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Abstract

One of  the important aspects in the company is company performance. In company 
performance, there are aspects of  financial performance that are important to meas-
ure in order to get a picture of  the company’s financial condition. This study aims to 
examine the effect of  firm size, growth opportunity, and asset structure on financial 
performance with capital structure as an intervening variable. This research is a 
quantitative research. The samples of  this study are property and real estate com-
panies listed on the IDX for the 2015-2019 period. The data collection method uses 
the documentation method from secondary data in the form of  an annual report 
that has been published on the IDX. The data analysis method used is multiple re-
gression method and single test. Firm size, growth opportunity, asset structure and 
capital structure have a 74. 51% influence on the performance of  property and real 
estate companies. This study shows that firm size, asset structure and capital struc-
ture have a negative effect on firm performance, while growth opportunity has no 
effect on financial performance. The capital structure has not been able to mediate 
the effect of  independent variables on financial performance.
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INTRODUCTION

The business in this world has made com-
petition even tighter. The competition that occurs 
makes the company must have a goal in order to 
be able to continue operating for a long period of  
time. The main goal of  the company in general 
is to maximize company profits. Without a pro-
fit, it will be difficult for the company to achieve 
the company’s targets. If  the performance of  a 
company increases, it can be seen from the inces-
sant activities of  the company in order to gene-
rate profits. Based on the process of  increasing 
the profitability of  income, companies with large 
sizes have the potential to invest in the available 
resources and manage them as much as possible 
for the interests of  shareholders (Antonius & Su-
dirgo, 2020).

The company’s financial performance can 
be interpreted as the company’s work performan-

ce that reflects the company’s ability to provide 
benefits from assets, capital and debt. Financial 
performance is one of  the indicators needed by 
company management to measure the effective-
ness of  company performance (Widiatmoko & 
Mayangsari, 2016)discretionary accrual, levera-
ge, company size, and tax planning on earnings 
management. Financial performance is an indi-
cator that is required by company management 
to measure the effectiveness of  company perfor-
mance. This research used secondary data that 
was got from annual report published in www.
idx.co.id and data from Indonesian Capital Mar-
ket Directory (ICMD. A good company’s finan-
cial performance is when the company is success-
ful in achieving its goals. Measurement of  the 
company’s financial performance can be used as 
a basis for decision making by internal and exter-
nal parties. The company’s performance can be a 
reference in determining investment decisions in 
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the capital market. 
The capital structure has a strategic in-

fluence on the achievement of  the company’s 
long-term goals (Kristianti, 2018). Capital struc-
ture is important for companies because good or 
bad capital structure will have a direct impact on 
the company’s financial position (Firmanullah & 
Darsono, 2017)firm size, operating leverage, pro-
fitability, liquidity, growth of  sales, and capital 
structure. Testing manufactures listed in Indone-
sian stock market resulted in the estimation struc-
tural equation model which is fit and acceptab-
le. Multiple R-square of  0.259 indicate that the 
change in capital structure is defined by structure 
of  assets (SA. Capital structure is the most im-
portant part of  all operational financing in a com-
pany. Each company will determine the proporti-
on of  debt (capital structure) based on the needs 
and financial conditions of  the company at hand 
(Haryanto, 2016). The capital structure describes 
how the company finances its operations as well 
as the growth it seeks to achieve by using various 
sources of  funds. The capital structure describes 
how the company finances its operations as well 
as the growth it seeks to achieve by using various 
sources of  funds. Investors in their investment de-
cisions consider the size of  the capital structure 
as measured by using DER (Nisasmara & Musd-
holifah, 2016).

According to research conducted by  Violi-
ta and Sulasmiyati (2017) capital structure has a 
significant positive effect on financial performan-
ce. Meanwhile, the research conducted by Kris-
tianti (2018) and Ramaiyanti et al. (2018) found 
that there is a negative influence between capital 
structure on financial performance.

The firm size can be measured by the total 
assets owned by the company. Company size is a 
value that indicates the size or size of  a company. 
Companies with large assets tend to use existing 
resources to the maximum extent possible to ob-
tain business profits. Meanwhile, companies that 
have small assets generate profits in accordance 
with the number of  assets owned by the compa-
ny. Firm size can have a positive effect on finan-
cial performance because large companies can 
take advantage of  company size to get a better 
deal on financial terms.

