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S SR SRRSO L A RO SN 5 5 N IR 5] 717K T (Pisanski & Rendall, 2011).

NATTR W R 5 e R B “SERI R4 B ZIAR B4 (Zuckerman & Driver, 1989; Berry,
1990). MEHW G SIS — R, BEIFITEABOANAE A5 ik, AT ESBIRE
K455 (Zuckerman & Driver,1989; Zuckerman et al., 1990). M35 W 5| /& i) N 5625 5 16 5%
e rf 3R (Tigue et al., 2012). TR5E2 HE A 24T, R TTHLE TR S 15k
K[54 (e.g., Chen etal., 2012; Ma et al., 2015), {H F A 3504 0F FUER 10 IR 2 I 51 700 PR i
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il-#fE(e.g., Fan etal., 2018; Maetal., 2015; Maet al., 2017), ik A G1EH I, iT AR
S| ISR R B AR Flin, Ma %5(2015, 2017)1 HI7 A &5 R 1
FYE, G LERCE TH AL S| s TSR e, DA 5 VB0 T FLIR 51 %
LMEHAR RIS . SR, SRS I FE AL, S5 P E T R A B
Hezo R “SLHHNE” (beauty premium)ILRMIAAAE, RIS ARSI — BN R 5)
P22 il (Hamermesh & Biddle, 1994) . J5 2t 7T 11T 1 = N\ & Jm id ik i 2% (Alexopoulos
etal., 2012; Alexopoulos et al., 2013; Oppewal & Tougareva, 1992), ¥ —/M&EA RFA I
=7 R B B RO o RV R BERAE = N Z AN BT 5, #2315
e, HYSRIEEONBCA RIS =J5 %18 . Ma A1 Hu(2018) &3,  BIAEREAN 7 S rhigy
WA B LS =07 0, (I @51 08 = R R ez iz &, R W1 i
FUEH R AL B SRl s, #E— P SCRE RSN LR .

Zuckerman #1 Driver(1989) & I 2 W 51 73 AT FLIK 51 J1 0N FRARREAE PR B 5210 26
L, MBI, BUNARIE IR iR . Groyecka 4% (2017) ik, HIFLAIGE 0% 5]
Tk EFE MBI BN EAE B TBARE RG] Iy %A PR HE 2 7 A AU AL 5] 77 5%
M2 T SSRGS PR, AR SR T R R BRI S
R T FLIR 51 3 5400 28 P W 55 (O F 7T (Ma & Hu, 2015; Maetal., 2015; Maet al., 2017), A
(SR80 1) M= AR BB EIRES (286 2) , Bl . RBMREWME HEET,
SIAF ST B2 R R BAAE S FIEH SRS MR Zhang %5 A (2020) K3
A 5V 5| R R IR TR ORI N, DRI 2 SR A B FL 4 o R 22 (R R WU
SN SN L AU T BT BRI, SR IR R 5] JR e, MR T %
fdesz 3, RHRIER AP Ed: S ANEREEMEEZEh, =072 # 1R R
Sl , S 5 B 5t H A AT T %

2 W 1. BARGERRESE
2.1 5%

2.1.1 #iRk

225 I N B Ja JE R T 2R TR AR (SR 5 4%, 2019; Macet al., 2015), JfJ T HIRWFFT
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5 IR E (Maet al., 2017) DA HEE B DI 2% {8 (0.8), i G* power3.1.9.6(Faul et al., 2007)
THHPEARTE N 18~44 N . BAFE 50 L RFAE04 L B4, M 4w=2072 %, SD=1.67)3I
SELG . OROF VL IR DIES, ERRAG SRS, RSNk s, FHE.

2.1.2 SRt

KH 208551 00 o AR RECTT & A ANAF) BN, BRARE 2
TTRNESZ R AR TI%: $ak 1o, ##BGE 976 #ul 270, RiE 8 t. ~ T %:

#k 4 7o, $RWGE 6 8; Ll 5 o8, $EINE 5 T,

TR O 3 T, FRIE 7 (i EdE A ).

