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Effects of Personality on Decision-making for Different Age Groups in Different Types of Frame
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Abstract

The present research explored the relationship between personality and decision making for different age groups
in different types of frame. A total of 20 young adult and 45 older adults participated the study. The results indica—
ted that in the goal framing younger adults who scored higher in agreeableness extraversion and lower in openness
were more likely to supervise themselves to go to the hospital for physical examination. The conscientiousness and
neuroticism were correlated to decision-making discrepancy when younger adults make decision for themselves. In
the risky-choice framing the agreeable and open younger adults were more likely to prone to show preference shift
when they made decision for their relatives and friends. However no relationship between the personality and deci-
sion-making were found for older adults in any conditions.
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