Research conducted by Fajaryani and 
Suryani (2018) and Ho and Mohd-Raff  (2019) 
show that firm size has a positive effect on fi-
nancial performance. While Dwi Cahyani and 
Isbanah (2018) show that firm size has a negative 
effect on financial performance. 

Another indicator that can measure the 
performance of  a company is growth opportuni-

ty. Growth opportunity can be used as a reference 
to determine how far the company’s growth rate 
is in the future. Growth opportunity can also be 
defined as the change in total assets owned by a 
company. An increased and positive growth op-
portunity rate can indicate that the company has 
an opportunity to develop its business and expand 
its business. The high growth opportunity value is 
also expected to be able to generate greater profits 
in the future and can be used as an analysis of  the 
prosperity of  the company’s shareholders (Kusna 
& Setijani, 2018).

According to research conducted by Kus-
na and Setijani (2018), growth opportunity has a 
positive effect on company performance. Meanw-
hile, research by Febriani and Sari (2019) shows 
that growth opportunity has no effect on compa-
ny profitability.

One of  the important factors in corpora-
te funding decisions is the asset structure. This 
is because the asset structure describes the fixed 
assets associated with the company’s producti-
on process. In addition, if  the company’s assets 
can be used as credit collateral, the company will 
tend to use a larger amount of  debt (Maftukhah, 
2013). The amount of  loans owned by the com-
pany can increase its operating expenses so that 
the company’s profits will be smaller.

According to the results of  research con-
ducted by Kharizmatullah et al. (2017), the asset 
structure has a positive effect on financial perfor-
mance. While the results of  the research of  Me-
gasari et al. (2020) show that the asset structure 
has a negative effect on financial performance.

In previous studies there were inconsis-
tent research results. Researchers are interested 
in re-examining the effect of  firm size, growth 
opportunity, and asset structure on company per-
formance with capital structure as an intervening 
variable. 

This research is based on agency theory 
and pecking order theory. Agency theory explains 
the relationship between agents and principals.. 
Shareholders or principals are assumed to be only 
interested in increasing the return on their invest-
ment in the company. Meanwhile, the manager 
or agent is assumed to be interested in financial 
compensation and the terms that accompany the 
relationship. This difference in interest can crea-
te a conflict called agent conflict. The principal 
wants to get the largest and fastest possible return 
on his investment, namely by getting an increase 
in dividends from each share he owns. 

Pecking order theory explained that com-
panies tend to prefer issuing debt to equity when 
internal funds are not enough (Brealey et al., 
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2017). If  the company requires external funding, 
the company tends to issue debt rather than equi-
ty to avoid the information effect of  the issuance 
of  new shares. the internal capital of  the compa-
ny is limited to the funding for investments and 
dividends and the company would access exter-
nal funding. External funding priorities will take 
precedence to prioritize the issuance of  debt com-
pared to company equity (Yulianto et al., 2016). 
When a company needs external funding and 
has a risky debt as a monitoring device, it also 
tends to increase its dividend payment propensity 
(Martono, Yulianto, et al., 2020). 

Companies that have a large profit op-
portunity generally have small amounts of  debt 
because these companies require little external 
funding. Profitability shows the company has the 
capacity to generate profits from its own resources 
(Riantani & Nurzamzam, 2015). The use of  long-
term debt is only carried out when the funders 
with retained earnings and short-term debt are 
not sufficient for the company’s needs (Brigham 
& Eisenhadrdt in Wirajunayasa & Putri, 2017). 
In this theory, companies are advised to choose 
the safest funding first, namely retained earnings 
and short-term debt. Changes in the proportion 
of  capital structure can allow the company’s per-
formance to be better, so that company managers 
can try to improve company performance by se-
lecting funding priorities using the various risks 
and costs that will arise.

The phenomenon that occurs in the pro-
perty and real estate business is that based on the 
Banking Survey for the fourth quarter of  2019 
issued by Bank Indonesia, there is new credit 
growth that has increased from the previous quar-
ter. The phenomenon of  the increasing trend of  
consumption credit for property and real estate 
purchases is predicted by Bank Indonesia to con-
tinue in 2020. This is reflected in the Weighted 
Net Balance of  70.6% (yoy), whereas the previo-
us one was 68.3% (yoy). ). In this event, it can 
be concluded that the potential for the develop-
ment of  property and real estate companies will 
increase.

