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Abstract

Despite many revolutionary asset pricing models developed over the past decades, tra-
ditional finance does not explain investor behavior very well. The purpose of this study 
is to examine the influence of behavioral biases on the investment decisions of inves-
tors of Pakistan Stock Exchange. In addition, the moderating influence of investment 
experience investigated in this study. The findings were reported using a sample of 
230 individual investors, who make their own investments, typically through a mu-
tual fund, bank, or internet broker. They make investments to achieve their unique 
investment objectives, such as saving for retirement, a child’s education, or increasing 
their overall wealth. The influence of behavioral biases on investment decisions was 
calculated using regression analysis. Regression results show that beta and t-values 
are significant and have a significant impact on investment decisions. Regression find-
ings show that Confirmation Bias, Gamblers Fallacy Bias, Negativity Bias, Bandwagon 
Effect Bias, Loss Aversion Bias, and Overconfidence Bias all have a substantial impact 
on Investment Decisions. Status quo prejudice and endowment bias have a favorable 
but minor influence on Investment Decisions. Investment Experience is regarded as 
an essential component that contributes to successful decision making under risk and 
uncertainty, however the results of this study show that moderating variables have a 
minor influence. According to the findings, the moderating variable had no effect on 
the connection between behavioral biases and investment decisions. And the reason 
for this is that behavioral biases persist regardless of investing experience. 

Saima Aziz (Pakistan), Shahid Mehmood (Pakistan), Muhammad Asif Khan (Pakistan), 
Anita Tangl (Hungary)

Role of behavioral biases  Role of behavioral biases  

in the investment decisions in the investment decisions 

of Pakistan Stock Exchange of Pakistan Stock Exchange 

investors: Moderating role investors: Moderating role 

of investment experienceof investment experience

Received on: 4th of September, 2023
Accepted on: 3rd of November, 2023
Published on: 2nd of February, 2024

INTRODUCTION

Our everyday lives are built on the flexibility of our decisions. Some of 
them are simple, while others are complex and based on a multistep ap-
proach. People may be influenced by behavioral biases throughout the se-
lection process, which might prevent them from making logical choices 
(Bashir, Azam, et al., 2013). Two characteristics are provided by Barberis 
and Thaler (2003) to explain an individual’s reasonable behavior. First, the 
person must promptly revise outdated beliefs in light of new facts. Next, 
they must make decisions that are utilitarian theory-based normatively 
acceptable. Additionally, impartial future forecasting must demonstrate 
that a person’s views are true. All financial theories are implemented on 
the assumption of rational investors and flawless markets.

There is little question that investors’ decision-making processes are 
influenced by behavioral aspects. To eliminate ambiguities related to 
the final judgements investors make, investment decisions require a 
thorough understanding of behavioral elements (Madaan & Singh, 
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2019; Singh, 2012). There are theories that explain good investing choices as well as biases. The invest-
ment experience, nevertheless, has not previously been considered a moderating factor. The moderating 
variable can make it possible to pinpoint the role that investment experience plays in making effective 
investment choices. This study bridges the gap by identifying the behavioral biases that impact invest-
ment decisions to reduce prejudices and increase the quality of investment judgements. It also considers 
the moderating effect of investment experience.

1. LITERATURE REVIEW 

AND HYPOTHESES 

DEVELOPMENT 

Given the importance of the relevant variables of 
the current study in the light of theory, a review 
of the literature related to the outlined topic is 
important. 

In 1955, American psychologist and economist 
Simon proposed the idea of rationality, contend-
ing that individuals often exhibit limited ration-
ality. People find it extremely challenging to com-
prehend every notion in the complicated world; 
as a type of mental shortcut, they instead de-
pend on simpler models that make sense to them. 
Behavioral biases are a variety of verdict discrep-
ancies that occur under specific conditions and 
may lead to erroneous conclusions or irrationality 
(Bashir, Javed, et al., 2013).

