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Abstract 

This paper investigates whether language priming activates different 
cultural identities and norms associated with the language 
communicated; bilingual subjects are given Chinese instructions in 
the Chinese treatment and English instructions in the English 
treatment. The main findings are: (1) in social preference games 
involving strategic interactions, e.g., the trust game, subjects in the 
Chinese treatment are more trusting and trustworthy than in the 
English treatment. However, (2) in individual choice games about 
social preference, such as the dictator game, while there is no 
treatment difference, subjects exhibit in-group favoritism only in the 
Chinese treatment. Further, (3) subjects in the Chinese treatment 
expect others to be more risk seeking, and prefer to pick Chinese 
lucky numbers in a lottery game. These findings support the 
hypothesis that languages are associated with cultural frames and 
that communicating in a particular language increases the cognitive 
accessibility of norms associated with that language.      

Keywords: Identity; cross-cultural differences; language; 
bilingual; biculture; social preference; risk attitudes 
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1. Introduction 

Recent research in social psychology has shown that languages are associated with cultural 

frames (Bond, 1983; Luna, Ringberg, & Peracchio, 2008; Ross, Xun, & Wilson, 2002) and that 

communicating in a particular language may increase the cognitive accessibility of norms 

associated with that language (Ross, et al., 2002).  

The objective of this paper is to systematically investigate whether language priming activates 

different cultural identities and norms associated with that language with respect to social 

preference and risk attitudes. We run 10 economics games experiments with subjects who are 

bilingual in Chinese and English. There are two treatments. In the Chinese treatment, subjects 

receive instructions in Chinese while in the English treatment, subjects receive instructions in 

English. Inspired by the research in social psychology, our main hypothesis is that 

communicating in a particular language activates cultural-specific identity, causing these 

individuals to behave in alignment with the norms regarding altruism, trust and trustworthiness, 

and risk taking associated with that language. Our hypothesis is also compatible with the 

identity-dependent model of Akerlof and Kranton (2000) that individuals will take actions in-line 

with the norms implied by their identity.  

This paper is the first to investigate the effects of language priming on social preference and risk 

attitudes, using a set of economics games as an investigation tool. The paper closest to ours is 

Wong and Hong (2005), which is the only existing study that uses economics game 

(simultaneous prisoners’ dilemma game (Sim. PD)). The authors display Chinese cultural icons 

(e.g., a Chinese dragon) or American cultural icons (e.g., a scene showing an American football 

game) to the subjects (university students in Hong Kong) before they play the game. 1

This study complements Wong and Hong  (2005) in several ways. First, subjects are exposed to 

different languages instead of cultural icons. Our methodology is arguably subjected to less 

  They find 

that subjects who are exposed to Chinese cultural icons are more likely to choose a cooperative 

strategy in the prisoners’ dilemma game when they play with friends (group-mates in a class 

project); with strangers this never happen.  

                                                                                                                      
1 See Shrum et al. (1998) for an introduction to the methodology of priming and its application in investigating the 
effects of television consumption on social perceptions.  
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experimenter effect. Second, in addition to Sim. PD, we also include other games involving 

strategic interactions, individual choices and risk attitudes. These games allows us to investigate 

altruism, trust and trustworthiness, and risk-taking preferences which are not covered in Wong 

and Hong  (2005).  

 

Existing studies in marketing and social psychology has found evidences that hat manipulating 

the languages communicated with bilinguals will lead to different choices. For example on 

product choices (Briley, Morris, & Simonson, 2005), on attitudes such as family integrity and 

obedience (Verkuyten & Pouliasi, 2002), and on concepts such as self-sufficiency and other 

dependence (Luna, et al., 2008). However, all of these studies use questionnaires instead of 

incentivized experiments. More importantly, the present study uses economics games which 

cover a range of social preference and risk attitudes which have not been investigated by these 

studies.  

We formulate game specific hypotheses based on well-established existing evidence reported in 

the literature on the difference and similarities between norms of Chinese and Americans in the 

corresponding domains. For example, Chinese are more trusting and trustworthy in the trust 

game (Buchan & Croson, 2004), Chinese exhibit stronger in-group favoritism than Americans 

(Leung & Bond, 1984),  Chinese are more risk taking than Americans in the domain of financial 

risk (Hsee & Weber, 1999).  

 

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 discusses the experimental design, and 

section 3 reports the experimental results.  We conclude in section 4. 

 

2. Experimental Design 

There are two treatments, the English treatment and the Chinese treatment. In the English 

treatment the experiment is conducted in English; in the Chinese treatment it is conducted in 

Chinese. Subjects participate only in one treatment. In each treatment subjects play 10 games 

covering different aspects of social preference and risk attitudes (see Table 1 for the list and 

summary statistics). Subjects were informed that they would participate in 10 different games, 
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and one of them would be randomly drawn to be implemented. Subjects were also told that their 

decisions would be anonymous and kept confidential, and that they would be paid privately in 

cash at the end of the experiment.2

 

  

The games about social preference can be broadly classified into two categories: those involving 

primarily individual choice and those involving strategic interactions.3

 

 For the first category, we 

used the dictator game (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1986) and donation to charity to measure 

altruism when it is costly (in a monetary sense) to do so, and the jealousy game (Charness & 

Grosskopf, 2001) to measure altruism when it is not costly to do so, i.e., quasi-maximin 

preference (Charness & Rabin, 2002). For the second category, we focused on measuring trust 

and trustworthiness by using the simultaneous and sequential prisoners’ dilemma game (Tucker, 

1950), the trust game (Berg, Dickhaut, & McCabe, 1995), the trust game with reward, and the 

public goods game (Bohm, 1972; Ledyard, 1995; Samuelson, 1954). The coin betting game and 

Mark Six lottery ticket game were conducted to understand the effect of language priming on 

risk attitudes. 

