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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this article is to examine how dividend policy and the COVID‑19 pandemic impact stock price volatility in 
the Vietnamese stock market. Panel data regression method was performed on a data set of 402 companies in 9 industries 
in the period from 2010–2021. The results show that the COVID‑19 pandemic in 2020 has played a significant role not 
only in increasing stock price volatility, but dividend policy as well. The pandemic in 2021 has had an impact on reducing 
stock price volatility. Moreover, stock price volatility is also affected by the factors related to company characteristics such 
as the ratio of long-term debt to assets and company size. At the industry level, financial services and pharmaceuticals, 
and healthcare are the industries with the highest and lowest stock price volatility among the 9 research industries, 
respectively. Based on the research results, the article offers some implications for interested parties and participating 
in the Vietnamese stock market.
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INTRODUCTION
One of the risks that investors face when holding 
stocks is stock price volatility [1]. Stock price volatility 
drives uncertainty about future corporate profit 
growth [2]. Baskin [3] argues that dividend policy is 
one of the causes of stock price volatility in the stock 
market. Experimental results in some countries show 
that there are scientists that support [4] or do not 
support [5] this view. This fact shows the diversity 
of results on the impact of policies on stock price 
movements in different countries.

Recently, the COVID‑19 pandemic initially has 
caused a global health crisis, but the persistence of the 
pandemic has increased the systemic and total risks of 
financial markets [6]. The pandemic has caused volatility 
in stock prices in many countries around the world [7].

Vietnam is considered to be one of the 10 countries 
with the best COVID‑19 pandemic management 
strategy in the world [8]. It is an economic model for 
emerging economies post-pandemic [9] and is on the 
way to becoming the best-positioned country to attract 
investment capital after the pandemic [8]. Therefore, a 
deeper understanding of Vietnam’s economy, financial 
market, and stock market is essential for investors 
interested in this country.

Emerging stock markets are often highly volatile and 
their efficiency is lower than developed stock markets 

[10]. This observation is true for Vietnam [11, 12], a 
frontier market with the goal of becoming an emerging 
stock market in the near future. Thus, the potential to 
mitigate risks, identifying important factors that cause 
stock market volatility is essential.

In fact, there have been studies on the impact of 
the COVID‑19 pandemic or dividend policy on the 
stock market [11–14]. However, there is still a lack 
of comprehensive research on the impact of both of 
these factors on the Vietnamese stock market. This fact 
motivated the author to conduct a research on how the 
Vietnamese stock market is affected by dividend policy 
in the context of the COVID‑19 pandemic.

The results of the study have confirmed that stock 
price volatility in the Vietnamese stock market in 
the period 2010–2021 is affected by dividend policy. 
Moreover, the COVID‑19 pandemic occurring in 2020–
2021 also affected stock price volatility in this market. 
Unlike other stock markets, the study’s findings show 
that the COVID‑19 pandemic increased stock price 
volatility in 2020 but it decreased stock volatility in 2021 
even when the model used variables control (operating 
efficiency, ratio of long-term debt to total assets, asset 
growth and enterprise scale). The research results are 
empirical evidence that Miller and Modigliani’s [15] 
dividend policy is not yet strong, but it supports the 
signaling theory. It also provides profound insights for 
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individuals and organizations interested in the Vietnam 
stock market.

LITERATURE REVIEW AND EXPERIMENTAL 
STUDIES

The efficient market hypothesis (EMH) (theory) states 
that the price of a stock fully reflects information, 
including its dividend policy. Therefore, stock prices 
that deviate from their intrinsic value and generate 
arbitrage profits are a manifestation of market 
inefficiencies. In underdeveloped stock markets, 
market efficiency is not guaranteed [10, 16]. Therefore, 
information about a company’s dividend policy, 
especially when the company pays dividends, can 
create an investment effect on the stock to capture 
arbitrage profits. This buying and selling activity of 
investors causes higher stock price volatility during 
this time period.

The certainty theory of utility was first put forward 
by Lintner in 1956, who argued that “having one bird 
is more valuable than seeing two in the bush” [17]. The 
utility theory explains that investors prefer to receive 
dividends in the short term rather than waiting for 
capital gains over a longer period of time. In other words, 
the certainty of receiving dividends (one bird in hand) is 
more valuable than waiting for uncertain future capital 
gains (two birds in the bush) [18]. The theory of utility 
suggests that the dividend payout ratio and firm value 
are proportional [19].

