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Abstract

The Relationship between Economic Decision-Making in Ultimatum Game
and Sasang Constitution

Yong-Jae Lee - Se-Won Park - Na-rae Keum - Hyo-Sang Bae - Seong-Sik Park”
Department of Sasang Constitutional Medicine, Dongguk University

Objectives
The purpose of this study is to investigate economic decision-making in accordance with Sasang Constitution through
Ultimatum Game.

Methods

84 subjects classified as Sasang Constitution played Ultimatum Game in two session which are firstly not facing their
opponents(responders) and secondly facing ones. And they were also proposed unfair offers(9:1) in the same two session.
Amount of proposal and whether they accept or reject to unfair offers were observed.

Results and Conclusions
Taeeumin tended to offer more to his/her responder in Ultimatum Game when facing the responder then not. Taeeumin
seemed to feel more burnden when he/she was facing the responder while Soyangin or Soeumin didn’t.
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Table 1. Sasang Constitution and Gender of Parcitipants
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Soeum 17(33.3) 13(39.4) 30(35.7)

Soyang 18(35.3) 13(39.4) 31(36.9)

Taeeum 14(27.5) 7(21.2) 21(25.0)
Unclear 2(3.9) 0 2(2.4)

Total 51(100) 33(100) 84(100)
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Table 2. Distribution of Offers in case of Non-facing or Facing Responder

- Non-facing Facing
Male* (%) Fermale®(%) Total (%) Male(%) Fermale®(%) Total(%)
7 0 0 0 0 1°3.0) 1(1.2)
6 1°2.0) 0 1(1.2) 1°2.0) 0 1(1.2)
5 10(19.6) 6(18.2) 16(19.0) 13(25.5) 6(18.2) 19(22.6)
4 12(23.5) 8(24.2) 20(23.8) 13(25.5) 14(42.4) 27(32.1)
3 16(31.4) 16(48.5) 32(38.1) 12(23.5) %17.6) 21(25.0)
2 4(7.8) 309.1 7(8.3) 7(13.7) 3(5.9) 10(11.9)
1 6(11.8) 0 6(7.1) 3((5.9) 0 3(3.6)
0 2(3.9) 0 202.4) 23.9) 0 202.4)
Total 51(100) 33(100) 84(100) 51(100) 33(100) 84(100)
mean of the offers : A:3.67, B:3.52, C:3.60 / D:3.71, E3.72, F3.71
mode of the offers : A:3, B:3, C:3 / Di4,5, E4, F:4
a, b: cases that proposer wants to allocate more money to responder than him/herself.
a: Soyang(same person) ; b: Taeeum
Table 3. Rejection to Unfair Offers(9:1) in case of Non-facing or Facing Responder
Non-facing Facing
Male(%) Fernale(%) Total(%) Male(%) Fermale(%) Total(%)
Rejection 29(56.9) 16(48.5) 45(53.6) 29(56.9) 18(54.5) 47(56.0)
Acceptance 22(43.1) 17(51.5) 39(46.4) 22(43.1) 15(45.5) 37(44.0)
Total 51(100) 33(100) 84(100) 51(100) 33(100) 84(100)
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Table 4. Distribution of Offers according to Sasang Constitution in case of Non-facing or Facing Responder

Non-facing Facing
Sort of offer
Soeum™(%)  Soyang®(%)  Taceum“(%) Total Soeum™(%)  Soyang“(%)  Taeeum'(%) Total
5 7(25.9) 4(13.8) 5(26.3) 16 5(17.9) 5(17.2) 947 .4) 19
4 7(25.9) 8(27.6) 5(26.3) 20 13(46.4) 10(34.5) 421.1) 27
3 13(48.1) 12(41.4) 7(36.8) 32 6(21.4) 11(37.9) 421.1) 21
2 0 5(17.2) 2(10.5) 7 414.3) 3(10.3) 2(10.5) 9
Total 27(100) 29%(100) 19(100) 75 28(100) 29(100) 19(100) 76

mean of the offers : A:3.78, B:3.38, C:3.68 / D:3.68, E:3.59, F:4.05 / C and F is statistically different from each other by paired t-test(p=0.002)

mode of the offers : A:3, B:3, C:3 / D4, E:3, F5

Table 5. Rejection to Unfair Offers(9:1) according to Sasang Constitution in case of Non-facing or Facing Responder

Non-facing Facing
Soeum(%)  Soyang(%)  Taeeum(%) Total Soeum(%)  Soyang(%)  Taeeum(%) Total
Rejection 16(53.3) 16(51.6) 13(61.9) 45 19(60.0) 20(63.5) 9(42.9) 47
Acceptance 14(46.7) 15(48.4) 8(38.1) 37 12(40.0) 11(35.5) 12(57.1) 35
Total 30(100) 31(100) 21(100) 82 30(100) 31(100) 21(100) 82
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