In the process of running the 10 games, we distributed the instructions of each game (but without 

reading them) and collected the decision sheets of that game before a new game was started. 

After the decision sheets were collected, subjects also needed to fill in a non-incentivized 

questionnaire which served to elicit their belief about the choices of other participants (except in 

the Mark Six lottery game and the donation game). Except for the language, all subjects made 

their decisions according to the same sequence. There was no feedback information on the 

choice of others.  

 

In games where matching of subjects into groups was required, subjects were informed that they 

would be randomly and anonymously matched and that they would not be matched with the 

same subject more than once. In these games we used the strategy method by asking players to 

                                                                                                                      
2  When handing in their decision sheets, subjects were told to cover them so that they would not be seen by the 
experimenter.     
3  To be more precise, by saying individual choice in games involving social preference, we mean that in a matched 
pair, only one subject makes the choice. It does not mean the decision maker does not have regard for others when 
making the choice.    
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specify their decisions under each role; their role would be randomly determined if the game was 

drawn to be implemented.  

 

Subjects were undergraduate students at a major university in Hong Kong. They were randomly 

recruited from a poll of subjects using an e-mail recruitment system. The subjects were randomly 

placed in either treatment. They on average earned HK$91 (approximately US$11.7), including 

the show-up fee of HK$50. Each session lasted about 50 minutes. A total of 64 subjects (31 for 

the Chinese treatment and 33 for the English treatment) were recruited.  

Demographic Description  

As a previous British colony, the population in Hong Kong has substantial exposure to both 

Chinese and Western culture. 4  Subjects filled in a post-experiment questionnaire, giving 

demographic information and indicating whether they were bilinguals. We needed to check this 

because in the recruitment process, we did not mention we were looking for bilingual subjects.  It 

turned out that all participants – except one – were fluent (speaking and writing) in both Chinese 

and English.5

 

 They had started learning their language, or languages, from early on: English 

from the age of 4 and Chinese from the age of 2.3. Participants were on average 20.9 years old, 

and 81 percent of them were born in Hong Kong.  

3. Experimental Results  

In this section, we report the findings of the trust game with reward and punishment, dictator 

game, donation game, and the two games in measuring risk attitudes. For the result of other 

games, please refer to the supporting information available on-line.  

3.1 Trust and Trustworthiness 

                                                                                                                      
4 For bicultural research using university students in Hong Kong as subjects, see Bond and Yang (1982), Bond 
(1983), Hong et al. (1997), Briley et al. (2000), Hong et al. (2000), Briley and Wyer (2002), Wong and Hong (2005), 
and Briley et al. (2005).   
5  One subject in the English treatment turned out  to be unable to read and write Chinese (as self-reported in the 
post-experiment questionnaire). This observation is not included in the data analysis as we are only interested in 
bilinguals. Hence, the total number of subjects (included for data analysis) in the English treatment is 32.   
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Buchan and Croson (2004) conducted the trust game with Chinese and Americans. In the game 

two players, the proposer and responder, were each given an endowment.  The proposer could 

send some, or all, or none of the endowment to the responder, and the amount sent would be 

tripled. The responder then decided how much to send back to the proposer. They found that 

Chinese had a higher level of trust (sending a higher amount) than Americans and that they were 

also more trustworthy (returning a higher portion).   

Based on the findings of Buchan and Croson (2004), we hypothesize that the degree of trust and 

trustworthiness is higher in the Chinese treatment than in the English treatment.  

 

Trust Game with Reward and Punishment 

This game is a simplified trust game with a reward and punishment option. There are three stages. 

In stage 1, player A chooses between A1 (i.e., no trust) and A2 (i.e., trust) (see Figure 1 Panel 

A).6

One distinct feature of this design is that player B can clearly infer the intention of player A, in 

the sense that it is impossible for player A to obtain a higher monetary payoff by choosing A2, 

while he may obtain 0 if player B chooses B2.   

 If player A chooses A2, the game proceeds to stage 2, where player B can either choose B1 

(i.e., trustworthy), or B2 (i.e., betrayal). In stage 3, player A specifies how she would shrink (i.e., 

punish) or enlarge (i.e., reward) the payoff of player B up to 30 percent, contingent on B’s choice.  

Note that the monetary benefit of betraying exceeds the cost. 

Figure 1 presents the percentage of subjects who chose the trust strategy (panel A) and the betray 

strategy (panel B) in the Chinese treatment vs. the English treatment. It shows that subjects are 

more trusting and trustworthy in the Chinese treatment than in the English treatment. About 42 

percent of subjects in the Chinese treatment chose A2, while only 3.13 percent (1 out of 32 

subjects) did so in the English treatment. Seventy-five percent of subjects betrayed trust in the 

English treatment, which was higher than the 55 percent in the Chinese treatment. 

Column 1 of Table 2 presents the marginal effects coefficients from regressing the choice of trust 

or not on the language treatment dummy controlling for expectations on the percentage of player 

                                                                                                                      
6 Note that choosing A2 is also consistent with the inequality aversion model of Fehr and Schmidt (1999).  This is 
also true for choosing Y in the trust game.  
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B regarding betrayal, age, gender, and whether she was born in Hong Kong. The coefficient of 

the Chinese language dummy estimates the impact of Chinese language on the subject’s choice 

to trust or not. The result shows that when the experiment is conducted in Chinese, the 

probability that player A will choose the trust strategy is significantly higher. The result is 

significant at the 1 percent level. Interestingly, the expectation on the percentage of other players 

choosing to trust is higher in the Chinese treatment, as shown in the regression result reported in 

column 3 of Table 2.   