There are two opposing views on the relationship of 
interests between managers and shareholders. Miller 
and Modigliani’s [15] assumption states that there is no 
conflict of interest between managers and shareholders 
because managers are perfect representatives of 
shareholders. In contrast, the agency cost perspective 
posits that managers often favor managers without 
being objective when comparing their interests and 
those of shareholders.

Therefore, the conflict of interests between these two 
groups is expressed by agency costs [20] and is reflected 
by dividend policy and stock price [21]. Business cycles 
and agency costs influence the volatility of stock returns 
[21].

Signaling hypothesis explains the compensation 
of asymmetric information between managers and 
shareholders through dividend policy announcements 
[22]. This implies that dividends are positively correlated 

with the level of information that investors receive [22]. 
To get money to invest in a promising new project, a 
company may have to cut its dividend. However, the 
company was punished by the market for doing this 
because investors believed the dividend cut was bad 
news [23]. The news of increasing dividends is considered 
good news because it presents a more positive outlook 
than the company. On the contrary, the news of 
dividend reduction is a signal that the business is facing 
difficulties, so it is considered as negative news. As a 
result, managers are often very reluctant to cut dividends 
even when they should [17].

Experimental Studies
Researching on the US stock market during the period 
1967–1986, Baskin [3] showed that dividend yield and 
stock price volatility have an inverse relationship. In 
the work [3] the author also used dividend payout ratio, 
but this variable suffered from high multicollinearity, 
so it was then removed from the research model. 
Dividend yield plays a vital role in stock price volatility 
even when the model uses controls for size, earnings 
volatility, and debt ratio. Using five industry dummy 
variables found that utilities/oil had lower stock price 
volatility, while mining/oil, wholesale/retail, financial, 
and services, stock prices are more volatile than the 
industrial sector [3].

When studying 173 companies which were classified 
into 5 different industries during the period 1972–1985, 
after controlling for size, leverage, earnings volatility and 
growth Allen and Rachim [24] showed that the dividend 
payout ratio impacted on stock price volatility in the 
Australian stock market. The dividend yield variable 
is also used in the research model of [24] but does not 
affect stock price volatility. In addition, important factors 
affecting stock price volatility in the Australian stock 
market during this period include size, leverage and 
earnings volatility. In the work [24] the author argue 
that the majority of larger firms carry more types of debt, 
which explains the positive relationship between stock 
price volatility and size. The results of [24] support the 
suggestion of [3] that dividend policy can affect stock 
price volatility.

When studying the impact of dividend policy on 
stock prices in the period 2003–2012, Zainudin et al. 
[25] emphasized that this policy plays an important 
role in explaining stock price volatility of industry. In 
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addition, the stock price volatility of this industry over 
10 years is also affected by income fluctuations.

Zainudin et al. [25] separate the data into three 
subsamples to assess the impact of the 2007–2008 
global financial crisis. The results have demonstrated 
that dividend yield does not significantly impact stock 
price volatility in any subsample, the impact of dividend 
payout ratio and earnings volatility on stock price 
volatility in the three previous periods, during and after 
the crisis are similar to the full 10–year sample. In the 
work [25] researchers argue that it is possible to rely 
on dividend policy to predict stock price volatility of 
industrial product manufacturing companies in Malaysia, 
especially in the post-crisis period.

Using a 10‐year data set on the UK stock market, 
Hussainey et al. [26] show that dividend policy 
significantly impacts stock price volatility of non‐
financial firms. Higher dividend yield, lower dividend 
payout ratio cause higher stock price volatility and vice 
versa. Additionally, companies in the 1998–2007 period 
characterized by higher market capitalization, lower 
debt ratios, and lower earnings volatility had lower stock 
price volatility. However, when using industry dummy 
variables in the research model, only the dividend payout 
ratio and debt ratio still have an impact on the stock 
price changes of these companies.

Focusing on the stocks of banks in the Mediterranean 
region, Camilleri et al. [27] show the increasing 
(decreasing) role of variables representing dividend 
policy in explaining changes in stock price changes in 
different data samples during the period 2001–2006. 
If we exclude the period of the 2008–2009 financial 
crisis, the dividend payout ratio plays a more important 
role than the dividend yield when explaining volatility, 
but the roles of these two explanatory variables are 
interchangeable for the entire study sample.

