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Abstract: - Framing effect is observed when representation of options in different terms of gains (positive 
frame) or losses (negative frame) provokes systematically different choices or decisions. Several theories were 
identified by empirical studies and explained the framing effect, which afterwards been categorized into four 
models of formal, cognitive, motivational and, metaphorical. In this paper we discuss the current theories and 
their principles, importance, weaknesses and strengths, in order to provide the better understanding about frame 
effect phenomenon. We also compare the proposed theories based on the finding of previous literature reviews.  
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1 Introduction 
Decades ago in mid eighties, an anonymous 
phenomenon has been received an enormous 
attention by researchers in psychology and 
decision making fields, which was the 
beginning of the empirical studies and 
investigation of the today’s most well known 
concept of frame effect in decision contexts 
(Kühberger, 1998). The studies have been 
continued until today and will be continued in 
future to find a brighter aspect of frame effect in 
the modern world and society. 
According to Entman (1993) and Scheufele 
(2009), frame effect has a selective function, 
induces ambiguity in a certain aspect of reality 
and emphasizes other aspects, selectively. 
Frame effect present the exact same scenario 
both positively and negatively in the form of 
particular choices, which leads to the different 
reaction in decision-making and judgment in 
individuals. Frame effect often uses incomplete 
or very complex information, in order to 
influence the individual’s responses and make 
the decision makers to rely on simplifying 
heuristics processing.  
Influence of frame effect is substantial in many 
areas such as: health, business, economic and 
marketing. In addition their significant impacts 
on individual’s decision have been observed 
over the past years. However the process of 
frame effect is still not well defined in all 
aspect. Therefore, this concerns the researchers 
to focus on the process of frame effect and the 

magnitude of individual’s susceptibility to 
frame effect (Nelson, Oxley, & Clawson, 1997). 
Thus, in order to have a better perspective about 
frame effect, theoretical ideas were brought 
forward, provided comprehensive information 
and finding about frame effect, which were very 
helpful in studies until today and will be 
significantly useful for future studies. 
Framing effect theories provide an 
understanding (however still not very clear) 
about this phenomenon; offer much information 
and basic knowledge regarding how human 
processes the information in frame effect. 
Therefore in this paper, by referring to the 
previous studies and findings, we will give an 
inclusive summary and justification about the 
basic and most important theories such as: 
Formal Model, Cognitive Model, Motivational 
Model and Metaphorical Model, in order to 
provide the rudimentary knowledge to people 
who are interested in this phenomenon. We will 
also specify the strengths and weaknesses of 
each. In addition the comparison in terms of 
their interpretation of the framing effect and 
types of responses will be made. 
 
2 Theoretical Background 
A Frame effect was first defined by Kahneman & 
Tversky (1979) as a tendency for people to avoid 
risk or pursue risk in an identical decision problem 
framing positively or negatively, in terms of gains 
or losses, respectively. Subsequently, frame effect, 
which sometimes referred as contexts effects, has 
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been also defined as the shifts of individual’s 
preferences and decisions based on the presentation 
of the same decision scenario or choices in different 
way without a real change in expected output 
(Kühberger, 1998; Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). 
Here we summarize one of the most popular and 
classical experiments of ‘‘Asian disease problem’’ 
to illustrate the framing effects in decision-making, 
which has been described by Tversky & Kahneman 
(1981). In the designed problem, people have been 
told to imagine that “United States is preparing for 
an outbreak of an unusual Asian disease that is 
expected to kill 600 people”. Then they proposed 
two alternative programs to combat with this disease 
and decision makers were asked to choose between 
the two types of proposed programs (sure and 
risky). The choices were framed both positively (to 
save lives) and negatively (to minimize deaths) as 
presented in Table 1. 
 

Table 1. Decision Makers Choices Frames 

Positive frame Negative frame 
 

 If Program A is 
adopted, exactly 200 
people will be saved. 
 

 If Program B is 
adopted, there is a 1 
in 3 probability that 
all 600 people will be 
saved and a 2 in 3 
probability that no 
people will be saved. 

 

 If Program C is 
adopted, exactly 400 
people will die. 
 

 If Program D is 
adopted, there is a 1 in 
3 probability that 
nobody will die and a 2 
in 3. 