Column 2 of Table 2 presents the regression result for the marginal effects coefficients from 

regressing the choice of betrayal or not on the language treatment dummy controlling for 

expectations on the percentage of player B regarding betrayal, age, gender, and whether he was 

born in Hong Kong. The coefficient of the Chinese language dummy estimates the impact of 

Chinese language on the subject’s choice to betray or not. The coefficient is significantly 

negative (p-value equals 0.02), implying that subjects are less likely to choose the betray strategy 

when the experiment is conducted in Chinese. On the other hand, the expectation on the 

percentage of players choosing to betray is lower in the Chinese treatment. However, the 

difference is not significant, as shown in the regression reported in Table 2, column 4.   

In sum, using language priming, our result is in line with the finding of Buchan and Croson 

(2004).  Our contribution here is to show that individuals may have multiple norms pertaining to 

trust and trustworthiness and that the language communicated may activate a particular norm.  

Most subjects (74.2 percent in the Chinese treatment and 75 percent in the English treatment) 

chose to shrink player B’s payoff when their trust was betrayed. Non-trustworthy player B’s 

payoff was on average shrunk by 30 percent in the Chinese treatment, which was higher than the 

27.5 percent in the English treatment, and the difference is significant with p = 0.08 (one-tailed). 

Most subjects (70 percent in the Chinese treatment and 71.8 percent in the English treatment) 

also chose to reward player B when their trust was not betrayed. Subjects in the Chinese 

treatment chose to increase player B’s payoff by 28.6 percent, which was higher than the 25.96 

percent in the English treatment, and the difference is not significant.  

Regarding the belief on reward and punishment, subjects in the Chinese treatment on average 

believed that 84.9 percent of player A had chosen to shrink player B’s payoff when his trust was 

Jena Economic Research Papers 2010 - 061



7  
  

betrayed, and this percentage was significantly higher than in the English treatment, p = 0.09 

(one-tailed).  

Further, 96.8 percent of subjects in the Chinese treatment believed that player B would expect 

player A to shrink his payoff if he betrayed player A’s trust, which is higher than 78.1 percent in 

the English treatment. The difference is significant with a p-value equal to 0.03.  This is further 

confirmed in the regression reported in Table 3, column 4. Finally, there is no treatment 

difference in terms of degree of punishment expected when B2 is chosen, i.e., about 28 percent 

for both treatments.  

Similar to the results observed above, in the Trust Game and Seq. PD game, subjects are more 
trusting and trustworthy in the Chinese treatment (see the supporting information available on-
line).  

3.2 Altruism 

Dictator Game 

In this game, two players are anonymously and randomly matched. The first player, also called 

the dictator, decides on the allocation of HK$100 between himself and the second player.  

The dictator game has been run in many different countries, and a typical finding is that the 

amount offered is about 20 to 30 percent of the total pie (see Camerer (2003) for an extensive 

review). Zhu et al. (2008) conducted a dictator game and an ultimatum game with university 

students in China (using Chinese instructions). Each player participated in both games, but only 

the payment in the dictator game was implemented. In the treatment where the ultimatum game 

was run first and followed by the dictator game, it was found that subjects on average offered 

about 28 percent of the total pie in the dictator game. The result observed in Zhu et al. (2008) is 

similar to the findings of the dictator game experiment conducted by Forsythe et al. (1994) with 

American subjects. Based on these findings, we hypothesize that there is no treatment difference 

in the dictator game.  

It is found that the average amounts sent by dictators in the Chinese and English treatments are 

HK$23.40 and HK$23.03, respectively. There is no significant treatment difference under the 

two sample t-test. Table S2 (supporting information available on-line), column 1 reports the 
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regression result, where the amount sent in the dictator game is the dependent variable, and 

independent variables include the language treatment dummy, belief on the expected amount 

sent by other dictators, belief on the amount others expected to receive, and personal 

characteristics including age, gender, and whether the subject was born in Hong Kong. As 

hypothesized, the coefficient on the language treatment dummy is not significant. There is also 

no significant treatment difference in terms of beliefs on the amount sent and the amount others 

expected to receive (see column 6 in Table S3 in the supporting information available on-line). 

Donation Game 

This game can be viewed as a dictator game, in which the recipients are out-group members 

(benefiters of a charity organization, the Hong Kong Red Cross) instead of in-group members 

from the same university. Each player decides how much of out of HK$80 to donate to the Hong 

Kong Red Cross. The remainder will be kept by the player.  

It is found that the average amount donated is HK$8.61 (10.76 percent) in the Chinese treatment 

and HK$13.62 (17.03 percent) in the English treatment. There is no significant treatment 

difference under the two sample t-test. 

In-Group Favoritism 

Leung and Bond (1984) found that Chinese, living in a collectivist culture, exhibit bigger in-

group favoritism (allocating a bigger reward to friends than strangers) than Americans who live 

in a relatively more individualistic culture. Informed by their work, we hypothesize that players 

exhibit a greater degree of in-group favoritism in the Chinese treatment than in the English 

treatment.   

 

To test this hypothesis, we compare the percentage sent in the dictator game and the donation 

game to see if there is a treatment difference in in-group favoritism. It is found that subjects send 

a higher percentage to in-group players (those from the same university) only in the Chinese 

treatment (see Figure 2). The difference is significant at the 1 percent level.  

 

3.3 Risk Attitudes 
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Mark Six Lottery 

Each subject is endowed with HK$50 and can choose to purchase at most 10 Mark Six lottery 

tickets which cost HK$5 each for a draw scheduled on October 3, 2009. Mark Six is a very 

popular lottery game in Hong Kong. The first prize for the game usually amounts to multi-

millions of Hong Kong dollars. In our experiment, if the subject decides to purchase Mark Six 

tickets, she needs to select 6 numbers out of 1 to 49 for each ticket. Subjects were informed that 

the experimenter would purchase the Mark Six tickets for them, according to their selected 

numbers, from the Hong Kong Jockey Club (the only official seller of the ticket). 