Tversky and Kahneman (1971) suggested that in-
vestors may be misled by various behavioral biases, 
which may cause them to commit errors of cogni-
tion. This was the first-time psychological biases 
had been recognized. When confronted with chal-
lenging and unpredictable circumstances, people 
may make predictable, less-than-ideal judgements. 
These cognitive biases are characterized as regu-
lar mistakes in judgement. Behavioral biases are 
described by Chen et al. (2007) as the illogical be-
havior during decision making that will lead to an 
incorrect interpretation and conclusion.

Confirmation Bias (CB) was first demonstrat-
ed by Wason (1960). The work was expanded by 
Nickerson (1998). CB is the phenomenon of focus-
ing on information that is confirming while ig-
noring information that is contrary. According to 
Baumann et al. (2012), CB causes misunderstand-
ing between information and evidence and has an 
adverse impact on rational decision-making owing 

to improper data computation. According to Jonas 
et al. (2001), people should support their judge-
ments rather than come to contradicting conclu-
sions based on the available information. When 
looking for new information, people tend to uti-
lize it to reinforce their choices rather than chang-
ing their preconceived notions. When processing 
and using information for decision-making, peo-
ple exhibit incomplete behavior (Nickerson, 1998).

The gamblers’ fallacy has been characterized as a 
misinterpretation of the law of chance (Kahneman 
et al., 1991; Tversky & Kahneman, 1971). Gamblers’ 
Fallacy Bias affected investors who are prejudiced in 
forecasting swings in stock values. Gamblers’ Fallacy 
Bias is referred to as error in predicting the likeli-
hood that an event would occur. The gamblers falla-
cy and how it affects judgement. According to their 
research, the gamblers’ fallacy is more likely to be as-
sociated with individuals who have good cognitive 
abilities (Arshad, 2019; Sadiq, 2015; Xue et al., 2012; 
Yevdokimov et al., 2022; Danylyshyn et al., 2023).

Positive stimuli are less valuable than negative 
ones. People weigh a negative element of some-
thing more heavily than a favorable one (Vaish 
et al., 2008; Govender & David, 2023; Athief & 
Ma’ruf, 2023; Blikhar et al., 2023; Volosovych et al., 
2023). Morewedge (2009) discussed the connec-
tion between negative bias and exogenous agents. 
Positive information is more frequently associat-
ed with internal forces than negative information. 
According to Hibbing et al. (2014), people react 
more strongly to negative occurrences because 
they are quieter and dominating than good events 
or stimuli. According to Baumeister et al. (2001), 
information processing stages are where negative 
bias occurs. The notion of attribution offers a ra-
tional justification for negative bias. Due to how 
attribution theory explains variations in informa-
tion processing. According to this, some charac-
teristics are far more significant than others while 
making decisions.
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Samuelson and Zeckhauser (1988) were the first to 
identify status quo bias, which is characterized by 
doing nothing or sticking with current decisions. 
The status quo is a cognitive bias that causes peo-
ple to favor their existing situation. According to 
Baumann et al. (2012), loss aversion is utilized as a 
benchmark for status quo bias. According to their 
research on the effects of status quo bias on de-
cision making, people tend to remain with their 
initial choices rather than taking other options 
into account, which makes their choices more dif-
ficult. According to Mokhtar (2014), people are 
more at ease with possession than with modifying. 
Individuals experience status quo bias when faced 
with difficult decisions.

Bandwagon effect is explained by the rational-ef-
ficiency theory and fad theories. Luder started 
the bandwagon effect, often known as the Cromo 
effect. According to the Katz and Shapiro (1985) 
rational-efficiency hypothesis, investors are often 
driven to innovate because they anticipate receiv-
ing efficient returns. In contrast, theories of fad 
put out by Abrahamson (1991) stated that band-
wagon behavior is confirmed by societal pressure 
to innovate (Fiol & O’Connor, 2003). They said 
that when other organizations or the market put 
pressure on people, people or organizations will 
join the bandwagon.

