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Abstract 
The central motivation of this paper is to fill a gap in the literature by 

exploring the communal determinants of dividend policy and capital 

structure. Estimations were made using data of 272 non-financial firms 

listed on KSE during 2005-2014. Results indicate that profitability, 

size, and total debt ratio are positively while tangibility and liquidity 

are negatively linked to dividend ratio. In contrast, size is positively 

while profitability is inversely linked to both proxies of capital 

structure i.e. total debt ratio and long-term debt ratio. Dividend ratio is 

positively linked to total debt ratio. Tangibility is positively linked to 

long-term debt ratio. Alternatively, tangibility is negatively linked to 

total debt ratio. Liquidity is inversely related to both proxies of capital 

structure in OLS method with an exception that it is positively linked to 

long-term debt ratio in the fixed effects method. Finally, growth and 

earnings volatility have no significant impact on dividend policy and 

capital structure.    
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I. Introduction  
 According to Miller & Modigliani (1961) in a frictionless capital markets firm 

value is independent of dividend policy. Moreover, they suggest that value of a firm 

depend on the income generated by its assets rather how this income is appropriated 

between dividends and retained earnings. Since capital markets are imperfect and 

presence of transaction costs, corporate taxes, personal taxes, agency costs, bankruptcy 

costs, and asymmetric information etc. affect the dividend and financing decisions of 

firms. For example, Lintner (1962) and Gordon (1963) suggest that increase in dividends 

leads to reduction in cost of equity because investors are certain to receive dividends than 

they are of receiving the capital gain. In contrast, tax preference theory suggests that 

wealthier investors tend to pay more for firms that prefer to retain most of their earnings. 
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Modigliani & Miller (1963) proposed that, in the presence of corporate taxes, a firm 

should use more debt to avail tax shields on interest payment. Myers & Majluf (1984) 

proposed the pecking order theory (POT) which specifies the sequence that firms follow 

while getting funds from outside sources when internally generated funds are insufficient 

to meet the financial needs. For instance, firms issue safe debt first and then risky debt, 

finally issue equity as a last resort. Trade-off theory (TOT) of capital structure predicts 

that firms attempt to determine debt levels that balance the tax benefits of an additional 

dollar of debt against the costs of financial distress. Thus, different theories of capital 

structure and dividend policy suggest different debt levels/payout policy because each 

theory is based on different set of assumptions. Several researchers have tested the 

predictions of theories relevant to dividend policy and capital structure however their 

findings are still mixed and inconclusive. Thus inconclusive findings and limited research 

on communal determinants of dividend policy and capital structure are important 

rationales that suggest the need for this empirical investigation. We are confident that 

findings of this paper will improve the understanding of managers, investors and 

regulatory authority regarding how corporate level variables affect dividend policy and 

financing decisions of firms.   

 

 The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents findings of earlier empirical 

studies on dividend policy and capital structure. Section 3 specifies variables, data and 

estimation methods. Results are presented in Section 4. Section 5 describes empirical 

results, and Section 6 concludes.  

 

II. Literature Review 
 Capital structure and dividend policy are two most debatable issues in finance. 

Numerous studies have tested the predictions of different theories of dividend policy and 

capital structure however findings are yet inconclusive. This may be due to the reason 

that different theories relevant to dividend policy and financing choice are based on a 

different set of assumptions. For instance, POT is based on asymmetric information while 

TOT is based on taxes. Free cash flow theory is based on agency cost. Bird-in-the-hand 

fallacy based on a belief that distribution of dividends become a cause of reduction in 

cost of equity and increase in firm value because investors are sure to receive dividends 

than they are of receiving the capital gain. Alternatively, tax preference theory suggests 

that investors (in high tax brackets) tend to pay more for firms that distribute fewer 

profits than for firms that retain fewer profits. A number of empirical studies have 

explored the factors that affect the dividend policy and financing choice but findings are 

mixed. For instance, Lintner (1956) observed that managers prefer to increase dividends 

only when they think that future cash flows are enough to pay dividends and to meet the 

other financial needs. Ross (1977) suggest that changes in dividend policy and capital 

structure convey some meaningful message to outside parties because signals with cash 

based variables cannot be replicated by unprofitable firms due to the fact these firms do 

not have the ability to generate future cash and maintain the announced dividend 

payments. In contrast, DeAngelo et al. (1996) examined the signaling content of dividend 

decisions by analyzing the data of 145 firms listed on New York Stock Exchange whose 

annual earnings decline after 9 or more consecutive years of growth. They found no 

support regarding the notion that dividend decisions help to identify firms with better 

future earnings. They were of the view that dividends tend not to be reliable signals 

because over optimism leads managers to overestimate the future earnings when growth 
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prospects diminish. Moreover, managers make only reasonable cash commitments when 

they increase dividends (i.e. undermining the reliability of such signals). Benartzi et al. 

