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Effects of Time Pressure and Self - relevance
On Decision in Different Type of Frame

Liu Hanhui  Zhou Hongyu Che Hongsheng
School of Psychology Beijing Normal University Beijing 100088

Abstract The present research explored the effects of the time pressure and self — relevance on decision in different type of frame with
the 178 students. The results presented that in risky — choice framing in time pressure subjects showed fewer thought points and made
more no — risky choices meanwhile there is no effects of time pressure and self — relevance on framing effect . In attribution framing
with high self — relevance subjects demonstrated more thought points and were less affected by the frame. Moreover the decision is
consistent with the number of thought points.
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