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Abstract

The purpose of pilot test of this research is to test the interaction of loss aversion and information to the decision of
risk taking investment. The information obtained by investor was positive or negative determined by the low or high
level of risk taking investment. Furthermore, the method of pilot test of this research was experimental laboratory
within subject design 22 factorial design. The hypothesis test employed alpha index was meant to determine the low
or high risk on the participants taking part. Interaction test employed post hoc with Bonferroni model. The test result
of hypothesis from pilot test showed that the participants in the gain domain tended to have lower risk taking than that
of in the loss domain. Test result of interaction showed that there were some differences of all treatment groups and
there was a significant effect between information in gain domain and loss din to risk taking. Meanwhile, the other
result from the interaction of loss aversion and information in both gain and loss domain had significant effect to the
risk taking. Moreover, the loss aversion both in gain domain and the loss one did not have a significant effect to the
risk taking. The limitation of research post test was dealing with the number of participants that was only eleven. This
number was then divided into two groups are gain and loss. However, this research provided some value to investor
that in decision making of investment, he had to be capable of managing and controlling some psychological factors
dealing with knowledge improvement. The novelty of this research was that decision making of investment was not

only influenced by external factor but also the intemal one, especially dealing with somebody’s psychology.

Keywords: risk taking; gain domain; loss domain; pilot test.

1. Introduction

The return and risk level of investment determines the
courageous level of someone to the risk taking level of
investment.(Seo, Goldfarb and Barrett, 2010) said that risk
taking could be classified into two, namely less risk taking and
greater risk taking. Some one classified as risk averse is the one
who does not have a courage in risk taking. On the other hand,
risk seeking is the one who has a courage in risk taking.

The courageous level of someone in risk taking of invest-
ment is influenced by many factors. (Pavabutr, 2002) said that
personally some one tended to behave refractive that might lead
him to make a systematic mistake in decision making. This sta-
tement was confirmed by (Mittal, 2010). He said that the
decision making for investment was controlled by eagerness,
purpose, prejudice bias, and emotion.

Decision making of investment is influenced by many
factors. Therefore, the researcher limits on two factors only,
namely loss aversion and information. According to (Kahneman,
1979), loss aversion in prospect theory showed that a
person/someone would hold loss longer and sell stock more
quickly in the gain time. When someone encounters loss he will
tend to be more cautious and sensitive rather than to face gain
although nominally they are the same (Kahneman, Knetsch and
Thaler, 1990) and (Haigh and List, 2005).

Furthermore, the research conducted by (Mbaluka,

Muthama and Kalunda, 2012) was found that individual investor
tended to have loss aversion in decision making of investment.
Meanwhile, the research result of (Sert et al., 1999) was found
that investor in gain domain showed that there was a risk
averse. On the other hand, when he was in a position of loss
domain, he would tend to show risk seeking. (Seo, Goldfarb and
Barrett, 2010), their research result showed that in loss position
a participant tended to be courageous to take a risk but on the
other hand, in gain position it did not show the significance of
risk taking (Seo, Goldfarb and Barrett, 2010).

The other factor which influenced the courage level or the
level of risk taking in decision making is information. The
research conducted by (Cassotti et al, 2012) showed that
information was performed through a picture or a story at first
either exciting or not. Meanwhile the research conducted by
(Huangfu and Zhu, 2014) and (Dunegan, 1993) showed that
positive information influenced someone to make a decision
more quickly due to the system of intuitive and heuristic decision
making. On the other hand, with negative information someone
tended to make his decision later due to the system of decision
making that seems to be more rational and analytic.
Moreover,(Kaufmann and Weber, 2013),(Mittal and Ross, 1998)
said that information influenced the risk taking of investor; there
was a tendency of negative information influencing risk seeking
and positive information influencing risk averse. On the other
hand, the research result conducted by (Seo, Goldfarb and

QUALITY
Access to Success

Vol. 21, No. 175/April 2020

107




QUALITY MANAGEMENT

Barrett, 2010) showed that the pleasing or positive information
and unpleasing or negative one did not significantly affect to the
risk taking.

Based on the research gap which was used as research
base, that was to raise the phenomena on how investor takes a
decision on risk taking in his investment affected by loss aver-
sion or information.