2.1.3 SLIEHHR

W A RHE B Zhang 5#(2020) 1) 80 N H1EMEF, BiE 5 MR EIcE (fal, fail, feol, leil,
loul), WKEE— 400ms, FWHESG— NEFEIE 70dB. & (EME IR R AR E 5] I A%
i A TEORAT R, ) L LE ] A6 1 B B H R “E S B (Ferdenzi et al., 2013). 3 4ME
51 A1 £ JE, Maw =21.27 5, SD = 3.11), VFNMEAMRE TSI s A
FZ, PPOMESS BB AERGR A o WS DI PRU TS5 o, Bl 2 — AR, 0 k5] gk
177 By, 1RSI IEAR, 4 AR EE, 7 R EE . i s R i B A AR 55
I SAM & 3£ (Self-Assessment Manikin, Bradley & Lang, 1994; Morris, 1995), [FJH#%i—1
W, MRS R ROt BEHEAT 9 RIPE A (1 AR IR E A Uk B B AR, 5 o,
9 FRMRE AL R B Fe i th), ARG XTIREE AT 9 RIPE (1 SRR IR A R B e AN
M. EANA . BANETK, 5 RN, 9 FORBE MR R BN R TK).
I 1&2,

KLt sEvr . RS RARER T AN FIRE R Bt D 2



o ] L
BTEESR WFED
BTNT BT

B2 MREEREPPAT . ANRE RAER T AN IR R B L

W51 JIvF o N BMRHEF? , GGt I ZEI 5] ) 22 3 R 2, T ol P A A 190 132 2 S A 35
MR 3L 32 (s RIS D &2, PR IFERPEGETE AR 1) 0k 2 I 5 i 51 7
WG B8R JE AN 43 2 T 20 BEAT B ER 3R 7 ZE 0 M, A SRR S| RS T B e TR T )
2%, F(1,30)=111.14, p<0.001, 12=0.79, 95%CI=[-1.32,-0.89]. fifii F. ML/ 2 FH AR
3%, F(1,30)=1.53, p=0.226, 1,2=0.05, 95%CI=[-0.11,0.46]; F(1,30)=3.30, p=0.079, 1,2=0.10,

95%CI=[-0.28,0.02] -

2 PP IT AN 2 PN AT R0 8 MRS (i ARSI 8F) o BrTX 32 4
WEE AN, ERRRE PRELPkIE 8 MR (A X5 1)), fEFEES R R 2.

* 1 FiER 32 MRS . WiRERR S| BT ESIREE (KL SD)

N R 5 oo 5 W5l 41
BRI 5| T %
SD M SD M SD
[SLSEIML 353 4.67 0.38 5.07 0.22 457 0.38
(&Il $23 4.84 0.41 4.94 0.19 3.47 0.18

F Praat X KWK E] I HEAT 224 0E 00T, WK 2. 5 PAAET 7 (Hodges-Simeon
etal., 2011; Pisanski & Rendall, 2011)—%(, &M I B HEREH FO. f1 . PR E & T 5
51 71 B,

it

*2 & RRSINBEEFSHNHENREEUARERE S

LG W] &M% 51 t p cohen's d
FO 121.40 (12.48) 162.97 (18.39) 7.48 <0.001 1.32
fl 552.93 (123.66) 691.47 (161.21) 2.73 0.011 0.48
f2 1469.92 (516.13) 1411.14 (469.62) -0.33 0.738 0.06



f3

f4

Df

Pf

Jitter
Shimmer

HNR

285783 (167.13)

377212 (239.29)

1073.07 (9355)
-0.18(0.46)
0.63 (0.25)
5.81 (2.06)
15.83 (2.31)

292387 (200.95)

384258 (190.16)

105037 (72.78)
0.18(0.43)
0.50 (0.32)
5.63 (0.87)
1611 (3.29)

1.01
0.92
-0.77
2.31
-1.22
-0.32
0.28

0.32
0.364
0.45
0.028
0.234
0.751
0.783

0.18
0.16
0.14
0.41
0.22
0.06
0.05

T FO FOREIN, f1 3| fA FORE— RIS PUSLHRIE, DFf frStiRIEmBE, SR8 Hz; P RIRILRIE

FrE ;s Jitter FoRHESHIN, AR ps; Shimmer ZoRIRIEMIL, HNR ZoRiEREEL, #4392 dB.

