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Abstract: One of the primary challenges in analyzing a company's financial statements is
establishing the normative level for financial ratio indicators. However, in our country, there
lacks a unified methodology for determining these normative levels based on the business
sector and company size. Therefore, the goal of this research is to assess the normative level by
using working capital as a representation of the capital structure and the debt ratio as a
representation of the capital structure. In our study, we analyzed a total of 2,200 samples of
companies listed on the Mongolian Stock Exchange (MSE) between 2009 and 2022. Based on
our research findings, the debt ratio and the percentage of working capital exhibit a non-linear
relationship with profitability indicators. It is advisable to establish the normative level as a
median rather than an average value, as normative levels also vary depending on factors such
as company size, industry, and economic growth.
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1. INTRODUCTION

In the corporate sphere, comprehending the optimal allocation of the company's assets and
capital structure, and ensuring the appropriate equilibrium between debt and equity, holds
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paramount importance in assessing financial health indicators and fostering sustainable future
growth [1]. Until now, in our country, there is no unified methodology that determines the
normative level of financial ratios depending on the business sector and the size of the company.
Therefore, we set the following goals with this research work:

1. Assess the normative level by representing the percentage of working capital representing the
capital structure and debt ratio by representing the capital structure

2. To study the relationship between the mean and median of these indicators and the profitability
indicators

The stable and profitable operation of the company yields a positive impact not only on the
organization itself but also on all stakeholders, including investors, customers, and employees [2].
The primary indicators that can determine and evaluate the current financial situation of the
company are the current ratio and the debt ratio. The current ratio assesses the organization's
ability to meet its short-term obligations with its current assets, while the debt ratio calculates the
percentage of external financing in relation to the total assets [3]. A company's survival is contingent
upon working capital, which serves as a critical resource for financing and decision-making
throughout the operational cycle, spanning from the procurement of raw materials to the production
of final products [4]. Short-term liabilities are typically settled using the cash generated from
working capital, and reducing the company's liabilities has a positive impact on financial stability
and enhances liquidity [5]. Financial managers and executives prioritize determining the appropriate
level of working capital and implementing optimal management methods to ensure sufficient
resources and cash to cover short-term liabilities and future planned operations [6].

Establishing normative levels for specific indicators related to the company's assets and capital
structure is a common practice aimed at ensuring financial stability, efficient operations, and optimal
risk management [7]. These norms can vary across countries and are typically established by
regulatory bodies or industry standards. Economically developed nations like the United States, the
United Kingdom, and Japan rely on standard norms developed by top institutions for financial stability
regulation. They evaluate changes and efficiency in reporting years for branches and organizations,
using these evaluations to develop strategic policy plans for the future.

In developed countries, particularly in our nation where the profitability of companies is pivotal
amid unstable economic fluctuations for economic growth and development, various regulatory
frameworks are employed to ensure financial stability, transparency, and comparability of financial
reports. However, unlike evaluating based solely on financial analysis and historical reports, it is
challenging to establish normative levels for parameters related to capital and capital structure of
companies through standard-setting organizations. Hence, there exists a challenge in establishing
normative levels that enable financial comparisons based on factors such as the sector, scale of
operations, and asset conditions.
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2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

An optimal capital structure refers to the resources a company utilizes to finance its assets,
operations, and future growth, with financing sources typically encompassing debt and equity. The
primary theories in this domain include Modigliani and Miller's theory, trade-off theory, and pecking
order theory, all of which aim to elucidate how the departure from normativity influences a
company's capital structure [8].

The study of optimal capital structure gained significant popularity following the introduction of
Modigliani and Miller's theory [9]. The Modigliani and Miller theory posits that there is no
distinction between the utilization of debt and equity and that the composition of a company's capital
structure, whether it includes debt or equity, does not impact the firm's value. Additionally, the
theory develops propositions | and 11. [10]. Proposition | of Modigliani and Miller's theory discusses
the impact of taxation, while Proposition Il highlights that firms with higher debt financing
experience a higher cost of equity capital. In essence, these propositions elucidate how debt
influences both the value of a firm and the cost of equity capital. It's important to note that in a perfect
market, the capital structure does not affect the firm's value, but in reality, imperfections such as
taxes come into play and affect the value of the firm.