The reason the authors conduct research 
on property and real estate companies is because 
the property and real estate business in Indonesia 
tends to increase from year to year because land 
prices tend to increase and land supply increases 
along with the increasing population and inc-
reasing human needs for homes, offices, centers. 
shopping, and so on, followed by property prices 
which continue to rise continuously. The author 
wants to know whether several internal factors in 
the company are able to influence the company’s 

performance even though on the other hand pro-
perty prices continue to increase from time to 
time.

The purpose of  this study is to analyze the 
effect of  firm size, growth opportunity, and asset 
structure on company performance with capital 
structure as an intervening variable.

Hypothesis development
  Firm Size describes the size of  the com-

pany which can be seen in one way, namely seeing 
the total wealth owned by the company. Compa-
nies that are included in large-scale sizes will also 
require a large amount of  capital. The size of  the 
company as measured by the total asset indicator 
shows that the larger the size, the company will 
also use a large amount of  debt (Suweta, 2016). 
This is because the funds needed by the company 
are increasing along with the growth of  the com-
pany (Setiawan et al., 2016).

Another previous studies that examined 
the effect of  Firm Size on Capital Structure, Pur-
ba and Yadnya (2015) and Setiawan et al. (2016), 
which states that Firm Size has a positive effect 
on Capital Structure.
H1: Firm Size has a positive and significant effect 

on Capital Structure.

Companies that have high growth oppor-
tunities need more funds, so they must increase 
their fixed assets and maintain company profits. 
The retained earnings will increase as the com-
pany grows, so that these companies will owe 
more debt to maintain the targeted debt ratio. 
The above statement is in accordance with Khai-
rani (2015) which states that companies that are 
growing at a faster pace tend to use debt more 
than companies that are growing at a slow pace. 
In addition, several studies that support the rela-
tionship between growth opportunity and capital 
structure are research from Khairani (2015), and 
Ananda et al. (2016) which states that growth op-
portunity has a significant positive effect on capi-
tal structure.
H2: Growth Opportunity has a positive and signi-

ficant effect on Capital Structure.

Capital structure theory reveals a positive 
correlation between levels of  debt and tangible 
assets. Companies that have a lot of  tangible 
assets have adequate collateral for their loans. 
Tangible assets also mean that the company has 
a high liquidation value, so creditors can receive 
their funds back in the event of  company liquida-
tion. Thus, the more tangible assets the company 
has, the higher the creditor’s motivation to agree 
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to credit level debt.
H3: Asset structure has a positive and significant 

effect on capital structure.

Companies with a large firm size have 
more interest for investors to invest because lar-
ge companies are believed to have better com-
pany performance than companies with small 
sizes. Large companies have better market ac-
cess and have larger operational activities than 
smaller companies, so that a company with a 
large firm size may benefit from a certain larger 
share capital. The amount of  company profits 
can increase the company’s performance so that 
the relationship between company size and firm 
performance is positive. Companies with large 
sizes have greater financial strength in suppor-
ting company performance (Fudianti & Wija-
yanto, 2019).

Prijanto (2017) in his research states that 
companies with large assets can optimize resour-
ces to get maximum benefits, Purba & Yadnya 
(2015) also state that there is a positive influence 
between firm size and company performance.
H4: Firm Size has a positive and significant effect 

on Company Performance.

A high growth opportunity will affect its 
financial performance due to the company’s 
ability. Basically, growth opportunity is a pic-
ture of  the company’s productivity and the ex-
pectations desired by both internal parties (ma-
nagers) and external companies (investors and 
creditors).

Another studies related to growth opportu-
nity and financial performance include, Kopong 
and Nurzanah (2016) which states that compa-
nies with high growth opportunities cause a si-
zeable investment value, especially in fixed assets 
whose economic age is less than one year. In ad-
dition, it is evidenced by research from Sardo and 
Serrasqueiro (2018) will the same result, growth 
opportunity has a positive effect on company per-
formance.
H5: Growth Opportunity has a positive and sig-

nificant effect on Company Performance. 

Asset structure has an important role in de-
termining financing. Companies with high fixed 
assets tend to use long-term debt in their finan-
cing. Companies that have a high level of  fixed 
assets need a source of  funds that require a lar-
ger source of  funding so that it will increase the 
cost of  capital which will reduce the company’s 
revenue. The results of  research conducted by 
Mudjijah and Hikmanto (2018) stated that asset 

structure has a negative effect on profitability.
H6: Asset Structure has a negative and significant 

effect on Firm Performance.