Moreover, this paper was written as the following steps. At
first, literature review and hypothesis was presented as the
supporting theory of this paper. Then, methodology included
experimental design, number of participants, treatment and
measure. The next was research result, discussion, research
limitation and conclusion. However, this paper writing was used
to explain the steps how this research was conducted in this
post test.

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis

Traditional finance has a basic assumption that all partici-
pants both financial participants, institution and market agent
that has rational behavior. The other assumption is that all
participants or market agent know that all information is stil
available. One of the traditional finance theories is efficient
market theory (EMH) by (Malkiel and Fama, 1970). This theory
was said that basically a person always conducts rationally
(Shiller, 2003). The reason is that the assets value, for example
the price of stock is usually connected with the best information
about its fundamental value. Furthermore, the traditional finance
trend explained that it was in a definite condition.

However, the definite condition in traditional finance was not
capable of explaining when it was encountered with indefinite/
uncertainty condition. Many factors could influence this
uncertainty condition, one of them was psychological aspect.
Furthermore, the uncertainty condition could be explained in
behavioral finance (Thaler et al., 1997). Behavioral finance was
a science discussing about financial behavior which was
affected by psychology (Shefrin, 2001).The support of
behavioral finance believed that a person as an individual in
investment market does not always behave/conduct rationally
and he is not always in a definite market due to the psycho-
logical bias, (Kiyilar and Acar, 2013); (Hoffman, 1972). Further-
more, (Pavabutr, 2002) said that investor had a tendency of
biased behavior by making systematic mistakes in investment
decision. (Kiyilar and Acar, 2013) said that one of the factors of
behavioral finance, (Shefrin, 2001)someone did investing was
affected by his behavior and mood. (Kahneman, 1979) said a
person / a man was in uncertainty condition that might cause his
decision change from that of predicted to the theory of
fundamental economy.

In line with the explanation above, it could be concluded that
based on (Baker and Nofsinger, 2010), there was a difference
principal between traditional finance and behavioral finance.
They said that traditional finance was based on economic
theory. Meanwhile, behavioral finance was focused on psycho-
logical aspect combined with economic theory.

One of the theories belonged to behavioral finance was
prospect theory (Kahneman, 1979) (Kahneman and Tversky,
2013). This theory said that everybody had a different tendency
when he had to make a decision between the two prospects,
gain and loss. The basic principal of prospect theory might
cause someone have a tendency not to behave rationally. He
was unwilling to work hard to obtain gains rather than losses.
This basic principal was explained by (Kahneman and Tversky,
1979) in a hypothetical value function. As it was stated by (Levy,
1992) that individual person tended to make some consideration
when he was in a loss position rather than gain. This might
encourage him to have risk seeking when he was in a loss
domain and risk averse when he was in gains domain. Different
risk caused by different domain could determine the risk taking
level of investor especially dealing with investment (Kahneman

and Tversky, 1979); (Neale et al., 1986).

Moreover, (Mittal, 2010) also said that some factors that
often used to influence and change a process in decision making
of investment such as overconfidence, framing effect, reference
dependence, loss aversion, overreaction, under reaction, etc.
Those of some others could be seen from its demography, such
as education, gender, age, income, environment, etc.

Some factors that often used to influence the risk taking level
were such as loss aversion and information. (Kahneman and
Tversky, 1979) said that loss aversion happened if someone
could hold loss longer but he would sell his stock sooner when
the price rose or he had got some profit. This statement was
also supported by some other opinions such as (Thaler et al.,
1997), (Kahneman, Knetsch and Thaler, 1990), (Haigh and List,
2005). Their opinions basically stated that loss aversion was a
kind of deep regret. This would make somebody be more
cautious when he had a loss rather than a pleasure when he got
some gain/profit although its value was about the same.
(Vieider, 2009) said that loss aversion might be caused by the
two factors of income, gain and loss. In detail, this statement
could be explained in ‘A Hypothetical Value Function' by
(Kahneman and Tversky, 1979).

When someone gets some information, she or he is usually
influenced by his or her own psychology especially from affec-
tive dealing with emotion and cognitive dealing with intellectual
knowledge. As it was stated by (Johnson, 1975); (Gorenflo and
Crano, 1998), perspective taking was explaining how someone
processed the information in decision making which was
influenced how someone comprehended, reacted, and received
some perspective from one situation encountered. Furthermore,
information could be positive or exciting, and negative or not
exciting, (Cassotti et al,, 2012). The kind of information could
influence the level of risk taking. Unexciting information
encouraged someone to make a decision longer because it
required rational and analytical thought (Dunegan, 1993);
(Huangfu and Zhu, 2014). On the other hand, exciting
information might influence the decision making more quickly
because it was affected by intuitive and heuristic thought
(Dunegan, 1993); (Huangfu and Zhu, 2014).

