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ABSTRAK 
 

Dunia dikejutkan dengan ditemukannya virus baru COVID-19 yang berdampak pada kinerja perusahaan. Tujuan 
dari penelitian ini adalah untuk menguji pengaruh mental accounting behavior dan loss aversion terhadap kinerja 
perusahaan di Indonesia yang terdaftar di KOMPAS100 selama periode pandemi COVID-19. Model regresi 
Ordinary Least Square (OLS) pada data panel dibentuk dengan menggunakan dua variabel dependen ROA dan 
Tobin's Q. Hasil penelitian menunjukkan bahwa perilaku loss aversion berpengaruh negatif terhadap kinerja 
perusahaan, baik pada variabel ROA maupun variabel Tobin's Q dan perilaku tersebut umumnya memiliki 
dampak yang semakin meningkat ketika krisis akibat pandemi COVID-19 terjadi. Sementara perilaku mental 
accounting juga terbukti memberikan dampak negatif terhadap kinerja perusahaan dengan menggunakan variabel 
ROA selama masa pandemi COVID-19, namun perilaku ini meningkat signifikan sehingga berdampak negatif 
terhadap kinerja perusahaan. Namun hasil tersebut tidak sejalan dengan penelitian menggunakan Tobin's Q yang 
menunjukkan hasil yang signifikan bahwa perilaku mental accounting memberikan dampak positif terhadap 
kinerja perusahaan dan dampak tersebut meningkat saat masa krisis akibat pandemi COVID-19. Hasil penelitian 
menyimpulkan penelitian sebelumnya menunjukkan bahwa baik mental accounting maupun loss aversion 
berpengaruh terhadap kinerja perusahaan. 
 
Key words: mental accounting, loss aversion, COVID-19. 
 

ABSTRACT 
 

The world shocked by the found of new virus COVID-19 which impact the firm’s performance. The 
objective of this study is to examine the effect of mental accounting behavior and loss aversion on the 
performance of companies in Indonesia listed on KOMPAS100 during the period of pandemic COVID-
19. The Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression model on panel data was formed using the two 
dependent variables ROA and Tobin’s Q. The results show that loss aversion behavior gives a negative 
impact on company performance, both on variable ROA and Tobin's Q variables and that behavior 
generally has an increasing impact when the crisis due to the COVID-19 pandemic occurs. While mental 
accounting behavior also influence on a negative impact on company performance by using the ROA 
variable along COVID-19 pandemic period, this behavior significantly increased giving a negative 
impact on company performance. However, these results are not in line with research using Tobin's Q 
which shows significant results that mental accounting behavior gives positive impact on company 
performance and the impact increases when crisis period due to COVID-19 pandemic. The research 
concluded previous research shows that both mental accounting and loss aversion gave impact to the 
company performance. 
 
Kata kunci: mental accounting, loss aversion, COVID-19 

 
 
INTRODUCTION  

Closing the year 2019, shocking news 
shocked the world with the found of new 
virus COVID-19, which was first detected in 

Wuhan and had a worrying impact not only 
on human health but also on global economic 
sentiment (Fitzgerald et al., 2020). Bank 
Indonesia (2020) the first semester of 2020 
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economic report stated that the Covid-19 
pandemic has caused limited movement or 
mobility as well as the movement of world 
economic activities globally, thereby increa-
sing the uncertainty of world financial 
market conditions and also affecting the 
wave of contractionary economic growth in 
Indonesia. Since the announcement of the 
first case of COVID-19 by President Jokowi 
in early March 2020, it has taken the public 
by surprise and has also brought the sluggish 
movement of the economy in Indonesia 
which impacting few companies that being 
affected by terminating the employment of 
some of their employees, discontinuing work 
contracts or even cutting employee income 
(Cucinotta and Vanelli, 2020). This, of course, 
makes the public even more worried, apart 
from those related to their health and safety, 
but of course it also creates a sense of concern 
for investors. Meanwhile, on the one hand, 
since the announcement of the first case and 
with the increase in cases, many government 
decisions have been implemented to mitigate 
the increase of case and the spreading 
COVID-19 virus, which has almost para-
lyzed the economy in Indonesia.  

The financial market's response to the 
spread of the  COVID-19 virus can be seen 
from research conducted by Smales (2021), 
where in his research it was proven that the 
news of COVID-19 became the attention of 
investors in making investment decisions, 
where in this case it was seen that the 
condition of the spreading of COVID-19 
virus has a negative impact on high stock 
volatility. By continuing to pay attention to 
news developments regarding COVID-19, 
investors are becoming more careful in 
making their investment decisions, because 
the information that investors continue to 
seek is not only to direct investors to which 
investment is good to buy, but tends to 
generate a feeling of uncertainty from 
investors, especially at the crisis period of 
COVID-19 pandemic. Ortmann et al. (2020) 
found that in supporting the increasing 
number of positive cases of COVID-19 led to 
an increase in the average weekly trading 

intensity of investors by 13.9%. Normally 
investors add funds to their accounts and 
decide to have more new accounts and 
allocate positions to their investments. The 
behavioral financial theory is based on the 
assumptions where investors are in the 
position not entirely reasonable in the sense 
that emotions and beliefs influence the de-
mand for the risky financial assets, so it can 
be said that financial behavior in this case 
affects investor behavior and therefore stra-
tegic investment choices. Financial psycho-
logical behavior in this case is loss avoidance 
behavior. Investors with a tendency to 
increase the return on their investment. We 
are currently faced with an uncertain situa-
tion due to the COVID-19 pandemic. What 
steps should be taken by investors in these 
conditions, of course, makes investors more 
careful in making investment decisions. 

Kahneman and Tversky (1979) linking 
investor behavior and psychological factors 
of loss aversion have a significant relation-
ship in investment decisions made by inves-
tors. In their research, they argue that every-
one has a character to always try to avoid 
possible losses and tends to be more sensitive 
to the losses they may suffer. Riaz et al. (2020) 
and Rashata (2022) in his research on the 
stock market in Pakistan, they looked at the 
variables that influenced investors in making 
investments during the COVID-19 pande-
mic, where three financial behaviors from 
the prospect theory dimension that influen-
ced investors' investment decisions in 
Pakistan were the tendency to seek quick 
profits, loss aversion behavior. and the fear 
of great loss. Shah et al. (2021) in his research 
using qualitative methods and by conduc-
ting interviews based in the United Arab 
Emirates, proved that loss aversion behavior 
during the crisis due to the uncertain 
COVID-19 pandemic gives negative impact 
on financial decision making that affects the 
company's economic performance. 