The higher the capital structure shows the 
greater the burden the company has on outsiders, 
this is very likely to reduce the company’s perfor-
mance because the level of  dependence on outsi-
ders is higher. 

Several studies examining the relation-
ship between asset structure and capital structu-
re are Ranitasari and Maftukhah (2018) which 
states that asset structure has a positive and 
insignificant effect on financial performance. 
Meanwhile, research conducted by Denziana 
and Yunggo (2017) states that asset structure 
has a significant positive effect on capital struc-
ture.

H7: Capital Structure has a negative and signifi-
cant effect on Firm Performance.

According to Ambarwati et al. (2015) com-
panies with large sizes have a higher level of  pro-
fitability than small companies because compa-
nies with larger sizes are considered more critical 
by investors and creditors. In financing operating 
expenses, the company will usually incur debt 
or issue shares in search of  external sources of  
funds. If  the funding decision issued by manage-
ment is not correct, it can cause high fixed costs 
in the form of  capital costs which can lead to a 
decrease in company profitability (Setiadewi & 
Purbawangsa, 2014).

Research on capital structure that mediates 
the effect of  company size on company perfor-
mance includes Fressilia and Pratiwi (2017) and 
Setiadewi and Purbawangsa (2014) which states 
that there is an effect of  company size on compa-
ny performance with capital structure as an inter-
vening variable.
H8: Capital structure is able to mediate the influ-

ence of  Firm Size on company performance. 

Growth opportunityis a high and low 
growth opportunity for a company in the future 
that can determine investors’ decisions to invest. 
The greater the debt the company has, the greater 
the interest cost, and vice versa (Oktarina, 2015). 
Research on this subject is Khairani (2015) who 
argues that capital structure can mediate the ef-
fect of  growth opportunity on firm performance 
with ROA as a proxy. 
H9: Capital Structure is able to mediate the influ-

ence of  Growth Opportunity on Firm Perfor-
mance.
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Companies that have a lot of  tangible ass-
ets have adequate collateral for their loans. Tan-
gible assets also mean that the company has a 
high liquidation value, so creditors can receive 
their funds back in the event of  company liquida-
tion. Thus, the more tangible assets the company 
has, the higher the creditor’s motivation to agree 
to credit level debt. Based on the description abo-
ve, it can be concluded that companies that have 
high fixed assets on total assets tend to use larger 
debt to meet their funding needs.
H10: Capital Structure is able to mediate Asset 

Structure on Firm Performance

METHOD

This research is a research using secondary 
data. The data used in this study are the annual 
reports of  property and real estate companies ob-
tained from the official website of  the Indonesia 
Stock Exchange, www.idx.co.id. The study po-
pulation consisted of  46 property and real estate 
companies listed on the Indonesia Stock Exchan-
ge in 2015-2019. The sample in this study was se-
lected using purposive sampling method so that 
35 companies were selected for 5 years with an 
analysis of  175 units. The sample selection crite-
ria in the study are presented in table 1.

Table 1. Sample selection criteria

No Criteria Companies Year Total

1

Property and real 
estate companies 
listed on the 
Indonesia Stock 
Exchange

46 5 230

2

Property and real 
estate companies 
that are not listed 
on the Indonesia 
Stock Exchange 
and do not pub-
lish consecutive 
financial reports 
on the IDX dur-
ing 2015-2017

(11) 5 55

Number of Units 
Analysis

35 5 175

This study used 1 dependent variable, na-
mely company performance, 1 intervening variab-
le, namely capital structure, and 3 independent 
variables which are thought to have a significant 
effect, such as firm size, growth opportunity, and 
capital structure.

Table 2. Operational Definition of  Variables

No. Variables Equations

1
Firm 
Performance

Net Profit After Tax
Equity

2 Firm Size Total Asset

3
Growth 
Opportunity

Asset Total t - Asset Total t-1
Asset Total t-1

4
Assets 
Structure

Fixed Asset
Asset Total

5
Capital 
Structure

Debt Total
Asset Total

The data was collected by using literatu-
re study method and documentation obtained 
from the official website of  the Indonesia Stock 
Exchange. Hypothesis testing is done using panel 
data regression analysis using data processing 
application Eviews 12 and manual intervening 
test.

DER = α + β1FSIZE + β2GROWTH + 
β3AKTV + e 

Which are: 
DER  = Capital Structure 
α	 	 =	Constan	
FSIZE  = Firm Size 
GROWTH = Growth Opportunity 
AKTV  = Assets Structure 
e  = Variance in capital structure 
that is not explained by exogenous variables (firm 
size, growth opportunity, and asset structure).