Loss Aversion determined much on the level of risk taking
investment (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). In determining the
courage of risk taking, investor was influenced by domain
problem. When investor was in gain domain, he tended to have
low risk taking. On the other hand, when he was in loss position,
he tended to have high risk taking. As it was stated in a
hypothetical Value (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). The low risk
taking when it was in gain domain, the investor tended to sell his
stock soon. On the other hand, when it was in loss domain with
high risk taking, the investor would tend to hold his stock longer.
This was as the research result conducted by (Kahneman and
Tversky, 1979); (Neale et al., 1986); (Seo, Goldfarb and Barrett,
2010). Therefore, this explanation became the reference of the
research hypothesis.

H1: Participant in gain condition had lower risk taking rather
than that of loss condition.

Information either positive or negative has a significant effect
on the level of risk taking. The research result conducted by
(Dunegan, 1993); (Kaufmann and Weber, 2013); (Huangfu and
Zhu, 2014) showed that positive information influenced
someone’s decision to be low risk taking. On the other hand,
negative information could influence someone’s decision to be
high risk taking. Basically, the research results conducted by
(Mittal and Ross, 1998); (Kihberger, 1998); (Mishra, Gregson
and Lalumiere, 2012); (Fischer et al., 2008) showed that nega-
tive or unexciting information might cause participant’s behavior
to have high risk taking or risk seeking. Meanwhile, the research
results conducted by (Klhberger, 1998); (Chang, Yen and Duh,
2002); (Fischer et al., 2008); (Huangfu and Zhu, 2014) basically
stated that positive or unexciting information affected to the low
risk taking or risk averse.

H2: Participants provided with positive information would
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have lower risk taking rather than those of negative one.

Loss aversion of gain domain as it was shown in security
price could increase significantly. This condition encouraged
someone to do decision making with low risk taking (Kahneman,
1979); (Neale et al., 1986). This might be aimed at finding a safe
position by selling stock sooner to get some gain or profit.
Furthermore, positive information affected to the low risk taking
(Dunegan, 1993); (Kaufmann and Weber, 2013); (Huangfu and
Zhu, 2014); If that gain is supported by obtaining positive
information, it will encourage to do low risk taking or getting
more risk averse.

On the other hand, if loss position is due to the fall price, it
may cause financial loss. If this happens, someone will tend to
do high risk taking (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979); (Neale et al.,
1986). The act of high risk taking is done to hold up longer
security because it is expected that the price will rise again.
Furthermore, negative information will affect to high risk taking
(Dunegan, 1993); (Kaufmann and Weber, 2013); (Huangfu and
Zhu, 2014). Then participant in loss position, he will get negative
information about the movement decrease of stock price so that
he will tend to take a courageous risk or risk seeking.

Based on the explanation above, the research hypothesis is
as follows:

H3: The participants in gain condition and provided with
positive information have lower risk taking than those in loss
condition and negative information.

3. Methodology

Experiment Design

(Pavabutr, 2002) This research employed experiment
procedure, within subject design and matrix 2x2 factorial design.
Meanwhile the independent variable was risk taking. The two
factors to be manipulated to determine whether the risk taking
was low or high were Loss Aversion and Information. Each
factor had two levels. The two levels of loss aversion were gain
and loss (Kahneman, 1979); (Levy, 1992); (Thaler et al., 1997);
(Vieider, 2009). Furthermore, information consisted of positive
and negative level (Seo, Goldfarb and Barrett, 2010); (Cassotti
et al., 2012). This research was divided into two groups, namely
gain and loss.

Participant

The participants of pilot test consisted of 11 (eleven)
students of S.1 (5 boys and 6 girls) majoring in financial
management who had already taken some subjects like
financial management and portfolio investment at University
Muhammadiyah Malang. Those students were classified into
two groups. Six participants belonged to gain group (consisting
of 3 boys and 3 girls) and the five other belonged to loss group
(consisting of 2 boys and 3 girls). Their average ages were

about 21 years old.

