (-8.769) (-4.742) (-3.896)

GROWTH ������D �����D ����� -0.329�D ������E �������D

������� ������ ������� (-12.925) ������� (-16.956)

Fixed�Year�Effect Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Adj-R� ����� ����� ���� ����� ����� �����
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and�market�value�respectively.�P-values,�most�
RI�ZKLFK�DUH�PRUH�WKDQ������DUH�H[WUHPHO\�

$ERXW� VL]H�� another� insigni¿cant�
relationship� with� debt-to-capital� ratio� has�
been�observed.�We�¿nd�that�size�is�positively�
UHODWHG�WR�OHYHUDJH�H[FHSW�IRU�VKRUW�WHUP�GHEW�

UDWLRV��7KLV�UHVXOWV�LOOXVWUDWH�WKDW�WKH�ELJJHU�WKH�

FRPSDQ\�LQ�WHUPV�RI�VDOHV��WKH�ODUJHU�DPRXQW�

of� long-term� debt� and� the� lower� short-term�
GHEW� LW� KDV� LQ� LWV� FDSLWDO� VWUXFWXUH� ZKHUHDV�

smaller� ¿rms� tend� to� employ� more� short-
term� debt� rather� than� long-term� debt.� 7KH�
SRVLWLYH� FRUUHODWLRQ� EHWZHHQ� VL]H� DQG� GHEW�

ratios� con¿rms� hypothesis�H3� and� is� in� line�
with� the� trade-off� theory.� )LQGLQJV� VKRZHG�
that�larger�¿rms�face�lower�bankruptcy�costs�
and� thus� these� ¿rms� tend� to� attain� more�
debt.� This� was� because� large� ¿rms� usually�
have� suf¿cient� resources� or� capabilities� to�
overcome�¿nancial�distress.�Also,�large�¿rms�
typically�employ�external�¿nance� for�greater�
LQYHVWPHQWV� LQ� WKH� IXWXUH� H[SDQVLRQV� VLQFH�

internal�¿nance�would� limit�the� investments.�
Besides,� larger�¿rms�may�have�advantage�of�
accessing� credit�markets� over� smaller� ¿rms.�
This� may� be� probably� because� larger� ¿rms�
HVSHFLDOO\��ZKLFK�DUH�PRUH�HVWDEOLVKHG�XVXDOO\�

JDLQV� PRUH� WUXVW� IURP� WKH� FUHGLWRUV�� 7R� EH�

more� speci¿c,� the� beta� coef¿cients� of� size�
effect�on� long-term�debt� ratios�are� similar�at�
0.012� and� p-values� for� size� are� quite� small�
of� 0.001,� which� explains� a� fairly� signi¿cant�
relationship.�Nevertheless,�the�opposite�is�true�
RI� ERRN�YDOXH� VKRUW� WHUP�GHEW� UDWLR�ZLWK� WKH�

¿gure� being�almost� -0.0047.� In�other�words,�
ZKHQ�VL]H�FOLPEV�����IRU�H[DPSOH��WKH�ERRN�

YDOXH�VKRUW�WHUP�GHEW�UDWLR�IDOOV�E\����������

$ERXW� OLTXLGLW\�� RQO\� LQ� ORQJ� WHUP� GHEW�

UDWLRV� LV� WKH� SRVLWLYH� UHODWLRQVKLS� REVHUYHG��

%\� FRQWUDVW�� ERWK� WRWDO� GHEW� DQG� VKRUW� GHEW�

HQMR\� D� QHJDWLYH� LPSDFW�� ZKLFK� VXSSRUWV�

K\SRWKHVLV�+���7KLV�LQYHUVH�UHODWLRQ�LQGLFDWHG�

that�in�general,�Vietnamese�construction�¿rms�
¿nance�their�investments�following�partly�the�
¿nancing�pattern�implied�by�the�pecking�order�
theory.�In�other�words,�the�more�liquid�a�¿rm�
is,�the�lesser�it�borrows�short-term�debt.�The�
¿rms�with�high�liquidity�maintain�a�relatively�
KLJK� DPRXQW� RI� FXUUHQW� DVVHWV� DQG� DOVR�

generate� high� cash� inÀows.� Consequently,�
¿rms� use� the� cash� inÀows� to� ¿nance� their�
LQYHVWPHQWV� DQG� DFWLYLWLHV�ZLWK� OHVV� UHOLDQFH�

on� external� short-term� ¿nance� since� the�
¿rms�have� suf¿cient� liquid� assets.�However,�
the� negative� association� between� long-term�
GHEW� SURSRUWLRQV� DQG� OLTXLGLW\� UHMHFWV� RXU�

hypothesis�H7.�The�reasoning�for�this�¿nding�
might�be�that�the�more�liquid�¿rms�are�easier�
to�assess�the�external�long-term�resource.�The�
coef¿cient�estimates�for�book�value�long�term�
GHEW� DQG� PDUNHW� YDOXH� ORQJ� WHUP� GHEW� UDWLR�

DUH� ������� ����� UHVSHFWLYHO\� ZKLOH� WKRVH� IRU�

short�term�debt�ratios�are�approximately�-0.24,�
-0.23.�That�means�a�1%�increase�in� liquidity�
ZLOO� VLQN�� IRU� LQVWDQFH�� PDUNHW� YDOXH� VKRUW�

WHUP�GHEW� UDWLR�E\�DERXW���� ����,Q�DGGLWLRQ��

p-values�of�liquidity�are�totally�small�(close�to�
0),�which�suggests�the�statistically�signi¿cant�
UHODWLRQVKLS�

$ERXW� WDQJLELOLW\,� tangibility’s� effect� on�
debt�ratios�is�the�same�as�liquidity’s�in�terms�
of� sign� and� the� signi¿cant� level.� Tangibility�
has�statistically�positive�and�signi¿cant�impact�
on� long-term� debt.�This� positive� association�
between� tangibility� and� long-term� debt-to-
FDSLWDO� UDWLRV� LV� FRQVLVWHQW� ZLWK� LPSOLFDWLRQ�

of� trade-off� theory� and� hypothesis� H5.� The�
average�coef¿cient�of�0.47�suggests�that�a�1%�
JURZWK�LQ�WKLV�YDULDEOH�EULQJV�DERXW�D�MXPS�E\�

0.47%�in�long-term�debt-to-assets�ratios.
By�comparison,�tangibility�has�signi¿cantly�

negative� relationship� with� short-term� debt�
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ratios.�The�beta�coef¿cient�of�-0.5�on�average�
UHYHDOV� WKDW� IRU� D� ��� ULVH� LQ� WDQJLELOLW\�� WKH�

short-term�debt�ratios�are�curbed�by�0.5%.�The�
QHJDWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLS�VKRZHG�WKDW�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�

¿rms� in� Vietnam,� at� the� same� time� when�
WDQJLEOH� DVVHWV�DUH�XVHG� DV�FROODWHUDO� WR� VHHN�

external� long-term�funding,�tend� to�use� their�
WDQJLEOH�DVVHWV� WR�JHQHUDWH� LQWHUQDO� IXQGV� IRU�

working�capital.�These�¿rms�generally�opt�for�
internal� ¿nancing� rather� external� short-term�
ERUURZLQJV�DQG�WKXV�LQ�OLQH�ZLWK�WKH�SHFNLQJ�

order� theory� and� the� negative� coef¿cient�
YDOXHV�RI�WDQJLELOLW\�UHMHFWV�K\SRWKHVLV�+���

About�pro¿t,�WKH�UHJUHVVLRQ�UHVXOWV�RI�PRGHO�
have� shown� that� pro¿tability� is� negatively�
UHODWHG� WR�DOO� W\SHV�RI� OHYHUDJH�DQG� LW� LV� RQH�

of�the�most�signi¿cant�variables�for�leverage�
ratios.� Thus�our� ¿ndings� are� consistent�with�
K\SRWKHVLV� H6� and� pro¿table� companies�
GR� QRW� SUHIHU� KLJKHU� UDWLR� RI� GHEW�� HYHQ� WKH�

SRWHQWLDO�EDQNUXSWF\�ULVN�EHFRPHV�ORZHU�ZLWK�

the�high�pro¿t�¿gures.�This�study�supports�the�
pecking� order� theory� that�higher�pro¿t�¿rms�
use� internal� ¿nancing�while� low� pro¿t�¿rms�
XVH�PRUH�GHEW�EHFDXVH�WKHLU�LQWHUQDO�IXQGV�DUH�

not� adequate.� Furthermore,� pro¿t� seems� to�
EH�RQH�RI�WKH�PRVW�GRPLQDQW�GHWHUPLQDQWV�RI�

debt� ratios� of�Vietnamese� construction�¿rms�
as�it�generally�has�quite�high�beta�coef¿cients�
and�small�P-value.�Speci¿cally,�the�coef¿cient�
HVWLPDWHV� RI� DQ� DYHUDJH� WRWDO� GHEW� DQG� ORQJ�

term� debt� ratio� are� approximately� -0.6,� -0.3�
respectively,�followed�by�the�short-term�debt�
ratio� of� -0.2.� For� instance,� -0.2� implies� that,�
for� a� 1%�rise� in� the� pro¿tability,� the�market�
short-term� debt-to-assets� ratio� will� drop� by�
DERXW������

About� growth�� WKLV� YDULDEOH� LV� SRVLWLYHO\�
UHODWHG� WR� ERRN� YDOXH� GHEW� UDWLRV� ZKLOH� WKH�

RSSRVLWH� LV� WUXH� RI� PDUNHW� YDOXH� VKRUW� WHUP�

GHEW� SURSRUWLRQ�� ,Q�RWKHU�ZRUGV��9LHWQDPHVH�

construction� ¿rms� seem� to� employ� long-
term� debt� to� ¿nance� their� growth.�The� beta�
coef¿cient� values� of� growth� for� book� value�
ORQJ� WHUP� GHEW� UDWLR� DQG�PDUNHW� YDOXH� ORQJ�

WHUP� GHEW� UDWLR�DUH�DSSUR[LPDWHO\� ������ �����

UHVSHFWLYHO\�� )RU� H[DPSOH�� ����� LPSOLHV� WKDW�

���FKDQJH�LQ�JURZWK�RSSRUWXQLWLHV�OHDGV�WR�����

%�change�in�market�value�long�debt-to-assets�
UDWLR��7KLV�UHODWLRQVKLS�LV�LQ�FRQWUDGLFWLRQ�ZLWK�

what� the� trade-off� theory�and�hypothesis�H7�
SUHGLFW�ZKLOH�LW�VXSSRUWV�SHFNLQJ�RUGHU�WKHRU\��

*URZWK� RSSRUWXQLWLHV� \LHOG� QHJDWLYH� DQG�

signi¿cant�coef¿cients� for�market� short� term�
DQG�WRWDO�GHEW�UDWLRV��7KLV�QHJDWLYH�UHODWLRQVKLS�

EHWZHHQ� JURZWK� RSSRUWXQLWLHV� DQG� FRUSRUDWH�

OHYHUDJH�WHQGV�WR�VXSSRUW�K\SRWKHVLV�+���7KH�

¿rms� with� potential� growth� opportunities� in�
WKH�IXWXUH�SUHIHU�WR�NHHS�OHYHUDJH�ORZ�VR�WKH\�

will�not�give�up�pro¿table�investments�because�
RI� WKH� ZHDOWK� WUDQVIHU� IURP� VKDUHKROGHUV� WR�

FUHGLWRUV�� 7KH� UHODWLRQVKLS� EHWZHHQ� OHYHUDJH�

DQG�JURZWK�LV�IRXQG�WR�EH�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�WKH�

predictions�of�trade-off�theory.�The�coef¿cient�
estimates� of� -0.42� for� short-term� debt-to-
FDSLWDO� UDWLR� VXJJHVWV� WKDW� D� ��� LQFUHDVH�

in� growth� opportunity� decreases� the� short-
term� debt� ratio� by�0.42%.� P-value,�which� is�
close� to� 0,� reveals� the� signi¿cantly� negative�
DVVRFLDWLRQ�IRU�WKLV�GHSHQGHQW�YDULDEOH��

7R�VXPPDUL]H��ZH�KDYH�

7KH� SRROHG� 2/6� UHJUHVVLRQ� IRU� PDUNHW�

value�long-term�debt�ratio:

MLD�=�-0.42�-�1.1RISK�–�0.0026TAX��
����������+�0.012SIZE�+�0.081LIQ�+�0.49TANG�
����������-�0.35PROFIT�+�0.08GROWTH���(2)