Researching the Tanzanian stock market from 2009–
2019, Lotto [28] states that the stock prices of industrial 
companies are significantly affected by their dividend 
policies. Stock volatility is higher when the dividend 
payout ratio is lower or the dividend yield is decreasing. 
In addition, firms with higher size, higher year-over-year 
change in total assets, and lower debt-to-equity ratio 
have lower stock price volatility [28]. Although in the 
Model specification Lotto [28] the Earnings per Share 
(EPS) variable is mentioned, however, the regression 
equation and the following sections of this article do 

not mention the EPS variable. Therefore, the impact of 
earnings per share on the share price volatility of the 
industry in this study is unknown.

Research on the Vietnamese stock market in the 
period 2008–2015, Phan and Tran [13] show that 
dividend yield, size has a significant negative impact 
on stock price volatility. No significant impact of 
dividend payout ratio factors, income fluctuations, debt 
ratio, asset growth, and ownership structure (foreign 
ownership and state ownership) on stock price volatility 
has not been found. Unlike Lotto [28], Phan and Tran 
[13] used a diverse dataset with many industries, a larger 
number of companies (480 companies), and adding a 
control variable is the impact of income fluctuations on 
stock price volatility. However, Phan and Tran [13] have 
not shown the advantage of using multiple industries 
in the data sample, which is assessing the level of stock 
price volatility between industries.

Jahfer and Mulafara [29] studied the impact of the 
relationship between stock price volatility and dividend 
policy of 56 non-financial companies listed on the 
Colombo Stock Exchange of Sri-Lankan from 2009–2013. 
Jahfer and Mulafara [29] show that dividend yield and 
asset growth positively affect stock price volatility, the 
size of the impact is significantly negative, but have 
not found the impact of long-term debt ratio on stock 
price volatility. Although Jahfer and Mulafara [29] used 
data from 20 business sectors, due to data limitations 
(only 56 companies were collected), these two authors 
cannot compare the impact of factors affecting stock 
price volatility between sectors.

Nazir et al. [30] studied 73 companies (excluding 
banks) listed on the Karachi Stock Exchange (Pakistan) 
during the period 2003–2008. Using 438 observations 
to regress panel data on a fixed effect model (FEM) 
showing higher dividend payout ratio, lower dividend 
yield, lower firm size and lower earnings volatility, 
then lower stock price volatility. Stock price volatility 
is negatively affected by two dividend proxy variables, 
but this is not explained by [30] explain in the context 
of Pakistani stock market.

Similar to [30], Shah and Noreen [31] also studied the 
relationship between stock price changes and dividend 
policy in the Pakistani stock market but used a data 
set for the period 2005–2012. The results of Shah and 
Noreen (2016) show that stock price volatility of non-
financial companies is lower when these companies pay 
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higher dividends, and dividend yields are higher. Besides, 
companies with characteristics of greater leverage, larger 
company size, lower asset growth, earnings volatility 
and EPS have less volatile stock prices.

METHOD
To achieve the research goal of examining the impact 
of dividend policy and the COVID‑19 pandemic 
on stock price volatility, this article refers to the 
models of previous studies. The dependent variable 
and the two explanatory variables representing 
dividend policy are measured similarly in the study 
of Baskin [3]. Variables representing the impact of the 
COVID‑19 pandemic on the Vietnamese stock market 
are referenced in the study of Phuong [12]. Control 
variables in research models are measured based on 
several studies [3, 25, 28].

Based on previous studies related to this topic [3, 12, 
25, 28] the article proposes two equations including:

Two research equations are set up as follows:

PVit = β0 + β1DPit + β2DYit + β3LDA it + β4AG it +          
                      + β5SIZEit + β6C 20&21 + αit; � (1)
      
      PVit = β0 + β1DPit + β2DYit + β3LDAit + β4AGit +

          + β5SIZEit + β6C 20 + β7C 21 + αit, � (2)
where αit = Error term.

Dependent variable
PVit = Stock price volatility of the ith firm at year t,  
 
measured by 
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where Hi and Li are the highest and lowest adjusted 
prices in year t of the ith stock, respectively.

Variables evaluating the impact of dividend policy
DPit = The dividend payout ratio is calculated as the 

dollar value of dividends per share i in year t divided by 
the income per share in year t.

DYit = Dividend Yield of the ith firm at year t, 
measured as a percentage of dividends relative to the 
ith stock price in year t.

Variables assessing the impact of the COVID‑19 
pandemic.