 

 
The statistical results of this experimental problem 
have been showed that people chose option A and D 
more than the other two options. In the positively 
framed program (72%) of the respondents chose 
option A and only (28%) preferred option B. And in 
negatively framed program (78%) and (22%) of 
respondent chose option 4 and 3 respectively. 
However all of the options in this experiment yield 
either 200 lives for sure or an expected value of 200 
lives for the risky options, majority of the people 
tended to be risk averse in positively frame 
problems and risk seeking in negatively framed 
problems. 
Generally, researchers find out that the positively 
framed programs provoke more certain responses 
whereas a negatively framed program provokes 
risky responses. “Asian disease problem” is just an 
example to demonstrate how frame effect influences 
people’s choices and decision making in a certain 

task domain such as life-death (e.g. Fagley & 
Miller, 1997; Rönnlund, Karlsson, Laggnäs, 
Larsson, & Lindström, 2005;  Wang, 1996) 
According to Maniadis, et al (2014) framing effect 
can appears differently, with distinct size and 
anchoring effects, and people’s response to this 
different types of frames are partially controlled by 
several factors such as: formulation of the problem, 
norms, training, habits, culture and personal 
characteristics (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981). These 
factors, afterwards, have been categorized by 
Kühberger (1998) into three features of risk, task 
and participant characteristics. Therefore, each 
individual responses are considerably different and 
in many cases unpredictable.   
This findings have been extremely fascinated many 
investigator and researchers over the past years, 
thus, has been encourage them to examine frame 
effect biases in a different decision making 
problems such as medical and clinical treatment 
(Gallagher & Updegraff, 2012; Garcia-Retamero & 
Galesic, 2010; Peters et al., 2011), financial 
problems (Cassotti et al., 2012), political election 
context (Bizer, Larsen, & Petty, 2011), product 
evaluation and consumer choices (Levin, Johnson, 
Russo, & Deldin, 1985; Levin et al., 1985), 
especially in this century where there are a 
enormous varieties of products, and huge number of 
choices are available by many competitor in the 
market, which results in difficulty in making 
choices. For instance, Head and Shoulder as one of 
the famous companies in the world provides more 
than 30 varieties of products or there are more than 
42 products offers by Crest toothpaste (Lehmann, 
Keller, & Farley, 2008). 
Moreover the biases were examined in other 
subjects where framing effect was significantly 
sensible, like: advertisement, for instance increasing 
the consumers’ willingness to pay for a target 
product (e.g., Wansink, 2001; Simonson & Drolet, 
2004) or encouraging clients to buy a more 
expensive products/packages by strategically 
changing their choice sets (Simonson, 1999), 
business, economic setting (see e.g., Ariely & 
Simonson, 2003; Hossain & List, 2012), perceptual 
judgment, internet-based purchasing decisions (Tam 
& Ho, 2005), responds to social dilemmas, 
bargaining behavior and auditing evaluation.  
Researchers also performed several experiments to 
understand the boundary conditions of framing 
effects as well as the factors influencing the strength 
of framing effects such as emotion, age and sex 
(e.g., Kühberger, 1998; Cullis, Jones, & Lewis, 
2006; N. S. Fagley & Miller, 1990). Even though 
there have been many studies focusing on these 
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factors like emotions, which increase the 
susceptibility of individuals to framing effect by 
driving heuristic information processing (Fagley, 
Coleman, & Simon, 2010; Seo, Goldfarb, & Barrett, 
2010; Slovic, Finucane, Peters, & MacGregor, 2002; 
Gabaix, Laibson, Moloche, & Weinberg, 2003), but 
still there are many questions remained unanswered 
about how these factors influence individuals in 
different domains and which personal, behavioral 
and genetic characteristics are related to their 
susceptibility to frame effect. 
Apart from this concern, there is an important fact in 
farming effect and decision-making that needs to be 
considered by researchers and interested users, 
which is, this phenomenon must be study separately 
in different areas within diverse approaches. 
Because the influence of framing effect in each 
fields and areas are unrelated to each other, and 
some of the effects in one areas are ineffective in 
other areas (Burger, Charness, & Lynham, 2011). 
The reason for this issue can partially be answered 
by identifying the processes of frame effect, which 
itself can be understood by referring to the multiple 
theories that has been proposed for frame effect 
(Kühberger, 1998; Burger, Charness, & Lynham, 
2011).  
 
