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Dividends are considered useful in reducing agency conflicts. The board of 

directors is the topmost organ of an organisation and directors on board play a 

major role in addressing agency problems. They also ratify the decisions taken by 

management prior to execution of the decisions. Studies have reported that 

corporate governance characteristics influence dividend payout. However, little is 

known about the influence of board structures that include board size, outside 

directors, and gender on the decision to pay dividends. This paper is aimed at 

exploring how board characteristics affect the decision to pay dividends. Using 

267 firm-year observations (2013-2015) and random effect logit regression, the 

study finds board size, outside directors on board, as well as the number of female 

directors to have great influence on the decision to pay dividends.    
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1. Introduction 

 

The board of directors is the topmost organ of an organisation. The directors on board play a 

major role in addressing the issue of agency problems as they hire, fire and compensate top level 

managers [1]. The board also endorses and monitors vital decisions considered by the management 

of the organisation prior to their execution.  

Dividend payout tends to minimise agency conflicts. It reduces the level of free cash flow that 

otherwise due to the availability of cash, the management may be tempted to undertake investments 

that may be beneficial to them at the expense of shareholders [2]. In addition, dividend payout 

exposes the managers to more scrutiny by the capital market as firms may have to generate funds 

through the issuance of new capital [3]. 

The linkage between corporate governance with dividends is documented by [4]. They argued 

that attributes such as board size, board composition, and board diversity and the propensity to pay 

dividends mitigate the agency problem. Hence board attributes and the propensity to pay dividends 
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complement one another. Having a strong board and paying dividends are two factors that lower the 

level of agency problem within the firm [5]. Therefore, it is believed that when board size, board 

composition, and board diversity are higher, dividends may be increased and vice versa. However, 

evidence on the association between board size, board composition, and board diversity and the 

propensity to pay dividends remains scarce.  Most previous studies have examined the effect of board 

characteristics on the level of dividend payout [6,7]. However, the decision on the level of dividend 

payout is considered after the directors have agreed to pay dividends. Hence, the decision to pay 

dividends is a prerequisite to the decision on the level of dividend and therefore, it is expected that 

the decision to pay dividends should be determined prior to considering the magnitude of the 

dividends.  Very limited studies have examined the association between the propensity to pay 

dividends and board size [8], board composition [8–10], and  board diversity [11,12].  One of the 

weaknesses of the previous studies is that they focused on only one or two of the variables under 

review. None of these studies examined all the variables at the same time. In addition, [13] found 

inconsistent results with regards to the effect of board size and board independence on the decision 

to pay dividends. In contrast, this study intends to combine the three board structure variables to 

examine their influence on the decision to pay dividends. Therefore, this paper seeks to offer 

additional evidence to the literature on the propensity to pay dividends by answering the following 

question: does the increase in board size, board composition, and board diversity results in a higher 

likelihood to pay dividends and vice versa? 

This paper employs panel data approach where the sample firms were drawn from the Nigerian 

listed firms from 2013 to 2015. The authors are motivated from the fact that the attention of most 

scholars for example [14–16] have been tilted towards determining the fundamental characteristics 

of firms. The scholars suggested that firm size, investment opportunities or growth, and profitability 

are the most important factors that drive the decision to pay dividends. Nigeria may serve as a testing 

environment because a recent study [17] of the firms in the country documented that dividend 

payments by the firms fluctuate. The recent study noted that there is prevalence of non-dividend 

payments such that during the last five years, 45 out of 200 listed firms consistently failed to pay 

dividends to their shareholders. 

Meanwhile, corporate governance is seen as a measure to protect the interest of shareholders 

of the firms [4] and strong governance practices will increase the likelihood of dividend payments. 

Thus, managers will be forced to disgorge cash to shareholders in the form of dividend payments 

[18,19].  

The Nigerian code of corporate governance was introduced in 2003 given the large scale of 

corporate financial frauds. The code was revised to address any potential undue advantage that the 

managers may have and was implemented in 2011. The code, which was issued by the Securities and 

Exchange Commission of Nigeria is referred to as the Code of Corporate Governance for Public 

Companies 2011 (2011 SEC Code). Henceforth, firms were instructed to comply with all its 

pronouncements. Therefore, with the revised 2011 SEC Code in place, it is expected that 

shareholders will receive higher returns from the firms in the form of dividends, particularly as the 

2011 SEC Code originated from common law, which tends to provide better protection as compared 

to corporate governance (CG) that is based on civil law based [4]. Based on these, Nigeria will serve 

as a good ground for testing on whether the CG attributes will influence the decision to pay dividends. 