C 20, C 21, C 20and21 = Three dummy variables assess the 

impact of the COVID‑19 pandemic in 2020, 2021 and 
both 2020 and 2021, respectively, on stock price volatility 
in Vietnam,
where
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Control variables
SIZEit = Firm size of the ith firm at year t, measured 

by the natural logarithm of the market value for the 
ith stock at year t.

LDAit = Leverage is measured as the long-term debt 
of company i in year t divided by the total assets of this 
company in year t.

AGit = Asset growth is measured as the difference 
in total assets at the end of the year compared to the 
beginning of the year divided by the total assets at the 
beginning of the year of this company in year t.

Estimation method and tests: This article applies 
regression method on panel data to test the impact 
of dividend policy and the COVID‑19 pandemic on 
stock price volatility in the Vietnam stock market. This 
regression method has been used in studies in the US, 
UK and Australian stock markets [3, 24, 26].

Tests: First, the pairwise correlation coefficient 
between variables must be checked according to the 
standards of Farrar and Glauber [32] before entering 
the regression equation. Second, tests are performed on 
each estimate. Hausman test is used to choose between 
FEM and REM [33], F test to choose between OLS and 
FEM. For heteroscedasticity: Breusch and Pagan [34] 
test is used for REM, modified Wald test is used for 
FEM [35, 36]. Wooldridge test [37] was used to detect 
autocorrelation of the model. Based on the results 
of testing and correcting violations of the model to 
determine the most suitable model for the study.

DATA
Companies listed on the Vietnamese stock market 
from 2010 to 2021 are collected to put into the 
research model. Selected companies must ensure both 
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audited financial data and continuous transaction data 
for 12 years. In order to be able to compare stock price 
movements across industries, the selected companies 
are categorized by industry.

RESULTS
Through data screening from 2010 to 2021 on the 
Vietnamese stock market, 402 companies were 
obtained with enough continuous data to calculate 
the variables in the proposed research model. These 
companies are classified into 10 industries (Table 1), in 
which Industrials and Oil and Gas are the industries 
with the most (1776) and least (36) number of firm-
years, respectively. There are 5 industries accounting 
for less than 8.7%, 4/10 industries accounting for from 
8.7% to 12.9% and 01 industry accounting for 36.8%.

Because Industrials accounts for the highest 
proportion in the research sample, it will be used as the 
base to compare with other industries in the regression 
results.

During this period, the number of firms paying 
dividends predominates over those not paying dividends. 
Specifically, there are 3,211 firm-years paying dividends, 
accounting for 66.56% of the entire sample. Except for 
two industries, Real Estate and Financial Services, 8/10 

remaining industries have firm-years that pay higher 
dividends than firm-years that do not pay dividends. 
The average dividend yield and dividend payout ratio 
of the entire market during this period were 0.1 and 
1.89, respectively. Of these, two industries with dividend 
yields higher than the market average include Industrials 
and Materials. Six industries with dividend payout ratios 
higher than the market average include Real estate, 
Pharmaceutical and medical, Oil and Gas, Consumer 
goods, Materials and Industrials.

Under the impact of the COVID‑19 pandemic, 
compared to the period 2010–2019, firms that did not 
pay dividends compared to firms that paid dividends in 
2020 and 2021 increased, shown by the ratio firm-years 
that do not pay dividends compared to the number of 
firm-years that pay dividends are 0.45 respectively; 0.78 
and 0.87 (Table 2). Consumer goods, Financial services 
and Real estate are industries with DP in 2020 and 2021 
higher than the market average in the period 2010–2019, 
2020 and 2021. In contrast, DY and DP of Consumer 
services, Oil and Gas, and Technology in 2020 and 2021 
are all lower than in the period 2010–2019. Materials 
and Utilities are two industries with DY higher than the 
market average in 2020. Compared to the entire research 
period, in 2020, Utilities’ DY was the highest, Materials 

Table 1
Proportion of Industries, Dividend Yield and Dividend Payout Ratio in the Period 2010–2021