3 Framing Effect Theories   

3.1 Formal Model 
Formal model is viewed as cognitive or perceptual 
illusion. Different subjective values and weighting 
functions play a role as two main factors in forming 
the structure of a problem for gain and losses. These 
two factors are highly relevant in this model, instead 
of content or the purpose. Presented information of 
a problem, as either gains or losses, brings different 
sets of psychological function that affects the 
individual’s decision making.  
Some of the more prominent and influential formal 
models are: Prospect theory, Cumulative prospect 
theory, Markowitz’s utility theory, Venture theory 
and Advantage model (Hogarth & Einhorn, 1990; 
(Shafir, 1993). However in the following sections 
we present the most three most important of these 
theories including ‘prospect theory’, ‘cumulative 
prospect theory’ and ‘Markowitz’s utility theory’, 
which has been used frequently by researchers in 
framing effect experiments. 

3.1.1 Prospect Theory 
Prospect theory (PT), the most famous and 
worthwhile used theory in formal model has been 
developed by Kahneman & Tversky in 1979 

Prospect theory emphasizes that the individuals are 
intended to weight the potential values of either 
losses or gains from the reference point rather than 
the final outcomes in the frame effect problems 
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) and subsequently 
evaluate them using certain heuristics. 
The value function in prospect theory has been 
described in S-shaped, which represents the 
subjective value of objective value levels in the 
domains of gains and losses.  Value function in PT 
has three important characteristics, which made it 
the essential point in framing of this theory. First is 
that the value function has a reference point, which 
is an important level for determination of the 
outcome’s values as losses or gains. Second is that 
the shape of the value function changes markedly at 
the reference point, the value function for gain is 
concave and the domain is located above the 
reference point, where as the function for loss is 
convex and its domain is located below the 
reference point.  
Both loss and gain functions exhibit the diminishing 
sensitivity, which reflects the basic psychological 
principles. The example for this principle is that the 
difference between $10 and $20 seems bigger than 
the difference between $1000 and $1010, 
irrespective of sign. The third important 
characteristic is that the slope of the value function 
for losses is steeper than that for gains. This 
illustrates the principles of loss aversion. In another 
word, it explains the idea that why reaction to losses 
with a given magnitude is more intense in 
individuals than gains the same size. 
Decision making processes in prospect theory has 
been then divided into three distinct phases of (1) 
Translation/Editing phase, (2) Combination phase 
and (3) Decision phase. In translation phase 
outcome of the decisions are coded according to the 
reference point, subjective values and decision 
weight are also assigned. People consider the lesser 
outcome relative to the reference point as losses and 
greater outcomes as the gains. Second phase 
combined the subjective value and decision weights 
and the last phase is devoted to the evaluation of the 
prospect value. 
Here, we are again referring to the Asian disease 
problem, to illustrate how prospect theory predicts 
the result in frame effect. Remember the problem 
where four programs were suggested. Program A 
and B were gain options with a reference point of 
zero people dying. In option A the outcome was 
saving of 200 people with a probability of 1, 
whereas the option B outcome was saving 600 
people with probability of 1/3. In this circumstances 
option A was more attractive for decision makers, 
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since 600 is subjectively less than 3 times 200 at the 
convex value function for gains. In contrast, 
program C and D were loss options, the negatively 
framed version with a reference point of zero people 
dying. Option C proposed the program that 400 
people would die with a probability of 1 and option 
D offered a program that 600 people would die with 
the probability of 2/3,since 600 is subjectively more 
than 3/2 times 400 at the concave value function for 
losses.  Likewise, prospect theory also illustrates the 
same principle of risk aversion in the gain domain 
and risk seeking in loss domain (A Tversky & 
Kahneman, 1981) and specifies how people weight 
probability in a non-linear fashion. 
So in general, what was found by empirical studies 
on prospect theory showed that (1) the loss is more 
significant than the same equal gain (A Tversky & 
Kahneman, 1981), (2) sure gain is much attracted 
than a probabilistic gain, (3) inversely, probabilistic 
loss is favored over the definite loss and (4) decision 
makers often discard the components that has been 
shared by all concern prospects.  