This paper is structured into the following sections. Section One consists of the introduction and 

this is followed by Section Two, which presents the literature review and hypothesis development. 

Section Three presents the methodology and definition of the variables while Section Four consists 

of the conclusion and summary. 
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2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development  

2.1 Board Structures 

 

Corporate governance mechanisms could be either internal or external. The internal form of the 

CG mechanisms are basically the attributes of board structures. According to [20], regulatory bodies 

tend to focus their attention more on the internal mechanisms. Board of directors’ related attributes 

or characteristics are one of these internal mechanisms. These internal mechanisms are incorporated 

with a view to control the entrenched managers or provide solution to the agency conflicts. The 

agency conflicts arise as a result of the modern corporate settings where ownership and control are 

separated [21]. The external form of CG mechanisms is considered as a last resort. It consists among 

others of the market for corporate control, takeovers, and market monitoring [22]. Both internal and 

external mechanisms are structured towards protecting the shareholders. 

 

2.1 Board Size 

 

Board size refers to the total number of directors who sit on the board of a company.  It includes 

the independent, executive, and non-executive directors. Evidence has shown that there are 

divergent views with regards to the size of the board. The first group is of the view that the size of 

the board ought to be small which they claim that it provides better monitoring role in the firm and 

has less probability of free riding problems [23,24]. This argument lends support from the perspective 

of the agency theory. 

Contrary to the above position, some scholars such as [25-27] indicated that a large board will 

encompass heterogeneous directors that are rich in resources. These resource rich directors may 

provide and connect the firm with its outside environment. The last group of scholars contended that 

the size of the board should be in line with its operations [28,29]. This means that when the 

organisation is small, then the board is expected to be small and vice versa. Irrespective of the size 

of the board whether large, medium or small, one important thing is that there should be directors 

on board of every firm who can assist in resolving conflict of interest between management and the 

owners.  

Empirical evidence has revealed that the likelihood to pay dividends and the board size are 

positively related. In line with their hypothesis, [8] have found that the propensity to pay dividends 

and the board size are positively correlated. This implies that when a firm has a larger board, the 

shareholders obtain a higher return from their investments in the form of dividends. This finding is 

in line with [30] who found a significant positive association between the likelihood to pay dividends 

and the board size using 264 listed firms on the Istanbul Stock Exchange. Similar evidence was also 

established when examining the level of dividend payout [31–33], which is in accordance with the 

outcome model where paying dividends serves as a control against the tendencies of managers to 

consume free cash flow. Moreover, the agency theory requires the board to be small in size which 

will enable effective and efficient monitoring [23]. Further, [19] concluded that firms that are 

susceptible to agency problems are expected to demonstrate greater propensity to pay dividends 

and vice versa. Therefore, this study hypothesizes that: 

 

H1: Positive association between the decision to pay dividends and board size prevails 
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2.2 Board Composition 

 

Board composition in this paper refers to the proportion of non-executive directors sitting on the 

board [34]. Theories have suggested that the basic role of the non-executive directors is to monitor 

the management to ensure that the interests of the agent and the principal are aligned on one hand 

[21]. On the other hand, it has also been asserted that the non-executive directors play a major role 

in advising and linking the firm with external environment [35]. They are expected to be the critics, 

bring in independent opinions to the board, and contribute to the diversity given their skills and 

expertise that will lead to higher performance [36]. In this regard, one may draw inference on the 

rationale behind the 2011 SEC Code that requires all listed firms to have more outside directors on 

the board. Thus, outside directors are selected based on their expertise and capabilities to bring 

greater performance to the firm. This argument is in line with [37] who found that firms that increase 

the number of their outside directors have an improvement in their operating performance and 

higher share prices in the market. 

As the agency theory predicted the outside directors to be a tool for providing protection to the 

shareholders particularly the minority [38,39], this implies that firms with greater number of outside 

directors are likely to demonstrate stronger governance practices. Studies have established that a 

higher percentage of outside directors on the board is an indication of a higher likelihood to pay 

dividends [9]. For this reason, the free cash flow will not be left in the hands of managers that may 

invest the cash at the expense of the owners of the firm [2,40] and hence, dividends mitigate the 

agency costs [3,41]. In line with this argument, the study hypothesizes that: 

 

H2: Decision to pay dividends is positively associated with greater number of outside directors 

 

2.3 Board Diversity 

 