Sector Code N companies N firm-
years % sample

N firm-years Average

DP = 0 DP ≠ 0 DY DP

Industrials 0 148 1776 36.8% 544 1232 0.13 1.90

Technology 1 15 180 3.7% 76 104 0.09 1.68

Oil and Gas 3 3 36 0.7% 7 29 0.06 2.09

Consumer services 4 35 420 8.7% 112 308 0.08 1.50

Pharmaceutical and 
medical

5 14 168 3.5% 61 107 0.08 2.34

Consumer goods 6 52 624 12.9% 173 451 0.10 2.05

Materials 7 51 612 12.7% 219 393 0.13 1.96

Utilities 8 25 300 6.2% 28 272 0.08 1.58

Real estate 9 39 468 9.7% 268 200 0.10 2.36

Financial services 10 20 240 5.0% 125 115 0.05 1.66

Total sample 402 4824 100.0% 1613 3211 0.10 1.89

Source: Compiled by the author.
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and Pharmaceutical and medical’s DY was the lowest.
With 402 companies in the period 2010–2021 

creating a balanced panel data set with 4824 firm-
years. Table 3 shows that during this period, there are 
companies with losses that make dividend payout ratio 
(DP) negative, and there are companies whose asset 
value has decreased compared to the previous year, 
causing the variable AG to have a negative value. The 
mean and standard deviation of stock price volatility 
are 0.29 and 0.14, respectively, predicting that there are 
significant differences in stock price volatility across 
industries. The average size of the companies is 5.65 
and it fluctuates between 1.19 and 12.72 showing the 
diversity in the size of the companies in the sample.

The results in Table 4 show that except for the pair (PV, 
AG) which is not statistically significant, the remaining 
independent variables are positively correlated with the 
dependent variable at the 10% significance level. The 

size variable is significantly correlated with the two 
variables that represent the dividend policy of the firm. 
The values of the correlation coefficient between pairs 
of variables in Table 4 are all within ± 0.32, and these 
two ends are within the ± 0.80 value range proposed by 
Farrar and Glauber [32], so all independent variables 
are consistent, suitable for inclusion in regression in 
the research model.

The test results according to the criteria of Hausman 
[33] show that FEM is consistent with equation (1) and 
REM is consistent with equation (2). Breusch and Pagan’s 
test [33] and modified Wald’s test [35, 36] showed that 
equation 1 and equation 2 both violated variance in 
the REM and FEM models. Besides, Wooldridge test 
[37] shows that both models violate autocorrelation. 
Therefore, the FGLS estimator is used to overcome the 
problems of heteroscedasticity and autocorrelation in 
the regression equations.

Table 2
Dividend Yield and Dividend Payout Ratio from 2010 to 2019, 2020, 2021

Variable 2010–2019 2020 2021
Sector No/Div DY DP No/Div DY DP No/Div DY DP
Industrials 0.38 0.12 1.91 0.78 0.07 1.94 0.90 0.07 1.69
Technology 1.45 0.06 1.98 0.88 0.06 1.45 1.14 0.04 1.52
Oil and Gas 0.20 0.06 2.32 0.50 0.03 0.37 0.50 0.02 0.88
Consumer services 0.33 0.09 1.51 0.52 0.06 1.51 4.67 0.03 1.48
Pharmaceutical and 
medical

0.52 0.09 2.44 1.00 0.07 1.49 0.75 0.04 1.99

Consumer goods 1.34 0.10 2.03 0.73 0.05 2.29 0.53 0.08 2.07
Materials 0.51 0.14 1.90 0.76 0.08 1.84 0.89 0.09 2.82
Utilities 0.09 0.08 1.62 0.19 0.09 1.22 0.14 0.07 1.49
Real estate 1.19 0.10 2.28 2.00 0.09 2.38 3.33 0.10 3.96
Financial services 1.04 0.05 1.57 1.00 0.05 2.18 1.44 0.05 2.20
Total sample 0.45 0.11 1.89 0.78 0.07 1.85 0.87 0.07 1.95

Source: Compiled by the author.

Note: None/Div is the number of firm-years that do not pay dividends compared to the number of firm-years that pay dividends.

Table 3
Statistical Results Describing the Variables

Variable N Mean Sd Min p25 p50 p75 Max
PV 4824 0.29 0.14 0 0.19 0.27 0.37 1.39
DY 4824 0.07 0.11 0 0 0.04 0.09 2.35
DP 4824 1.26 1.52 –1.55 0 1.13 1.74 19.56
SIZE 4824 5.65 1.85 1.19 4.35 5.43 6.71 12.72
LDA 4824 0.07 0.12 0 0 0.01 0.09 0.76
AG 4824 0.107 0.2 –0.69 –0.03 0.05 0.18 2.61

Source: Compiled by the author.
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The regression results in Table 5 show that dividend 
policy and the COVID‑19 pandemic have a significant 
impact on stock price volatility, showing that the 
Vietnam stock market has not reached the level of 
strong-form efficiency as assumed of Fama [38] at the 
same time it does not support the assumption of Miller 
and Modigliani [15] about dividend policy. However, 
the level of impact of dividend policy is not the same 
across industries.

