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Introduction

Cultural Difference
e Culture plays a significant role in shaping the interplay between the mind, brain and behavior (Chiao & Immordino-Yang 2013; Han et al. 2013).

* In the aspect of decision making, prior studies demonstrate greater risk taking and lower risk aversion in East Asians compared to Western
Europeans (Bontempo et al. 1997; Du et al. 2002; Mandel 2003; Weber & Hsee 1999).

* According to the “cushion hypothesis”, the nature of the tight social support in Asian collectivistic society makes it easier for people to receive
financial help from their social network, which in turn makes Asians to be less risk averse (Weber & Hsee 1999).

Current study:

* Current study investigated the neurocognitive underpinnings of cross-cultural differences in economic decision making, by comparing the choice patterns

and the event-related potential during a risky gambling task.
 East Asian and Western European participants performed a risky gambling task, which assesses one’s tendency to maximize gains and minimize losses, the

two well-distinguishable decision strategies.
In order to map out the mental process of risky decision making at a neural level. Two well-established ERP component, P2, reflecting instantaneous

emotional arousal (Carretié et al. 2001), and P3 reflecting effortful attentional allocation (Donchin & Coles 1988)were compared across the two cultural
groups during pre-decisional (cue phase) and post-decisional (outcome phase) stage.
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 Hypothesis:

*Each culture would prefer their distinctive strategy on decision making.
East Asian exhibit a greater gain maximization, while European Americans
will exhibit greater loss minimization.

/f culture shapes an individual's automatic processing of arousal
associated with the prospect or the experience of wining or losing, cross-
cultural differences should be observed in P2.

lf culture shapes an individual’'s effortful processing of options or
outcomes, cross-cultural difference should be observed at P3

e Gain Maximization and Loss Minimization

*Gain Maximization: v = log (p / 1- p), (p=probabilities of choosing larger
bet on “likely win trail”)

*Loss Minimization: v = log (1-p / p), (p= probability of choosing smaller
bet on "likely lose trail”)

(Since as presented previously, this difference is more obvious in P3 of
American but P2 of Asain)
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