Board diversity refers to the inclusion of female directors on the board. Previous studies have 

linked diversity in gender to the agency theory. These theorists demonstrated that female directors 

have greater impact on the agency costs. Accordingly, [42] supported their prediction that having a 

higher proportion of female directors present on the board reduces agency costs. The results showed 

that increasing diversity may have advantageous effects for firms for instance improving board 

monitoring [43]. Besides the agency theory that highlighted the importance of female directors on 

the board, status characteristics theory is also considered as a theory that can explain diversity in 

terms of gender [44]. It states that individuals of low status are expected to have increased levels of 

ability such that the high status of others will be perceived as the same as theirs [45]. [46] reported 

that for a female to be considered as an individual with high ability, she must present additional 

evidence of ability more than what is required from a male. The study also found that more female 

directors of the Fortune 1000 companies have advanced degrees as compared to their male 

counterparts.  

Empirical evidence supports the notion that female directors play a vital role in the firm’s settings. 

Studies have found that female directors tend to be more focused than the male directors and they 

require more detailed information prior to considering a decision [47]. This is in conformity to the 

findings [48] that the female directors are effective and efficient both at board and committee levels 

and therefore may lead to downsizing of audit fees. Thus, the female directors will use their expertise 

and experience to exercise their duty diligently. Additionally, [49] compared the boards in terms of 

gender and documented that the boards with higher gender diversity pay higher dividends. This 

finding is an indication that females on board may use dividends to reduce agency costs of the firm. 
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In conclusion, [12] reported that females on board influence the likelihood of dividend payments 

positively thus providing better monitoring activities as the percentage of female directors increases. 

Hence this study hypothesizes that: 

 

H3: Decision to pay dividends and board diversity are positively related 

 

3. Methodology  

 

The study employed secondary data using panel data approach that covers a period of three years 

between 2013 and 2015. This period is an important period that marks the beginning of full 

compliance of the revised 2011 SEC Code for the listed firms. The sample comprises non-financial 

firms listed on the main market of the Nigerian Stock Exchange. The financial firms were excluded as 

the factors influencing their dividend payout decisions are different and the results may be biased 

[50].  Furthermore, the financial sector is also obliged to comply with the Central Bank of Nigeria 

(CBN)’s Code of Corporate Governance 2014 and prudential guidelines in addition to the 2011 SEC 

Code. A final sample of 89 firms were selected based on the availability of the information required 

to conduct the analysis, thus obtaining 267 firm-year observations. Following [51], data on board 

structures variables were hand collected from the annual reports of the selected firms. Because the 

dependent variable is a binary, the study uses logit regression model. In addition, random effect 

panel is used because it controls for other unobserved heterogeneity of firm characteristics. The 

method is also used by [52]. Random effects also provides better p-values, and are more efficient 

estimator results [53] 

 

3.1 Definition of Variables 

 

Following Hu and Kumar [10] and Sharma [9], a binary number ‘1’ is used when a firm pays 

dividends and ‘0’ for otherwise as a proxy for the propensity to pay dividends as the dependent 

variable. The independent variables for the model include board size, board composition, and board 

diversity.  Board size is measured as the total number of directors that occupy the board seat of a 

firm [8]. Board composition is measured as the percentage of non-executive directors on the board 

[6,34], and lastly board diversity is measured as the number of female directors at a particular time 

[11,12]. 

 

3.2 Control Variables 

 

A set of control variables are also included in the general model to include return on assets. These 

are measured as the ratio of accounting earnings before interest and taxes to the book value of assets 

[30], firm age that is the number of years since listing [10], and current sales less previous sales 

divided by previous sales as a measure of investment growth [54]. 

 

3.3 Model of the Study 

 

Stated below is the model that will be used to estimate the relationship between the dependent 

and independents variables: 
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DIVDUMMYit = β0 + β1BSIZEit + β2BCOMPit + β3BFEMit + β4ROAit + β5INVSTit + β6FAGEit + eit   (1) 

 

where; DIVDUMMY is a binary the dependent variable ‘1’ a firm pays dividend, otherwise’ 0’ BSIZE = 

board size; BCOMP = board composition; BFEM= female directors on board; ROA= return on asset; 

INVST= investment growth; FAGE= age of the firm.  

 

4. Findings and Discussion 

 

This section reports the descriptive statistics and the correlation matrix for the whole sample 

firms as well as dividend payers and non-payers. It also captures the main regression results. 