The trade-off theory posits that companies aim for an optimal capital structure that strikes a
balance between the tax advantages of debt and the costs associated with debt. According to this
theory, firms borrow funds until the tax benefits derived from debt outweigh the costs associated
with potential financial distress. Empirical research supports this theory by showing that firms
endeavor to minimize their weighted average cost of capital (WACC) through prudent management
of their debt levels. [11]. Companies strive to enhance value by leveraging debt to minimize tax
liabilities and augment cash flow [12]. Non-debt tax shelters provide additional tax advantages such
as depreciation and diminish the necessity for debt. Research indicates that companies with greater
non-debt tax shelters tend to have lower levels of leverage [13]. There is a positive correlation
between the value of real assets and leverage, suggesting that real assets are more readily used as
collateral for obtaining loans [14]. The capital structure of Dutch companies aligns with the trade-off
theory, as it involves a careful balance between maximizing tax benefits and managing the complex
costs associated with debt [15].

Excessive debt elevates the risk of financial distress, which can lead to bankruptcy and associated
costs [16]. These costs encompass legal and administrative expenses as well as missed business
opportunities. The fluctuation in operating income signifies business risk, with high volatility
typically linked to low leverage [17]. Larger companies generally face fewer difficulty costs, making
debt financing more accessible for them. It can be inferred that the leverage decisions of Dutch
companies are guided by the trade-off between tax benefits and difficulty costs, which are influenced
by factors like marginal tax rates and firm risk.

The Pecking Order Theory elucidates how companies prioritize their financing options, primarily
due to the information asymmetry between managers and investors. This information asymmetry
leads companies to favor internal financing over external financing options [18].
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When companies require external financing, they generally prefer debt issuance over equity issuance.
This preference is driven by the aim to prevent undervaluation of equity, which could diminish the
value of existing shareholders. Creditors, on the other hand, prioritize bankruptcy proceedings and are
less concerned about the firm's valuation [19]. THence, companies opt for financing methods that
entail minimal disclosure, commencing with retained earnings, followed by debt, and ultimately
equity issuance. Empirical studies substantiate the Pecking Order Theory, indicating that profitable
companies prioritize internal financing over external sources [20]. Profitable companies typically
have substantial retained earnings and lower leverage. Furthermore, liquidity as a percentage of total
assets exhibits a negative correlation with leverage, aligning with the theory that firms prioritize
internal equity over debt [21]. The Pecking Order Theory can be summarized as emphasizing the
influence of information advantages on companies' financial decisions, which leads them to prioritize
internal financing, particularly retained earnings, over external sources such as debt and equity
issuance [22].

3. METHODOLOGY AND RESULT OF THE RESEARCH

As of March 2024, there are 173 joint-stock companies registered in the MSE. For this study, we
utilized a compilation of financial statements from a total of 2,417 samples of companies that
submitted their financial statements between 2009 and 2022. However, due to insufficient financial data
and missing information in the statements of some joint-stock companies within this sample, we
excluded them from the analysis. Ultimately, we analyzed a total of 2,200 samples to ensure data
accuracy and completeness. In our study, we investigated the relationship between the working
capital ratio (ETA = Current assets/total assets) and the debt ratio (liabilities/total assets) with the
return on assets (ROA = Profit before interest/total assets) and return on equity (net profit after
tax/owners' equity). This analysis was conducted across five sectors and different company sizes
categorized by the stock exchange. Essentially, we aimed to assess the optimal capital structure of
companies using the working capital ratio and debt ratio, while evaluating financial performance
through return on assets and return on equity.
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[Table 1] Mean and median of indicators, 2009 to 2022