(1997) found a little support regarding the notion that changes in dividends have 

information content about the future earnings of the firm.  

 

 Dhanani (2005) used survey method to investigate whether theories of dividend 

provide support to elucidate the dividend paying behavior of managers of UK firms. 

Results show that theories partly provide support to explain the dividend behavior of 

firms. Patra et al. (2012) analyzed the financial data of firms in Greece during 1993-1997 

to investigate the factors that affect dividend policy. They found that firm size, 

profitability and liquidity are directly while investment, leverage and business risk are 

inversely linked to dividend. Akthar (2015) analyzed the data of domestic and 

multinational firms in Australia to investigate the determinants of dividend policy. 

Results indicate that multinational companies pay fewer regular dividends, special 

dividends and total dividends compared to domestic companies. In addition, domestic 

companies are less active in dividend increasing activities than the multinational 

companies. Mulyani et al. (2016) used the data of family firms in Indonesia to investigate 

whether leverage and dividends play their role to mitigate the agency problem. Their 

results indicate that family ownership is inversely related to dividend payout. Moreover, 

findings indicate a two-way negative relationship between dividend payout and leverage. 

Finally, their results indicate that family firms are more levered but maintain a lower 

dividend payout than the non-family firms. Jabbouri (2016) analyzed the data of firms in 

Middle East and North Africa during 2004-2013 to explore the factors that affect the 

dividend policy. Results indicate that firm size, current earnings, and liquidity are 

positively while free cash flow, growth, leverage, and state of the economy are negatively 

linked to dividend policy. In contrast, expected future earnings and past dividends have 

no significant affect on dividend policy.  

 

 Aggarwal & Kyaw (2010) used COMPUSTAT database firms during 1996-2005 

to analyze the capital structure and dividend policy of multinational firms. They observed 

that domestic companies are more levered than multinational companies. In addition, 

they have shown that multinational companies pay more dividend than the domestic 

companies. Al-Najar (2011) used the data of firms in Jordanian market during 1994-2003 

to investigate the joint determinants of dividend policy and capital structure. He observed 

that tangibility, profitability, institutional ownership, market-to-book ratio (i.e. growth), 

industry classification are common variables that affect the dividend policy and capital 

structure of listed firms in Jordan. Sheikh (2015) analyzed the data of service sector firms 

in Pakistan to identify the determinants of capital structure. He observed that size, 

liquidity, profitability, asset structure, and dividends are important corporate variables 

that affect debt-equity choice of non financial firms belongs to service industry. Bhaduri 

(2002) used the data of listed firms in India to identify the determinants of capital 

structure. He observed that growth, product, size, cash flow and features of industry are 

few dominant variables that determine the capital structure.  

 

 In sum, review of earlier empirical studies indicates that findings are yet 

inconclusive regarding the variables that affect the dividend policy and capital structure. 

Thus inconclusive findings provide a rationale for this empirical investigation.  
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III. Research Methodology  
A.  Data, Methodology and Variables  

 The purpose of this paper is to identify the common corporate variables that affect 

the dividend policy and capital structure. Every year State Bank of Pakistan compiled 

data of firms listed on KSE. Correspondingly, we took data from SBP. All firms (i.e. non-

financial) listed on KSE during 2005-2014 were added in the study but firms with 

missing data were removed from analysis. One year observations lost due to 

measurement of growth and earnings volatility. Resultantly, final sample consists of 

2,448 observations of 272 firms during 9 years i.e. 2006-2014. Pooled OLS, fixed effects 

and random effects methods used to estimate the effects of independent variables on 

dependent variables. In addition, Hausman test used to select whether random effects or 

fixed effects is better to explain the results. Variables and their measurements are 

presented in Table 1. Variables included in this study were adopted from earlier empirical 

studies relevant to dividend policy and capital structure.  

 

Table 1: Measurements of Variables  
Variables Sign Definition 

Total Debt Ratio TD Total Debt/ Total Assets. 

Long-term Debt 
Ratio 

LTD Long-term Debt / Total Assets. 