 

Table 1 

Descriptive statistics for the full sample (n= 267 firms)     

Variable Obs. Mean Std. Dev Min Max 

BSIZE 267 8.786517 2.189201 5 17 

BCOMP 267 0.6796042 0.1417781 0.222222 0.888889 

BFEM 267 1.041199 0.855207 0 5 

ROA 267 0.0297954 0.1244576 -0.932631     0.719351 

INVST 267 0.0304319 0.3604047    -0.859957     5.02721 

FAGE 267 23.2809     12.71343 5 50 

Significant levels are at ***1% **5% & *10%, respectively. * P-values are one-tailed on predicted direction.  

 

Table 1 depicts the average board size for the entire sample that is nine members with a minimum 

of five and a maximum of 17 members.  The results of the descriptive statistics also indicate that the 

average composition of the non-executive directors on the board of the listed non-financial services 

firms is 68%. The firms hire a minimum of about 22% and a maximum of 90% of non-executive 

directors. The results show that the sampled firms responded to the 2011 SEC Code that requires 

firms to have more outside directors. Further, the mean of the number of female directors on the 

board is one and the maximum is five. In examining the firms’ characteristics, the statistics show that 

the firms generated on average 3% on its return on assets (ROA). The minimum, maximum, and 

standard deviation of the return on assets (ROA) of the firms are -0.93%, 72%, and 12.4% respectively. 

Moreover, the firms have a mean score of annual growth on sales of 3%. For the age of the firms, the 

minimum age since listing is 5 years while there are some firms that have been listed on the Nigerian 

stock exchange for about 50 years. 

 

Table 2 

Descriptive statistics for the payers and non-payers 

 

Variable 

Payers: Div=1, (n=160) Non-payers: Div=0, (n=107) 

Mean  Std 

Dev 

Min Max  mean Std 

Dev 

Min Max  t-value 

BSIZE 9.269 2.242 5 17 8.065 1.9 5 13 0.0000 

BCOMP 0.719 0.117 0.222 0.889 0.621 0.156 0.231 0.875 0.0000 

BFEM 1.363 0.739 1 5 0.561 0.791 0 3 0.0000 

ROA 0.068 0.104 -0.398     0.719 -0.029 0.130 -0.932 0.257 0.0000 

INVST 0.030 0.188 -0.655 0.733 0.031 0.522 -0.856 5.027 0.9931 

FAGE 25.112 12.55 5 50 20.542 12.516 5 42 0.0038 

Significant levels are at ***1% **5% & *10%, respectively. * P-values are one-tailed on predicted direction. 
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For the statistical comparison between dividend paying and non-paying firms, Table 2 shows that 

paying firms tend to have distinct attributes in both governance and financial characteristics. The size 

of the board for the paying firms has a mean value of nine as compared to eight for the non-paying 

firms. For the presence of outside directors on the board, the paying firms have a mean of 71.9% 

compared to 62.1% for the non-paying firms. In terms of gender diversity, the paying firms have a 

minimum of one female on board, whereas the non-paying firms have none. The dividend payers 

earn 7% return on assets which is far greater than 3% loss for the non-payers. 

Annual sales growth as a proxy for investment growth of the paying and non-paying firms were 

found to be similar at approximately 3%. Lastly the mean years since listing for the payers is 25 years 

while that of the non-payers it is 20 years. This shows that the paying firms are mature and hence, 

consistent with [54] that dividend paying firms are older and more mature as compared to the non-

payers. 

Tests of mean differences in Table 4.2 also indicate that board size, composition, and diversity 

are significantly higher (p < 0.01, p < 0.01, and p < 0.01 respectively) in dividend paying firms. In 

addition to that, return on assets and age of the firms are also statistically significantly higher (p < 

0.01 and p < 0.01 respectively) in firms that pay dividends. These imply that the dividend paying firms 

are more profitable and older than the non-dividend paying firms.   

 

Table 3  

Correlation Matrix of Study 

Variable DIVDUMMY BSIZE 

 

BCOMP 

 

BFEM 

 

ROA 

 

INVST 

 

FAGE 

DIVDUMMY 1.0000       

BSIZE 0.2699*   1.0000      

BCOMP 0.3403* -0.0242    1.0000     

BFEM 0.4603*   0.3702* 0.2303*   1.0000    

ROA 0.3844* 0.0669    0.2013*   0.2238*   1.0000   

INVST -0.0006   -0.0451    0.0062    0.0990    0.1220* 1.0000  

FAGE 0.1765*   0.0751 0.0494    0.1936*   0.1300*   0.0453    1.0000 

Significant levels are at ***1% **5% & *10%, respectively. * P-values are one-tailed on predicted direction. DIVDUMMY is the 

dependent variable ‘1’ a firm pays dividend, otherwise’ 0’ is a proxy of propensity to pay dividend; BSIZE is the number of directors on 

board; BCOMP is the proportion of outside directors on board; BFEM is the number of female directors on board; ROA is the return on 

asset as a proxy for profitability, as the ratio of accounting earnings before interest and taxes to the book value of assets; INVST as a 

proxy of investment growth measured as the current sales less previous sales divided by previous sales, and FAGE is the age of the firm 

since listing on the NSE market. 