ROE = α + β1SIZE + β2GROWTH + β3AKTV 
+ β4DER + e

Which are: 
ROE  = Firm Performance 
DER   = Capital Structure
α  = Constan 
FSIZE  = Firm Size 
GROWTH = Growth Opportunity 
AKTV  = Assets Structure
e  = Variance in firm performance 
that is not explained by exogenous variables (firm 
size, growth opportunity, and asset structure, and 
capital structure).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This research used descriptive statistical 
analysis to describe each variable individually 
with the results shown in table 3.
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Table 3. Decriptive Statistics

ROE DER FSize Growth S_AKTV

n=175

Mean 8.42 0.69 29.33 9.49 56.01

Median 7.25 0.59 29.54 6.88 59.36

Max 41.16 2.20 31.67 117.49 96.28

Min -10.41 0.04 25.69 -25.93 0.06

Std. 
Dev.

7.47 0.48 1.34 15.48 24.47

Based on table 3, it can be seen that the 
number of  observations (n) is 175, it is obtained 
that the average (mean) company performance is 
8.42. This means that the average net profit gene-
rated by the company is 8.42 of  the total capital 
owned by the company. Table 3 shows the ave-
rage value of  the capital structure is 0.69, which 
means that the ratio of  the use of  debt and equity 
in the capital structure is 0.69 or the use of  debt 
in the capital structure is 69%. In table 3, it can be 
seen that the average company size is 29.33. This 
means that property and real estate companies 
have an average size of  29.33.

Table 3 shows that the average growth op-
portunity is 9.49. This means that property and 
real estate companies have an average growth op-
portunity of  9.49.

Based on the results of  statistical tests in ta-
ble 3, the average value of  the asset structure was 
56.01: 1. This means that the use of  fixed assets 
of  property and real estate companies is greater 
than current asset. Based on the Chow and Huss-
man Test, the appropriate model for model 1 is 
the random effects model, while for model 2 is 
the fixed effects model. The classical assumpti-
on test conducted concluded that there was no 
violation of  the normality and multicollinearity 
assumptions in the research model so that it was 
feasible to test the hypothesis on the research mo-
del. The panel data regression estimation results 
are as follows.

Table 4. Regression (Model 1)

Variable Coeff
Std. 
Error

t-Sta-
tistic Prob.

C -2.40 1.57 -1.52 0.13

S_FSIZE 0.67 0.29 2.33 0.02

S_GROWTH 0.01 0.00 1.54 0.02

S_AKTV -0.07 0.01 -5.01 0.00

Table 5. Regression (Model 2)

Variable Coeff
Std. 
Error t-Statistic Prob.

C 83.75 21.63 3.87 0.00

S_DER -0.11 0.69 -0.15 0.02

S_Fsize -14.66 3.97 -3.69 0.00

S_Growth -0.08 0.07 -1.17 0.24

S_AKTV -0.192 0.20 -0.94 0.05

DER = -2,396958 + 0,669611 FSIZE + 0,012428 
GROWTH – 0,073178 AKTV + ɛ

A constant value of  -2.396958 means that 
if  the independent variables such as company 
size, growth opportunity, and asset structure are 
0 or constant, then the capital structure value is          
-2.396958. The firm size variable (FSIZE) has a 
regression coefficient of  0.669611 with a positive 
sign. This means that company size has a positi-
ve effect on capital structure. When the company 
size increases by 1 unit, it will increase the capital 
structure by 0.669611. When the growth opportu-
nity increases by 1 unit, it will increase the capital 
structure by 0.012428. The asset structure variab-
le has a regression coefficient of  0.073178 and is 
negative. This means that the asset structure has a 
negative effect on the capital structure, when the 
value of  the asset structure increases by 1 unit, 
it will increase the capital structure by 0.073178.