LAB was initially identified by Kahneman and 
Tversky (1979), Kahneman and Tversky (1979a), 
and Sha and Ismail (2021). The propensity to favor 
losses above gains of equal or greater magnitude 
is known as the LAB (Horák et al., 2022; Yasmin 
& Ferdaous, 2023). According to Baumann (2012), 
loss averse investors do not take advantage of in-
vesting possibilities, especially when making sig-
nificant selections. The phenomenon of loss aver-
sion, which argues that people give losses greater 
weight than benefits when making decisions in 
risky and uncertain situations. Prospect theo-
ry’s key component is loss aversion (Lovric, 2011). 
Risk-averse investors compare gains and losses to 
a reference point rather than net worth.

The illusion of control is the conviction that one 
can influence future events (Jabes, 2011; Kotieno, 
2012; Jarrar, 2021). Similarly, Hung, Parker, and 
Yoong (2009) in their study not only examined in-
dividual risk-taking behavior but also determined 

its factors. According to psychological research, 
investors’ overconfidence leads to illogical judge-
ments because overconfident people overestimate 
their influence over future developments while 
underestimating danger (Jabes, 2011).

EB is the tendency for people to value their posses-
sions more highly than those of others (Adielyani 
& Mawardi, 2020; Lovric, 2011). Baker and 
Nofsinger (2002) examined the influence of the 
endowment effect on investment choices. They 
said that it depends on investors’ capacity to hold 
their own assets (Yuan et al., 2023). And investors 
frequently overvalue the stocks they own. They 
also discovered that a new investor was more in-
clined to keep the money they had inherited. EB is 
the propensity for people to place a higher value 
on their bestowed possessions (Dervishaj, 2021). 
Assets gain value while they are owned, and peo-
ple will pay more to keep them. Assets that have 
been acquired or inherited are also linked to en-
dowment bias (Ahmad & Shah, 2020; Banerji et 
al., 2022; Mokhtar, 2014; Serpeninova et al., 2022; 
Nguyen, 2023).

According to research by Baker et al. (2019), indi-
vidual investors in India are subject to a variety of 
behavioral biases, and financial literacy and demo-
graphic traits are linked to these biases. Mental ac-
counting, representativeness, and overconfidence 
appear to be the most notable biases revealed by 
the sample of individual investors, according to 
the ranking of many behavioral biases (Rongyu, 
2023). The findings of Parveen et al. (2020) sug-
gest that overconfidence bias affects how the rep-
resentational heuristic and investment decisions 
are related. Additionally, research demonstrates 
that the Pakistan Stock Exchange is immature and 
that investors lack the financial literacy necessary 
to disregard psychological influences already in 
place (Hasan et al., 2023).

Taylor (1975) investigated how age and investing 
experience affected judgements since it is thought 
that experience might improve decision-mak-
ing skills. People gain knowledge of the market 
and improve their ability to forecast outcomes 
as they gain experience. Elliott et al. (2008) uti-
lized non-professional investor information seek-
ing behavior and their effect on their portfolio 
choices on their decision making while portfolio 
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results as a moderating variable. The study’s find-
ings demonstrate how professional investors’ de-
cision-making skills are improved by experience. 
These investors acquire and filter information to 
help them choose their portfolios and generate 
greater returns. McGuire (2004) investigated how 
prior experience affects making wise decisions. 
And the outcome demonstrated that experience 
had a significant influence on investors’ decision 
making in the future.

The study by Korniotis and Kumar (2011b) found 
that older and more seasoned investors tend to 
rely on common sense rather than investing ex-
pertise. Factors that influence them most cogni-
tively and emotionally (Korniotis & Kumar, 2009, 
2011a). Decisions are influenced by education as 
well. Their choices will be more influenced by be-
havioral biases if they have less education. Haigh 
and List (2005) conducted research on the actions 
of seasoned professional stock market investors. 
They looked at the variations in behavior between 
students and professionals and discovered that 
professionals had higher behavioral biases than 
do students.