It is found that subjects exhibit a strong preference for picking the Chinese lucky numbers (8, 18, 

28, 38, and 48) only in the Chinese treatment (see Figure 3).7

The preference for Chinese lucky numbers is one distinct example of risk preference termed 

source preference (Tversky & Fox, 1995). A player is said to exhibit source preference if he has 

preference over identically distributed sources.  This is distinct from the expected utility theory 

(von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1947) where individuals are assumed to be indifferent between 

identically distributed sources.   

 In particular, 16.1 percent of 

numbers chosen in the Chinese treatment are Chinese lucky numbers. Compare this percentage 

to the null of 10.2 percent (5 numbers out of 49), which is the implied percentage if the subjects 

do not exhibit preference for particular numbers. The binomial test shows that it is significantly 

different from the null at the 1 percent level.  On the other hand, the percentage of the same set 

of numbers chosen in the English treatment is 9.5 percent, which is not significantly different 

from the null. We also compare the proportion of lucky numbers chosen across treatments, and 

confirm that the proportion is significantly higher in the Chinese treatment, with a p-value equal 

to 0.02. Interestingly, subjects purchased significant more lottery tickets in the English treatment. 

The difference is significant at the 5 percent level.   

Coin Toss Lottery 

Only a few cross-cultural studies on risk attitudes have been reported in the literature. The most 

relevant one to our study is the experiment conducted by Hsee and Weber (1999). In their 

                                                                                                                      
7 Interestingly, Chernoff (1980) finds that in the Massachusetts numbers game in the U.S., where players pick a 
number from 0000 to 99999, numbers containing the digits 8, 0, and 9 were unpopular. 
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experiment, subjects were asked to choose between options such as receiving $80 for sure or flip 

a coin; receiving $100 if H or $0 if T. They found that Chinese subjects were more risk seeking 

than Americans. In the second study of the same paper, they compared the risk-seeking 

preferences of Chinese and Americans in three different domains: investment, medical, and 

academic decisions. They found that Chinese subjects were more risk seeking than Americans 

only in the investment domain but not in the other domains. They explained their results in terms 

of ‘cushion hypothesis, which suggests that people from a collective society such as China are 

more likely to receive help when they suffer a loss and thus more risk taking than those from an 

individualistic society such as the USA.  

We hypothesize that subjects are more risk taking when the experiment is conducted in Chinese 

than in English.  

In this game, subjects choose between a sure payoff of HK$30 and a risky bet on a coin toss 

which earns them  HK$80 if tails is tossed and HK$0 if heads is tossed. Choosing the sure payoff 

option is considered risk averse because the expected value of the bet, which equals HK$80 

times the probability of winning (assumed to be 0.5), is higher than HK$30. 

It is found that the percentage of subjects choosing the risky bet is similar across treatments, 

namely 68.75 percent in the English treatment and 70.97 percent in the Chinese treatment. There 

is no significant difference. However, the players in the Chinese treatment estimated that 43.39 

percent of other players would choose the safe option which is lower than the 54.58 percent 

observed in the English option. The difference is significant at the 5 percent level. The finding is 

also significant after controlling for personal characteristics (see column 8 in Table S3 of the 

supporting information). Thus, it appears that subjects believe others are more risk taking when 

the experiment is conducted in Chinese, which is consistent with the prediction of the cushion 

hypothesis.   

4. Conclusion 

 

We conducted 10 economics games with bilingual university subjects in Hong Kong; half the 

subjects received instructions in Chinese and the other half in English. It is found that subjects 

behave in more alignment with Chinese cultural norms in the Chinese treatment and in more 
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alignment with Western cultural norms in the English treatment. It is found that in strategic 

interactions, subjects receiving Chinese instructions are more cooperative, trust more, and are 

more trustworthy than the group that received instructions in English. While there is no treatment 

difference in dictator and jealousy games, subjects exhibit in-group favoritism in the dictator 

game only in the Chinese treatment. Finally, in the Chinese treatment, subjects expect others to 

be more risk taking, and exhibit preference for Chinese lucky numbers. These findings are the 

first in the literature that identify the effect of language priming using economics games. They 

support the hypothesis that the language communicated increases the cognitive accessibility of 

the norms associated with that language.  
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Figure 1 
Trust Game with Reward and Punishment  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Panel A. Game Tree  

 

 

  
Panel B. Mean Percentage of Player A Choosing 
Strategy A2  

       Panel C. Mean Percentage of Player B Choosing  
       Strategy B1  
 

Notes: In panel A, A denotes for player A, and B denotes for player B. Payoffs are presented in the form of (x,y), 
where x denotes the payoff, in Hong Kong dollars, for player A, and y denotes the payoff for player B.  

 

 

A 

A1 A2 

B (40, 0) 
  B1 B2 

(0, 80) (40, 40) 
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Figure 2 

Difference in In-group Favoritism 
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Figure 3 
The Influence of Language on Preference for Source of Uncertainty 

 

 
Notes: Chinese lucky numbers include 8, 18, 28, 38, and 48. 
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Table 1 

Games and Summary Statistics 

No. Games Decisions Summary  Statistics 

    Chinese English 
   Mean Mean 
  Social Preference   (Std) (Std) 

 Strategic Interactions    
8 Trust Game with Reward 

and Punishment 
% Trust 41.93 3.13 

% Betray 54.80 75.00 
7 Trust Game  % Trust 41.94 34.38 

Amount Sent Back 20.97 15.78 
 (21.50) (3.60) 

5 Seq. PD Game % Trust 41.94 34.38 
% Betray 74.19 87.50 

4 Sim. PD Game % Cooperative 58.06 37.50 
6 Public Goods Game Amount Contributed 8.61 13.62 

 (13.00) (20.47) 
     
 Individual Choice    
1 Dictator Game Amount Gave 23.40 22.03 

 (21.70) (24.72) 
10 Donation Game Amount Donated 8.61 13.62 
   (13.00) (20.47) 
2 Jealousy Game Amount Chosen 79.03 80.00 