Dividend Ratio DIV Dividend Per Share / Book Value Per Share. 

Profitability PRO Profit Before Taxes / Total Assets. 

Firm Size SIZ Natural Log of Total Assets. 

Liquidity LIQ Current Assets / Short-Term Debt. 

Tangibility TAN Fixed Assets / Total Assets. 

Growth GRO 
Gross Fixed Assets in Current Year – Gross Fixed Assets 
in Previous Year / Gross Fixed Assets in Previous Year. 

Earning 
Volatility 

EV 
Profit Before Taxes in Current Year – Profit Before Taxes 
in Previous Year / Profit Before Taxes in Previous Year. 

 

IV. Results  
A. Descriptive statistics 

 Summery statistics is presented in Table 2. Total debt ratio is 55.80 percent and 

long-term debt ratio is 14.65 percent. In other words, long-term debt is 26.25 percent 

while short-term debt is 73.75 percent of total debt employed by sample firms. These 

mean values confirm the findings of prior empirical studies in Pakistan such as Sheikh & 

Wang (2011), Sheikh (2015) which reports that firms mainly rely on short-term bank 

loans even to finance long-term projects. Dividend ratio is 5.42 percent while return on 

assets (i.e. profitability) is 8.97 percent. Average firm size is 14.91 measured as taking 

the natural log of total assets. Current ratio (i.e. liquidity) is 1.63 times. The mean 

liquidity indicates that firms believe on conservative working capital financing policy and 

prefer to finance their current assets partly with short term debt and partly with long-term 

funds. Fixed assets to total assets ratio (tangibility) is 51.30 percent. Finally, mean 

growth is 3.77 percent and earnings volatility is 1.49 percent.  
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Table 2: Summary Statistics 
Variables Obs. Mean Std.Dev. Minimum Maximum 

TD
 

2448 0.5580 0.2071 0.0087 0.9967 

LTD 2448 0.1465 0.1382 0 0.7374 

DIV 2448 0.0542 0.1861 0 3.8068 

PRO 2448 0.0897 0.0984 -0.1925 0.8243 

SIZ 2448 14.921 1.5799 10.635 20.022 

LIQ 2448 1.6344 3.2118 0.0022 114.45 

TAN 2448 0.5130 0.2147 0.0003 0.9991 

GRO 2448 3.7763 169.50 -0.9998 8380.0 

EV 2448 1.4917 24.563 -963.26 519.72 

 

B. Empirical Results 

 Regression estimates presented in Table 3 show that profitability is positively 

linked to dividend ratio in all regressions. Firm size and total debt ratio are positively 

linked to dividend ratio in OLS and random effects method. Tangibility is negatively 

linked to dividend ratio in OLS method. Finally, liquidity, growth and earnings volatility 

have no significant affect on dividend ratio. The value of chi-square suggests choosing 

the fixed effects method.  

 

Table 3:  Impact of total debt ratio and other explanatory variables on Dividend 

Ratio 

Variables 
OLS RE RE 

Coeff. T Coeff. T Coeff. T 

C -0.1667*** -4.6791 -0.1498 -1.2199 -0.1677*** -3.3883 

PRO 0.7595*** 19.455 0.3318*** 6.6264 0.5566*** 13.105 

SIZ 0.0072*** 3.2593 0.0098 1.2160 0.0097*** 3.1106 

LIQ 0.0007 0.6165 0.0005 0.4545 0.0006 0.5502 

TAN -0.0363** -2.1533 0.0202 0.6352 -0.0297 -1.4048 

GRO -3.25E-06 -0.1600 1.54E-06 0.0801 -1.29E-06 -0.0684 

EV -0.0002 -1.2651 -1.92E-05 -0.1447 -0.0001 -0.7981 

TD 0.1120*** 5.8703 0.0292 0.9222 0.0732*** 3.2115 

2R  0.1641  0.4121  0.0773  

F-Statistic 68.476  5.4697  29.214  

Prob. 0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  

Chi-Sq(df,7)   86.899    

Prob.   0.0000    
***,**,* indicates significance level at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10  

 