 

Table 3 reports the correlation matrix. The correlation was run to ascertain the relationship 

between the dependent and independent variables for a sample of 267 firm-year observations.  The 

dependent variable that is the decision to pay dividends is positively and significantly associated with 

board size, board composition, and board diversity as well as the return on assets and the firm’s age. 

However, the decision to pay dividend is negatively related to sales growth. Furthermore, the highest 

correlation between the independent variables, which is between board size and board diversity is 

0.3702, less than the 0.80 thresholds. [55] posited that the correlation between explanatory variables 

that is more than 0.8 will likely to have a serious multicollinearity threat. Moreover, calculation of 

Variance-Inflation-Factor (VIF) was also conducted. The results indicate that none of the variables go 

beyond the threshold of 10. The highest VIF is 1.32 and the mean VIF is 1.13, which are far below the 

upper limit of 10 that will pose a multicollinearity problem [55]. 

Table 4 above provides the regression results of the model. The finding reveals that firms having 

greater number of board members have greater likelihood of paying cash dividends (p < 0.05). This 

result is consistent with Hypothesis 1 that is board size and dividend decision are positively related. 



Journal of Advanced Research in Business and Management Studies 

Volume 9, Issue 1 (2017) 10-20 

17 

 

Penerbit

Akademia Baru

The result is in line with [8,30–33] that found positive association between board size and dividend 

decision. This means that firms with greater number of directors on the board may have more 

expertise and professionals that are vast in knowledge and experience. Moreover, these directors 

may be more likely to protect and promote the interest of shareholders through disbursing cash. The 

larger board may offer better monitoring since there are more directors that can challenge the 

decisions that favour the interests of the chief executive [31].  The result also supports the agency 

theory that dividends serve as a mean of protecting shareholders [4,41]. 

 

Table 4 

Logistic regression results 

Variables Obs. Coef. Std. Err. Z P>|z| 

BSIZE 267 0.4087107 0.196194      2.08 0.037** 

BCOMP 267 6.437821 2.358903      2.73 0.006*** 

BFEM 267 2.558925    0.6393284      4.00 0.000*** 

ROA 267 12.64123    3.569266      3.54 0.000*** 

INVST 267 -0.226916    0.7114236     -0.32 0.750 

FAGE 267 0.0212793    0.0282515      0.75 0.451 

Cons 267 -10.32475     2.91564     -3.54 0.000*** 

Wald chi2 (6) 

Cragg & Uhler's (Nagelkerke) R2   

Maximum likelihood (Cox &Snell) R2  

McFadden's Adj R2                     

Class accuracy: overall 

Case Divdummy=1 

Case Divdummy=0 

29.41*** 

0.541 

0.401 

0.341 

85.39% 

91.25% 

76.64% 

Significant levels are at ***1% **5% & *10%, respectively 

 

The decision to pay dividends is also linked to board composition which is the number of outside 

directors on the board. The empirical evidence shows a positive and significant association between 

board composition and the decision to pay dividends. The level is established at p < 0.01 as shown in 

Table 4. Hence, having a greater number of outside directors on board will ensure that dividends are 

paid to shareholders and thus mitigating the agency costs. The self-interested manager may be 

disciplined by the capital market since the firm may have to raise capital through the market when 

the need arises, therefore subjecting the manager to capital market monitoring [3]. The findings are 

in line with previous evidence that is the greater number of outside directors increases the likelihood 

of distributing higher dividends [8,9,13,34]. Hence, the evidence supports the complementary role 

that outside directors and dividends play within the firm’s settings. 