Meanwhile, the investor's question on 
the profit or loss on the investment that has 
been made, refers to the mental accounting 
beha-vior of the investor. The term mental 
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accoun-ting, where in a good situation, many 
inves-tors act inconsistently to the theory. 
Under these conditions, economic behavior 
makes systematic mistakes in predicting 
behavior. Rooted in prospect theory 
Kahneman and Tversky (1979), mental 
accounting can explain why investors act 
that way. Few experimental studies 
(Banerjee et al., 2019; Kremer et al., 2019; 
Martina, 2020) shows that when people 
engage in mental accounting behavior, they 
engage in a narrow view, that is the area 
where they will focus on pay more alert to 
review deeply on defined advantages and 
disadvantages. In this case, investors will feel 
more regret for the losses incurred than the 
gains experienced. If one of the many 
investments underperforms, in this case the 
investor will feel sorry for the particular 
decision to buy that investment. Mascareñas 
and Yan (2017) in his journal, discusses how 
investors apply mental accounting behavior 
in risky investments and the results of their 
research conclude that investment portfolios 
must be determi-ned by the risk appetite and 
profit preferen-ces of investors. They argue 
that not all investors want to sacrifice their 
gain to take risks to lose the return of what 
they have been invested in and not all 
investors can easily give up their gain as they 
try to avoid the risks that must be faced. In 
the conditions of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
where it is known that the economic 
conditions are uncertain, it is possible that 
the mental accounting behavior of investors 
will become dominant in determining their 
deci-sion to invest so that it can affect the 
performance of companies in Indonesia. 

The next discussion in writing this 
journal is a discussion of the supporting 
theories used in this research, then it will be 
explai-ned further the data in the research 
and the methods formed to answer research 
pro-blems and continue with description of 
what shown from the research and then 
author tries to conclude the results of the 
study and provide suggestions for further 
research. 

 

THEORETICAL REVIEW  
Loss aversions a view that tends to be 

carried out by investors who seek to avoid 
losses and prefer profits over their invest-
ments. Many studies have raised the beha-
vior of these investors in relation to psycho-
logical factors that have a significant influe-
nce on an investment strategy decision. 
Prospect Theory by Kahneman and Tversky 
(1979) argues that humans have character to 
avoid losses and are more sensitive to losses. 
In the understanding of traditional financial 
theory, risk in investing presume as a mani-
fested in the variance of the distribution of 
returns expected by each investor, while in 
some research journals (Li et al., 2018; 
Schleich et al., 2019) it has been widely dis-
cussed that a risk in investing is identical to 
a loss. The predictions arising from the 
assumption that individuals dislike variance 
systematically differ from the predictions 
discussed from the loss aversion assumption. 
Loss aversion is an important psychological 
concept that is getting more and more 
attention in economic analysis.  

Furthermore, clear proofs of loss 
aversion i.e., change for the worse (loss) or 
greater than the equivalent change for the 
better. This is explained by Kahneman and 
Tversky (1979) in risky investment options to 
explain more about financial loss aversion. 
Previ-ously loss aversion was at the 
beginning studied in relation to the choice 
between a financial bet over two expected 
outcomes, many studies have showed loss 
aversion in few examples of research 
including the pri-me area of finance, in 
relation to the eco-nomic development of a 
company or even in agency matters 
(Alessandri et al., 2018; Bouteska and 
Regaieg, 2020; Hoffmann and Thommes, 
2020; Yang, 2019). 

The form of loss aversion in general can 
be seen from how the rejection of losses is 
discussed, which is where humans have a 
tendency to feeling a greater pain or regret 
when committing a mistake, even for a 
mistake of small value and the human ten-
dency to desire to avoid the pain of regret. 
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Mentally, the impact of a loss on the behavior 
of investors on their investment becomes 
more important than the effect of the profits 
they receive, this is what characterizes a form 
of loss aversion and clarifies the form of 
human pessimism that is subject to this bias. 
Thus, it can be concluded that when inves-
tors are very sensitive to the losses they suf-
fer and they have a tendency to always try to 
avoid losses that may occur which will 
ultimately affect investors' decision making 
in investing. 

While other investor behavior, namely 
mental accounting refers to the fact that 
investors create a mental budget allocation to 
manage their sources of funds which are then 
linked to certain consumption actions or 
certain payments (Hahnel et al., 2020). It can 
be said that mental accounting as a form of 
administration where human manage their 
money in several separate accounts, either 
consciously or unconsciously, where each 
mental accounting direct them to their own 
accounting method and has psychological 
value. Mental accounting is to see and review 
on consumer behavior, where people have a 
tendency to calculate the advantages and 
disadvantages of each of their mental ac-
counting as an evaluation of the decisions 
and investment choices they make. Otuteye 
and Siddiquee (2020) argues that mental 
accounting with various other risk factor 
biases can lead investors to behave less opti-
mally in allocating their investments, both at 
the retail and institutional levels. Not only 
that, mental accounting in the broader con-
text of consumer behavior has been shown 
on influencing a slow decision making (Liu 
and Chou, 2019). 

Barberis and Huang (2001) examines 
how mental accounting and loss aversion 
influen-ce individual stock returns, where 
the results show that loss aversion makes 
investors have a direction to be more 
sensitive to losses than gains and in a 
narrower frame of mind they will tend to 
focus more on profits and losses that are 
defined in terms of profit and loss. narrow 
but plays an important role in eva-luating 

risky investments. Meanwhile, in the case of 
mental accounting research, research 
(Alessandri et al., 2018; Bikas and Saponaitė, 
2018; Das et al., 2018) shows that investors 
avoid losses on individual stock fluctuations 
and also avoid losses on portfolio 
fluctuations. 

 
Loss Aversion 

As discussed earlier, the bias of loss 
aversion explains as a development from 
theory which developed by Kahneman and 
Tversky (1979) and known as Prospect 
Theory. In investing, those who invest are 
faced with a problem over how to calculate a 
profit that is not balanced with the loss 
suffered on the investment made. Investors 
in this case use the profits to make a decision 
in investing rather than the losses suffered 
because in this case the investor tries to avoid 
a risk that may occur on his investment, 
namely a loss. In investing, investors have a 
tendency to avoid losses when investors 
think that investors are not aware of losses 
on the assets they hold in the stock market, 
then investors realize profits. Investors 
generally want to get an immediate profit on 
their profits by selling the assets they hold 
due to very fast price developments; the 
investor sells an asset whose value is lower 
in the market at the price the investor bought 
it for. This kind of bias becomes very 
important in order to see its effect on 
decision making by an investor on the 
purchase and sale of its assets. 

To understand the decision-making 
decisions made by investors, many 
researchers in their research or writing use 
prospect theory, such as research Wang et al. 
(2020), Sun et al. (2019), and Zhang et al. 
(2018), which relies on a normative model in 
which in this case investors based on certain 
criteria, have a tendency to maximize the 
utility function of their investment behavior. 
The extent of an investor's loss aversion 
depends on the past returns of their 
investment, i.e. when it comes to gains and 
losses, by mean when an investor is aware of 
past gains the investor will be very averse to 
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losses, but when the investment is losing 
money, the investor becomes very resistant 
to the possible losses. It can be said that this 
loss aversion attitude will continue to make 
investors experience more losses on their 
investments and tend not to sell their 
investments with the thought that they will 
once again experience losses on their 
investments. 