3.1.2 Cumulative Prospect Theory  
Kahneman & Tversky in 1992 have been presented 
the modified and developed version of prospect 
theory for decisions under risk and crises, known as 
cumulative prospect theory, which has been 
particularly superior to PT by adopting the rank-
dependent method for transforming probabilities 
(Quiggin, 1982; Lopes, 1984).  
The theory has been also suitable to satisfy 
stochastic dominance (Starmer & Sugden, 1989; 
Luce & Fishburn, 1991), ‘Transformed cumulative 
probabilities’ is the main difference between the 
cumulative PT theory and the original version of 
prospect theory, which has been a result of applying 
weighting to the cumulative probability distribution 
function instead of probabilities of individual 
outcomes. This improvement leads to the different 
weighting functions for gains and losses, which 
itself results in overweighting of extreme events 
which occur with small probability, rather than to an 
overweighting of all small probability events. 
Several findings about this theory has showed the 
relatively redefined patterns for risk attitude: “(1) 
risk aversion for gains and risk seeking for losses of 
high probability; (2) risk seeking for gains and risk 
aversion for losses of low probability” (Kahneman 
& Tversky, 1992).  
According to these outcomes, it has been illustrates 
that the CPT is not only depends on the value 
function, but the combination of value function and 
cumulative weighting functions. 

3.1.3 Markowitz’s utility theory 
Utility is an important concept in frame effect and 
decision-making. And Markowitz’s utility theory, 
which has a value function, been known as the 
foundation of rational choice theory. In utility 
theory the risk attitude is slightly different, in a way 
that risk seeking and risk aversion are possible in 
both gains and losses domains. Risk seeking and 
risk aversion being predominant for ‘large looses 
and small gains’ and ‘small losses and large gains’ 
respectively (Burger et al., 2011).   

3.2 Cognitive Models 
Cognitive theories designed to identify and illustrate 
the details of information available in processing 
level from the beginning to the end of the process 
(stimulus to response), which has been assumed to 
be determined by the content and importance of the 
problem. In this paper we review four important 
theories that has been categorized in this model until 
today, including: Fuzzy-trace theory, Elaboration 
theory، Probabilistic mental model theory and 
Positive-negative asymmetry.  
Moreover it is important to note that, not all the 
theories presented for this model is purely cognitive, 
some are hybrids and use cognitive in addition to 
formal concept. Therefore researchers labeled them 
as hybrid formal-cognitive models. 

3.2.1 Fuzzy-Trace Theory  
Fuzzy Trace Theory is the most recognized theory 
in cognitive models, which has been presented by 
(Reyna & Brainerd, 1991). Theory has four 
principles of pattern extraction, fuzzy-to-verbatim 
continua, the fuzzy-processing preferences and 
hierarchy of gist, which figure the explanation of 
framing effect. Based on the theory, it has been 
proposed that the frame effect is a result of the 
process of information simplification in a certain 
problem, using a mechanism to reduce the cognitive 
demands (Reyna & Brainerd, 1991). 
In another word, frame effect only presents the 
extracted gist of information, thus decision makers 
relies only on the given information to make a 
decision or judgment (Reyna, 2004). 
Once again we return to the Asian disease problem 
to clarify how does this theory works in frame 
effect. If the problem were framed according to the 
fuzzy-trace theory, then option A ‘200 people will 
be saved’ in the positively framed program ‘would 
have been changed to ‘some people will be saved’ 
and option B ‘1/3 probability that 600 people will be 
saved and 2/3 probability that no people will be 
saved’ would have been changed to ‘some people 
probably will be saved and some people probably 
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will not be saved’. In this circumstance, since most 
of the people are satisfy and prefer the definite save 
of the human lives to the probability of saving some 
lives, thus this preference again leads to the risk-
averse option. Subsequently in the negatively 
framed program the picture reverse, leads to the risk 
seeking option. 

3.2.2 Elaboration Theory  
Based on the empirical studies, it has been identified 
that in more important situations where more 
cognitive activity is invested, subjects tends to use 
more elaborated frames than a simple one (Maule, 
1989, 1995). In general elaboration theory explained 
that any form of elaboration would reduce the 
effects of framing. 

3.2.3 Probabilistic Mental Model Theory  
Probabilistic mental model theory was developed by 
by (Gigerenzer, 1991), which later has been applied 
to framing by Kühberger, (1995). Probabilistic 
mental model theory claimed that people in 
response to the problem would construct the 
reference class, which can be different in each 
problem; in order to make frequency based 
inferences. Probabilistic mental model theory thus 
can predict a framing effect or not, depending on the 
respective problem content.  