2.1.4 SLIERTE

SCUGTE 22 R I SE 56 == R 30 4T, 2P I HP 280 Pro G2 MT AT 19 <]k i iE /R 2% 2 3,
Gy HEE 1440 X900, Kl Hr4iia 60 Hzo #alebEsbess: 86em, (iRl FE /K HD206 HAL. &
B AR VE LI 3, AR ARE R /E 30 JoltFRaE BN b EENLE BN R S ATk .
FIBERIR R BB GE, WME A, WL RBEBEELZ T . AR E, FE
AV, XUTIREAI R Gk IR L8, W32 0o IE R SLIGAFANERS St R 43

FoJ7 2 3 U 3120 MR SERITIRRTAT 20 DR 1IK.

RFAEF ARG, BRI A- P 2B 32 MRF WG 13T 7 JiF.

400-600ms

<)

RWERE

200-300ms
R R
|H 57T ERBE L
& 57T
=2

200-300ms

BiAEH 50
FAGH| 570

ERET

2000ms

FT—MAK
B F i

200-300ms

K3 506 1 Refr . aulselT BIRRUCH IR, ARJE X Sk Bl AT PR, ) PR s I A LSS R
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2248

221 1BFR

KB TT R 2 AT 2 (RERE T & AR (MR A AAPNES
T 20007, AN R BRIEAG 56 U B Greenhouse—Geisser %47 IE, FIAl. B 5] 1
T RN 52, F(1,49)=7.85, p=0.007, np2=0.14, 95%CI=[0.02,0.10]. f&"W5| J15%4F T h#E32
2 (M=0.60, SD=0.03) T&M 5] /1464 N #52 % (M=0.55, SD=0.02). 4Bl /7 & LR
%, F(1,49)=262.34, p<0.001, ny?=0.84, 95%CI=[0.62,0.79]. T )5 #5323 (M=0.93,
SD=0.02) i T RAFJ5 R (M=0.23, SD=0.04). W3] IR0 He 5 21028 BAF ) 53,
F(1,49)=7.50, p=0.009, np?=0.13. MEHFMBMATIEKIN, DATHEN, H mRE 5|
JIPRWE W TT R R BEm TR EW G IR BGE T %, F(1,49)=8.96, p=0.004,
95%CI=[0.03,0.15]: AFTET, B RG] I ERIE KT REZFEEZRANLE,
F(1,49)=2.09, p=0.155, 95%CI=[0.01,0.05] (VLK 4) . TEits& MM 5| 11k KW 5] 444
T BN AFTROEZRAEZE S T ALY TR, F(1,49)=186.17, p<0.001,

95%CI=[0.57,0.77]; F(1,49)=319.92, p<0.001, 95%CI=[0.66,0.82]-

(R R
100

3 G R

80

60+

2 (%)

Y
40

%

20+

Bl 4 WANEJGEEEZE Y, ARRG IR EREGE F4 T, #lk AFRARAF T RS2 R,
**p<0.01



2.2.2 LIRS HESS

WG| SIVEor BEAT ISR A t 4656, =W 5] /1R V45> (M=4.82,5D=0.55) i 3 = T

51 7118 ¥ (M=2.90,SD=0.49), t(30)=10.37, p<0.001, Cohen’s d=3.67, 95%CI=[1.54,2.29].

3 £k 2. = NRJEERRIESE

317E
3.1.1 #ik

%2 = N o B R 2R 0T 78 th R & (Alexopoulos et al., 2012; Alexopoulos et al., 2013;
Ma & Hu, 2015), 5T AH 5HF 7 H 25 1 2508 8 A S B 1) T % #.(0.8), SR G*power 3.1.9.6
THEREAR N 16~36 Ao HFH R4 40 L(BLHEF, Maw =2205 %, SD=2.19)Z AL

g&o
3.1.2 SRt

K2 (REWSI T & IR (PECTT R A VIR ARFIRAF A FIART
AR AT A Bett, IR R 7 LT AR R

RN s BN 4 TG, WA =TT A CARTFIAATET - R 10
76, HEX 178, =05 1Jn, WHERAMEE =TT, AR SEE T I,
Wik 4 70, =07 176, MR, WNHEZTANF “ARFIRFT - R T G,