The limitations of arbitration and 
psycho-logical elements are the two topics 
discussed by Cook et al. (2016), Barberis 
(2018) also presents a number of applications 
of finan-cial behavior in the aggregate stock 
market, cross-sectional rates of return, on 
individual trading behavior and corporate 
finance. Khan et al. (2017) after conducting a 
tho-rough analysis in his research looking at 
the impact of bias from a high level of trust 
and loss avoidance in decision makers, he 
con-cluded that loss avoidance by investors 
has a negative and significant impact on 
indivi-dual investors' investment decisions. 
A recent study Shafqat and Malik (2021) also 
explores that loss aversion is detrimental to 
the trading frequency of individual investors 
listed on the stock market in Pakistan. 
Ghelichi et al., (2016) argue that loss aversion 
has a negative impact, where in this case 
investors become more careful in looking for 
risky investments, especially in increasing 
their transactions and with the hope of a high 
rate of return as well. 

 
Mental Accounting 

Thaler (1999) pioneered the research on 
mental accounting behavior on individuals 
and households as a set of cognitive opera-
tions that were used to organize, evaluate, 
and manage their financial activities. Every-
one in their mind makes different accounts of 
their expenses and income. They also relate 
certain categories of inflows and outflows. It 
can also be said, that people tend to spend 
more money won in the lottery but will pay 
more attention to their hard-earned savings, 
even though they are economically the same 
value. Some of them have already provided 
an account to save sudden expenses or used 

as a place of savings for them just in case, 
then another account to buy a house and 
another savings account to allocate loans 
taken to buy a motor vehicle. Although, it 
can be said that this step is not economically 
rational, where deposits with low interest 
rates are simultaneously borrowers who 
usually have high interest rates. From a 
psychological perspective, however, the 
decision was deemed correct by the decision 
makers, as they argued that savings were 
allocated for a different purpose than loans. 
The importance of such an accounting 
separation of gains and losses is because 
normally those who make the decision have 
their own way of selection based on whether 
they relate to positive or negative benefit. 
Thus, it can be assumed here that investors 
or decision makers think differently and see 
review the profit and loss considered 
separately than they would at the aggregate 
level. To clarify that this is the root of the idea 
on what Kahneman and Tversky (1979) try to 
explained on prospect theory however, the 
decision was deemed correct by the decision 
makers, as they argued that savings were 
allocated for a different purpose than loans. 
Many private investors are involved in 
mental accounting, which means they make 
a distinction that is not financially in their 
minds, where the losses incurred are viewed 
separately from the losses recorded on the 
books. This means that investors release their 
stocks from their portfolios way too fast 
when they make profits and being too slow 
to sell when they lose their portfolios. 
Converting profit on the book becomes a real 
profit is what investors expecting, but in this 
case investors did not realize that they are 
even making the loss on the books into an 
actual loss. 

Mental accounting in financial decision 
making is common in portfolio building. In 
common portfolio theory rationally, inves-
tors should not only focus specific compo-
nent but they have to care and pay more 
attention on the expected utility of their 
portfolios (Aliaga-Diaz et al., 2020; Koumou, 
2020). On the other hand, what is happening 
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is that investors intend on dividing their 
portfolio profile of investment into secured 
accounts, build their secure financial levels, 
and not so safe accounts for trialing is what 
mostly happen.  

 
Hypothesis Formulation 

Huber et al. (2021) in his research, he 
looked at how the financial market shocks in 
America and professional investment beha-
vior due to the COVID-19 pandemic, where 
investors in this case invested less during the 
COVID-19 pandemic which in this case was 
more because investors tried to avoid higher 
risks, not by change of belief. According to 
Ghelichi et al. (2016) loss aversion has a 
significant negative impact on decision 
making, where many investors seek riskier 
investments by increasing their transactions 
with the expectation of high returns. At the 
beginning of the discussion of the literature 
review based on this prospect theory, it was 
shown that the loss aversion bias giving a big 
impact investors' decision making in inves-
ting and determining their way on allocating 
their financial strategy. Two factors that may 
have a close relationship are investor senti-
ment and company performance so that the 
loss-aversion bias can giving impact to 
company performance, especially through 
the company's asset performance, the 
hypothesis formed in this study is 
H1: that loss aversion has a negative impact 

on company performance in Indonesia, 
especially during the COVID-19 
pandemic. 
 
While how big is the gain and loss that 

people focus on is a question of what Thaler 
(1999) call it mental accounting, it is the 
situation that people use on reviewing and 
evaluate their investment allocation or their 
transactions. In the global crisis situation that 
occurred due to the COVID-19 pandemic, of 
course, it will also make directing investors 
to be more sensitive on their mental 
accounting attitude which can make a 
comparison of the profits that investors will 
automatically calculate carefully to the risks 

they will accept in investing, given the 
uncertain economic conditions during this 
period. COVID-19 pandemic. Where it is 
known, when an investment provides a 
small profit for him, investors will tend to 
hesitate in making decisions, but this mental 
accounting situation can make investors to 
be more careful and take careful movement 
in making investment decisions. Then the 
second hypothesis in this study is. 
H2: that mental accounting has a negative 

impact on company performance in 
Indonesia, especially during the 
COVID-19 pandemic. 
 

RESEARCH METHODS 
Data and Measurement Variables 

On this research, the sample is 207 
companies, namely non-financial companies 
in Indonesia that are still active in IDX 
trading and registered as KOMPAS100 for 
the period January 1, 2009 to December 31, 
2021 with quarterly data taken from S&P 
Capital IQ. The research period related to the 
COVID-19 pandemic is from March 2, 2020 
to December 31, 2021. 

The analytical method used in this 
research is to use panel data, which is a com-
bination of cross-sectional data and time-
series data. In this study, unbalance panel 
data was used, because during the research 
period, there were several companies that 
had just made an initial public offering or 
IPO during the research period, so the 
amount of time for each company in this 
study was different. Meanwhile, balance 
panel data is where the cross section data has 
the same number of time series observations. 
As for the purpose of using this panel data 
analysis method, it is hoped that it will 
provide BLUE (Best Linear Unbiased Estima-
ted) results, so that the research results are 
not biased, that is, where it is said to be 
biased if the results that should be rejected 
are not rejected but the results that should be 
accepted are instead rejected. 

The first model is for control variables 
that can affect company performance, na-
mely market capitalization, company book 
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value, leverage, share ownership and com-
pany asset return (ROA) as indicators of 
company economic performance. The se-
cond model uses the Tobin's Q ratio as an 
indicator of stock market performance with 
the control variables being market capitali-
zation, asset growth, net income, leverage 
and share ownership. Hypothesis 1 is chec-
ked by entering the loss aversion variable 
into both models, where the data is by 
trading volume (Bouteska and Regaieg, 
2020) in during the study period. The use of 
these variables is supported by many studies 
in several literatures (Zamzamir Zamzamin 
et al., 2021; Zandi et al., 2020). Still using the 
same control variables as the first and second 
models, to test Hypothesis 2, it is tested by 
including mental accounting variables into 
both models to replace the loss aversion 
variable, which is showed by the price-
dividend ratio (Cherono, 2020). 