ROA ROE ETA DTA
Average | Median | Average | Median | Average | Median | Average | Median
2009 | 134 0.2% 0.2% -3.2% 05% | 38.8% | 36.1% | 41.3% | 34.3%
2010 | 92 2.0% 1.1% 5.2% 28% | 37.6% | 34.0% | 37.5% | 30.8%
2011 | 181 0.9% 0.5% 0.2% 09% | 39.3% | 36.8% | 445% | 32.5%
2012 | 195 0.6% 0.4% 103% | 08% | 37.8% | 34.9% | 50.3% | 33.9%
2013 | 194 -0.4% 0.1% 1.5% 04% | 37.4% | 30.5% | 49.3% | 33.5%
2014 | 189 -1.7% 0.0% 2.2% 0.0% | 37.9% | 31.6% | 51.1% | 38.0%
2015| 118 -2.3% 0.0% 5.0% 02% | 37.3% | 31.0% | 48.6% | 35.3%
2016 | 176 -1.7% 0.0% 3.1% 02% | 385% | 29.5% | 48.2% | 33.1%
2017 | 164 -1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 05% | 36.3% | 28.0% | 49.1% | 31.3%
2018 | 166 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.8% | 38.0% | 31.6% | 56.2% | 35.7%
2019 | 158 -0.4% 0.1% 5.4% 0.6% 39.7% | 33.0% | 52.4% | 31.2%
2020 | 151 -0.9% 0.0% 7.3% 03% | 37.7% | 31.4% | 50.0% | 32.5%
2021 | 148 -0.2% 0.0% 3.5% 0.6% | 40.9% | 356% | 51.0% | 33.3%
2022 | 134 0.7% 0.0% 105% | 1.1% | 39.7% | 30.1% | 63.7% | 38.0%

JyHnax -0.35% | 0.08% | 3.61% | 0.56% | 38.31% | 32.45% | 49.80% | 33.68%
Source. Researcher's estimation

Year | Sample

The mean and median values of the financial ratios studied exhibit significant differences from
2009 to 2022 in show table 1. This variability in the normative level of each financial indicator is
attributed to fluctuations in economic growth, market conditions, and numerous external and internal
factors impacting the company, such as exchange rates, inflation, and loan interest rates.
Additionally, notable discrepancies exist between the mean and median values of the ratios. For
instance, the average return on equity (ROE) across the entire sample stands at 13.61 percent, while
the median value is 0.56 percent. Notably, there are substantial differences observed in the years
2012, 2019, and 2022, indicating considerable variations in other indicators as well.

The MSE has categorized its registered joint-stock companies into five main sectors: processing
(Sector A), manufacturing (Sector B), food and agriculture (Sector C), transportation (Sector D), and
trading services (Sector E). Below are the mean and median values of the ratios for these sectors:
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[Table 2] Industry mean and median for each indicator, 2009 to 2022

ROA ROE ETA DTA
Average | Median | Average | Median | Average | Median | Average | Median

A 408 | -06% | 0.0% 0.8% | 38.9% | 36.0%
51.0% | 43.4%

B 494

Sector | Sample

C 309 52% | 05% | 35.3% | 29.0%
D 579 19% | 0.3%
E 410

Source. Researcher's estimation

The mean and median values of the indicators also exhibit significant variations across sectors
and even within each sector in table 2. For instance, in Industry A, the average return on equity
(ROE) is 8.4 percent, while the median is 0.8 percent. This discrepancy indicates that while the
average ROE for companies in this sector is 8.4 percent, half of the total sample has a return below
0.8 percent. The increase in the industry average is primarily attributed to the exceptional
performance of a few companies in the sector with extremely high returns on equity. When ranked
based on profitability, Sector B emerges as the most profitable, whereas Sector E ranks as the least
profitable. In terms of working capital percentage, Sector D has the lowest figure at approximately
24%, whereas Sector B boasts the highest percentage at 40.2%. Sectors D and E exhibit the lowest
debt ratios, with liabilities accounting for less than 30% of total assets, while Sectors A and C have

relétively higher reliance on external capital. E
) 0.0% ) 32.2%
Median s 15% Median I 42.8%
I 3.0% I 32.50
2.3% 53.7%
Average s 2.0% Average I 51.2%
I (.00 I 41.2%
0.0% i 29.1%
<« Median == 05% < Median e 35.8%
o) 1A% = I 36.4%
x L
=2.3% 36.9%
Average = 04% Average —— 39.6%
I 35% I 4/0.8%
Small company = Medium company = Large company Small company @ Medium company & Large company

