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ABSTRACT

The framing effect of prospect theory proposed that risk-aversive choice is preferred
in gain situation whereas risk-seeking choice is preferred in loss situation. There are
different reference point under individual decision and group decision. The aims of this
research were to examine the moderating effects of group plarization and the nature of
decision. Findings in experiment 1 indicated that group polarization was prominent in the
cases of large-amount gain, large-amount loss, and small-amount loss. Results in
experiment 2 showed that the framing effect of investment decision still existed, but was
not contingent upon the frame of selection or rejection.
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