 
Empirical Model 

The empirical model developed on this 
research in order to see the impact of loss 
aversion and mental accounting on financial 
market performance formulated as follows: 
𝑅𝑂𝐴௜,௧ ൌ  𝛼଴ ൅ 𝛽ଵ𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸௜,௧ ൅ 𝛽ଶ𝐵/𝑀௜,௧ ൅
𝛽ଷ𝐿𝐸𝑉௜,௧ ൅ 𝛽ସ𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐿௜,௧ ൅ 𝛽ହ𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐹௜,௧ ൅
𝛽଺𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜,௧ ൅  𝛽଻𝐿𝐴௜,௧൅𝛽଼𝑀𝐴௜,௧ ൅  𝛽ଽ𝐿𝐴௜,௧ ∗
𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜.௧  ൅ 𝛽ଵ଴𝑀𝐴௜,௧ ∗ 𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜.௧ ൅𝜀௜,௧ ……. (1) 
 
𝑇𝑂𝐵𝐼𝑁′𝑠𝑄௜,௧ ൌ  𝛼଴ ൅ 𝛽ଵ𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸௜,௧ ൅ 𝛽ଶ𝐴𝐺௜,௧ ൅
𝛽ଷ𝑁𝐼௜,௧ ൅ 𝛽ସ𝐿𝐸𝑉௜,௧ ൅ 𝛽ହ𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐿௜,௧ ൅
𝛽଺𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐹௜,௧ ൅  𝛽଻𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜,௧ ൅ 𝛽଼𝐿𝐴௜,௧ ൅
 𝛽ଽ𝑀𝐴௜,௧ ൅ 𝛽ଵ଴𝐿𝐴௜,௧ ∗ 𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜.௧  ൅ 𝛽ଵଵ𝑀𝐴௜,௧ ∗
𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜.௧ ൅𝜀௜,௧ ……………………………….(2) 
 
where 𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸௜,௧, ெ

஻ ௜,௧
, 𝐿𝐸𝑉௜,௧, 𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐿௜,௧, 𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐹௜,௧, 

𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜,௧, 𝐿𝐴௜,௧ and 𝑀𝐴௜,௧ sequentially are 
company size, market to book ratio, leverage, 
local ownership, foreign ownership, dummy 
variables for the crisis period due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Then LA and MA are 
loss-aversion variable coefficients and 
mental accounting coeffi-cients at company i 
in time t. LA will be representing and 
indicating that investors' loss aversion giving 

influence on the ROA of companies in 
Indonesia. The equation model controls a 
number of other variables which in previous 
studies 𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸௜,௧, ெ

஻ ௜,௧
, 𝐿𝐸𝑉௜,௧, 𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐿௜,௧, 𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐹௜,௧, 

𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜,௧, 𝐿𝐴௜,௧ and 𝑀𝐴௜,௧ (Bouteska and 
Regaieg, 2020) has explained the economic 
performance of the company. Regression is 
carried out with Tobin's Q ratio which is a 
generally accepted measure of market 
performance (Gregory, 2021; Almari et al., 
2021; Yang and Gan, 2021) and replacing the 
market to book variable with a variable, 
namely asset growth and additional control, 
namely net income and re-entering the 
variables 𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸௜,௧, 𝐿𝐸𝑉௜,௧,  𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐿௜,௧, 𝑂𝑊𝑁𝐹௜,௧, 
and 𝐿𝐴௜,௧ in order to see whether the 
interaction of the loss aversion variable 
appears more during the COVID-19 crisis, 
this study conducted an interaction between 
loss aversion and the dummy period which 
is denoted by 𝐿𝐴௜,௧ ∗ 𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜.௧ . Likewise with 
the mental accounting variable, in order to 
see whether the interaction appears more 
during the COVID-19 crisis or not, the study 
conducted the interaction of the mental 
accounting variable with the dummy period, 
which is symbolized by 𝑀𝐴௜,௧ ∗ 𝐶𝑂𝑉𝐼𝐷௜.௧ . 

 
Variable Measurement 

The control variables for the first 
hypothesis is measured as follows; SIZE is 
the size of the company measured by 
standardized market capitalization, namely: 
SIZE= number of shares in the market x price shares 

 
Then the book to market variable ratio 

(𝐵/𝑀) which is calculated by the formula:  

  𝐵/𝑀 ൌ  
ୠ୭୭୩ ୮୰୧ୡୣ

୫ୟ୰୩ୣ୲ ୱ୦ୟ୰ୣ ୮୰୧ୡୣ
 

 
Then the leverage variable (LEV) is 

calculated by the formula:  
  𝐿𝐸𝑉 ൌ  

ௗ௘௕௧

୲୭୲ୟ୪ ୟୱୱୣ୲
 

 
Meanwhile, the share ownership of both 

local and foreign investors is the number of 
shares owned by local (OWNL) and foreign 
(OWNF) investors, whose percentage value 
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is compared to the total share ownership. 
The COVID-19 variable is a dummy variable 
that distinguishes the period during the 
crisis period due to the COVID-19 pandemic, 
namely the research period January 2020– 
December 2021 which is symbolized by the 
number 1, while the period outside the 
COVID-19 period, namely January 2009– 
December 2019 is symbolized by the number 
0. 

Then for the independent variable to test 
Hypothesis 1, namely loss aversion (LA) is 
the percentage variation of the volume of 
transactions made by investors, where the 
formula used is as follows: 

                 𝐿𝐴௜,௧ ൌ

ೇೀಽ೔,೟
ೄ೔೥೐೔,೟

ି
ೇೀಽ೔,೟

ೄ೔೥೐೔,೟షభ
 

ೇೀಽ೔,ೕ
ೄ೔೥೐೔,೟షభ

  

where 𝐿𝐴௜,௧ is the percentage variation of the 
volume of transactions per quarter carried 
out by investors, 𝑉𝑂𝐿௜,௧ is the transac-tion 
volume of company i at time t, 𝑆𝐼𝑍𝐸௜,௝, 
namely the market capitalization of compa-
ny i at the end of quarter t in the study and 
𝑆𝑖𝑧𝑒௜,௧ିଵis the market capitalization of com-
pany i at the end of quarter t -1 in the study. 