Shavit et al. (2010) provided physical proof of loss 
aversion only when a change was expressed in 
nominal value rather than change in percentages. 
The findings are somewhat consistent with the loss 
aversion phenomenon (and shed additional light 
on its underlying mechanism). More important-
ly, these results support the current theory by sug-
gesting that loss aversion may be more apparent 
when the investor values the information (relat-
ed to investments) supplied to them more highly 
(Toma et al., 2023).

According to Kida et al. (2010), more seasoned de-
cision-makers could anticipate having access to a 
wide range of mutual funds, which is customary 
in practice. More seasoned investors were less in-
clined to invest when given a choice set with fewer 
options when these expectations were not met in 
the small set scenario. These results highlight the 
importance of the paradox of choice phenomena 
for more seasoned investors. 

Based on the above, it can be concluded that until 
now there has not been any fund of literature re-
search that would consider the moderating effect 

of investment experience. Therefore, the aim of 
the study is to clarify how behavioral biases affect 
investors’ financial decision making. 

H1: There is an impact of behavioral biases 
(Confirmation bias, Negativity bias, Status 
Quo, Bandwagon effect bias, Loss Aversion 
bias, Overconfidence bias, Endowment bias, 
and Gambler’s Fallacy bias) on investment 
decisions.

H2: There is an impact of investment experience 
on the relationship between individual bias-
es and investment decisions.

H3: There is a significant relationship between 
behavioral biases.

2. METHODOLOGY 

The study’s theoretical foundation is shown in 
Figure 1. The independent variable under consid-
eration is investment decisions, while the mod-
erating variable is investment experience. The 
study’s independent variables are the behavioral 
biases (confirmation bias, negativity bias, status 
quo, bandwagon effect, loss aversion, overconfi-
dence bias, endowment bias, and gambler’s fallacy 
bias).

Data collection for subsequent processing and 
analysis was done using the quantitative research 
approach to meet the study goals. Individual in-
vestors serve as the analysis’s unit. Information 
was gathered from individual stock market inves-
tors in Islamabad. A total of 350 questionnaires 
were issued, and 292 of them were returned, yield-
ing an 83.4% response rate, and 230 of them were 
in usable condition.

There were two sections to the questionnaire. Age, 
gender, experience in financial institutions, and 
educational background are just a few examples of 
the demographic statistics that are covered in the 
first section. The second section was made up of 
questions about each characteristic measured that 
were used to determine how each person makes 
investment decisions and how they behave in var-
ious situations. Each variable’s questions and scale 
information are explained in depth.
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Confirmation Bias: The CB Scale (Sahi et al., 2013) 
was a 7-item scale created to evaluate a fundamen-
tal aspect of thinking, information processing, and 
belief persistence. Responses to questions were 
scored on a 5-point Likert scale with 1 represent-
ing “strongly disagree” and 5 representing “strongly 
agree.”

Gamblers Fallacy Bias: The GFB was a 7-item scale 
developed by Sahi et al. (2013) to measure resis-
tance to predictions of random occurrences and pri-
or events. Responses to questions were scored on a 
5-point Likert scale. 

Negativity Bias: The NB (Sahi et al., 2013) was a 
6-item measure meant to examine information rat-
ing, specifically negative perception. Responses to 
items were graded on a 5-point Likert scale ranging 
from 1 to 5.

Status Quo Bias: The status quo bias (Sahi et al., 
2013) was a 7-item measure meant to evaluate sta-
tus determination while protecting stock reputation. 
Responses to items were graded on a 5-point Likert 
scale.

Bandwagon Effect Bias: The bandwagon effect bias 
(Sahi et al., 2013) was a 7-item measure meant to as-
sess choice trust and decision authority. Responses to 
items were graded on a 5-point Likert scale.

Loss Aversion Bias: The loss aversion bias (Sahi et al., 
2013) was a 7-item measure developed to examine 
portfolio monitoring, loss realization, and risk toler-
ance. Responses to items were graded on a 5-point 
Likert.