ROE =  83.74986 - 0.105592 DER - 14.65761 
FSIZE - 0.078624 GROWTH -0.186272 AKTV 
+ ɛ

A constant of  83.74986 means that if  all 
independent variables, namely Capital Structure, 
Firm Size, Growth Opportunity, and Asset Struc-
ture in model 2 are constant or 0 (zero), then the 
Company Performance variable has an average 
of  83.74986. The DER regression coefficient is 
0.105592 and it is negative. This may imply that 
the higher the capital structure, the lower the 
company’s performance. This figure means that 
if  the value of  the Capital Structure increases by 
1 unit, it will decrease the company’s performan-
ce by an average of  0.105592. The FSIZE regres-
sion coefficient is 14.65761 and is negative. This 
can illustrate that the higher the size of  the com-
pany, the lower the company’s performance. This 
figure means that if  the growth opportunity value 
increases by 1 unit, it will reduce the company’s 
performance by 0.078624. The Asset Structure 
regression coefficient is 0.186272 and is negative. 
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This can illustrate that the higher the asset struc-
ture of  the company, the lower the company’s 
performance. This figure means, if  the value of  
the Asset Structure increases by 1 unit, it will dec-
rease the company’s performance by 0.186272.

The t-table value is 1.96, so that the capital 
structure has not been able to mediate the variab-
les of  company size, growth opportunity, and as-
set structure on firm performance. The results of  
hypothesis testing are presented in table 6.

The Effect of Firm Size on Capital Structure
The results of  hypothesis testing indicate 

that firm size has a positive direction and has a 
significant effect on capital structure, so the first 
hypothesis in this study which states that firm 
size on capital structure is accepted. 

The results of  this study are in line with 
the pecking order theory. Companies with a re-
latively large scale have the ability to obtain re-
latively stable profits compared to small scale 
companies. This can affect the capital structure 
because the larger the size of  the company, the 
company tends to need funding from the side of  
larger debt. So that large companies can increase 
the level of  debt to meet the capital structure. The 
trend of  firm size fluctuates as well as its capital 
structure. It can be concluded that the movement 

Tabel 6. The Results of  Hypothesis Testing

No. Hypotheses Explanation Prob. Result

1 H1
Firm size has a positive and significant effect on the 
capital structure. 

0.0207 Supported

2 H2
Growth opportunity has a positive and significant effect 
on the capital structure.

0.0240 Supported

3 H3
Assets structure has a positive and significant effect on 
the capital structure.

0.0000 Not Supported

4 H4
Firm size has a positive and significant effect on the firm 
performance.

0.0003 Not Supported

5 H5
Growth opportunity has a positive and significant effect 
on the firm performance.

0.2447 Not Supported

6 H6
Assets structure has a negative and significant effect on 
the firm performance.

0.0473 Supported

7 H7
Capital structure has a negative and significant effect on 
the firm performance.

0.0193 Supported

8 H8
Capital structure can mediate firm size on company 
performance

0.8793 Not Supported

9 H9
Capital structure can mediate growth opportunity on 
company performance

0.8796 Not Supported

10 H10
Capital structure can mediate assets structure on com-
pany performance

0.8791 Not Supported

of  the firm size is accompanied by movements 
in the capital structure. The size of  the company 
is able to influence the capital structure because 
the larger the size of  the company will tend to 
use a larger debt. One of  the advantages of  large 
companies is that they tend to be more trusted by 
creditors because they are considered to have less 
risk than smaller companies (Akhmad & Khoir-
uddin, 2020). The results of  this study are not in 
line with the opinion of  Lusiana and Sudarma 

(2018) which states that large companies use rela-
tively small debt.

The results of  this study are in line with 
Nuswandari (2013) and Siddik and Chabachib 
(2017) which prove that firm size has a positive 
and significant effect on capital structure. Mean-
while, research conducted by Dewi and Sudiart-
ha (2017) proves that firm size has a significant 
negative effect on capital structure.

The Effects of Growth Opportunity on Capital 
Structure

Hypothesis test results show that growth 
opportunity has a negative direction and has no 
significant effect on capital structure, so the se-
cond hypothesis in this study which states that 
growth opportunity has a positive effect on capi-
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tal structure is rejected.
The results of  this study are not in line with 

study that conducted by Setiawan et al. (2016) 
which shows that growth opportunity has a sig-
nificant negative effect on capital structure. High 
growth opportunity allows these companies to 
have a low cost of  equity Setiawan et al., (2016). 
The results of  this study are in line with Brigham 
and Weston (1998) which stated that companies 
that are growing faster tend to use debt more than 
companies that are growing slowly.

The Effects of Assets Structure on Capital 
Structure

Hypothesis test results indicate that the 
asset structure has a negative direction and has 
a significant effect on capital structure, so the 
hypothesis of  asset structure in this study which 
states that asset structure has a positive effect on 
capital structure is rejected.