7KH� SRROHG� 2/6� UHJUHVVLRQ� IRU� PDUNHW�

value�short-term�debt�ratio:

MSD�=� 1.69� -� 0.59RISK� +� 0.00298TAX���
�������������-�0.0073SIZE�-�0.229LIQ�-�0.6TANG����
�������������-�0.27PROFIT�-�0.42GROWTH
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�����5REXVWQHVV�WHVWV

,Q�WKLV�SDUW��ZH�UXQ�UREXVWQHVV�FKHFN�RYHU�

WKH� GHWHUPLQDQWV� RI� OHYHUDJH��:H� UXQ�PDQ\�

RWKHU�UHJUHVVLRQV�ZLWK�GLIIHUHQW�FRPELQDWLRQV�

RI� H[SODQDWRU\� YDULDEOHV��QRQH� RI� WKH� UHVXOWV�

are�found�to�be�conÀicting.�Therefore,�we�will�
SUHVHQW�WKH�PRVW�FUXFLDO�FRPELQDWLRQV�LQ�7DEOH�

���:H�GURS�352),7��*52:7+�RQH�E\�RQH��

from� the� initial�model�because�of�PROFIT’s�
and� GROWTH’s� fairly� high� correlations� of�
�������$OVR��ZH�GURS�6,=(�DQG�7$;�GXH�WR�WKHLU�

insigni¿cant� impact� on� the� model.� Overall,�
with�adjusted�R-squared�and�F-statistic�values�
EHLQJ�VWLOO� ODUJH�� WKH�PRGHOV�ZLWKRXW�HDFK�RI�

WKRVH� DERYH� YDULDEOHV�DUH� VWLOO� HQVXUHG� WR� EH�

YDOLG��,Q�DGGLWLRQ��GURSSLQJ�KLJKO\�FRUUHODWHG�

YDULDEOHV�� 352),7�� *52:7+� DQG� 6,=(�

does�not�yield�any�signi¿cant�changes�to� the�
PRGHO�DV�ZH�VWLOO�DUULYH�DW�WKH�VLPLODU�UHVXOWV��

$V�IRU�WKH�PRGHO�ZLWKRXW�JURZWK�RSSRUWXQLW\�

(GROWTH),� the� coef¿cients� of� explanatory�
YDULDEOHV�� H[FHSW� 7$;� DQG� 6,=(�� KDYH� WKH�

same� signs� and� signi¿cant� levels� as� those�
LQ� WKH� PRGHO� ZLWK� JURZWK� RSSRUWXQLW\� DW�

statistically� signi¿cant� levels� (see� Table� 1).�
2QO\�VPDOO�LQFRQVLVWHQFH�LV�WKH�LQYHUVH�VLJQV�

in� the� tax� impact� on� book� value� short-term�
GHEW� DQG� VL]H� LPSDFW� RQ� PDUNHW� YDOXH� WRWDO�

debt� ratios� with� the� former� being� -0.00021�
and�the�latter�-0.00556.�However,�in�general,�
tax�and�size�are�still�statistically�insigni¿cant�
UHODWHG�WR�OHYHUDJH�UDWLRV����

6LPLODULW\�� DV� UHJDUG� WKH� PRGHO� ZLWKRXW�

pro¿tability� (PROFIT),� the� signs� for� tax�
witnessed�changes�in�its�coef¿cients�for�book�
value� short-term� debt,� market� value� total�
debt� and� long-term� debt� ratios.� However,�
OLNH�WKH�PRGHO�ZLWKRXW�JURZWK��LQ�WKLV�PRGHO��

7DEOH����5REXVWQHVV�FKHFNV�E\�GURSSLQJ�*52:7+��352),7��6,=(��DQG�7$;

Without�growth Without�pro¿t
%7' %/' %6' 07' 0/' 06' %7' %/' %6' 07' 0/' 06'

5,6. ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������ ������D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

7$; -0.014 -0.013 ����� ����� -0.009 ����� -0.011 -0.008 -0.002 -0.005 -0.007 �����

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

6,=( �����D �����D -0.004 -0.006 �����D ������D �����E �����D -0.005 ����� �����D ������E

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

/,4 ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

TANG ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

352),7 ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

*52:7+ �����D �����D ����� ������D �����E ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