Overconfidence Bias: The overconfidence bias (Sahi 
et al., 2013) was a 7-item measure meant to examine 
intuition, self-attribution, and knowledge accuracy. 
Responses to items were graded on a 5-point Likert 
scale.

Endowment Bias: The EB (Sahi et al., 2013) was 
a four-item measure created to assess the attrac-
tiveness of possessions, overvaluing ownership. 
Responses to items were graded on a 5-point 
Likert scale.

Investment Decisions: The ID was a 12-item scale 
developed to measure risk acceptance level, stock 
marketability, investment objectives, and project-
ed returns (Sahi et al., 2013). Responses to items 
were graded on a 5-point Likert scale.

Investment Experience: The ratio scale was used to 
assess IE. Investors describe a certain percentage 
for their IE.

The Islamabad Stock Exchange’s higher authori-
ties officially granted authorization to distribute 
the investor research surveys. Visitors to vari-
ous offices of the Islamabad Stock Exchange in 
Islamabad were used to approach participants. 
The study was explained to the participants, and 
their formal informed permission was obtained. 
Additionally, they received assurances about the 
privacy of their data and were informed that the 
information would only be used for research. The 
freedom to stop participating at any point while 
filling out the surveys was also guaranteed to the 
respondents. One-on-one interviews were used 
to deliver the questionnaires. The questions were 
completed by participants in a 30- to 35-minute 
window. They received a warm thank-you and ap-
preciation for their significant contribution later.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The descriptive statistics are shown in Table 1. A 
total of 230 responses were used to analyze data 
and provide results. The table displays the least 
and maximum response values for each variable. 
The minimum and maximum levels are 1.50 and 

Figure 1. Theoretical framework

Behavioral 
biases

Investment 
experience

Investment 
decisions
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2.70, respectively. The standard deviation values 
range from 0.455 to 0.598, whereas the mean val-
ues range from 3.69 to 3.97.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the investment 
decision model

Variable N Min Max Mean Std. Dev

CB 230 2.57 5.00 3.97 0.545

GFB 230 2.57 5.00 3.70 0.510

NB 230 1.50 5.00 3.69 0.582

SQB 230 2.71 5.00 3.77 0.550

BB 230 1.71 5.00 3.72 0.598

LAB 230 2.00 5.00 3.79 0.591

OB 230 2.37 5.00 3.70 0.563

EB 230 2.20 5.00 3.79 0.581

ID 230 2.41 4.83 3.78 0.455

IE 230 0.00 1.00 0.20 0.398

Valid N list wise 230

Note: CB = Confirmation Bias, GFB = Gamblers Fallacy Bias, 
NB = Negativity Bias, SQB = Status Quo Bias, BB = Bandwagon 
effect Bias, LAB = Loss Aversion Bias, OB = Overconfidence 
Bias, EB = Endowment Bias, ID = Investment Decisions, and IE 
= Investment Experience.

Table 2 shows the correlation coefficients be-
tween independent variables as well as the rela-
tionship between independent variables and de-
pendent variables. According to the table, each 
independent variable has a substantial link with 
each other. The value of correlation for CB is.436 
sig at.000, for GFB it is.413 sig at.000, for NB it 
is.389 sig at.000, and for SQB it is.306 sig at.000. 
The BB has a value of .380 sig at .000, LAB has a 
value of .422 sig at .000, OB has a value of .367 
sig at .000, and EB has a value of .373 sig at .000. 
For IE, the value of r is.144 sig at .029. There is a 

substantial positive correlation between all inde-
pendent factors and the dependent variable (in-
vestment decisions).

CB = Confirmation Bias, GFB = Gamblers Fallacy 
Bias, NB = Negativity Bias, SQB = Status Quo Bias, 
BB = Bandwagon effect Bias, LAB = Loss Aversion 
Bias, OB = Overconfidence Bias, EB = Endowment 
Bias, ID = Investment Decisions, IE = Investment 
Experience.