[Figure 1] Mean and median for each indicator, by company size

The graph presented above illustrates the average and median values of the indicators
based on company size, as per the Minister of Finance's Order No. 2016.02. According to
the Law on Non-profit Organizations, approved under Order No. 41 dated 3.4, enterprises
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are classified as large if their total sales amount exceeds 1.5 billion MNT; otherwise, they
are categorized as small or medium enterprises. However, with the enactment of the Law on
Support of SMEs and Services in 2019, the classification criteria have been revised. Under
this new law, enterprises with sales revenue up to 300 million are classified as micro, those
with revenue between 300 million and 1 billion as small, those with revenue between 1
billion and 2.5 billion as medium, and those with revenue exceeding 2.5 billion as large.
The average return on equity for large enterprises is 3percent, with a median of 6.9
percent. In contrast, small enterprises have an average return on equity of 2.3 percent, with
a median of 0 percent. This indicates that the profitability of large enterprises surpasses
that of small and medium enterprises. Additionally, as the size or sales income of an
enterprise increases, the proportion of current assets in its portfolio also increases, while
the percentage of liabilities in total assets decreases.
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[Figure 2] Histogram of ROA and ETA, DTA correlation

The relationship observed in the study indicates that as the ETA (working capital ratio) of
surveyed public companies increases, so does the ROA (return on assets). Conversely, a
lower DTA (debt ratio) is associated with a higher ROA. Specifically, a higher working
capital to total assets ratio or a lower liabilities to total assets ratio corresponds to a higher
return on equity. However, it's important to note that this relationship is non-linear and
follows a quadratic function rather than a linear one.
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[Figure 3] Nonlinear relationship between ROA and ETA
The coefficient of determination for the non-linear relationship between Return on Assets (ROA)
and the Working Capital Ratio (ETA) is 83.4%, whereas it is 73.2% for the non-linear relationship
with the Debt Ratio (DTA). Conversely, the coefficient of determination for the non-linear
relationship between ROA and ETA is 92.9%, and 89.9% for DTA.
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[Figure 4] Nonlinear relationship between ROA and DTA

The correlation between Return on Assets (ROA) and the Working Capital Ratio (ETA) based
on company size was 57.6 percent, and -42.8 percent for the correlation between ROA and the Debt
Ratio (DTA) in table 3. It was observed that as the size (annual sales revenue) of the company
increased, the Return on Total Assets also increased. It includes:
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[Table 3] Mean and median of financial ratios by company size
ROA ROE ETA DTA
Average |Median |Average |Median |Average |Median |Average | Median

Company size

Large company
Medium company| 0.4% | 0.5% | 39.6% | 35.8% | 51.2%
Small company

A positive and robust correlation is evident between real GDP or economic growth and the total
current assets of public companies. This indicates that economic growth tends to be higher during

years when the average and median return on capital of surveyed joint-stock companies is also high.
It includes:

mmmm Average of ROA
mmm |Vedian of ROA

11. l 05%
|
._ -0.5%
1.
i I | 15%

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022
[Figure 5] Economic growth and return on capital (average and median)

In years characterized by GDP growth (GDPG) or economic growth below 3% (2009, 2015, 2016,
2020, 2021), the mean and median Return on Equity (ROE) is 0.31%. Conversely, during years
when GDPG ranges between 3% and 10% (2010, 2014, 2017-2019, 2022), the average ROE is
3.61% with a median of 0.73%. In contrast, in years with GDPG exceeding 10% (2011-2013), the
average ROE stands at 4.11% with a median of 0.31%. It includes:

[Figure 6] Normative level of profitability depending on economic growth
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Economic growth serves as a primary driver for the rise in profits and income of companies.
However, it's worth noting that the increase in profits and income of companies can also
contribute to economic growth. In this context, the relationship between economic growth
and the profitability of companies listed in the BSE was assessed using Granger's test [23]
with a lag order set to 1. It includes:

[Table 4] Granger causality test results (lags-1)

Pairwise Granger Causality Tests Sampe: 2009-2022
Null Hypothesis: Obs F-Statistic Prab.
ROE 6a GDPG GDPG does not Granger Cause ROA 13 1.10060 0.3188
ROA does not Granger Cause GDPG 11.5782 0.0067
Null Hypothesis: Obs F-Statistic Prob.
ROE 6a GDPG | Gppg does not Granger Cause ROE 13 2.23902 0.1654
ROE does not Granger Cause GDPG 9.14651 0.0128

The Granger test results indicate that Gross Domestic Product Growth (GDPG) table 4 is
not Granger causal to Return on Assets (ROA) and Return on Equity (ROE). However, ROA
and ROE are Granger causal to GDPG at a significance level exceeding 95%. This implies
that the profitability indicators of companies are not dependent on economic growth, but
rather, economic growth is influenced by the profitability indicators of companies. Finally,
we evaluated the effects of ROA and ROE on economic growth using the Least Squares
method, and the estimation results were found to be statistically significant. It includes:

GDPG = 3.71208955224 + 13.4053482587*ROA(-1) Rz = 0.598872

t-stat 3.121617*** 4.052493***
GDPG =2.47714930925 + 5.60779755579*ROE(-1) Rz = 490633
t-stat 1.530099 3.255060***

4. CONCLUSION

In this study, our objective was to ascertain the principal financial ratios of joint-stock
companies registered in the MSE, specifically focusing on the percentage of working
capital and the normative level of the debt ratio, alongside examining their correlation with
profitability indicators. Our findings led to the following conclusions. It includes:

Given the significant disparity between the average and median values of financial ratio
indicators among joint-stock companies, it is advisable to utilize the median value instead
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of the average value when determining financial ratios and the normative level of the
industry. This approach will yield a more realistic assessment and conclusion.

The normative values of financial ratio indicators for companies fluctuate annually,
influenced by industry characteristics and company size. Given their dependence on
numerous environmental factors, it is suitable to establish the normative level of financial
ratios for each economic cycle, industry, and company size.

The normative values of financial ratio indicators for companies fluctuate annually,
influenced by industry characteristics and company size. Given their dependence on
numerous environmental factors, it is suitable to establish the normative level of financial
ratios for each economic cycle, industry, and company size.

As the size of the company increases, there is an increase in both the percentage of
profitability and working capital, accompanied by a decrease in the debt ratio. For instance,
if the debt ratio of large companies is 41.2%, medium-sized companies are at 51.2%, and
small companies are at 53.7%, it can be inferred that the normative level is being met.

The profitability indicators of companies exhibit a positive non-linear relationship with
the percentage of working capital and a negative non-linear relationship with the debt ratio.
It is observed that profitability decreases up to a certain level of turnover ratio and debt
ratio, but it begins to increase again beyond that level.

In years characterized by high economic growth, the average and median profitability
indicators of joint-stock companies also exhibit elevated levels. However, economic
growth itself does not directly cause an increase in the profitability of companies; instead,
there is a notable correlation where economic growth experiences a significant change one
year after the profitability of companies increases. For instance, if the median value of
return on assets (ROA) for companies rises by 0.1 points, economic growth sees an
increase of 1.34 percent after one year. Moreover, when economic growth is below 3%, the
average Return on Equity (ROE) stands at 4.11%; within the range of 3 to 10 percent
economic growth, the average ROE is 3.61%; and for economic growth exceeding 10
percent, the average ROE rises to 4.11%.