The last hypothesis which is about the effect of gender on the decision to pay dividends is also 

supported. The study established a positive and significant relationship between female directors on 

board and the likelihood of dividend payment. Thus, the study fails to reject the hypothesis.  The 

evidence corroborates the findings of various studies such as [11] and [12] among others that is 

females on board will likely protect the shareholders by affecting the payment of dividends. Hence, 

the findings lend support to agency theory that dividends mitigate the agency conflict between 

managers and owners of the firm [42].  Further, status characteristics theory is also supported by this 

result.  The theory posited that individuals of low status are expected to demonstrate higher levels 

of ability such that the high status of others such as the males that dominate the board will be 

perceived as the same as theirs [45]. In this regard, the female director(s) will like to show extra 

efforts such that she proves to be capable of handling corporate board issues and protecting the firm 

owners at board and committee levels [48]. 
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Besides the primary variables used in the study, return on assets, sales growth, and firm age were 

used as control variables. For the control variables, the study finds that return on assets is the only 

control variable that is statistically significant and with the expected sign. The result implies that 

profitable firms are more likely to pay dividends and the results support the findings of [9,10].   

 

5. Conclusion 

 

The study examined the influence of some board characteristics on the decision to pay dividends. 

The analysis found that greater number of directors on board, higher number of outside directors, 

and the number of female directors on board have the likelihood to influence dividend decisions. 

This result has implication on the 2011 SEC Code and the owners of the firms. The findings imply that 

the 2011 SEC Code has great influence on the dividend decision and therefore, the regulatory 

authority should continue to ensure that all non-compliant firms are encouraged to comply as it will 

enhance shareholders’ confidence and thereby encouraging more investment in the capital market. 

On the shareholders’ part, the results should continue to motivate them to support policies that will 

bring in more outside and female directors during the general meetings. Similarly, the shareholders 

should support a board that is relatively large as the members may challenge decisions that favour 

the self-dealing manager.     

 

   References 
[1] Fama, Eugene F., and Michael C. Jensen. "Separation of ownership and control." The journal of law and Economics 

26, no. 2 (1983): 301-325. 

[2] Jensen, Michael C. "Agency costs of free cash flow, corporate finance, and takeovers." The American economic 

review 76, no. 2 (1986): 323-329.  

[3] Easterbrook, Frank H. "Two agency-cost explanations of dividends." The American Economic Review 74, no. 4 

(1984): 650-659.  

[4] La Porta, Rafael, Florencio Lopez-de-Silanes, Andrei Shleifer, and Robert W. Vishny. "Agency problems and dividend 

policies around the world." The journal of finance 55, no. 1 (2000): 1-33.  

[5] Fernández, Carlos, and Rubén Arrondo. "Alternative internal controls as substitutes of the board of directors." 

Corporate governance: an international review 13, no. 6 (2005): 856-866.  

[6] Abor, Joshua, and Vera Fiador. "Does corporate governance explain dividend policy in Sub-Saharan Africa?." 

International Journal of Law and Management 55, no. 3 (2013): 201-225.  

[7] Benjamin, Samuel Jebaraj, and Mazlina Mat Zain. "Corporate governance and dividends payout: are they 

substitutes or complementary?." Journal of Asia Business Studies 9, no. 2 (2015): 177-194. 

[8] Chen, L., C. Lin, and Y. C. Kim. "Financial characteristics, corporate governance and the propensity to pay cash 

dividends of Chinese listed companies." International Business and Management 3, no. 1 (2011): 176-188.  

[9] Sharma, Vineeta. "Independent directors and the propensity to pay dividends." Journal of Corporate finance 17, 

no. 4 (2011): 1001-1015.  

[10] Hu, Aidong, and Praveen Kumar. "Managerial entrenchment and payout policy." Journal of Financial and 

Quantitative Analysis 39, no. 4 (2004): 759-790.  

[11] Byoun, Soku, Kiyoung Chang, and Young Sang Kim. "Does corporate board diversity affect corporate payout 

policy?." Asia-Pacific Journal of Financial Studies 45, no. 1 (2016): 48-101.  

[12] Pucheta-Martínez, María Consuelo, and Inmaculada Bel-Oms. "The board of directors and dividend policy: the 

effect of gender diversity." Industrial and Corporate Change 25, no. 3 (2015): 523-547. 

[13] S. R. Yarram and B. Dollery, “Corporate governance and financial policies,” Manag. Financ., vol. 41, no. 3, pp. 267–

285, 2015. 

[14] Fama, Eugene F., and Kenneth R. French. "Disappearing dividends: changing firm characteristics or lower 

propensity to pay?." Journal of Financial economics 60, no. 1 (2001): 3-43.  