Table 3. Regression analysis (N = 230)

Variables
Model 1 Model 2

β t p (Moderating)
CB .184 2.956 .2943

GFB .139 2.260 .9115

NB .109 1.670 .9681

SQB .016 .265 .9872

BEB .169 2.851 .8767

LAB .119 1.777 .4059

OB .163 2.822 .1740

EB .077 1.209 .9029

Durbin Watson Statistics 1.69

F 17.475

∆R2 .387

Note: CB = Confirmation Bias, GFB = Gamblers Fallacy Bias, 
NB = Negativity Bias, SQB = Status Quo Bias, BB = Bandwagon 
effect Bias, LAB = Loss Aversion Bias, OB = Overconfidence 
Bias, EB = Endowment Bias, ID = Investment Decisions, and IE 
= Investment Experience.

The value of R square is.387, or 38.7%, suggesting 
that 38.7% of the variance in investment choice 
is assigned to chosen independent variables of 
the model, with some additional factors also con-
tributing to investment decision explanation. The 
Durbin-Watson number is also within the per-

Table 2. Correlational statistics for the investment decision model

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

IE –

CB .198**

GFB .179** .343**

NB .111 .345** .359**

SQB .098 .326** .316** .166*

BB .114 .252** .318** .188** .339**

LAB .112 .387** .355** .522** .286** .332**

OB .126 .252** .281** .277** .278** .215** .226**

EB .106 .415** .323** .324** .410** .259** .367** .278**

ID .144* .436** .413** .389** .306** .380** .422** .367** .373** –

Note: *p < .05. ** p < .01. ***p < .001.
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missible range, since it is near to 2, suggesting that 
there is no autocorrelation in the data.

Table 3 model 1 shows that the F value for the in-
vestment choice model is 17.475 sig at.000. Table 
3 model 1 shows that CB has a positive and signif-
icant impact on investment decisions (β = 2.956, 
p < 0.01). The results of the GFB show a favorable 
association between the GFB and ID (β = 2.260, 
p < 0.01). NB and ID had a substantial positive 
relationship (β = 1.670, p < 0.01). The study’s re-
sults, however, do not confirm the idea that sta-
tus quo bias and investment choices are signif-
icantly linked (β = .265, p > 0.05). According 
to the bandwagon statistics (β = 2.851, p < 0.01), 
the BB has a statistically significant impact on 
investment choices. According to the statistics of 
aversion bias, LAB has a significant and positive 
influence on investment decisions (β = 1.777, p 
< 0.01). Similarly, the findings for the overcon-
fidence bias (β = 2.822, p < 0.01) demonstrate a 
favorable and major influence of overconfidence 
bias on investment choices, while the findings 
for the endowment bias (β = 1.209, p > 0.05) 
demonstrate no significant influence of endow-
ment bias on choices in investments. All var-
iables have values greater than 1.96, except for 
SQB, LAB, NB, and EB. However, the values of 
NB and LAB are significant at the 0.01 signifi-
cance level, whereas the values of SQB and EB 
are insignificant, indicating no impact on in-
vestment decisions. All other independent vari-
ables, on the other hand, have positively and sig-
nificantly influenced the ID.

The outcomes of the moderating factors are 
shown in Table 3 model 2. According to the da-
ta for CB (p > 0.01), investing experience is not 
a moderating factor that significantly affects 
the relationship between CB and ID. The fal-
lacy bias for gamblers (p > 0.01) demonstrates 
that moderation has no appreciable inf luence 

on financial choices. IE had little inf luence on 
moderation, according to the results for NB (p 
> 0.01), SQB (p > 0.01), BEB (p > 0.01), LAB (p > 
0.01), OB (p > 0.01), and EB (p > 0.01).