 (30.91) (30.37) 
     
 Risk Attitudes    
3 Coin Toss Lottery % Chose the Bet 70.97 68.75 
9 Mark Six Lottery % of Chinese Lucky 

Numbers Chosen 16.11 9.54 
  No. of Tickets 

Purchased 
0.97 2.50 

      (1.43) (2.98) 

Notes: No refers to the sequence of the game played. 
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Table 2 
Determinants of Decision in Trust Game with Reward and Punishment 

 Dependent Variables: 

 Probability 
of Trust 

Probability 
of Betray 

Belief on % 
Not Trust  

Belief on 
% Betray  

Belief on 
Probability of 

Being 
Revenged  

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Chinese 0.42*** -0.35** -14.92* -3.27 0.19** 

(0.11) (0.14) (7.83) (7.69) (0.08) 
Belief on % of other 
players chose to betray  

-0.01*** 0.01***    
(0.002) (0.003)    

Born-in-HK -0.01 0.34** 2.31 1.34  
(0.097) (0.11) (10.45) (10.26) 0.01 

Age 0.04 -0.14** -1.07 -5.83* (0.03) 
(0.04) (0.07) (3.47) (3.41) 0.04 

Female -0.05 0.03 8.01 3.95 (0.07) 
(0.08) (0.16) (-8.44) (-8.29)  

Constant       95.61 194.19***  
      (-73.25) (-71.94)  

 R2 / Pseudo R2 0.48 0.34 0.08 0.06 0.12 
# of Obs. 63 63 63 63 63 

Notes:  Column 1, 2, and 5 report the marginal effect of the Probit regression, while column 3 and 4 reports the regression based 
on Ordinary Least Square. Chinese is a dummy which equals to 1 if the experiment is conducted in Chinese, and zero if in 
English. Risk Taking is a dummy which equals to 1 if the subjects chose to take the lottery in the coin toss lottery, zero otherwise. 
Born-in-HK is a dummy which equals to 1 if the subject is born in Hong Kong, zero otherwise. Female is a dummy which equals 
to 1 if the subject is female, zero otherwise. Standard errors are in parentheses. *.**, and *** represents significance at 10, 5, and 
1 percent level (two-tailed).  
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Supplementary Materials (for online publication) 
 
Some Further Details on the Experimental Design 

In the beginning of the experiment, all subjects randomly drew a subject number which was only 

known to themselves and served identification. They were handed a guideline on rules of the 

experiment such as anonymity of decisions and payment procedure. The guideline was read 

aloud in Cantonese (in the Chinese treatment) and in English (in the English treatment).8

 

 The 

instructions can be found in the supplementary materials. Both instructions were prepared by the 

author who is bilingual in Chinese and English. Both versions have also been checked by a 

bilingual experimental economics researcher to ensure the accuracy of the translation.  

One may be concerned that subjects in our experiment participated in all 10 games rather than 

only one. It is true that individuals may decide differently when they participate in different 

games rather than just one. However, it should be noted that there is no feedback between the 

games, and the only difference between the treatments is language. Further, our main interest 

relates to the treatment differences. In addition, to ensure the robustness of the language priming 

hypothesis, we believe it is important that the behavioral patterns be consistent with our game 

specific hypothesis across the majority of games. Hence, running a set of games implies we 

conducted a stronger test.   

                                                                                                                      
8  Cantonese is a variety of the Chinese language spoken by the majority of the population in Hong Kong, Macau, 
and Guangdong province in Southern China.  
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 Experimental Results 

Trust Game  

The rule of the trust game is that player A can either choose between receiving HK$20 for 

himself and HK$5 for player B, or let player B determine the allocation of HK$100 between the 

two players. If player A chooses to let player B decide, it implies he has trust in player B. The 

amount sent back by player B is a measure of his trustworthiness.  

Column 1 of Table S1 presents the marginal effect coefficients from regressing the choice of 

trust or not on the language treatment dummy controlling for expectations of the amount sent by 

player B, risk attitude, age, gender, and whether she was born in Hong Kong. The coefficient of 

the Chinese language dummy is significantly positive at the 5 percent level, which implies that 

subjects are more likely to choose the trusting option in the Chinese treatment.  

Column 2 of Table S1 presents the regression result obtained from regressing the amount sent by 

player B on the language treatment dummy controlling for expectations of the amount sent by 

other players B and other personal characteristics. The coefficient of the Chinese language 

dummy is significantly positive at the 5 percent level. This supports the hypothesis that subjects 

are more trustworthy in the Chinese treatment. Regarding the belief of players, it is found that 

players in the Chinese treatment expect a higher percentage of others to choose the trusting 

strategy. The result is significant at the 5 percent level.  

 

Seq. PD 

In the Seq. PD, player A first chose between strategies 1 and 2, and conditional on the choice of 

player A, player B chose between strategies 1 and 2. The payoff matrix is as shown in Panel A, 

Figure S1. Choosing strategy 1, player A reflects an intention of trust. Player B is not trustworthy 

if he chooses strategy 2 conditional on player A having chosen strategy 1. One distinct feature of 

this game is to allow us to investigate the kind-to-unkind reciprocity attitude (player B chooses 

strategy 2 conditional on player A having chosen strategy 1). 
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Column 4 of Table S1 presents the regression result obtained from regressing the choice of 

betrayal or not on the language treatment dummy controlling for expectations of the percentage 

of others having chosen to betray and other personal characteristics. Consistent with the findings 

in the trust game and the trust game with R&D, players are found to be less likely to betray in the 

Chinese treatment.   

On the other hand, in both treatments, most players B (87. 5 percent in the English treatment and 

90 percent in the Chinese treatment) chose strategy 1 given player A chose strategy 1. This 

implies that there are no treatment differences in the kind-to-unkind reciprocity attitude.  