While in TOBIN's Q, the formula used is: 
𝑇𝑂𝐵𝐼𝑁ᇱ𝑠𝑄 ൌ 

 
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑀𝑎𝑟𝑘𝑒𝑡 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝐹𝑖𝑟𝑚 𝑏𝑜𝑜𝑘 ൅ 𝐵𝑜𝑜𝑘 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝐷𝑒𝑏𝑡

𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑒𝑡 𝑉𝑎𝑙𝑢𝑒 𝑜𝑓 𝐹𝑖𝑟𝑚
 

 
Control variable in Tobin's Q empirical 

method, in addition to reusing the variables 
that have been used in model (1) but by 
replacing the book to market ratio (B/M) 
variable with asset growth (AG) variable 
which is obtained using the formula:  

                      𝐴𝐺௜,௧ ൌ  
்஺೔,೟ି்஺೔,೟షభ

்஺೔,೟షభ
 

where  𝑇𝐴௜,௧ is the total assets of company i, 
at time t and , 𝑇𝐴௜,௧ିଵ is the total assets of 
company i at time t-1. Another independent 
variable is net income (NI) which is 
standardized by total assets 

Meanwhile, to test Hypothesis 2, namely 
the mental accounting variable, it is mea-
sured by the price-dividend ratio, which is a 
financial ratio that indicates how much the 
company pays dividends each year relative 
to its share price, so the formula used is:   

                      𝐾௜,௧ ൌ  
௉೔,೟

஽೔,೟
 

where 𝐾௜,௧, 𝑃௜,௧ , 𝐷௜,௧ sequentially is the price-
dividend ratio, the same price and divi-
dends paid by company i in time period t. 

While the interaction variable for the 
loss aversion variable for the dummy period 
and the mental accounting variable for the 
dummy period, is formed by the formula:  
                          𝐿𝐴௜,௧ ∗ Dummy 1 

𝑀𝐴௜,௧ ∗ Dummy 1 
 
ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 
Descriptive Statistical Analysis 

Description of statistics in table 1, it can 
be seen that the number of observations for 
all variables is 9,356, except for the mental 
accounting variable, the observation data is 
reduced to 3,728, this is because there are still 
many companies in Indonesia that are not 
disciplined in paying dividends regularly so 
that companies that do not pay dividends are 
eliminated by system and were not included 
in the study. This causes, the entire regres-
sion process with the equation model invol-
ving the mental accounting behavior vari-
able only uses the number of observations of 
3,728. This also causes the number of 
companies in the study to decrease when the 
study includes mental accounting variables, 
from a total of 207 companies in the study it 
was reduced to 152 companies. If you look at 
the TobinsQ standard deviation value of 
1.94, it can be said that the difference 
between companies looks very large, 
especially when viewed from the standard 
deviation value of 1.94 and the minimum 
value of 0.047 while the maximum value is 
12.838, even though all companies in this 
study are in the same stock market. rate 
differently. The same information can also be 
seen from the value of the book to market 
ratio (BM) where the standard deviation 
value is 4,054 and the minimum value is 
quite far, namely 0.073, the difference is 
against the maximum value of 28,387, so the 
valuation on the stock exchange for the 
company is quite different. 



Mental Accounting and Loss Aversion on Indonesia...– Turangan, Kim     359 

Table 1 
Statistics Description 

 

Variable Obs mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
ROA 9356 .05 .069 -.118 .327 

TOBINs 9356 1,238 1.94 .047 12.838 
SIZE 9356 28,898 1.839 24.76 33.313 
BM 9356 2,672 4.054 .073 28,387 
NI 9356 .011 .026 -.09 .103 

LEV 9356 .572 .424 .000 2.119 
LOWN 9356 .068 .079 .000068 .452 
FOWN 9356 .261 .234 .000574 .943 

AG 9356 .087 .308 .000 1.475 
COVID 9356 .169 .375 0 1 

LA 9355 .005 .27 -.741 1.119 
MA 3782 71.236 91.513 3.273 614,589 

Source: Data are collected from S&P Capital IQ and are modified in 2022 
 

If it is seen that the value of local 
ownership (LOWN) or local ownership has a 
smaller maximum value when compared to 
foreign ownership (FOWN) or foreign 
ownership, because in this study, local 
companies in the form of individuals were 
excluded because in this study what was 
seen was institutional ownership consi-
dering the role of individual companies and 
institutional companies have different roles 
where usually individual companies gene-
rally sided with the owner and the manager 
team, while institutional ownership played a 
role as outsiders who wanted to monitor the 
company's activities. While foreign owner-
ship, all ownership is calculated in value in 
this study, so that the value becomes greater 
than local ownership. 

 
Correlation coefficient 

To check the direction and magnitude of 
the linear relationship between the depen-
dent, control and independent variables 
used in the research model, it can be seen 
from the correlation matrix. Table 2, namely 
the Pairwise correlation matrix, the depen-
dent variable of ROA on the control variable 
and the independent variable on the model 
formed. It can be seen that the control varia-
bles SIZE, BM, and FOWN have a positive 
correlation to ROA while other control 

variables such as LEV and LOWN have a ne-
gative correlation to ROA, as well as the 
COVID dummy variable, where company 
performance is negatively affected during 
the COVID-19 period. This supports research 
from Hu and Zhang (2021) and Shen et al. 
(2020), both of which argued that the 
COVID-19 pandemic contribute a negative 
impact on the company's performance. If you 
look at the independent variables, it can be 
seen that all variables have a negative corre-
lation with ROA, namely both LA and MA. 
Likewise, the LA interaction variable for the 
crisis period due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
and the MA interaction variable during the 
crisis period due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
both showed significance at the 1% confi-
dence level and negatively correlated with 
ROA, but both behaviors showed an increa-
sing influence due to the COVID-19 crisis is 
0.07, which is where the interaction with LA 
behavior increases from -0.098 to -0.028, 
while MA behavior increases by 0.1 due to 
the impact of the COVID-10 pandemic crisis 
from -0.168 to -0.068. 
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Table 2 
Correlation Matrix Pairwise ROA 

 
Variables ROA SIZE BM LEV LOWN FOWN COVID LA LACOVID MA MACOVID 

ROA 1,000           
SIZE 0.416*** 1,000          
BM 0.417*** 0.406*** 1,000         
LEV -0.273***-0.158***-0.058*** 1,000        
LOWN -0.100*** 0.074*** 0.065*** -0.031*** 1,000       
FOWN 0.079*** 0.156*** 0.056*** 0.144*** -0.118*** 1,000      
COVID -0.124*** -0.005 -0.085*** 0.008 0.045*** -0.093*** 1,000     
LA -0.098***-0.053***-0.084*** 0.061*** 0.024** 0.003 0.045*** 1,000    
LACOVID -0.028*** -0.025** -0.034*** 0.035*** 0.027*** -0.010 0.089*** 0.494*** 1,000   
MA -0.165*** 0.057*** 0.020 0.175*** 0.095*** 0.056*** -0.023 -0.023 -0.047*** 1,000  
MACOVID -0.068*** 0.021 -0.037** 0.057*** -0.010 -0.085*** 0.584*** -0.017 -0.071*** 0.244*** 1,000 
*** p<0.01, **p<0.05, *p<0.1  
Source: Data are collected from S&P Capital IQ and are modified in 2022. 
 

While the dummy variable for the 
COVID-19 pandemic crisis period can be 
seen to be not significantly correlated with 
the SIZE and leverage variables, it is posi-
tively correlated with the local ownership 
control variable (LOWN). Meanwhile, the 
independent variable LA does not appear to 
be significantly correlated with the foreign 
ownership variable (FOWN). And the MA 
variable separately does not appear to be 
correlated with the BM control variable and 
the COVID dummy variable. 