Dividend policy: Companies with higher dividend 
yields have lower stock price volatility.

This result is consistent with the signal theory, while 
improving the information level in the stock market. A 
company that pays a higher dividend has sent a positive 
signal about their business results to the market. It is this 
information about dividend policy that contributes to 
reducing information asymmetry between the company’s 
managers and shareholders. Therefore, the results on the 
negative relationship between dividend yield and stock 
price volatility in this study are consistent with previous 
publications in the US stock market [3], Australia [24], 
the UK [26]. However, it does not support the research 
results in Sri-lankan stock market [29] and Pakistani [30].

Besides, dividend payout ratio and stock price 
volatility have an inverse relationship. Companies 
with lower dividend payout ratios tend to have more 
volatile stock prices. The relationship between these 
two variables in Vietnam in the period 2010–2021 is 
similar to previous studies [3, 24, 26].

At the industry level: The regression coefficient of the 
Utilities industry is not statistically different from Baskin 
[3] on the US stock market, the regression coefficient of 
the remaining seven industries is compared with the 

industry. Industry is both substantial and divided into two 
distinct groups. The level of stock price volatility of the two 
industries including Consumer Services, Pharmaceuticals 
and Healthcare is lower than that of stock price volatility 
of the industrial sector. In contrast, five industries with 
higher stock price volatility than industry are financial 
services, oil and gas, real estate and technology.

COVID‑19 pandemic: Impact of the COVID‑19 
pandemic on stock price volatility as measured by 
dummy variables for two regression models. The 
regression coefficients of variables C 20 and C 21 in 
the FGLSs model are statistically significant at the 1% 
level but have opposite signs. It has shown the difference 
in the direction of impact of the COVID‑19 pandemic 
in 2020 compared to 2021 on the volatility of listed 
stock prices in Vietnam. However, variables C 20 and 
21 measuring the impact of the pandemic in both years 
are not statistically significant in the FGLS model. The 
difference in statistical significance and sign of these 
dummy variables on the impact of the COVID‑19 
pandemic on stock price volatility is now relevant to 
the Vietnamese context and is explained as follows.

The variable C 20 has a positive regression coefficient, 
showing that information about the COVID‑19 pandemic 
has increased stock price volatility in 2020. This is 
reasonable because investors’ fear in the stock market 
increased rapidly, expressed by increased risk through 
strong volatility in stock prices, when the COVID‑19 
pandemic suddenly appeared and spread rapidly across 
the globe. However, in 2021, with the rapidly increasing 
rate of the population vaccinated against this epidemic, 
the efforts of the Vietnamese government and the 
consensus of the people in controlling the pandemic 

Table 4
Correlation Coefficient Matrix Between Pairs of Variables in the Model

Variable PV DY DPS SIZE LDA AG

PV 1

DY –0.066* 1

DP –0.175* 0.177* 1

SIZE –0.312* –0.203* 0.112* 1

LDA 0.061* –0.066* –0.011 0.216* 1

AG –0.0128 0.0052 0.011 –0.005 –0.009 1

Source: Compiled by the author.

Note: * has a significance level of 10%.
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Table 5
Regression Results and Tests