Treatment

The research treatment employed 4 (four) combinations of
treatment. The manipulation of loss aversion and level gain was
situated with the price presentation of stock that was higher than
that of buying and in reverse, the level loss with the price
presentation of stock that was lower than that of buying (Thaler,
1980); (Novemsky and Kahneman, 2005). Furthermore,
information manipulation with positive level was situated with the
movement increase of previous stock price and in reverse, the
negative level with the movement decrease of previous stock
price (Seo, Goldfarb and Barrett, 2010).

Measures

Before conducting ANOVA test, the first step of that we had
to do the T-test was to find the gender difference, then we
determined alpha index (Weber and Camerer, 1998). Alpha
index was used to determine the level of risk taking from each
gain and loss group. Furthermore, the positive alpha index
showed in the low risk position and in reverse, the negative
alpha index showed in the high risk position. Meanwhile, the
formula of Alpha index used by (Weber and Camerer, 1998) was
as follows:

Alpha Index, | = (GIT;A‘S") )

Note:
G,| = The total number of sold stocks when gain/profit
or winner
S,| = The total number of held stocks when loss or loser
TA = The total number of stocks owned by every participant

After alpha index was found the next analysis was to do
variant analysis test by using ANOVA. ANOVA test was used to
know whether there was a difference between the four groups of
treatment from the two participant groups, gain and loss. The
difference among the four groups of treatment could happen if
the significance with p-value < 0.05 was the significance limit
used in pilot test of this research. After ANOVA test, the next
step was conducting the mean treatment by employing the des-
criptive statistic test. Then, we conducted hypothesis interaction
test by using post hoc with Bonferroni model to determine the
effect of independent variable to dependent variable.

4. Result and Discussion

T-test Based on Its Gender

T-test based on its gender was used to test the equality or to
know whether there were some differences or not based on its
gender among the four groups or treatment combination.
Furthermore, the result of t-test could be performed on Table 1.

Levene's Test for "
Information Equality of Variances T test for Equality of Mean_s _ _

E Sig i di Sig (2-tailed) | Mean Diff | Std Error Diff | 95% Confidence Interval

Lower Upper

RiskT-1-EqualVariance Assumed | .16 71 188 |4 A3 .24 A3 -11 58
RiskT-2Equal Variance A d | .81 42 -1 4 .93 -01 07 -.19 18
RiskT-3-Equal Variance A d |17.13 .03 -62 |4 .58 -.10 0.16 -.62 42
RiskT-4Equal Variance A d [.69 A7 134 |4 27 75 56 1.03 2.52

Table 1. The t-test based on its Gender
Source: data processed

Table 1 above showed that the homogeneity by employing
the Levene's test from treatment group 1, 2 and 4 excluded
treatment group 3 showed its significance with p-value > 0.05 of
significant limit. This in general might cause the homogeneity of
participants. The t-test of treatment group 1 up to treatment
group 4 showed the significant value with p-value = 0.05 of

significant limit. This result showed that there was equality or no
difference between boy and girl participants. The highest stan-
dard error of treatment group 4 was 55,8%. Meanwhile, the
treatment group 1,2 and 3 was still below 17%. This meant that
the homogeneity based on gender had already fulfilled the
requirement and criteria of laboratory experiment research.

QUALITY
Access to Success

Vol. 21, No. 175/April 2020

109




QUALITY MANAGEMENT

ANOVA Test

The variant analysis test of ANOVA in pilot test was con-
ducted to determine whether there was a risk taking difference
between those treatment groups or not. Furthermore, the variant
test result of ANOVA could be seen in Table 2 below:

Risk Taking Sum of Squares | df | Mean Square | F Sig
Bet, Group |4.934 3 1.645 14.081 |.000
Within Group 2.102 18 |17

Total 7.036 21

Table 2. Risk Taking ANOVA Variant Analysis
Source: data processed

Table 2 above showed that the result of ANOVA with total df
21 consisted of between group with df = 3 and within group with
df = 18. Based on the variant analysis of ANOVA, it could be
found that F value was 14.081 with its significance of 0.000
smaller/lower than its significant limit used in pilot test, that was
0.05. This result could be concluded that there was a difference
of risk taking among the four treatment groups. Therefore, this
had already fulfiled some requirements required to do the
following/next test.