 
Empirical Results and Discussions 

To test the hypothesis that has been 
formulated in the empirical model in this 
study, fixed-effect regression was carried 
out, which is more precisely by using the 
two-panel fixed-effect model to capture the 
effect of the loss-avoidance bias in the 
financial market in Indonesia. The selection 
of this fixed-effect model is justified by the 
results of the F-statistics test (homogeneity 
test, namely the Wald test: P(F-statistics) 
<0.05) and the Hausman test (𝑥ଶ test), where 
from the test results, the fixed-effect model is 
proven to be the most appropriate model in 
this study than the pooled regression model 
(pooled OLS) or random effects model (with 
significant values 𝑥ଶ at the 1 percent, 5 
percent, and 10 percent levels). In general, it 

is known that pooled panel data analysis is 
more appropriate to use only if the data is a 
mixture of time-series and cross-section data, 
and with a small sample of observations, not 
as used in this study. In addition, to show 
that some correlations on the empirical 
model that are formed do not cause problems 
in the research model, the Wooldrige test is 
carried out. And, in order to avoid biased 
research results, in the data processing 
process, violations of the classical assump-
tions of heteroscedasticity, autocorrelation 
and checking of cross-sectional dependence/ 
contemporaneous correlation on the regres-
sion model formed, have been overcome 
with the robust standard error method. 

The regression process in the study was 
carried out in several steps, where the results 
of the entire data process can be view on 
table 4 and result preview that the first step 
is regression with the dependent variable 
ROA on all control variables and the COVID 
dummy variable to see how the impact of the 
crisis period due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
on company performance, and the numbers 
preview that COVID-19 giving a negative 
effect on company performance by -0.019 
and is significant at the 1% confidence level. 
This is in line with previous research by Hu 
and Zhang (2021), who saw how the impact 
of the COVID-19 pandemic had a negative 
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impact on company performance. Likewise 
with research by Shen et al. (2020) which 
examines in more detail which industrial 
sectors are most affected by the COVID-19 
pandemic and have a negative impact on 
company performance in the industrial 
sector studied. As well as research by Ren et 
al., (2021) which in his research examines 
how the movement of the stock market in 
China and how the impact of the govern-
ment's policy on locking several regions to 
limit movement, has a negative impact on 
company performance. However, we can say 
also that the foreign ownership control 
variable has no effect on the company's 
performance during the crisis period. The 
second step in the regression process, the 
equation model adds the LA behavior 
variable and the results show that the LA 
behavior variable has a negative effect on the 
company by -0.01 and again the foreign 
ownership control variable does not affect 
the company's performance. 

In the third step of the regression 
process, it can be seen how the LA variable is 
interacted with the COVID dummy variable 
in order to see how the variable affects LA's 
behavior during the crisis period due to 
COVID-19. And the regression results from 
the third step can be seen that the results of 
the interaction of LA's behavior in the 
COVID-19 period caused LA to have a 
positive influence on company performance, 
so that the influence of LA on the crisis 
period due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
became smaller, which was -0.02. Where the 
effect before the crisis period due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic was -0.013 then due to 
the COVID-19 pandemic crisis LA behavior 
had an effect of 0.011. This may happen, 
because in times of crisis many companies 
have to consider projects that have been 
planned. Market participants become more 
confident in companies that continue to run 
their projects until their increasing level of 
trust makes them increase their trade 
transactions which causes LA behavior to 
have a positive impact on company 
performance in addition to the desire of 

market behavior to cover losses that may 
have been suffered by the market. at the 
beginning of the crisis due to the COVID-19 
pandemic became a profit. The result refer-
red to previous research by Roel and Chen 
(2021) who in his research proves that the 
crisis period is bad enough to ensure that the 
company continues to carry out the most 
profitable projects and has a special character 
during the crisis and brings about changes to 
the company. The results also prove that the 
crisis period will always encourage decision 
makers to make decisions and implement 
projects that are better than the status quo, 
although in practice various kinds of regula-
tory and policy reforms must be carried out. 
This is in line with research from Ouzan 
(2020) argue that generally in crisis condition 
increase of loss aversion of investors 
intensify the cautiousness of their trading. 
However, as investors’ aggressiveness in 
their trading relies on their own private 
signal, loss aversion level of investors do not 
decrease of their trading intensity. 

 The next regression step is the existence 
of a model with a dependent variable ROA 
which is regressed with all control variables 
and MA independent variables. The regres-
sion results prove the research of Koohkan et 
al. (2021)where in this study the behavior of 
MA has a negative effect on the company's 
performance that is equal to -0.0007. Mean-
while, when the MA behavior variable is 
interacted with the crisis period due to 
COVID-19, the results show that the COVID-
19 period significantly has a negative influ-
ence so that the MA influence on the crisis 
period due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
becomes larger, which is 0.00001, where the 
influence of behavior on the MA before the 
crisis due to the COVID-19 pandemic was -
0.0009 then due to the COVID-19 pandemic 
crisis, MA's behavior had an effect of 0.0001. 
This might happen, considering that psycho-
logically not all investors are willing to take 
risks to gain profits during a crisis and not all 
investors are willing to give up their profits 
because they are afraid of the losses they may 
suffer. In line with the opinion of Mascareñas 
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and Yan (2017) that mental accounting 
behavior will risk and return to meet their 
investment expectations, investors will will 
engange in investing activities only if their 
psychological needs are met. 

The sixth column in table 3, clearly 
shows the effect of loss aversion behavior 
and mental accounting, which has a 
significant negative effect on company 
performance. The results also show how the 
influence of the control variables BM, LEV, 
LOWN, FOWN and the COVID dummy 
period also significantly influences the 

company's per-formance. Where apart from 
BM, all control variables show a negative 
effect on company performance. In this step, 
the result of the coefficient of 
determination 𝑅ଶis 20.17 per-cent, which 
means that all control and inde-pendent 
variables are statistically significant (F = 
45.33, p-value = 0.0000) giving an effect on 
the company's ROA performance of 20.17 
percent. 