[15] Kim, Injoong, and Taekyu Kim. "Changing Dividend Policy in Korea: Explanations Based on Catering, Risk, and the 

Firm's Lifecycle." Asia-Pacific Journal of Financial Studies 42, no. 6 (2013): 880-912.  

[16] Fatemi, Ali, and Recep Bildik. "Yes, dividends are disappearing: Worldwide evidence." Journal of Banking & Finance 

36, no. 3 (2012): 662-677.  



Journal of Advanced Research in Business and Management Studies 

Volume 9, Issue 1 (2017) 10-20 

19 

 

Penerbit

Akademia Baru

[17] Abdulkadir, Rihanat Idowu, Nur Adiana Hiau Abdullah, and Woei-Chyuan Wong. "Dividend payment behaviour and 

its determinants: The Nigerian evidence." African Development Review 28, no. 1 (2016): 53-63.  

[18] Short, Helen, Hao Zhang, and Kevin Keasey. "The link between dividend policy and institutional ownership." Journal 

of Corporate Finance 8, no. 2 (2002): 105-122.  

[19] Jiraporn, Pornsit, Jang-Chul Kim, and Young Sang Kim. "Dividend payouts and corporate governance quality: An 

empirical investigation." Financial Review 46, no. 2 (2011): 251-279.  

[20] Man, Chi-keung, and Brossa Wong. "Corporate governance and earnings management: A survey." Journal of 

Applied Business Research 29, no. 2 (2013): 391.  

[21] Jensen, Michael C., and William H. Meckling. "Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs and ownership 

structure." Journal of financial economics 3, no. 4 (1976): 305-360.  

[22] Reddy, Krishna, Stuart Locke, Frank Scrimgeour, and Abeyratna Gunasekarage. "Corporate governance practices 

of small cap companies and their financial performance: an empirical study in New Zealand." International Journal 

of Business Governance and Ethics 4, no. 1 (2008): 51-78.  

[23] Jensen, Michael C. "The modern industrial revolution, exit, and the failure of internal control systems." the Journal 

of Finance 48, no. 3 (1993): 831-880.  

[24] Yermack, David. "Higher market valuation of companies with a small board of directors." Journal of financial 

economics 40, no. 2 (1996): 185-211.  

[25] Dalton, Dan R., Catherine M. Daily, Jonathan L. Johnson, and Alan E. Ellstrand. "Number of directors and financial 

performance: A meta-analysis." Academy of Management journal 42, no. 6 (1999): 674-686.  

[26] De Villiers, Charl, Vic Naiker, and Chris J. Van Staden. "The effect of board characteristics on firm environmental 

performance." Journal of Management 37, no. 6 (2011): 1636-1663.  

[27] Certo, S. Trevis. "Influencing initial public offering investors with prestige: Signaling with board structures." 

Academy of management review 28, no. 3 (2003): 432-446.  

[28] Boone, Audra L., Laura Casares Field, Jonathan M. Karpoff, and Charu G. Raheja. "The determinants of corporate 

board size and composition: An empirical analysis." Journal of Financial Economics 85, no. 1 (2007): 66-101.  

[29] Linck, James S., Jeffry M. Netter, and Tina Yang. "The determinants of board structure." Journal of Financial 

Economics 87, no. 2 (2008): 308-328.  

[30] Al-Najjar, Basil, Basil Al-Najjar, Erhan Kilincarslan, and Erhan Kilincarslan. "The effect of ownership structure on 

dividend policy: Evidence from Turkey." Corporate Governance: The international journal of business in society 16, 

no. 1 (2016): 135-161.  

[31] Belden, Susan, Todd Fister, and B. O. B. Knapp. "Dividends and directors: do outsiders reduce agency costs?." 

Business and Society Review 110, no. 2 (2005): 171-180.  

[32] Bokpin, Godfred A. "Ownership structure, corporate governance and dividend performance on the Ghana Stock 

Exchange." Journal of Applied Accounting Research 12, no. 1 (2011): 61-73.  

[33] Uwalomwa, Uwuigbe, Olusanmi Olamide, and Iyoha Francis. "The Effects of Corporate Governance Mechanisms 

on Firms Dividend Payout Policy in Nigeria." Journal of Accounting and Auditing 2015 (2015): 1. 

[34] Adjaoud, Fodil, and Walid Ben-Amar. "Corporate governance and dividend policy: shareholders’ protection or 

expropriation?." Journal of business finance & accounting 37, no. 5-6 (2010): 648-667.  

[35] Pfeffer, Jeffrey, and Gerald R. Salancik. "The external control of organizations: A resource dependence approach." 