#ak 170, =T 478, WPAALT, WHE=Tra T

3.1.3 SLIEHH

3.1.4 LIHIE

SCYSHRE VE ML 6.0 SR HT 5 RNl B RO E R F 2R =T . ol A NES B E
SR 2, th BN T RIS =J7 B2 H IR 2 %5 18, W€ R R BB 4a i 05 &« RIS 1% “F”
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B, PrA NET DRI N R, SRZEZ “07 B, ITA AR a0 1RSSR TS 96

AR, SERHTA 10 2RI

RFAEF AT, Bkt IEA g6 b B 32 MEEH G| Jj#k4T 7 MvEr

400-600ms
+
BEHRE
4,)) 400ms
.y 200-300ms

P F Rl R
s i IR
T 47w
B=H 47t 200-300ms
= hi2

RS R HRET
b2 i?ﬁ’.-%"iﬁ-ft_‘l 41[_1 2000ms

A 47T

B=HB3 45T

F—A#% | 200-300ms
B T

5 I 2 BT, SREBCE = ENRE, ARSI RIATIERE, BUS R A TA R

3248

321 3EFR

W2 HRPAT 2 (REWS JT: ms K> (BECTHR: AR AATFIANLTF AF
IR AN R B I 5 2 A o s W 51 70 208 3%, F(1,39)=7.20, p=0.011,
Np?=0.16, 95% CI=[0.01,0.06]. MW s] /358 =J70F, a7l 77 S (14252 %6(M=0.65,
SD=0.03) \& # = T 1 XKW 5] J1 55 = J5 Bf (M=0.62, SD=0.02). 4 77 % T % v B 2%,
F(2.47,96.24)=42.41, p<0.001, ny?=0.52. ZHE L% (Bonferroni K iE)Ex: “AFIAF” Ji
FHZ #(M=0.99, SD=0.003) & 3 =1 T “ A FIA A7, 95% CI1=[0.12,0.44], “ANAFIAF7,
95% CI=[0.23,0.53], BAK “AAFIAAF” Ji%, 95% CI=[0.60,091], ps<0.001. “AZx
SIS 7 EHI% % (M=0.23, SD=0.06) & E & T “ A FIAAF ", 95% CI=[-0.70,-0.25],
PLR “ AN T7 2R, 95% CI=[-0.59,-0.16], ps < 0.001. “ AF/AAF-”(M=0.71, SD=0.06)

RN NFIAF” (M=0.61, SD=0.05) 17 R K% % 2 » AR, p=1.00, 95% CI=[-0.12,0.32].



PEILIE 6.

R 5| FI RSB T RS BAF 2%, F(2.12,82.63)=3.44, p=0.034, 1np2=0.08. fijH
RONRTIR I, 558 =7 e 2 3 AR 51 I A b, 38 =07 e sz 3 e 51 et Blsons <A
NFINF7 PR AT, =T A FENEZRE S, F(1,39)=8.12, p=0.007,
95%CI=[0.03,0.15]. 2 =M E W 5| AP AN “ AN, CRIAANTT TR
i 4 % %, F(1,39)=0.33, p=057, 95%CI=[-0.02,0.01] ; F(1,39)=0.02 , p=0.882 ,
95%CI=[-0.06,0.05]. MIMH L&, 1E “RNAFIAANE” ZM4T, mRsl HRERm TH%
B, HEIAH B FEKFE, F(1,39)=3.97, p=0.053, 95%CI=[-0.001,0.10]. FCit%E =7 HIME %
W51 F1 il fe A, 0B 7 & R B2, F(3,37)=64.92, p<0.001, n,?=0.84; F(3,37)=87.37,
p<0.001, mp?=0.88. % LU & JF ARl 2 ka3 5 Wi SC ey Z 40 W i) 2 LU 35— 5

1007 - EREHRE

— = BRSIHRE
80-

60+

ZE (%)

404

b8

20+

TAF/AFE  TAR/FRF

K6 = Afrmpmgeed, PlEAN RGBS IR =0r B2 E &R, SRRSO EREZ %, **p<0.01

3.2.2 LIFEW S| HESS

SRS Vo AT ISR LA S, i 5| 1R 12 (M=4.69, SD=0.45) & & =y Tk

5| 7713 (M=3.11, SD=0.48), 1(30)=9.68, p<0.001, Cohen’sd=3.42, 95% CI=[1.25,1.91].

