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Psychological and neural basis of the individual difference of the responses to
unfairness
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Study 1 showed that the subliminal fearful face priming enhanced the rejection of
unfair offer in the ultimatum game (UG) in the people who have high fear of negative evaluation, but not
in those who have low fear of negative evaluation. Study 2 showed that the activation of DLPFC was
positively correlated with rejection rate in the UG in those who allocated below median in the dictator

game (DG). However, the activation of DLPFC was negatively correlated with rejection rate in the UG in
those who allocated above median in the DG.
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