Variable
Equation 1 Equation 2

VIF FGLS FGLSc VIF

DY 0.898 –0.045*** –0.043*** 0.898

DP 0.919 –0.003*** –0.003*** 0.919

LDA 0.868 0.082*** 0.077*** 0.868

AG 0.997 0.000 0.000 0.997

SZE 0.670 –0.029*** –0.027*** 0.670

C 20and21 0.970 0.003

C 20 0.019*** 0.977

C 21 –0.030*** 0.973

Technology 0.931 0.047*** 0.044*** 0.931

Oil and Gas 0.960 0.045** 0.041** 0.960

Consumer services 0.864 –0.019** –0.017* 0.864

Pharmaceutical and medical 0.935 –0.066*** –0.066*** 0.935

Consumer goods 0.792 –0.009 –0.009 0.792

Materials 0.839 0.027*** 0.028*** 0.839

Utilities 0.878 0.004 0.004 0.878

Real estate 0.812 0.032*** 0.032*** 0.812

Financial services 0.740 0.071*** 0.068*** 0.740

Mean VIF 1.15 1.14

_cons 0.413*** 0.413***

N 4824 4824

Equation 1 Equation 2

F–test
F(401, 4414) = 8.60
Prob > F = 0.0000

F(401, 4414) = 8.60
Prob > F = 0.0000

hausman
chi2(6) 152.46

Prob > chi2 = 0.0000; FEM
chi2(8) = 12.77

Prob > chi2 = 0.1202; REM

Breusch and Pagan
chibar2(01) = 2208.82

Prob > chibar2 = 0.0000
chibar2(01) = 2243.76

Prob > chibar2 = 0.0000

Modified Wald test
chi2 (402) = 39945.71
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

chi2 (402) = 44441.42
Prob > chi2 = 0.0000

Wooldridge test
F(1, 401) = 627.727
Prob > F = 0.0000

F(1, 401) = 656.786
Prob > F = 0.0000

Source: Compiled by the author.

Note: *, **, *** are significant at 10%, 5% and 1%, respectively.

STOCK MARKETS



FINANCE: THEORY AND PRACTICE   Vol. 29,  No. 4’2025  financetp.fa.ru 233

have caused stock price volatility decreased significantly 
in 2021 (regression coefficient of variable C 21 is less 
than zero). Therefore, the rapid change in the direction 
of impact of the COVID‑19 pandemic in these two 
consecutive years made the aggregate impact of this 
pandemic over two years (variable C 20 and 21) not 
statistically significant in the FGLS model.

Control variables: Except for the asset growth variable 
(AG), which is not statistically significant, the remaining 
control variables in the two research models all have a 
significant impact on stock price volatility. At the 1% 
significance level, an increase in the debt to total assets 
ratio will lead to an increase in stock price volatility on the 
Vietnamese stock market, in other words there is a positive 
relationship between these two variables. This result is 
similar to research in the UK [26], Tanzania [28]. With 99% 
confidence, companies with higher market capitalization 
have lower price volatility, in other words their relationship 
is inverse. The negative relationship between SIZE and SPV 
in the Vietnamese stock market is similar to research in 
the United States [3] and the United Kingdom [26].

CONCLUSION AND IMPLICATIONS
This article studies how the company’s dividend 
policy and the COVID‑19 pandemic affect stock price 
volatility in the Vietnamese stock market during 
the period 2010–2021. The data set of 402 listed 
companies in 9 industries used for regression showed 
that dividend policy and the COVID‑19 pandemic 
both play an important role in explaining stock price 
volatility. The study’s findings have demonstrated that 
impact of the COVID‑19 pandemic on price volatility 
is different in 2020 and 2021, but cumulatively in both 
years, the impact of this pandemic is insignificant. 
Among the studied industries, stock price volatility 

of the pharmaceutical and medical industries is the 
lowest, stock price volatility of the financial services 
industry is the highest. The research results provide 
in-depth knowledge about stock price volatility in a 
frontier stock market by industry level and taking into 
account the context of the COVID‑19 pandemic.

For policy management agencies: Stock price 
volatility are affected by unusual factors such as the 
COVID‑19 pandemic, showing the important role of 
global issues in volatility in the stock market. This result 
implies that when unusual problems occur and their 
impact is widespread, policy managers need to promptly 
introduce effective control measures to maintain 
confidence in the stock market. securities and reduce 
panic in the market. In addition, maintaining clear and 
transparent information from regulatory agencies helps 
prevent false information from spreading in the market 
and strengthens investor confidence.

For businesses: Dividend policy is evaluated as a 
measure of the information environment on the stock 
market, so to limit negative issues that may occur on 
stock prices, the information disclosure department of 
the enterprises need to maintain a transparent dividend 
policy, proactively explain changes in this policy and 
related issues (such as financial situation, debt ratio, etc.) 
to the market.

For investors: Tracking and updating information on 
the market and businesses is very important for investors. 
It helps them limit the impact of information asymmetry 
before making decisions. Besides, identifying systematic 
risks (for example, the COVID‑19 pandemic) and non-
systematic risks (for example, dividend policy and 
financial factors of the enterprise) also helps investors 
choose the priority of factors, especially in unusual 
situations, to make the wisest decisions.
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