Sim. PD 

This game is similar to the Seq. PD except that players now move simultaneously. The payoff 

matrix is presented in Panel A, Figure S1. Strategy 1 is generally interpreted as a cooperative 

strategy, while strategy 2 is interpreted as a defect strategy.  

It is found that the percentage of players choosing the cooperative strategy is 58.06 in the 

Chinese treatment and 37.5 in the English treatment. As expected, the difference in proportion is 

significant with a p-value equal to 0.05 (one-tailed). In addition, we find that players in the 

Chinese treatment also expect others to be less likely to choose the defeat strategy, as shown in 

Table S3, column 5.  The result is significant at the 1 percent level.   

In their experiment, Wong and Hong found that subjects were more cooperative in the Chinese 

culture icon priming treatment only when they played with their friends (group mates in a class 

project) but not with strangers, whom they described as “people they had not met before the 

experiment.” Since the players in our experiment are randomly recruited and their decisions are 

anonymous, it seems that they are like strangers, as Wong and Hong defined it themselves. 

Hence, our result suggests that language priming can induce different cooperative attitudes even 

in interactions with strangers.   

Public Goods Game 

In this game, four players are randomly matched to form a group. Each group member is given 

an endowment of HK$50 and then decides how much to contribute. The total contributions will 
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be multiplied by 2 and distributed equally to each group member. Contributing zero is the 

dominant strategy if one wishes to maximize personal monetary payoff.  

 

Players on average contributed a positive amount of money (24 percent), which is similar to the 

results observed in the public goods game conducted in other countries (e.g., Isaac & Walker, 

1988). There are no treatment differences in terms of contribution levels and the beliefs on the 

amount others contributed.   

Jealousy Game 

In this game, the first player decides how much the second player will receive out of HK$100 

while he himself will receive HK$40 for sure. 

Our game is similar to the experiment of Charness and Grosskopf (2001). In their experiment,  

each player participates in three games and in the last game. Each player chooses how much the 

other player should receive, i.e., in the range of 300 to 1,200 Spanish Pesetas (the currency of 

Spain between 1869 and 2002) while his own payoff is held constant at 600 Pesetas. They found 

that 74 percent of subjects opted for 1,200 Pesetas; the average percentage chosen was 87.62. In 

another experiment with American university students by Charness and Rabin (2002),  subjects 

had to make a binary choice between US$4 or US$7.5 for the other player while their own 

payoff was kept constant at US$4. They found that 69 percent of subjects chose the US$7.5 

option.  In another treatment, subjects had to choose between US$8 for the other player and 

US$2 for themselves, or both received 0. It was found that no subject chose the 0 option.    

It is found that the average amounts chosen in the Chinese and English treatments are HK$79.03 

and HK$80.00, respectively. There is no significant treatment difference under the two sample t-

test. Only four subjects in each treatment chose to let the other receive less than HK$40. We also 

regress the amount chosen on the language treatment dummy, belief on expected amount chosen 

by others, the belief on the amount others expected to receive, and personal characteristics 

including age, gender, and whether the subject was born in Hong Kong (see column 2 in Table 

S2). The coefficient on the language treatment dummy is not significant. There is also no 

significant treatment difference in terms of beliefs on the amount chosen and the amount others 

expected to receive (see column 7 in Table S3).  
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Figure S1 

Simultaneous and Sequential Prisoners’ Dilemma Game 

 B Chooses 1 B Chooses 2 

A Chooses 1 A gets HK$40 

B gets HK$40 

A gets HK$0 

B gets HK$70 

A Chooses 2 A gets HK$70 

B gets HK$0 

A gets HK$10 

B gets HK$10 

 

Panel A. Payoff Matrix of Simultaneous and Sequential Prisoners’ Dilemma Game  

 

 

 

  
Panel B. Mean percentage of Players Choosing Strategy 1 in 
Simultaneous Prisoners’ Dilemma Game. 

Panel C. Mean percentage of Player B Choosing 
Strategy 1 in Sequential Prisoners’ Dilemma Game 
Conditional on Player A  has Chosen Strategy 1. 
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Table S1 
Determinants of Decisions in Trust Game, Seq. PD, and Sim. PD 

  Dependent Variables:  

 Trust Game Seq. PD Sim. PD 

 Probability 
of Trust 

Amount 
Sent 

Probability  
of Not Trust 

Probability 
of Betray 

Probability of 
Defect 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
Chinese 0.29** 8.72** -0.12 -0.19* -0.21* -0.01 

(0.14) (3.86) (0.14) (0.10) (0.13) (0.16) 

Belief on % of other 
players chose to betray  

  0.01*** 0.01***   
  (0.004) (0.005)   

Belief on amount sent 
by other players 

0.01** 0.73***     
(0.003) (0.10)     

Belief on % of other 
players chose to defect 

     0.01*** 
     (0.003) 

Risk Taking 0.22      
(0.15)      

Born-in-HK -0.02 3.28 0.12 0.08 0.02 -0.18 
(0.20) (5.14) (0.17) (0.06) (0.16) (0.20) 

Age 0.10 1.18 -0.08 0.09  -0.03 
(0.07) (1.70) (0.06) (0.04)  (0.07) 

Female -0.11 -4.17 0.15 0.09 -0.09 -0.15 
(0.15) (4.13) (0.14) (0.07) (0.14) (0.14) 

Constant  -26.18     
 (35.79)     

 R2 / Pseudo R2 0.19 0.54 0.20 0.55 0.39 0.2 
# of Obs. 63 63 63 63 63 63 

Notes:  Column 1 and 3-6 report the marginal effect of the Probit regression, while column 2 reports the regression based on Ordinary Least Square. Chinese is a dummy which 
equals to 1 if the experiment is conducted in Chinese, and zero if in English. Risk Taking is a dummy which equals to 1 if the subjects chose to take the lottery in the coin toss 
lottery, zero otherwise. Born-in-HK is a dummy which equals to 1 if the subject is born in Hong Kong, zero otherwise. Female is a dummy which equals to 1 if the subject is 
female, zero otherwise. Standard errors are in parentheses. *.**, and *** represents significance at 10, 5, and 1 percent level (two-tailed).  
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Table S2 