 
 
 

 
Table 3 

 Regression Result – ROA 
 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
SIZE .007*** .007*** .007*** .0003 0 .001 .002 
  (.002) (.002) (.002) (.003) (.002) (.003) (.002) 
BM .003*** .003*** .003*** .009*** .009*** .009*** .009*** 
  (0) (0) (0) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) 
LEV -.021*** -.02*** -.02*** -.035*** -.036*** -.034*** -.034*** 
  (.003) (.003) (.003) (.007) (.006) (.007) (.008) 
LOWN -.032** -.03** -.031** -.082** -.08*** -.079** -.064 
  (.014) (.014) (.014) (.036) (.028) (.036) (.039) 
FOWN .006 .006 .006 -.026*** -.026** -.025** -.011 
  (.005) (.005) (.005) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) 
COVID -.019*** -.019*** -.019*** -.016*** -.024*** -.015*** -.023*** 
  (.004) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.006) (.004) (.007) 
LA  -.01*** -.013***   -.01** -.011** 
   (.003) (.003)   (.004) (.005) 
LACOVID   .011**    .006 
    (.005)    (.008) 
MA    -.00007*** -.00009*** -.00007*** -.00009*** 
     (.001) (.000) (.000) (.000) 
MACOVID     .0001**  .0001 
      (.035)  (.168) 
_cons -.139*** -.133*** -.139*** .08 .084 .073 .026 
  (.047) (.044) (.044) (.102) (.072) (.096) (.057) 
Observations 9356 9355 9355 3782 3782 3782 3782 
Pseudo R2 .1002 .1034 .1042 .1990 .2033 .2017 .205 
F-Value / Wald 49.20 45.48 48.15 38.62 51.19 45.33 237.36 
Prob .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 
Robust standard errors are in parentheses    
*** p<.01, **p<.05, *p<.1 
Source: Data are collected from S&P Capital IQ and are modified in 2022 
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The seventh step, namely the regression 
process in which all control variables 
together with the independent variables LA 
and MA as well as the interaction variables 
LA and MA on the crisis period due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic which are all interacted 
with the dependent variable ROA, it is seen 
that when the entire regression process is 
carried out for all these variables, it can be 
seen how the behavioral variables LA and 
MA still have a negative influence on the 
company's performance, namely where each 
is significant at the 5% confidence level for 
the LA variable with a coefficient of -0.011 
and at the 1% level for the MA variable with 
a coefficient of coefficient -00009. However, 
at this step, all interaction variables, both LA 
and MA on the crisis period due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, are insignificant. This 
might happen considering that the results in 
the third and fifth regression processes show 
conflicting results where during the crisis 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic, LA behavior 
becomes smaller by -0.02 while MA behavior 
becomes larger by 0.00001. However, the 
results show that the COVID variable still 
has a significant negative effect on the 
company's performance by -0.023. 

Meanwhile, the results of the regression 
per industry sector can be seen in table 5 
where the LA and MA behavioral factors that 
affect the company's performance are only 
the essential consumer goods industry sector 
and the health sector, both of which have a 
negative impact on company performance. 
However, the behavior affected by the 
COVID-19 pandemic crisis, namely LA's 
behavior in the health and utility sectors. 
Where in the health sector, LA's behavior 
during the crisis period had a positive 
influence and increased by 0.15 to be higher, 
this might have happened considering that 
during the crisis period due to COVID-19, 
investors were hesitant to invest because 
Indonesia was still dependent on imported 
medical equipment and the inability to 
produce medical equipment in the early days 
of the crisis due to the COVID-19 pandemic, 
this is as stated by the Coordinating Minister 

for Maritime Affairs and Investment Luhut 
Binsar Pandjaitan (Junida, 2021). This is in 
line with the utility sector which shows LA 
behavior during the crisis period increased 
by 0.049, this could be due to many compa-
nies reviewing their projects so that investors 
are also more careful with the possibility of 
failure or cessation of projects. work plan-
ning projects during the crisis due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, where during the crisis 
many companies were more careful in 
implementing their project plans. 

Meanwhile, MA's behavior can be said 
to have a negative effect on company perfor-
mance in almost all sectors except for the 
energy, information technology and utilities 
sector. And if it is interacted with the crisis 
period due to COVID-19, it can be seen that 
only the housing sector has shown its effect 
in increasing the MA behavior, which is 
0.00095. Of course, the uncertain conditions 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic crisis have 
encouraged investors to be more careful in 
allocating their investment funds, especially 
in the housing sector which may be most 
affected by the COVID-19 pandemic crisis 
(Petriella, 2020; Susanto, 2021). Meanwhile, 
other sectors did not show the influence of 
MA behavior during the crisis period due to 
the COVID-19 pandemic. 

From the results of this regression per 
sector, it can be seen that the highest coeffi-
cient of determination 𝑅ଶ is from the infra-
structure, utilities and transportation sectors 
of 79.8 percent, which means that the biggest 
influence on the company's ROA performan-
ce is from the infrastructure, utilities and 
transportation sectors, although in this sector 
only loss behavior aversion which signifi-
cantly shows a negative effect on the com-
pany, but the mental accounting variable 
does not significantly affect the company's 
performance.  
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Table 5 
Regression Results – TOBIN’s Q 

 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) 
SIZE .668*** .661*** .668*** .901*** .901*** .903*** .924*** 
  (.043) (.041) (.039) (.081) (.081) (.073) (.068) 
NI 7,735*** 7,402*** 7.378*** 19,138*** 19,203*** 18,756*** 18,607*** 
  (1.077) (1,098) (1.101) (1,399) (1.374) (1,434) (1.376) 
AG -.231*** -.229*** -.235*** -.087 -.087 -.08 -1 
  (.082) (.083) (.082) (.087) (.087) (.087) (.086) 
LEV -.053 -.048 -.052 -.242 -.238 -.237 -.241 
  (.096) (.095) (.094) (.29) (.289) (.29) (.291) 
LOWN .01 .044 .022 -.614 -.621 -.548 -.665 
  (.35) (.337) (.336) (.667) (.672) (.639) (.639) 
FOWN -.125 -107 -.106 .84*** .841*** .855*** .839*** 
  (.149) (.147) (.148) (.187) (.186) (.192) (.194) 
COVID -.466*** -.461*** -.47*** -.54*** -.501*** -.534*** -.532*** 
  (.081) (.086) (.077) (.134) (.131) (.142) (.116) 
LA  -.244*** -.338***   -.218 -.409*** 
   (.063) (.06)   (.131) (.095) 
LACOVID   .388***    .849*** 
    (.089)    (.183) 
MA    .0002 .0003 .0002 .0002 
     (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) (.0000) 
MACOVID     -.001  -.0003 
      (.001)  (.001) 
_cons -17,996*** -17.8*** -17,987*** -25,551*** -25,561*** -25.62*** -26.233*** 
  (1,285) (1.203) (1,169) (2,397) (2,411) (2,154) (2,031) 
Observations 9356 9355 9355 3782 3782 3782 3782 
Pseudo R2 .2505 .2541 .2558 .3741 .3742 .3762 .3817 
F-Value 150.12 145.89 258.18 99.27 88.04 96.23 121.38 
Prob .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 .0000 

Standard errors are in parentheses    
*** p<.01, **p<.05, *p<.1 
Source: Data are collected from S&P Capital IQ and are modified in 2022. 
 

The results per industry sector also show 
that there is no single sector where the 
interaction of the crisis period due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic on loss aversion beha-
vior and mental accounting during a crisis 
together has a significant effect on company 
performance in each sector. 

 
Robustness Tests 

The results of the regression to the 
dependent variable TOBIN’s Q in table 6 can 
be seen how the results show things that are 
in line with the results of the first step 
regression with the dependent variable 
ROA, where the COVID-19 pandemic crisis 
period has a negative effect on company 

performance. However, the control variables 
LEV, LOWN and FOWN have no significant 
effect on company performance. While SIZE 
and NI have a significant positive effect on 
the company's performance and AG has a 
significant negative effect of -0.231 on the 
company's performance. 