3.2.4 Positive-Negative Asymmetry 
Based on the studies performed by (Anderson, 
1981), it has been found that in a certain 
circumstances, target person display a different 
types of behavior (positive and negative), which 
could be detected by a participants. However, this 
behavior would weigh heavier when participant 
form one overall integrative judgment based on both 
types of behavior. Later, the study has been done by 
Peeters & Czapinski (1990), which made the 
previous findings reasonable by proposing the 
Positive-negative asymmetry model. According to 
Peeters & Czapinski,  individuals evaluate positive 
and negative stimuli asymmetrically. The idea has 
been supported by the experiment that showed 
negative stimuli weighted heavier than positive 
stimuli when behavior and judgment are about 
mortality (loss) domain and inversely the positive 
stimuli weighted more than negative stimuli when 
behavior and judgment are about ability (gain) 
domain (Skowronski & Carlston, 1987; Wojciszke, 
1994).  
The theory also presented the informational 
negativity-effect, which implies that potentially 
harmful stimuli, results in extra attention and more 
cognitive work, thus the individuals strive to gain 

controls. This principle came up with two 
implications: (1) the losses domain in the frame 
effect has a greater information value, therefore it 
weighted more than the equivalent gains and (2) it is 
cognitively easier to frame the situation as gain than 
losses in the neutral presentation of a problem.  

3.2.5 Motivational Modeling: Hopes and 
Fears 
Framing effect has been described By Motivational 
Modeling based on difference in individual’s 
reaction to motivational factors, such as fear, hopes 
and wishes, which are known as the core concepts 
of the theory. These concepts lead decision makers 
to be more receptive to either gains or losses. 
However, the model claimed that losses induced 
more emotion than gains in the frame problems. 
Like cognitive models, not all theories in this model 
are pure, thus some are named as hybrid formal-
motivational. In the two following section we 
present the most important theories of this model, 
which have been termed as security-
potential/aspiration theory and self-discrepancy 
theory.  

3.2.6 Security-Potential/Aspiration Theory  
SP/A (security-potential/aspiration) theory, which 
has a significant potential to affect individual’s risk 
attitude was first developed by Lopes’ (1987). Years 
later it was applied to frame effect by some 
researchers as hybrid theory (Schneider, 1992). 
SP/A theory uses two factors such as (1) security 
potential or dispositional factor and (2) aspiration 
level or situational factor to explain individual risky 
preferences and decisions. First factor refers to the 
natural motives in each individual who has different 
attention to security and potential, and leads to 
appearance of different choices. When an individual 
desire for security, leads one to avoid the worst 
outcomes (loss aversion), whereas, the individual 
who desire for security and/or potential would go 
for best outcome (risk seeking). The second factor 
reflects the individual’s needs, opportunities and 
hopes, which has been influenced by their situation 
when they making choices. It has been stated that 
these two factors act in the same direction and 
favors risk-avoidance in the gains domain, and act 
in opposite ways in the loss domain, because the 
certain alternative is often below the aspiration 
level. 

3.2.7 Self-discrepancy theory  
Among the various types of identified self-images 
over the years ((Markus & Nurius, 1987), self-
discrepancy theory with the core concept of self-
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belief illustrates three domains of these images, such 
as ‘actual’ (or current) self, which formed from 
individual’s self-perceptions, ‘ideal self’ 
(representations of goals, ideals, wishes, hopes and 
aspirations) and ‘ought self’ (Higgins, 1987). 
Self-discrepancy theory in frame effect has been 
described as the outcomes of self-state comparison, 
which could lead to emotional discomfort because 
of the existence of gap between two different self-
representations (Vartanian, 2012). This comparison 
then orients people toward positive or negative 
outcomes where they tend to maximize the presence 
of positive outcome and maximise the absence of 
negative outcomes respectively. 

3.2.8 Metaphorical Models  
Metaphorical model has been described framing 
effect by using conceptual languages that arise from 
different scientific background. Most of the models 
that have been categorized in metaphorical models 
are out of the realm of psychology. Proposed 
models are behavioural models ((Rachlin, Logue, 
Gibbon, & Frankel, 1986), neural network 
models(Grossberg & Gutowski, 1987), and 
Catastrophe theory (Svyantek, Deshon, & Siler, 
1991). 
 