Determinants of Decisions in Dictator and Jealousy Game 

 Dependent Variables: 
 Dictator Game Jealousy Game 

 Amount Gave Amount Chosen 
 (1) (2) 
Chinese -4.08 0.64 

(5.03) (5.71) 
Belief on amount others 
gave 

0.32***  
(0.10)  

Belief on amount others 
expect to receive 

0.32*** 0.16 
(0.10) (0.12) 

Belief on amount others 
Chose 

 0.70*** 
 (0.14) 

Born-in-HK 7.88 7.88 
(6.74) (6.74) 

Age -0.02 -0.02 
(2.24) (2.24) 

Female -1.21 -1.21 
(5.37) (5.37) 

Constant 4.58 4.58 
(47.68) (47.68) 

 R2  0.38 0.53 
# of Obs. 63 63 
Notes: Chinese is a dummy which equals to 1 if the experiment is conducted in Chinese, and zero if in 
English. Born-in-HK is a dummy which equals to 1 if the subject is born in Hong Kong, 0 otherwise. 
Female is a dummy which equals to 1 if the subject is female, zero otherwise. Standard errors are in 
parentheses. *.**, and *** represents significance at 10, 5, and 1 percent level (two-tailed). 
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Table S3 

Determinants of Beliefs on Social Preference and Risk Attitudes 

Dependent Variables: Belief on Decisions of Others 

 Trust Game Seq. PD Sim. PD Dictator 
Game 

Jealousy 
Game 

Coin Toss 
Lottery 

 % Not 
Trust  

Amount 
Sent 

% Not 
Trust 

% 
Betray  

%  Defect Amount 
Gave 

Amount 
Chosen 

% Safe 
Option 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
Chinese -18.5** -5.65 -9.1 -1.61 -18.2*** 2.27 -2.15 -10.99* 

(9.06) (5.23) (7.93) (5.54) (7.67) (6.96) (6.94) (5.8) 
Born-in-
HK 

2.58 6.77 10.49 -4.03 11.37 10.87 0.91 -5.25 
(12.10) (6.99) (10.59) (7.39) (10.23) (9.29) (9.27) (7.58) 

Age -1.52 1.59 -1.56 -0.84 4.06 1.75 2.95 -0.37 
(4.02) (2.32) (3.52) (2.45) (3.40) (-3.08) (-3.08) (-2.56) 

Female 9.48 2.9 7.41 0.83 3.81 0.12 -2 -7.8 
(-9.77) (-5.65) (-8.56) (-5.97) (-8.27) (-7.50) (-7.49) (-6.20) 

Constant 80.33 -10.54 100.32 105.63*** -25.25 -11.10 1.38 65.71 
(-84.81) (-49.00) (-74.25) (-51.82) (-71.76) (-65.12) (-64.70) (-54.26) 

R2  0.09 0.05 0.05 0.01 0.14 0.04 0.02 0.10 
Pseudo R2          
# of Obs. 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 63 

Notes:  Chinese is a dummy which equals to 1 if the experiment is conducted in Chinese, and zero if in English. Born-in-HK is a dummy 
which equals to 1 if the subject is born in Hong Kong, 0 otherwise. Female is a dummy which equals to 1 if the subject is female, zero 
otherwise. Column 3 reports the marginal effect of the probit regression, all other columns report the result of regressions using Ordinary 
Least Square. Standard errors are in parentheses. *.**, and *** represents significance at 10, 5, and 1 percent level (two-tailed). 
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Experimental Instructions of the English Treatment 
 

Instructions  
 
Welcome to our experimental study on decision-making. You will receive a show-up fee of 
HK$50. In addition, you will have chance to get more money as a result of decisions made in the 
experiment.  
 
Your identity 
You will be given a subject ID number. Please keep it confidentially. In each game, you will 
write down your subject ID instead of your name. Your decisions will be anonymous and kept 
confidential. Thus, other participants won’t be able to link your decisions with your identity. You 
will be paid in private, using your subject ID, and in cash at the end of the experiment in another 
room where no other participants will be present. 
 
The games 
You will make decisions in 10 different games. In the end of the experiment, we will randomly 
draw one game to implement and pay you according to the result of the game.  
 
In some games, you will be anonymously and randomly paired with one (or more) other 
participant. For games involving pairing, each time (new game) you will be paired with a new 
person(s). More specifically, you won’t be paired with the same person for more than once. 
 
If the game involves more than one person in each group (e.g., player A, player B), we will ask 
you to specify your decision(s) under each role. If the game is drawn to implement, the computer 
will randomly determine your role, and your decisions will be implemented accordingly. 
 
In some games, we will need your help to fill-in a short questionnaire after your decisions in the 
game have been made. Please answer them carefully. Your answers will not influence your final 
payoff. 
 
When you have any questions, please feel free to ask by raising your hand, one of our assistant 
will come to answer your questions. Please DO NOT attempt to communicate with any other 
participants.  
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Subject ID:           
Game 1 

 
 
 
You will be randomly and anonymously paired with another participant to play the following 
game. In this game, there are two players, player A and player B. The computer will randomly 
determine whether you are player A or player B.  
 
The experimenter has provided HK$100 for allocation between player A and B. Player A has 
been randomly selected to determine the allocation. Player A can choose any amount from zero 
to HK$100 for player B. 
 
We now ask for your decision 
If I am player A, I will allocate HK$______ to player B, and HK$______to myself.   
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                Subject ID: 
Questionnaire 

Now we have two questions for you. Please answer them carefully. Your answer will not 
influence your final payoff. 
 