418

AHIETEH AN = N Jr 3B R T SRR S5, IR TTIR B 51 Jx A HR SR 5. S286 1
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KL, By ETT RATIE, REW G| AR T RN BT BA A TR,
B 7 RIS R B 1R WA R E W S| AP S o S48 2 B, RIS 7 Be Ty S x4
AR, WEHE=T5 A, B=T7 RS IR M sl 7 RIZ R B2, £
AFITEZEE ST, TR PR UBCHE I A T R SRR =5 AR & W 5| 0 R  FE M N AT AN 21
PR,

PIASSEIR IR B, XA NE AR T R R FRE & T AT %, 5 DR
H—#(e.g., Maet al., 2015; Ma et al., 2017). BT AP B HVE, BN AHY
E DS BAFIRIARE, BTCARCTT RN YR R ARG . AT R AP
SYBCTT %, T T B ORI R I TS AP RS (Kaltwasser et al., 2016; Sanfey et al.,

2003; Oosterbeek et al., 2004), {2 fd LA 5 H AF R

AT FE R I W 5] JI R SR s, R A SR N SR LTRSS P 2 fi .
Al RE SRR N B R 5] 108 B 2 B M (Bestelmeyer et al., 2012), 7E— &L FHEIH T #0kxnt
AN I RS B (Alexopoulos et al., 2012; Alexopoulos et al., 2013). PAEHF 78t & Bl =W 51 7
RN 35 (AN A 75 31 B 22 1) 1 1H YA (Rezlescu et al., 2015; Zuckerman & Driver,1989; Oguchi &
Kikuchi, 1997; Zuckerman et al., 1990), HF|FAMAE1H4t 2> sk (Pisanski & Feinberg, 2019).
SN TR ] R DR HRR I ) 45 52 N SR bR, AT 0 A i 5| 08 & i N 7= AR Lk
P R B SRR R A T

WRE RSP RS LRS! JI R “EFNEN” AL, Chen %5(2012)
K, TESBRAFAETRh, H e T s iU 51 ) S QAT G4 . 7EFT A il g
ZErp, LRS! AT ISR CE 1 BT SRR S 52 (Maet al., 2015; Ma et al., 2017); =
NE SRR e, kS A ORI, A mEALRS S =07 A i (Ma & Hu,
2015). AW FLHE—BUESE TR E S| SR AL 5] I —FERERE SR AP I3, R T @R
FWE] JAr DA AT R A PSR I 2 2, AP w51 IR B OR T AR 2 1R AL
ATH AFRAFEILE L, BENR “Fi”, ERFLRh A 52 3 N &S] )
FRIREA o RS NI RO 6 LAFE BN 3G B IR R, FE RIS A5 5 3l - REE AP A TE Y
JRI .

AHEFAFAERIA LRI TE T TR E R 5 0 i i AR SR O ARG, RIS e &
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PERR S AR RAESS - b, HHEALAEZEE B AN, AHIE 70 A I8 A 2R 0
I3 T REAFAE SR BT BT RN o BB AR T SE P2 1 W5 F) i D B A it P2, I XS 38 AR

BIREFRGER TEE, ARARXTRE I TN R
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Influence of vocal attractiveness on decision-making in a two-person

ultimatum game and a three-person ultimatum game

SHANG Junchen?, LIU Zhihuil, WANG Xiaoyu?, CHI Zhichao?, LI Weijun2

(* School of Psychology, Liaoning Normal University, Dalian 116029, China)(2 Research Center of
Brain and Cognitive Neuroscience, Liaoning Normal University, Dalian 116029, China)

Abstract: The present research adopted a two-person ultimatum game and a three-person
ultimatum game to examine the effect of vocal attractiveness of a male proposer and the effect of
vocal attractiveness of a powerless male third player on decision-making. The results of
Experiment 1 showed that the unfair offers from the proposers with attractive voices were more
likely to be accepted compared with those from the proposers with unattractive voices. In
Experiment 2, in the “unfair/fair” offer condition in which participants received a smaller
allocation than the third player, the acceptance ratio was higher when the third player had an
attractive-voice. In conclusion, vocal attractiveness can induce the "beauty premium" which was
similar to the effect reported by previous research about facial attractiveness.

Key words: ultimatum game, vocal attractiveness, fairness, beauty premium
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