To enhance this study, it is recommended to establish the normative level of other
financial ratios not initially included. Additionally, investigating the relationship between
inflation rates, interest rates, and other macroeconomic indicators besides economic growth
would provide valuable insights.

49



The study of normative levels of indicators for the company’s
assets and capital structure

REFERENCE

[1] Thi Ngoc Bui, Xuan Hung Nguyen and Kieu Trang Pham, The Effect of Capital Structure on Firm Value:
A Study of Companies Listed on the Vietnamese Stock Market, International Journal of Financial Studies,
11.3 (2023): 1-20.

[2] Monika Sady, The role of stakeholders in sustainable development, Organizing Sustainable
Development, 2023.

[3] Rochim Rochim, Nunung Ghoniyah, Analysis on the effect of current ratio, cashflow from operation to
debt, firm size and return on equity on stock return, International Journal of Islamic business ethics, 2.3
(2017):41-51.

[4] Nor Edi Azhar Binti Mohamad & Noriza Binti Mohd Saad, Working Capital Management: The Effect of
Market Valuationand Profitability in Malaysia, International Journal of Business and Management,
5.11(2010): 140-147.

[5] Fahmida Laghari, Farhan Ahmed, Mara de las Nieves Lpez Garcia, Cash flow management and its effect
on firm performance: Empirical evidence on non-financial firms of China, Plos One, June 20(2023): 1-26.

[6] Lamberson, M. Changes in Working Capital of Small Firms in Relation to Changes in Economic
Activity. American Journal of Business, 10.2(1995): 45-50.

[7] Svetlana Drobyazko, Anna Barwinska-Malajowicz, Boguslaw Slusarczyk, Olga Chubukova and Taliat
Bielialov, Risk Management in the System of Financial Stability of the Service Enterprise, Journal of Risk
and Financial Management, 13.12(2020): 1-15.

[8] Peter Moles, Robert Parrino, David S. Kidwell, Corporate Finance, European Edition, ISBN: 978-1-118-
52921-8, January 2013, 976.

[9] H. Kent Baker and Gerald S. Martin, CAPITAL STRUCTUREAND CORPORATEFINANCING
DECISIONS, ISBN: 9781118266250, 2011.

[10] Franco Modigliani and Merton H. Miller, The cost of capital, corporation finance and the theory of
investment. The American economic review, The American Economic Review, 48.3(1958): 261-297.

[11] Stewart C. Myers, Capital structure. The Journal of Economic Perspectives, Journal of Economic
Perspectives, 15.2 (2001): 81-102.

[12] Hillier, David, Fundamentals of corporate finance: European edition, ISBN 13: 9780077125257, 2011.

[13] Abe De Jong &Ronald Van Dijk, Determinants of Leverage and Agency Problems: A Regression
Approach with Survey Data, The European Journal of Finance, 13.6 (2007): 565-593.

[14] Rataporn Deesomsak, Krishna Paudyal, Gioia Pescetto, The determinants of capital structure: evidence
from the Asia Pacific region. Journal of Multinational Financial Management, Journal of Multinational
Financial Management, 4.5 (2004): 387-405.

[15] H.A. Degryse, P. C. de Goeij, P. Kappert, The Impact of Firm and Industry Characteristics on Small
Firms' Capital Structure: Evidence from Dutch Panel Data. Tilburg University, Working
paper > Discussion paper.

[16] Eduardo K. Kayo, Herbert Kimura, Hierarchical determinants of capital structure, Journal of Banking &
Finance, 35.2 (2011): 358-371.

[17] Sheridan Titman and Roberto Wessels, The determinants of capital structure choice, The Journal of Finance,
43.1(1988): 1-19.

[18] Murray Z Frank 2 Vidhan K Goyal, Testing the pecking order theory of capital structure, Journal of
Financial Economics, 67.2 (2003): 217-248.