4 Discussions 
Diversity of theoretical ideas, which have been 
revealed by many empirical works (Kahneman & 
Tversky, 1979; Ganegoda & Folger, 2015; Pelczer, 
Singer, & Voica, 2013; Iturbe-Ormaetxe, Ponti, 
Tomás, & Ubeda, 2011), facilitated the studies for 
describing the frame effect, by providing the 
findings about sources of frame effect, processes 
involved and the predicted outcomes of frame effect 
in variety of areas. Different theories that have been 
explained in this paper were grouped into four 
models of formal, cognitive, motivational and 
metaphorical models. Different concepts and 
predictions were identified for each, which has been 
summarized in Table 2. 
Enormous number of empirical studies has been 
shown that, the most influential theory of all time is 
Prospect theory (PT), which as mentioned earlier 
upgraded into Cumulative prospect theory (CPT), 
(Jou & Chen, 2013; Gurevich, Kliger, & Levy, 
2009; Gurevich et al., 2009; Li & Yang, 2013; 
Abdel-khalik, 2014; Zhou, Zhong, Ma, & Jia, 2014; 

Zhou et al., 2014). Both theories included two 
stages of: initial framing, which has been 
cognitively modeled and stage of valuation, which 
has been formally modeled. Therefore, neither of 
them are pure, but rather hybrid. CPT has been more 
valuable than original PT in some studies, since in 
addition to gives different empirical predictions, it 
also avoids some theoretical problems. The key 
feature of CPT is that it permits a satisfactory 
modeling of diminishing sensitivity by respecting to 
either outcomes or changes in probabilities, which 
has a central role in human decision-making. 
Other than formal model, two other models of 
cognitive and motivational was proposed, because 
when the problem’s contents and structure designed 
by researchers has been enriched, it reveals some 
short-comes of pure formal model. Such of those 
problems therefore illustrated the progress of frame 
effect from cognitive and motivational viewpoints. 
In addition, it has also been stressed that the pure 
formal models could not explain the framing 
phenomenon completely, especially when framing 
needs to be identified in natural decision processes. 
Thus cognitive and motivational model were 
brought up to provide the better understanding of 
frame effect at the psychological processes. Those 
findings have been shown that there is a fuzzy 
boundary between the identified models and most of 
them even shared their prominent concepts. 
It has been found that theories in cognitive models 
are highly similar since they all predict framing to 
be content-specific. Most of cognitive theories 
centre around the elaboration’s concept but with 
different elaboration (simplification or 
complication) influences on framing. Fuzzy trace 
theory suggested that people act on simplified 
structure because based on this theory processing 
system prefer to act on simple structures, whereas 
elaboration and probabilistic mental model theory 
implies they perform on richer structure than fuzzy 
trace theory, since these two theories claimed that 
processing system uses people’s learning history or 
base knowledge, and finally positive-negative 
asymmetry implies that richer structures are 
elaborated but only for negative frames, since this 
theory argued that evolution shaped our cognitive 
system to be more susceptible to negativity 
(Ranyard et al., 1997). 
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Table 2. Framing Effect Theories 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The fuzzy-trace theory, as an example in this model, 
identified the different levels of processing in frame 
effect. Studies have been shown that degree of 
expertise, familiarity with problem or involvement 
does not influence on decreasing or disappearing the 
framing effect (Huber & Kühberger, 1996). But 
according to probabilistic mental model theory, 
‘problem content’ is the first notion that is relevant 
and can influencing the framing effect. This content 
dependency has been demonstrated in numerous 
areas of psychology by (Kim, Goldstein, Hasher, & 
Zacks, 2005). Second notion, which is relevant in 
cognitive model, is domain-specificity, which, make 
up content specificity. In Fuzzy-trace and 

Elaboration theory, encoding and representation of 
information in frame effect, in Probabilistic mental 
model theory, rules for manipulating encoded 
information and finally in positive-negative 
asymmetry attentional mechanisms are domain 
specific of each ones. 
As mentioned in previous sections, influence of 
hedonic factors such as hopes, fear, wishes and 
desires of individuals were highlighted by 
motivational model as a core concept in explaining 
frame effect, however researchers have been faced 
difficulties in relating those motivational concepts to 
framing findings (Lopes, 1987; Maule, 1995). In 
general this theory proposed as a result of traditional 

 
Theory Prominent 

Concepts Predictions 

 
 Prospect theory Reference point 

Value function 
Risk aversion for gains 
Risk seeking for losses 

 
 
 
 