2EV� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ���

$GM��5� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ����

F-Statistic ������ ����� ������ ����� ����� ������ ����� ����� ������ ������ ����� ������
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:LWKRXW�VL]H :LWKRXW�WD[

%7' %/' %6' 07' 0/' 06' %7' %/' %6' 07' 0/' 06'

5,6. ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

7$; ����� ����� -0.001 ����� ����� �����

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

6,=( �����E �����D -0.005 ����� �����D ������E

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

/,4 ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

TANG ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D ������D �����D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

352),7 ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

*52:7+ �����D �����D ����� ������D �����D ������D �����D �����D ����� ������$ �����D ������D

������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� ������� �������

2EV� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ��� ���

$GM��5� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ���� ����

F-Statistic ������ ����� ������ ������ ����� ������ ������ ����� ������ ������ ����� ������

The�table�presents�the�results�of�four�pooled�OLS�regressions�one�of�which�is�determined�by�dropping�GROWTH,�
PROFIT,� SIZE,� and� TAX�one� by� one.�All� variable� de¿nitions� are� discussed� in� Table� 4.1.� P-values� are� reported� in�
parentheses.�The�signi¿cant�coef¿cients�are�printed�in�bold.�The�superscripts�a,�b,�and�c�indicate�statistical�signi¿cance�
at�the�1%,�5%,�and�10%�level.

the� tax� impact� on� debt-to-capital� ratios� is�
QHJOLJLEOH��%\�FRPSDULVRQ��WKH�ULVN�LPSDFW�LV�

raised�by�roughly�1.1�times�while�coef¿cient�
HVWLPDWHV�RI�JURZWK�DUH�FXUEHG�E\�����WLPHV��

7KH� UHDVRQ� IRU� WKH� FRQVLGHUDEOH� GURS� LQ� WKH�

growth�coef¿cient�might�be�the�fairly�positive�
FRUUHODWLRQ�PHQWLRQHG�DERYH�EHWZHHQ�JURZWK�

and�pro¿tability.�Therefore,� since� there�is�no�
pro¿tability�variable�in�the�model,�the�growth�
LPSDFW�RQ�OHYHUDJH�GHFOLQHV�

$V�IRU�WKH�PRGHO�ZLWKRXW�6,=(�DQG�7$;��

ZH�FRPH�XS�ZLWK�WKH�UHVXOWV�VLPLODU�WR� WKRVH�

RI�WKH�LQLWLDO�PRGH��WKHUH�DUH�QR�YDULDEOHV�WKDW�

have�signs�contrary�at�statistically�signi¿cant�
OHYHOV� WR� WKH� UHVXOWV� SUHVHQWHG� LQ� 7DEOH� �����

In� spite� of� the� quite� signi¿cant� correlation�
EHWZHHQ�VL]H�DQG�JURZWK��WKHUH�LV�QR�GUDPDWLF�

FKDQJH� LQ� WKH� EHWD� HVWLPDWHV� RI� JURZWK� RQ�

debt-to-assets�ratios�in�the�model�without�size.

���&RQFOXVLRQ

&DSLWDO�VWUXFWXUH�KDV�DWWUDFWHG�LQWHQVH�GHEDWH�

in�the�¿nancial�management�arena�for�nearly�
half-century.�The�basic�question�of�whether�a�
XQLTXH�FRPELQDWLRQ�RI�GHEW�DQG�HTXLW\�FDSLWDO�

maximizes�¿rm�value,�and�if�so,�what�factors�
determine� a� ¿rm’s� optimal� capital� structure�
KDYH� EHHQ� WKH� VXEMHFW� RI� IUHTXHQW� GHEDWH� LQ�

WKH� FDSLWDO� VWUXFWXUH� OLWHUDWXUH�� 7KH� VDPSOH�

FRQWDLQV� ���� OLVWHG� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� FRPSDQLHV�

ZLWK� VHYHQ�FRQVHFXWLYH�\HDUV�RI� GDWD� IRU� WKH�

SHULRG� IURP� ����� WR�� ,Q� WKLV� VWXG\�� VHYHQ�

LQGHSHQGHQW� YDULDEOHV� LV� XVHG� WR� GHWHUPLQH�

OHYHUDJH� RI� OLVWHG� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� FRPSDQLHV�
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�����XVLQJ�WKUHH�PRGHOV��SRROHG�2/6�PRGHO��

¿xed�effect�model�and�cross-sectional�model.�
Researchers� have� identi¿ed� several� ¿rm-
speci¿c� determinants� of� a� ¿rm’s� leverage,�
EDVHG� RQ� WKUHH� PRVW� DFFHSWHG� WKHRUHWLFDO�

models�of�capital�structure,�i.e.�the�static�trade-
RII�WKHRU\��WKH�DJHQF\�WKHRU\�DQG�WKH�SHFNLQJ�

order�theory.�We�¿nd�that�the�impact�of�several�
¿rm-speci¿c�factors�like�tangibility,�¿rm�size,�
risk,�growth�and�pro¿tability�is�signi¿cant�and�
FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�WKH�SUHGLFWLRQ�RI�FRQYHQWLRQDO�

FDSLWDO�VWUXFWXUH�WKHRULHV��+RZHYHU��WKLV�VWXG\�

JDLQV�VRPH�PRUH�FRQWULEXWLRQV��

The� ¿rst� is� that� besides� liquidity� and�
pro¿t,� this� study� points� out� that� business�
ULVN��WDQJLELOLW\�DQG�JURZWK�DOVR�FRQVLGHUDEO\�

impact�on�debt-to-capital�ratio�while�size�and�
tax�are�insigni¿cantly�associated�with�capital�
VWUXFWXUH�� /LVWHG� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� FRPSDQLHV��

IXUWKHUPRUH�� HPSOR\� UHODWLYHO\� KLJK� GHEW�

UDWLR��ZKLFK�PDWFKHV�ZLWK� WKH� FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�

RI� 9LHWQDPHVH� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� VHFWRU�� 7KH�

averages� for� total� debt,� long-term� debt� and�
short-term�debt�ratios�are�69%,�12%�and�58%�
respectively.�Short-term�debt�ratios�are�nearly�
¿ve�times�higher�than�long-term�debt�ratios�on�
DYHUDJH�� 6HFRQGO\��ZLWK�SDQHO� GDWD�XVHG� DQG�

WKUHH� UHJUHVVLRQ� PRGHOV� DSSOLHG�� ZH� REWDLQ�

the� reliable� ¿ndings� as� well� as� the� detailed�
analysis�for�factors’�impact�on�different�debt-
to-asset� ratios.� The� results� of� pooled� OLS�
UHJUHVVLRQV� VKRZ� WKDW� WKH� H[SODQDWRU\�SRZHU�

of� independent� variables� is� higher� for� short-
WHUP�GHEW�UDWLRV�WKDQ�ORQJ�WHUP�GHEW�UDWLRV�DV�

revealed�by�adjusted�R-squared�and�F-statistic�
YDOXHV�� ,Q� DGGLWLRQ�� RXU� UHVXOWV� DOVR� XQFRYHU�

WKDW�WKH�PDUNHW�YDOXH�GHEW�UDWLRV�DUH�H[SODLQHG�

EHWWHU� E\� LQGHSHQGHQW� YDULDEOHV� WKDQ� ERRN�

YDOXH�GHEW� UDWLRV�� �$V�UHVSHFW� WR� LQGHSHQGHQW�

variables,� only� in� risk� and� pro¿t� can� we�
REVHUYH� WKH� VDPH� QHJDWLYH� LPSDFW� IRU� DOO�

GHEW� UDWLRV�� /LTXLGLW\�� WDQJLELOLW\� DQG� JURZWK�

all�positively�affect�the� long-term�debt� ratios�
while� the� opposite� is� true� of� the� short-term�
GHEW�UDWLRV��

$QRWKHU�FRQWULEXWLRQ�LV�WKDW�RXU�UREXVWQHVV�

WHVWV� GURSSLQJ� HDFK� RI� KLJKO\� FRUUHODWHG�

variables� yield� non-contrary� results�with� the�
RULJLQDO� PRGHOV�� 7KH� PRVW� QRWLFHDEOH� SRLQW�

¿nding�the�inconsistent�results�is�in�the�model�
without� pro¿t.� Risk’s� effect� on� leverage�
slightly� rises� whereas� growth’s� decreases�
FRQVLGHUDEO\�GXH�WR�KLJK�FRUUHODWLRQ�EHWZHHQ�

growth�and�pro¿t.q�
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