NY: Harper and Row Publishers (1978).  

[36] Latif, Rohaida Abdul, Hasnah Kamardin, Kamarun Nisham Taufil Mohd, and Noriah Che Adam. "Multiple 

directorships, board characteristics and firm performance in Malaysia." Management 3, no. 2 (2013): 105-111.  

[37] Dahya, Jay, and John J. McConnell. "Board composition, corporate performance, and the Cadbury committee 

recommendation." Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis 42, no. 3 (2007): 535-564.  

[38] Setia-Atmaja, Lukas Y. "Governance mechanisms and firm value: The impact of ownership concentration and 

dividends." Corporate Governance: An International Review 17, no. 6 (2009): 694-709.  

[39] Barroso Casado, Raúl, Michael Burkert, Antonio Dávila, and Daniel Oyon. "Shareholder protection: The role of 

multiple large shareholders." Corporate Governance: An International Review 24, no. 2 (2016): 105-129.  

[40] Guest, Paul M. "The determinants of board size and composition: Evidence from the UK." Journal of Corporate 

Finance 14, no. 1 (2008): 51-72.  

[41] Rozeff, Michael S. "Growth, beta and agency costs as determinants of dividend payout ratios." Journal of financial 

Research 5, no. 3 (1982): 249-259.  

[42] Jurkus, Anthony F., Jung Chul Park, and Lorraine S. Woodard. "Women in top management and agency costs." 

Journal of Business Research 64, no. 2 (2011): 180-186.  

[43] Mustafa, Aree S., Ayoib Che Ahmad, and Sitraselvi Chandren. "Board diversity and audit quality: evidence from 

Turkey." Journal of Advanced Research in Business and Management Studies 6, no. 1 (2017): 50-60. 



Journal of Advanced Research in Business and Management Studies 

Volume 9, Issue 1 (2017) 10-20 

20 

 

Penerbit

Akademia Baru

[44] Larkin, Meredith B., Richard A. Bernardi, and Susan M. Bosco. "Does female representation on boards of directors 

associate with increased transparency and ethical behavior?." Accounting and the Public Interest 13, no. 1 (2013): 

132-150. 

[45] Terjesen, Siri, Ruth Sealy, and Val Singh. "Women directors on corporate boards: A review and research agenda." 

Corporate governance: an international review 17, no. 3 (2009): 320-337.  

[46] Hillman, Amy J., Albert A. Cannella Jr, and Ira C. Harris. "Women and racial minorities in the boardroom: How do 

directors differ?." Journal of management 28, no. 6 (2002): 747-763.  

[47] Stendardi, Edward J., Judy F. Graham, and Mary O’Reilly. "The impact of gender on the personal financial planning 

process: Should financial advisors tailor their process to the gender of the client?." Humanomics 22, no. 4 (2006): 

223-238.  

[48] Ittonen, Kim, Johanna Miettinen, and Sami Vähämaa. "Does female representation on audit committees affect 

audit fees?." Quarterly Journal of Finance and Accounting (2010): 113-139.  

[49] Byoun, Soku, Kiyoung Chang, and Young Sang Kim. "Does corporate board diversity affect corporate payout 

policy?." Asia-Pacific Journal of Financial Studies 45, no. 1 (2016): 48-101.  

[50] Baker, H. Kent, Shantanu Dutta, and Samir Saadi. "Impact of financial and multinational operations on manager 

perceptions of dividends." Global Finance Journal 19, no. 2 (2008): 171-186.  

[51] Amran, Noor Afza, Mohd‘Atef Md Yusof, Rokiah Ishak, and Norhani Aripin. "Do characteristics of CEO and Chairman 

influence Government-Linked Companies performance?." Procedia-Social and Behavioral Sciences 109 (2014): 

799-803. 

[52] Yarram, Subba Reddy. "Corporate governance ratings and the dividend payout decisions of Australian corporate 

firms." International Journal of Managerial Finance 11, no. 2 (2015): 162-178.  

[53] W. H. Greene, Econometric analysis, 7th ed. Edinburgh Gate, Harlow, England: Pearson Education, Inc., 2012. 

[54] DeAngelo, Harry, Linda DeAngelo, and René M. Stulz. "Dividend policy and the earned/contributed capital mix: a 

test of the life-cycle theory." Journal of Financial economics 81, no. 2 (2006): 227-254.  

[55] D. N. Gujarati, Basic econometrics, Economic s. New York: McGraw-Hill international, 2004. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