The second step, shows how LA's 
behavior has a significant negative effect on 
the company by -0.244. Meanwhile, in the 
third step, LA's behavior is interacted with 
the crisis period of the COVID-19 pandemic, 
so the variables formed indicate an increase 
in LA behavior from before the crisis due to 
COVID-19 compared to during the crisis due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic, which is 0.05. 
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different from the results of the regression on 
ROA where the previous results showed that 
the impact of the crisis due to COVID-19 
brought a decrease in LA behavior. 

Different results are also shown in the 
fourth and fifth steps, where MA behavior 
has no significant effect on company 
performance. The results of the MA behavior 
interaction after being interacted with the 
crisis period due to COVID-19 also showed 
that there was no effect on the company's 
performance. This different thing, can be 
influenced by several things, maybe for this 
study, due to the limited availability of MA 
data as a result in this study the MA calcu-
lation using dividend data which as previ-
ously informed that there are still many com-
panies that distribute dividends regularly. In 
this study, the distribution of dividends 
varies widely, some are distributed quar-
terly, per semester, but some are distributed 
annually and more do not distribute divi-
dends. Considering that the research uses 
quarterly data, the researchers do data equa-
lity in order to get quarterly data. This is a 
shortcoming in this study which may cause 
the results to show different results and their 
effect on company performance. 

In the seventh regression processing 
step, where all control variables and 
independent variables are regressed against 
the depen-dent variable TOBIN’s Q, the 
results again show that only LA behavior 
variables have an influence on company 
performance, both before the crisis period 
due to the COVID-19 pandemic and during 
the crisis period due to COVID-19 19, which 
is where LA's behavior shows a negative 
influence on company performance and 
during the crisis period due to COVID-19, 
this behavior increased by 0.44. This may be 
because investors are still very careful when 
making their investments, as revealed by 
Riaz et al. (2020) which exa-mines market 
behavior in Pakistan, where they become 
more cautious in investing considering that 
Pakistani investors have a behavioral 
character to want to increase their wealth 
immediately, avoid risk, fear losses and 

always expect income from companies and 
dividends. 

This is in line with research in India by 
Surana (2021) which examines how investors 
behave in the retail sector before and after the 
crisis due to the COVID-19 pandemic, where 
the behavior of investors in India is more 
cautious by investing more in companies 
that have just IPOs and making their 
investment decisions based on speculative 
measures rather than fundamentals. actual 
problem under consideration. 

Furthermore, in terms of per industrial 
sector in table 6, it can be seen that almost all 
industrial sectors except for the telecommu-
nications services sector, essential consumer 
industries, information technology and hou-
sing indicate that LA behavior has an influe-
nce on company performance and its interac-
tion with the crisis period due to COVID-19 
has a significant effect. significant and all 
indicate that the crisis period due to COVID-
19 has an effect on increasing LA behavior. 

And only one sector, namely the essen-
tial consumer industry sector, showed re-
sults that MA's behavior had a positive 
influence on companies, as well as after 
interacting with the crisis period due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic where there was an 
increase in MA's behavior by 0.0067. This 
contradicts the theory Thaler (1999) where 
everyone thinks that they make different 
accounts for their expenses and income and 
investors do this because it is related to their 
behavior of aversion to losses that may be 
suffered from each investment they make. As 
is the case with research conducted by 
Baucells et al. (2023), where in their research 
they used mental accounting models as a re-
sult of loss aversion, reference point upda-
ting, and narrow framing and examined how 
they impact investment decisions. However, 
as previously explained, this theoretical 
conflict may occur because of the weakness 
of the MA variable research data in this 
study, due to the undisciplined company in 
Indonesia in distributing dividends. 
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CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS 
Previous research by Bouteska and 

Regaieg (2020) has proven that loss aversion 
behavior has a negative effect on the compa-
ny. From the results of both research looking 
at the performance of companies with ROA 
and TOBIN’s Q, it is proven that loss 
aversion behavior has a negative effect on the 
company. Likewise, if viewed from the 
results of research for each sector, both ROA 
and TOBIN’s Q it is proven that loss aversion 
behavior with significant results with a 
confidence level of 1%, 5% or 10% shows a 
negative effect on the company. The study 
also proves that several control variables also 
influence the company's performance in line 
with loss aversion behavior. So from the 
results of the study it can be said that the 
hypothesis in this study is accepted, 

While previously described, research 
Barberis and Huang (2001) form a portfolio 
to assess whether mental accounting is 
formed based on the price-dividend ratio to 
explain market reactions and to assess 
whether companies paying lower dividends 
are able to beat companies paying higher 
dividends. This study uses a price-dividend 
ratio to show that mental accounting 
behavior has a negative impact on company 
performance. And the results of research on 
the performance of ROA companies show 
that mental accounting behavior has a 
negative influence. Likewise, after the crisis 
period due to the COVID-19 pandemic, there 
was an increase in the influence of mental 
accounting. However, when viewed from 
each sector, only one sector shows the effect 
of changes in the crisis period due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic, 

Looking at the operating results of 
company performance on TOBIN’s Q, 
mental accounting behavior does not appear 
to have an effect. This is in line with the 
results of research by sector, where only one 
sector does show an effect, but the results 
show the opposite of theory Thaler (1999) 
which shows a positive influence on com-
pany performance. However, as discussed 
earlier, this may be due to the data in this 

study which eliminated companies that did 
not pay dividends, which is almost more 
than 33% of the data in the study were 
eliminated. 

In this study, companies are limited to 
companies that have been members of 
KOMPAS100. The purpose of this limitation 
is so that research is more focused on 
companies that are liquid and still actively 
trading in the market during the research 
period. The research also does not focus on 
one industrial sector because researcher 
main focus is to see the effect of loss aversion 
behavior and mental accounting as a whole 
on companies in Indonesia without limiting 
certain sectors. However, researchers in con-
ducting comparative analysis still display 
the results of the analysis per sector as a 
whole. 

To see mental accounting behavior, 
researchers only use the price-dividend ratio 
variable, as a benchmark for measuring 
mental accounting behavior, while there are 
many companies in Indonesia that are not 
disciplined in making dividend payments 
and if payments are made, they are not made 
regularly, either three-quarters, six-sixths. 
month or per year. So that this study has 
limitations in providing mental accounting 
data from all companies in the study. And 
the limitations of this data, which is 
suspected to be the cause of the research 
results that contradict the theory that has 
been discussed previously.  

The implications of the results of this 
research theoretically are as proof of existing 
theories as well as to prove previous studies, 
but not limited to checking whether theories 
and research that have existed before still 
apply the same during the crisis period due 
to the COVID-19 pandemic. considering that 
this event had recently occurred and could 
be said to have shaken the world economy. 
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