[19] H. Kent Baker, Gerald S. Martin, Capital Structure and Corporate Financing Decisions, ISBN:
9780470569528, 2011.

[20] Philippe Gaud, Martin Hoesli, André Bender, Debt-equity choice in Europe. International, International
Review of Financial Analysis, 16.3 (2007): 201-222.

[21] Leo de Haan, Jeroen Hinloopen, Preference hierarchies for internal finance, bank, Journal of Empirical
Finance, 10.5 (2003): 661-681.

[22] Charles H. Gibson, Financial reporting and analysis: Using financial accounting, Business & Economics,
2011, 643.

50


https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/mono/10.4324/9781003379409/organizing-sustainable-development?refId=7b5c80b3-3686-404c-bdd2-e5d6fcfecfdf&context=ubx
https://www.taylorfrancis.com/books/mono/10.4324/9781003379409/organizing-sustainable-development?refId=7b5c80b3-3686-404c-bdd2-e5d6fcfecfdf&context=ubx
https://www.wiley.com/en-ie/search?filters%5bauthor%5d=Peter%20Moles&pq=++
https://www.wiley.com/en-ie/search?filters%5bauthor%5d=Robert%20Parrino&pq=++
https://www.wiley.com/en-ie/search?filters%5bauthor%5d=David%20S.%20Kidwell&pq=++
https://www.abebooks.com/servlet/SearchResults?an=hillier%20david&cm_sp=det-_-plp-_-author
https://www.tandfonline.com/author/de+Jong%2C+Abe
https://www.tandfonline.com/author/van+Dijk%2C+Ronald
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-multinational-financial-management
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-multinational-financial-management
https://research.tilburguniversity.edu/en/persons/peter-de-goeij
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-banking-and-finance
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-banking-and-finance
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-financial-economics
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-financial-economics
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/authored-by/
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/authored-by/
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/international-review-of-financial-analysis
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/international-review-of-financial-analysis
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-empirical-finance
https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/journal-of-empirical-finance
https://www.google.co.kr/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22Charles+H.+Gibson%22
https://www.google.co.kr/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=subject:%22Business+%26+Economics%22&source=gbs_ge_summary_r&cad=0

The study of normative levels of indicators for the company’s
assets and capital structure

APPENDIX

Appendix 1. The relationship between economic growth and ROA
Dependent Variable: GDPG
Method: Least Squares
Date: 03/19/24 Time: 14:38
Sample (adjusted): 2010 2022
Included observations: 13 after adjustments

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
C 3.712090 1.189156 3.121617 0.0097
ROA (-1) 13.40535 3.307926 4.052493 0.0019
R-squared 0.598872 Mean dependent var 6.186923
Adjusted R-squared 0.562406 S.D. dependent var 5.561496
S.E. of regression 3.678978 Akaike info criterion 5.583785
Sum squared resid 148.8836 Schwarz criterion 5.670700
Log likelihood -34.29460 Hannan-Quinn critter. 5.565920
F-statistic 16.42270 Durbin-Watson stat 1.731750
Prob(F-statistic) 0.001907

Appendix 2. The relationship between economic growth and ROA
Dependent Variable: GDPG
Method: Least Squares
Date: 03/19/24 Time: 14:38
Sample (adjusted): 2010 2022
Included observations: 13 after adjustments

Variable Coefficient Std. Error t-Statistic Prob.
C 2477149 1.618947 1.530099 0.1542
ROE (-1) 5.607798 1.722794 3.255060 0.0077
R-squared 0.490633 Mean dependent var 6.186923
Adjusted R-squared 0.444326 S.D. dependent var 5.561496
S.E. of regression 4.145735  Akaike info criterion 5.822675
Sum squared resid 189.0583 Schwarz criterion 5.909591
Log likelihood -35.84739  Hannan-Quinn critter. 5.804810
F-statistic 10.59541 Durbin-Watson stat 1.232872
Prob(F-statistic) 0.007666
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Appendix 3. Average ROA by company size
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