 
Formal Model 

Cumulative prospect 
theory 

Reference point 
Value function 
Weighting function 

High probabilities: risk 
Aversion for gain; risk 
seeking for losses 
Low probabilities: risk   
seeking for gains; risk 
aversion for losses 

 

Markowitz’s utility 
theory 

Reference point 
Value function 
Magnitude of 
payoff 

Large payoffs: risk 
aversion for gains; risk 
aversion for losses 
Small payoffs; risk seeking 
for gains; risk aversion for 
losses 

 
Fuzzy-trace theory Gist extraction 

Fuzzy processing 
Risk aversion for gains 
Risk seeking for losses 

 
Elaboration theory Elaboration 

Increasing inconsistency in 
risk attitude with 
increasing elaboration 

Cognitive Model Probabilistic mental 
model theory Reference class Risk attitude depends on 

reference class 
 Positive-negative 

asymmetry 
Positivity bias 
Negativity effect 

No related to risk attitude 
(mainly in message 
compliance studies) 

 
 SP/A theory Security-potential 

Aspiration 

Risk aversion for gains 
Inconsistent risk attitude 
for losses 

Motivational 
Model 

Self-discrepancy theory Actual, idea, ought 
self-guide 

Individual difference in 
sensitivity to domains: risk 
aversion for gains (actual-
idea) 
Risk seeking for losses 
(actual-ought) 
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tendency to overlook individual difference in 
decision-making and then significantly contributed 
to the framing effect understanding (Maule, 1995; 
Schneider, 1992; Tykocinski et al., 1994). 
Motivational theory made the same assumption as 
prospect theory and illustrate that the decision 
makers assigned the stronger value to feeling of 
displeasure other than pleasure, which was 
proportional to amounts of gain or losses involved 
in decision (Mellers, Schwartz, & Ritov, 1999). 
Researchers claimed that generally losses result in 
greater emotional reaction those gains. Furthermore, 
it has been recognize that the positive-negative 
asymmetry theory also has a motivational 
component similar to SP/A and Self-discrepancy 
theory.  
Followed by developing the motivational theory, 
many personality characteristics have been studied 
in framing, however a large number of these studies 
were unsuccessful. It has been predicted that these 
personality characteristics influences the 
susceptibility to framing indirectly, therefore a large 
number of studies have been failed until today 
(Fagley & Miller, 1990; Tykocinski et al., 1994; 
Bier & Connell, 1994; Elliott & Archibald, 1989) 
In summary, it has been identified that all these 
different theories for framing effect shared the 
common basic concepts. Researchers demonstrated 
that, however pure formal model, describes most 
findings of frame effect, but almost all these finding 
are at the level of behavioral products rather than 
psychological processes. Therefore two other 
cognitive and motivational models were proposed to 
extend these findings and offering interesting 
predictions even with much lesser empirical 
support. Cognitive models do this extension of 
information by highlighting the concept of 
elaboration and motivational models do this by 
stressing the hedonic motivational dynamics. 
 
5 Conclusion 
A frame effect has been significantly prominent in 
many areas such as health, business and politics. 
Therefore, this phenomenon has been attracted an 
enormous number of researcher’s attraction, which 
subsequently lead them to work on the 
understandings of the frame effect over the years.  
In order to provide the comprehensive information 
about frame effect, researchers have identified many 
theories. In this paper we first described each of 
these theories in details. Then the importance, 
applications, strength and weaknesses of each 
theory have been discussed. Followed by that, we 
made the comparison between the presented 
theories.  

Combination of findings in this paper suggested that 
the present information about frame effects is not 
much enough to fulfill the requirements in different 
areas and problems. Therefore, as proposed by 
many researchers, the future study must necessarily 
focus to measure the concepts in motivational and 
cognitive model, in order to make the better 
prediction in frame effect. Moreover, since there is a 
significant interconnection between all these 
theories, researchers are required to identify the 
more hybrid model, even with new concepts and 
predictions in future, to improve the frame effect 
description. 
We also highlighted the existence of many 
unanswered questions as well as various gaps in 
understanding of this phenomenon. The gathered 
information in this paper demonstrates that still 
there is a lack of sufficient information to explain 
the frame effect. Therefore we argued that greater 
researches are required to discuss the frame effect 
comprehensively in different area and to determine 
how the framing effect influences the individual’s 
decision. 
Future studies are necessary in order to improve the 
explanations, predictions about the outcomes of 
frame effects and its influence on individuals in 
various areas. 
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