The regression findings show that beta and t-
values are significant and have a significant 
inf luence on investment decisions. Alternative 
hypotheses for decision bias based on beta co-
efficients are accepted, but null hypotheses for 
SQB and EB are not refuted. The outcomes 
of this research investigation are compatible 
with current literature and decision theories. 
According to Bashir, Azam, et al. (2013) behav-
ioral biases such as CB, LAB, and OB have a sig-
nificant inf luence on investing decisions. The 
findings agree with those of Gholizadeh et al. 
(2013) and Bashir, Azam, et al. (2013). The find-
ings of Reb and Connolly (2007) and Apicella et 
al. (2014) are congruent with this study’s find-
ings, demonstrating that endowment bias has 
no substantial inf luence. According to the sta-
tistics presented by Subash (2012), experienced 
investors may easily avoid the GFB. The results 
of this study contradict his findings. The role 
of moderating factors has also been investigated 
in this study. Investment experience is seen as a 
moderating impact in the relationship between 
biases and investment decisions. Although in-
significant, the results of moderating factors 
were reported (IE). The findings corroborate 
those of Gholizadeh et al. (2013) and Park et al. 
(2010). The moderating variables had no inf lu-
ence on the relationship between behavioral bi-
ases and investment decisions, according to the 
findings. And the reason for this is that either 
the education offered by financial academics in 
the context of investing is insufficient, or rel-
evant knowledge is insufficient and out of date, 
resulting in financial academics having no im-
pact. Behavioral biases are unaffected by invest-
ment experience.

Table 4. Hypothesis testing results
S/NO. Statement of Hypotheses Results

1

H1: There is an impact of behavioral biases (Confirmation bias, Negativity bias, Status Quo, 
Bandwagon effect bias, Loss Aversion bias, Overconfidence bias, Endowment bias, and Gambler’s 
Fallacy bias) on investment decisions

Supported 

2
H2: There is an impact of investment experience on the relationship between individual biases 
and investment decisions Not Supported

3 H3: There is a significant relationship between behavioral biases Supported
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CONCLUSION

The overall objective of the current study was to determine the impact of behavioral biases on invest-
ment decisions of the investors in different companies registered at the Pakistan Stock Exchange. The 
research study considered Confirmatory bias, Negativity Bias, Status Quo Bias, Gamblers Fallacy Bias, 
Overconfidence Bias, Bandwagon effect Bias, Loss Aversion Bias, and Endowment Bias for assessing 
investment decisions. The results revealed that some of the chosen biases have an influence on the in-
vestment decisions of Pakistan Stock Exchange investors. However, the findings show that Status quo 
bias and Endowment bias do not play a significant role in investors’ investment decisions. Furthermore, 
a moderating role of investment experience has been tested between the relationships of all biases and 
investment decisions of investors for Pakistan Stock Exchange. Investment experience is found as a fac-
tor that can provide more strength to the relationships of several biases and the decision. As per find-
ings of the study, when investors have more behavioral biases, they will have good investment decisions. 
Investment experience also play a vital role for the decisions of investors. 

This study illuminates several aspects of behavioral finance and behavioral biases. This study also high-
lights the link between judgement biases and investing decisions. The study’s conclusions can be used by 
policymakers to design logical protocols for investors to follow when making judgements. Policymakers 
of Pakistan Stock Exchange can develop better plans and more successfully enforce them if they under-
stand the behavior of their investors. In this study, the moderating effect is crucial. So far, no study has 
been discovered that investigates the moderating impact of investment experience on the link between 
choice biases and investment decisions. The study contributes to the corpus of knowledge by providing 
empirical evidence of the moderating impact.

Only primary data were obtained to assess the study, however secondary data is more valuable than 
simply responding to surveys since the brokerage firms are not developed enough to give secondary da-
ta. The study might be repeated in the future with secondary data to provide more trustworthy results.

This study is also constrained by time and geography. It is recommended to conduct the same study on 
two additional stock exchanges (Lahore Stock Exchange and Karachi Stock Exchange) and compare the 
results of these studies in the future.
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