 Results shown in Table 4 indicate that profitability, liquidity and tangibility are 

inversely related to total debt ratio in all regressions. Firm size is positively linked to total 

debt ratio in OLS method. Dividend ratio is significantly positively linked to total debt 

ratio in OLS method. Growth and earnings volatility have no significant affect on total 

debt ratio. The value of chi-square suggests choosing the fixed effects method.  
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Table 4:  Impact of dividend ratio and other explanatory variables on total debt 

ratio
 

Variables OLS FE RE 

Coeff. T Coeff. t Coeff. T 

C 0.6187*** 17.407 0.7988*** 9.8201 0.6817*** 12.038 

PRO -0.7798*** -18.897 -0.4116*** -12.454 -0.4544*** -14.309 

SIZ 0.0064*** 2.7650 -0.0089 -1.6333 -0.0009 -0.2468 

LIQ -0.0225*** -19.581 -0.0085*** -10.956 -0.0100*** -12.997 

TAN -0.1117*** -6.3293 -0.1114*** -5.2003 -0.1050*** -5.4924 

GRO 8.69E-06 0.4058 -6.30E-06 -0.4859 -4.76E-06 -0.3684 

EV 0.0001 0.7966 2.99E-06 0.0332 1.76E-05 0.1966 

DIV 0.1242*** 5.8703 0.0133 0.9222 0.0212 1.4884 

2R  0.2517  0.7828  0.1312  

F-Statistic 117.28  28.130  52.665  

Prob. 0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  

Chi-
Sq(df,7) 

  156.69    

Prob.   0.0000    

***,**,* indicates significance level at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 

 

Table 5:  Impact of long-term debt ratio and other explanatory variables on 

dividend ratio 

Variables 
OLS FE RE 

Coeff. t Coeff. t Coeff. T 

C -0.0984** -2.8813 -0.1319 -1.0899 -0.1276*** -2.5814 

PRO 0.6820*** 18.189 0.3188*** 6.5773 0.5010*** 12.155 

SIZ 0.0080*** 3.5780 0.0099 1.2244 0.0104*** 3.2031 

LIQ -0.0018* -1.6550 0.0003 0.2642 -0.0004 -0.3755 

TAN -0.0501*** -2.6158 0.0201 0.6155 -0.0306 -1.3081 

GRO -2.32E-06 -0.1134 1.20E-06 0.0624 -1.23E-06 -0.0652 

EV -0.0002 -1.1803 -1.85E-05 -0.1391 -9.41E-05 -0.7231 

LTD 0.0019 0.0637 -0.0147 -0.3892 -0.0179 -0.5519 

2R  0.1523  0.4119  0.0695  

F-Statistic 62.669  5.4655  26.061  

Prob. 0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  

Chi-Sq(df,7)   69.126    

Prob.   0.0000    

***,**,* indicates significance level at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 

 

 Results reported in Table 5 show that profitability is directly related to dividend 

ratio in all methods. Firm size is significantly positively linked to dividend ratio in OLS 

and random effects methods. Liquidity and tangibility are significant and inversely linked 
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to dividend ratio in OLS method. Growth, earnings volatility, and long-term debt ratio 

have no significant impact on dividend ratio. The value of chi-square suggests choosing 

the fixed effects method.  

 

 Regression estimates reported in table 6 shows that profitability is inversely while 

tangibility and size are positively linked to long-term debt ratio in all regressions. 

Liquidity is inversely linked to long-term debt ratio in OLS method while it is positively 

linked to long-term debt ratio in fixed effects method. Growth, earning volatility, and 

dividend ratio have no affect on long-term debt ratio. The value of chi-square suggests 

choosing the fixed effects method.  

 

Table 6:  Impact of dividend ratio and other explanatory variables on long-term 

debt ratio 

Variables 
OLS FE RE 

Coeff. T Coeff. t Coeff. T 

C -0.1366*** -5.9653 -0.3641*** -5.3485 -0.1875*** -4.7485 

PRO -0.2081*** -7.8244 -0.0731*** -2.6437 -0.1138*** -4.4075 

SIZ 0.0099*** 6.5961 0.0272*** 5.9566 0.0142*** 5.4376 

LIQ -0.0018** -2.4651 0.0011** 1.7165 0.0006 0.9798 

TAN 0.3045*** 26.762 0.2117*** 11.811 0.2562*** 17.300 

GRO 5.70E-06 0.4132 -1.04E-05 -0.9600 -7.56E-06 -0.7020 

EV 7.21E-05 0.7559 4.40E-05 0.5846 5.74E-05 0.7701 

DIV 0.0008 0.0637 -0.0047 -0.3892 -0.0071 -0.6041 

2R  0.3021  0.6586  0.1407  

F-Statistic 150.94  15.052  57.100  

Prob. 0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  

Chi-Sq(df,7)   53.412    

Prob.   0.0000    

***,**,* indicates significance level at 0.01, 0.05, and 0.10 

 