The results of  this study are in line with Fa-
jaryani and Suryani (2018) which indicates that 
there is an insignificant negative relationship bet-
ween the asset structure and the capital structure 
but it is not in accordance with the research con-
ducted by Denziana and Yunggo (2017) which 
shows that the asset structure has a positive effect 
on capital structure. The higher the asset structu-
re indicates that the greater the debt taken by the 
company. It can be concluded that a high asset 
structure cannot increase the guarantee provided 
by the company to creditors. Creditors can be 
very careful in giving debt to the company. The 
creditor may only provide it to the company with 
a guarantee that provides certainty of  protection 
for the interests of  the creditor.

The Effects of Firm Size on Firm Performance
The results of  hypothesis testing show 

that firm size has a negative direction and has a 
significant effect on company performance, so 
the fourth hypothesis in this study which states 
that firm size has a positive effect on company 
performance is rejected.

The results of  this study are in line with 
Isbanah (2015) which indicates that there is a 
negative influence between firm size and firm 
performance. This shows that the size of  the 
company can reduce the company’s performan-
ce. The size of  a company can be assumed that 
the company increasingly requires costs to carry 
out its operational activities such as salary costs, 
administration, building maintenance, and so on. 
This causes the company’s performance to decli-
ne due to the large size of  the company that is 
not balanced with good management (Isbanah, 

2015). The size of  the company cannot be used 
as a guarantee that the company has a good fi-
nancial performance.

The Effects of Growth Opportunity on Firm 
Performance

Hypothesis test results show that growth 
opportunity has a negative direction and has no 
significant effect on company performance, so 
the fifth hypothesis in this study which states 
that growth opportunity has a positive effect on 
company performance is rejected. A competitive 
advantage in creative industries is needed to com-
pete globally because market orientation is the 
key to the success of  a business (Martono et al., 
2020).

The results of  this study are not in line 
with study that conducted by Yunita (2018) 
which shows a positive and significant relation-
ship between growth opportunity and company 
performance. The results of  the research by the 
author didn’t prove that the higher the level of  op-
portunity for the company to grow, the higher the 
company’s performance in the future. Companies 
that have high growth opportunities can become 
obstacles to the company in producing better per-
formance than before because the management 
is much adjusted to the circumstances of  the 
company. However, there are other obstacles that 
have a more significant effect on the decline in 
company performance. In this study, it illustrates 
that growth opportunity cannot be used as a refe-
rence in describing company performance.

The Effects of Assets Structure on Firm Per-
formance

Hypothesis test results indicate that the 
asset structure has a negative direction towards 
company performance, so the sixth hypothesis 
in this study which states that asset structure has 
a negative effect on company performance is 
accepted.

The results of  this study are not in line 
with study that conducted by Kharizmatullah et 
al. (2017) which indicates that there is a positive 
and significant influence between asset structure 
on financial performance. Research by this aut-
hor proves that the greater the fixed assets can 
reduce the company’s profit which can affect the 
company’s performance to be not good. The re-
sults of  this study are in line with study that con-
ducted by Megasari et al. (2020) illustrates that 
the asset structure has a significant negative effect 
on financial performance. With a high level of  
asset structure, company performance can expe-
rience a decline.
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The Effects of Capital Structure on Firm Per-
formance

Hypothesis test results indicate that the ca-
pital structure has a negative and significant di-
rection of  company performance, so the seventh 
hypothesis in this study which states that capital 
structure has a negative and significant effect on 
company performance is accepted.

The important decision faced by financial 
management which relates to the continuity of  
company operations is funding decision which is 
capital structure. Capital structure achieves opti-
mal value if  the composition of  debt and capital 
are able to increase firm value (Iswarini & Ard-
iansari, 2018). 

The results of  this study are not in line with 
study that conducted by Marinda et al. (2014), 
Violita and Sulasmiyati (2017) which proves that 
the capital structure has a positive and significant 
effect on company performance. When the ca-
pital structure increases, it will also increase the 
company’s performance. Companies that have a 
large proportion of  debt are able to generate large 
net profits. The results of  this study are in line 
with study that conducted by Ramaiyanti et al. 
(2018) and Kristianti (2018) that an increase in 
the proportion of  debt to equity has a negative 
effect on the effectiveness of  equity in genera-
ting company net income. The company’s profit 
will decrease when the proportion of  debt is inc-
reased, but if  the company decreases the propor-
tion of  debt to equity, the rate of  return on equity 
will increase.