Mean Contrast

Mean contrast was undertaken to do testing each hypothesis
of the research. Mean contrast consisted of risk taking test that
was based on alpha index (Weber and Camerer, 1998) and
hypothesis interaction test. This alpha index showed the level of
risk taking of each participant group, that was gain and loss
group. Furthermore, this interaction test showed whether or not
there was a significant effect of each hypothesis. Meanwhile, the
result of mean contrast of this research was presented in Table
3 below:

Mean contrast Hypothesis | Risk Taking | Mean diff | Std Error | Sig
Gain Vs Loss H1 072 560 207 087
Vs
-.586
Positivelnf H2 10389 1.155 207 .000
Vs Vs
negativelnf -877
Gain_Positivelnf H3 055 1.155 207 .000
Vs Loss_Negativelnf Vs
-1.099

Table 3. Mean contrast Interaction of Loss Aversion,
Information and Risk Taking
Source: data processed

The test result of hypothesis 1 based on alpha index of gain
group with gain manipulation showed a positive score, that was
.0721. This score was considered to have the low risk taking.
Meanwhile, the loss group with loss manipulation showed a
negative score, that was -.586. This score was considered to
have a high risk taking. Furthermore, the result of post hoc with
Bonferroni model of hypothesis 1 showed that the loss aversion
both its gain and loss domains did not have any effect on its risk
taking because its significance of 0.087 > 0.05 was a significant
limit of this research.

Furthermore, the test result of hypothesis alpha index 2 of
gain group with positive information manipulation showed a
positive score, that was .0389 and this score was classified to
have a low risk taking. Meanwhile, the loss group with loss
manipulation showed a negative score, that was -.586 and this
score was classified to have a high risk taking. Furthermore, the
result of post hoc with Bonferroni model of hypothesis 1 showed
that the loss aversion both in gain and loss domain did not have
any effect on risk taking because its significance of 0.087 > 0.05
was a significant limit of the research.

The test result of hypothesis alpha index 2 to gain group with
positive information manipulation showed that the positive score
of .0389 was classified as a low risk taking. Meanwhile, the loss
group with negative information manipulation showed that the

negative alpha index of -.877 was classified as a high risk
taking. Furthermore, the test result of hypothesis alpha index 3
to gain group with gain manipulation and positive information
showed that the positive score of .055 was classified as a low
risk taking. Meanwhile, the test result of hypothesis alpha index
3 to loss group with loss manipulation and negative information
showed that the negative score of -1.099 was classified as a
high risk taking. The result of post hoc with Bonferroni model to
hypothesis 2 and 3 both to gain group and loss one had a sig-
nificant effect to the risk taking with its significance of 0.000 < 0.05
as its significant limit used in pilot test of this research.

The test result of hypothesis 1, 2 and 3 based on the result
of alpha index above supported the prospect theory stated by
(Kahneman and Tversky, 2013) (Kahneman, 1979). This theory
stated that an investor in gain domain tended to have low risk
taking but when it was in loss domain, ittended to have high risk
taking.

Based on table 3 above, it could be explained that the level
of risk taking from hypothesis 1 showed that when an investor
was in gain domain with the manipulation of stock price which
tended to increase, the risk taking would tend to be low. This low
risk taking could be seen from its positive alpha index. On the
other hand, when an investor was in loss domain with the
manipulation of stock price which tended to decrease, the risk
taking would tend to be high. This high risk taking could be seen
from its negative alpha index. As it was stated by (Thaler et al.,
1997) that a person/someone would tend to be more sensitive to
something decrease than the increase of his wealth or riches.
Furthermore, this research result also supported the other re-
searches conducted by (Neale et al., 1986);(Seo, Goldfarb and
Barrett, 2010); (Kahneman, Knetsch and Thaler, 1990).

Moreover, (Kahneman and Tversky, 2013); (Kahneman,
1979) said that risk averse at gain domain, it would remove to
be risk seeking choice. This result was appropriate with the
prospect theory as it was explained in ‘A Hypothetical Value
stated by (Kahneman, 1979) (Kahneman and Tversky, 2013).
Meanwhile (Neale et al.,, 1986) also said that when an investor
was in gain domain position, he would tend to avoid the risk.
Furthermore, (Seo, Goldfarb and Barrett, 2010), their research
result showed that when an investor was in a loss domain, he
would tend to have a courage to take a risk or high risk taking.
This result also supported the research result conducted by
(Kahneman, Knetsch and Thaler, 1990). However, this research
result was not supported with the hypothesis interaction test
showing that at loss aversion manipulated with gain or loss
domain in fact did not have significant effect to the risk taking.
This showed that in decision making a participant was not only
influenced by the gain or loss but also some other factors out of
this condition, such as psychological aspect. Furthermore, the
result of hypothesis test and interaction test of this research did
not support the research result conducted by (Kahneman and
Tversky, 2013); (Kahneman, 1979); (Neale et al., 1986); (Seo,
Goldfarb and Barrett, 2010).