 In sum, profitability, firm size and total debt ratio are important corporate 

variables that are positively linked to dividend ratio. Alternatively, tangibility and 

liquidity are inversely linked to dividend ratio. As far as capital structure is concerned, 

profitability and liquidity is inversely linked to capital structure. In contrast, firm size is 

directly linked to capital structure. Dividend ratio is significantly positively linked to total 

debt ratio. Tangibility is negatively linked to total debt ratio. Alternatively, tangibility is 

positively linked to long-term debt ratio. Growth and earnings volatility have no 

significant impact on capital structure and dividend ratio. Thus, profitability, firm size, 

liquidity, and asset tangibility are important corporate variables that jointly affect the 

dividend policy and capital structure. More importantly, dividend policy positively 

affects the capital structure. Similarly, capital structure positively affects the dividend 

policy.  
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V. Discussion on Results  
 Profitability is directly related to dividend ratio. The positive relationship confirm 

the prophecy of signaling hypothesis suggesting that signals with cash based variables 

cannot be replicated by unprofitable firms because such firms do not have the ability to 

generate future cash and maintain the announced dividend payments (Ross, 1977). In 

addition, profitable firms tend to increase dividend payments rather than to amplify the 

balance of retained earnings in order to avoid free cash problem as reported by Jensen 

(1986). Firm size is directly linked to dividend ratio. The positive relationship indicates 

that large firms have more ability to distribute profits to their shareholders due to easy 

access to capital markets. Liquidity is negatively related to dividend ratio in OLS method 

when long-term debt ratio used as a measure of capital structure. Since liquidity is an 

important factor in formulating the dividend policy than earnings. Thus, negative 

relationship indicates the possibility that firms rely on borrowings to distribute dividends 

when liquid resources are insufficient. Tangibility is negatively related to dividend ratio. 

Findings of prior empirical studies indicate that a firm’s motivation to distribute dividend 

and the magnitude of dividend payment depends on investment activities and growth 

potential. Thus, negative relationship indicates that increased investment in tangible 

assets reduce the level of funds available for distribution to shareholders. Finally, total 

debt ratio is directly associated with dividend ratio. The positive relationship is congruent 

with the prophecy of POT which suggests that due to low earnings firms either may cut 

dividends or unable to distribute dividends however through borrowings firms can 

respond to the problem of low/negative earnings. 

  

 Profitability is inversely related to both measures of capital structure. The inverse 

relationship confirm the prophecy of POT suggesting that profitable firms primarily rely 

on internally generated funds and use debt first when retained earnings are insufficient to 

meet the needs. Firm size is positively related to capital structure. The positive 

relationship indicates that large size firms can borrow more due to easy access to capital 

markets and low chances of default because of investment in diversified projects. 

Liquidity is negatively linked to capital structure. The negative linkage confirms the 

predictions of POT suggesting that ample liquid resources diminish the need to rely on 

debt capital. Tangibility is directly linked to long-term debt ratio. The positive linkage 

between tangibility and capital structure confirm the predictions of TOT. In contrast, 

tangibility is inversely linked to total debt ratio. Dependence of firms on short-term debt 

may be an important reason for inverse relationship between tangibility and capital 

structure because firms can arrange short-term loans from banks on personal guarantee. 

Finally, dividend ratio is positively linked to total debt ratio. The positive relationship is 

consistent to the implications of POT. Since firms with fewer profits either distribute low 

regular dividend or may cut dividends however through borrowings they may respond to 

the problem.  

  

 In short, results of this study present new insights to CFOs that profitability, size, 

liquidity and tangibility are important corporate variables that jointly affect the dividend 

policy and capital structure. In addition, capital structure positively affects the dividend 

policy and dividend policy positively affects the capital structure. The positive 

relationship between dividend policy and capital structure confirm that financing, 

investment and dividend decisions are dependent on each other.    
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VI. Conclusion  
 The main purpose of this paper is to identify the common corporate variables that 

affect the dividend policy and capital structure of non-financial firms listed on KSE. 

Results indicate that firm size, profitability, tangibility, and liquidity are important 

common corporate variables that affect the dividend policy and capital structure. 

Earnings volatility and growth have no affect on dividend policy and capital structure. 