Effect of Firm Size on Company Performance 
with Capital Structure as an Intervening Vari-
able

Hypothesis test results show that capital 
structure cannot mediate the effect of  firm size 
on firm performance, so the eighth hypothesis 
in this study which states that capital structure 
can mediate the effect of  firm size on firm 
performance is rejected.

The results of  this study are not in line 
with study that conducted by Fressilia and Prati-
wi (2017) that the capital structure has an indirect 
effect between company size and firm performan-
ce. The bigger the company size, the opportunity 
to get bigger external funding. Companies with a 
large scale will need more funds to finance their 
operational activities. The results of  this study do 
not prove that the level of  debt in large-scale com-
panies will also increase the company’s expenses 
to be paid so that it can affect company profits. 
Large companies with a high capital structure do 

not in fact affect the company’s risk related to ex-
penses that must be paid to outsiders which will 
affect the company’s performance.

Effect of Growth Opportunity on Company 
Performance with Capital Structure as an 
Intervening Variable

Hypothesis test results show that capital 
structure cannot mediate the effect of  growth 
opportunity on firm performance, so the ninth 
hypothesis in this study which states that capital 
structure can mediate the effect of  growth oppor-
tunity on firm performance is rejected.

The results of  this study are not in line 
with study that conducted by Khairani (2015). In 
the results of  this study, the capital structure is 
able to mediate the growth opportunity variable 
with company performance. Growth opportunity 
gives companies the opportunity to make profi-
table investments. The size of  the debt held by 
companies with high growth opportunities has an 
influence on the company’s profit. The results of  
this study do not prove that companies with large 
growth opportunities will increase their debt to 
achieve higher profits with the intention of  imp-
roving company performance. Companies that 
have high growth opportunities are not sure to in-
crease their debt due to additional debt in a con-
dition that is still in the sense of  ”opportunity” re-
lated to the reality of  the good and bad conditions 
of  the company in the future will not necessarily 
increase the company’s net profit.

Effect of Assets Structure on Company Perfor-
mance with Capital Structure as an Interven-
ing Variable

Hypothesis test results indicate that capi-
tal structure cannot mediate the effect of  asset 
structure on company performance, so the tenth 
hypothesis in this study which states that capital 
structure can mediate the effect of  asset structure 
on company performance is rejected.

The results of  this study cannot prove that 
companies that have tangible assets have suffi-
cient collateral for the company’s loans or capi-
tal structure. Performance also shows everything 
that employees do (Martono et al., 2018). The 
quality of  employees can affect how the realiza-
tion of  the funding decisions made by managers.
The large number of  tangible assets cannot prove 
that the higher the creditor’s motivation to appro-
ve long-term credit can increase the company’s 
profit. 

Based on the test results that have been 
done, the level of  debt to equity does not affect 
fixed assets which will measure the performance 
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of  the company.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This article which aims to determine the 
effect of  company size, growth opportunities, and 
akiva structure on financial performance through 
this capital structure produces several conclu-
sions. The results of  this study indicate that com-
panies with large company sizes and high growth 
opportunities can be used as a benchmark for 
changes in internal and external company funds 
because these two variables affect the capital 
structure of  property and real estate companies. 
The higher the asset structure, the lower the deci-
sion on the capital structure of  the asset structure. 
A high asset structure cannot be a guarantee that 
the company will give to creditors the higher it is.

A low asset structure can improve finan-
cial performance because the larger the assets can 
reduce the company’s profits which will affect the 
company’s performance to be not good. The lo-
wer the level of  capital structure, the higher the 
financial performance because the capital burden 
that must be paid by the company is reduced so 
that the profit can be higher.

The limitation of  this study is the use of  
the Ordinary Least Square (OLS) model and the 
single test to interpret the results of  the panel data 
regression test and whether there is an indirect ef-
fect (intervening). Further research can use the 
Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) testing mo-
del using the Partial Least Squares (PLS-SEM) 
technique.

The suggestion for further research is ex-
pected to use other independent variables which 
are thought to have a significant effect on compa-
ny performance. Independent variables that may 
be used are inflation, credit risk, market risk, and 
so on. In addition, it can also add variables rela-
ted to good corporate governance. In further rese-
arch, we can also find other alternatives that are 
able to strengthen the relationship between inde-
pendent variables on company performance such 
as dividend policy. Then it is expected to develop 
a research model using a wider range of  objects to 
maximize research the results.
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