The level of risk taking from hypothesis 2 showed that during
the treatment when it was provided with manipulation and
positive information showed that investor tended to have low risk
taking. Moreover, the low risk taking was shown from the posi-
tive alpha index. On the other hand, when it was manipulated
with negative information, investor would tend to have high risk
taking. This high risk taking could be seen from the negative
alpha index. This had already been appropriate with the theory
of hypothetical value stated by (Kahneman and Tversky, 1979).
They said that at the gain or positive position, investor would
tend to have low risk taking rather than he was provided with
negative information or un delightful / unexciting information.
The result of alpha index was supported with the test result of
hypothetical interaction where both positive and negative
information had a significant effect to the risk taking.
Furthermore, (Huangfu and Zhu, 2014) in his research said that
negative information would influence the participant to make his
decision longer. Meanwhile, the research result conducted by
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(Huangfu and Zhu, 2014) supported the research conducted by
(Dunegan, 1993) stated that the participant obtaining the
information in the form of negative framing would show his
analytical tendency. Therefore, he would tend to consider with
more rational thought before doing something. Moreover, the
research result conducted by (Mishra, Gregson and Lalumiere,
2012) showed that negative framing tended to have risk seeking
rather than positive one. Those three statements showed that
negative information could influence someone to keep holding
his stock longer because he was afraid of getting loss and
expecting to wait a positive information that would provide him
some gain or profit

The level of risk taking from hypothesis 3 showed that when
the treatment was manipulated with gain domain (the stock price
tended to increase and positive information), it was found that
investor tended to have low risk taking. The low risk taking could
be seen from its positive alpha index. On the other hand, when
the treatment was manipulated with loss domain (the stock price
tended to decrease and negative information), it was found that
investor tended to have high risk taking. The high risk taking
could be seen from its negative alpha index. This result finding
was appropriate with the theory of a hypothetical value stated by
(Kahneman, 1979). This theory said that the position which
tended to be positive, it would tend to have low risk taking rather
than in a negative position. This alpha index was supported with
the test result of hypothetical interaction because although the
treatment was either in a gain condition and was provided with
positive information or in a loss condition and was provided with
negative information, had a significant effect to the level of risk
taking. This theory in fact supported the research result con-
ducted by (Dunegan, 1993); (Kaufmann and Weber, 2013);
(Huangfu and Zhu, 2014).

5. Conclusion

Based on the research result, it could be concluded that in
line with loss or negative information, it would have a significant
effect to the risk Based on the research result, it could be
concluded that in line with the risk taking decision in investment,
it could be explained in loss aversion and information. In gene-
ral, Risk Taking was affected by loss aversion and information.
Loss Aversion during manipulation with gain or loss did not have
an effect to risk taking. However, participants in gain condition
tended to have low risk taking rather than in loss condition. Both
positive and negative information had an effect to the risk taking.

Participants in positive information condition tended to have
lower risk taking or risk averse rather than participants being
provided with negative information who had a tendency of high
risk taking or risk seeking. When loss aversion manipulated with
gain and information manipulated with either positive informa-
tion or manipulated taking. Participants who were in gain
position and positive information would tend to have low risk
taking (risk averse). On the other hand, participants manipulated
with loss and negative information would tend to have high risk
taking (risk seeking).

6. Limitation and Future Research

The pilot test limitation of this research was dealing with the
total number of participants. There were only 11 (eleven)
students of S.1 program of management majoring in finance.
This experiment was conducted in the day time (in the
afternoon) so that there was some maturation effect due to the
tiredness from their prior activities that had to be done in the
morning.

In the future, the research on the risk taking is expected to
be capable of involving some other psychological aspect
especially dealing with emotion aspect as a treatment variable
besides loss aversion and information. This might make us know

the level of somebody's emotion that might affect the courage
level of investment risk taking.
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