More importantly, dividend ratio positively affects the total debt ratio. Similarly, total 

debt ratio positively affects the dividend ratio. The observed relationships are in line with 

the predictions of different theories of dividend policy and capital structure. We are 

confident that results of this paper certainly provide valuable insights to CFOs and 

regulatory authorities to grasp the complex relationship between dividend and financing 

choice. Owing to data limitations only book measures of dividend policy and capital 

structure are used in this paper. We recommend that the impact of corporate variables 

may be explored using market based measures of dividend policy and capital structure 

which is the task for future research.  

 

References 
Adedeji, A. (1998). Does the pecking order hypothesis explain the dividend payout ratios 

of firms in the UK? Journal of Business Finance & Accounting, 25(9-10), 1127-

1155.  

Aggarwal, R., & Kyaw, N. A. (2010). Capital structure, dividend policy, and 

multinationality: Theory versus empirical evidence. International Review of 

Financial  Analysis, 19(2), 140-150. 

Akhtar, S. (2015). Dividend payout determinants for Australian multinational and 

domestic corporations. Accounting & Finance. doi: 10.1111/acfi.12137 

Al-Najjar, B. (2011). The inter-relationship between capital structure and dividend 

policy: empirical evidence from Jordanian data. International Review of Applied 

Economics, 25(2), 209-224.  

Benartzi, S., Michaely, R., & Thaler, R. (1997). Do changes in dividends signal the future 

or the past? The Journal of Finance. LII (3), 1007-1034. 

Bhaduri, S. N. (2002). Determinants of capital structure choice: A study of the Indian 

corporate sector. Applied Financial Economics, 12 (9), 655-665. 

DeAngelo, H., DeAngelo, L., & Skinner, D. J. (1996). Reversal of fortune: Dividend 

signaling and the disappearance of sustained earnings growth. Journal of 

Financial Economics. 40, 341-371.  

Dhanani, A. (2005). Corporate dividend policy: The views of British financial managers. 

Journal of Business Finance & Accounting. 32(7-8), 1625-1672.  

Fama, E. F., & Babiak, H. (1968). Dividend Policy: An empirical analysis. Journal of the 

American Statistical Association. 63, 1132-1161. 

Lintner, J. (1962). Dividends, earnings, leverage, stock prices and the supply of capital to 

corporations. Review of Economics and Statistics, 44(3), 243-269. 

Gordon, M. (1963). Optimal investment and financing policy. Journal of Finance, 18 (2), 

264-272. 



780      Pakistan Journal of Social Sciences Vol. 36, No. 2 

Jabbouri, I. (2016). Determinants of corporate dividend policy in emerging markets: 

Evidence from MENA stock markets. Research in International Business and 

Finance. 37, 283-298. 

Jensen, M. C. (1986). Agency cost of free cash flow, corporate finance, and takeovers. 

American Economic Review. 76 (2), 323-329. 

Miller, M. H., & Modigliani, F. (1961). Dividend policy, growth, and the valuation of 

shares.  The Journal of Business, 34(4), 411-433. 

Modigliani, F. & Miller, M. H. (1958). The cost of capital, corporation finance, and the 

theory of investment. American Economic Review, 48(3), 261-297. 

Modigliani, F. & Miller, M. H. (1963). Corporate income taxes and cost of capital: A 

correction. The American Economic Review, 53, 443-453. 

Mulyani, E., Singh, H., & Mishra, S. (2016). Dividends, leverage, and family ownership 

in the emerging Indonesian market. Journal of International Financial Markets, 

Institutions and Money. http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.intfin.2016.03.004  

Myers, S. C., & Majluf, N. S. (1984). Corporate financing and investment decisions when 

firms have information that investors do not have. Journal of Financial 

Economics, 13(2), 187-221. 

Patra, T., Poshakwale, S., & Ow-Yong, K. (2012). Determinants of corporate dividend 

policy in Greece. Applied Financial Economics, 22(13), 1079-1087. 

Ross, S. A. (1977). The determination of financial structure: The incentive-signalling 

approach. The Bell Journal of Economics. 8 (1), 23-40.  

Sheikh, N. A., & Wang, Z. (2011). Capital structure determinants: An empirical study of 

firms in manufacturing industry of Pakistan. Managerial Finance, 37 (2), 117-133.   

Sheikh, N. A. (2015). Capital structure determinants of non-financial listed firms in 

service sector: Evidence from Pakistan. Pakistan Journal of Social Sciences, 

35(2), 1051-1059. 

 

 


