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Solnick and Schweitzer (1999) found the physical attractiveness did
influence the decisions in the ultimatum game. However, the study didn’ t
differentiate the underlying process and how the brain processes the
information. In our experiment, the attractiveness of the proposer was
manipulated. The reaction time, EEG data and subjective rating of
participants as responders were recorded. Thirty undergraduates (15 males
vs. 15 females) fromNational Chengchi University in Taiwan were recruited
as participants. In subjective rating, it revealed that subjects rated
the attractive proposers more attractive than non-attractive proposers.
In behavior data, 2(attractiveness) X2(gender) X3(offer) ANOVA showed the
reaction times under offer 10 and offer 30 were both longer than offer
50. Furthermore, the acceptance rate at offer 10 was lower than offer 30
and offer 50, also the acceptance rate of offer 30 was lower than offer
50. The other effects remained non-significant. In EEG data, a
2(attractiveness) X2(gender) X3(offer) x3(position) ANOVA was performed.
A two-way interaction of attractiveness and gender and a three-way
interaction of attractiveness, offer and position were observed in FRN
(feedback-related negativity). It showed the non-attractive proposers
elicited larger FRN than attractive proposers in female participants, but
no difference was found inmale participants. Furthermore, FRN was larger
in frontal (FZ) when participants faced non-attractive proposers than
attractive proposers under offer 30, but no difference was found under
offer 10 and offer 50. With the findings of FRN, it revealed the
attractiveness only had an influence under conflict situation in the
ultimatum game.
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