1.  In your estimation, what is the average amount (out of HK$100) chosen for player B by other 
participants (player A)? 
HK$________ 
 
2. How much (out of HK$100) do you think other participants (player B) expect to receive from 
this game? 
HK$________ 
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Subject ID: 
Game 2                                                             

 
 
You will be randomly and anonymously paired with another participant to play the following 
game. In this game, there are two players, player A and player B. The computer will randomly 
determine whether you are player A or player B.  
 
In this game, Player B chooses how much player A will get from HK$20 to HK$100. Player B 
receives HK$40 no matter what is his/her decision. 
 
 
                                                                      
 
We now ask for your decision. 
If I am player B, I will choose to let player A to receive HK$___________.   
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Subject ID: 
Questionnaire 

Now we have two questions for you. Please answer them carefully. Your answers will not 
influence your final payoff. 
 
1. In your estimation, what is the average amount (from HK$20 to HK$100) chosen for player A 
by other participants (player B)? 
HK$________ 
 
2. How much (from HK$20 to HK$100) do you think other participants (player A) expect to 
receive from this game? 
HK$________ 
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Subject ID: 
Game 3 

 
 
In this game, you are asked to choose between: 

A. Receiving HK$30 for sure. 
B. The experimenter will flip a coin in front of you. If it is tail, you receive HK$80. If it is 

head, you receive HK$0.  
 
We now ask for your decision 
I choose (please circle)    A            B.   
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Subject ID: 
Questionnaire 

Now we have a question for you. Please answer it carefully. Your answer will not influence your 
final payoff. 
 
1. In your estimation, how many percent of other participants have chosen option A (i.e., 
Receiving HK$30 for sure)? 
________% 
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Subject ID: 
Game 4 

 
 
You will be randomly and anonymously paired with another participant to play the following 
game. In this game, there are two players, player A and player B. The computer will randomly 
determine whether you are player A or player B.  
 
In this game, Player A and B makes decision simultaneously, choosing between 1 and 2. The 
payoff is determined by the following table.  
 

 B Chooses 1 B Chooses 2 

A Chooses 1 A gets HK$40 
B gets HK$40 

A gets HK$0 
B gets HK$70 

A Chooses 2 A gets HK$70 
B gets HK$0 

A gets HK$10 
B gets HK$10 

 
If A chooses 1 and B chooses 1, then both players will get HK$40.  
If A chooses 1 and B chooses 2, then A will get HK$0 and B will get HK$70.  
If A chooses 2 and B chooses 1, then A will get HK$70 and B will get HK$0. 
If A chooses 2 and B chooses 2, then both players will get HK$10. 
 
We now ask for your decision 
I will choose (please circle)    1            2.   
 

Jena Economic Research Papers 2010 - 061



36  
  

Subject ID: 
Questionnaire 

Now we have a question for you. Please answer it carefully. Your answer will not influence your 
final payoff. 
 
 
1. In your estimation, how many percent of other participants have chosen 2? 
________% 
 

 B Chooses 1 B Chooses 2 

A Chooses 1 A gets HK$40 
B gets HK$40 

A gets HK$0 
B gets HK$70 

A Chooses 2 A gets HK$70 
B gets HK$0 

A gets HK$10 
B gets HK$10 
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Subject ID: 
Game 5  

 
You will be randomly and anonymously paired with another participant to play the following 
game. In this game, there are two players, player A and player B. The computer will randomly 
determine whether you are player A or player B.  
 
The game has two stages. Player A and B make decision sequentially, choosing between 1 and 
2. The payoff is determined by the following table.  
 
Stage 1 
In stages 1, player A chooses between 1 or 2.  
 
Stage 2 
In stage 2, player B specifies his choices in the following contingencies. 
 
If player A chooses 1, I will choose (please circle) 1      2. 
If player A chooses 2, I will choose (please circle) 1      2. 
 

 B Chooses 1 B Chooses 2 

A Chooses 1 A gets HK$40 
B gets HK$40 

A gets HK$0 
B gets HK$70 

A Chooses 2 A gets HK$70 
B gets HK$0 

A gets HK$10 
B gets HK$10 

 
If A chooses 1 and B chooses 1, then both players will get HK$40.  
If A chooses 1 and B chooses 2, then A will get HK$0 and B will get HK$70.  
If A chooses 2 and B chooses 1, then A will get HK$70 and B will get HK$0. 
If A chooses 2 and B chooses 2, then both players will get HK$10. 
 
 
We now ask for your decision. 
If you are player A 
If I am player A, I will choose (please circle)     1            2.   
 
If you are player B 
If player A chooses 1, I will choose (please circle) 1            2.   
If player A chooses 2, I will choose (please circle) 1            2.   
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Subject ID: 
Questionnaire 

Now we have two more questions for you. Please answer them carefully. Your answers will not 
influence your final payoff. 
 
1. In your estimation, how many percent of other participants (player A) have chosen 2? 
________% 
 
 
2. In your estimation, how many percent of other participants (player B) have chosen “If player 
A chooses 1, I will choose 2”? 
________% 
 
 
 

 B Chooses 1 B Chooses 2 

A Chooses 1 A gets HK$40 
B gets HK$40 

A gets HK$0 
B gets HK$70 

A Chooses 2 A gets HK$70 
B gets HK$0 

A gets HK$10 
B gets HK$10 
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Subject ID: 

Game 6  
In this game, you will be randomly matched with three other players to form a group of four. 
Each of you will be given an endowment of HK$50. Each group member can contribute any 
amount of the endowment. Then the total contributions of the group members will be multiplied 
by 2 and distribute equally to each group member. 
 
Your payoff will be determined by the following formula: 
 
HK$50 – your contribution + 2x(sum of contributions from all group members)/4 
 
We now ask for your decision 
 
I choose to contribute HK$_______.  
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Subject ID: 
Questionnaire 

Now we have one more question for you. Please answer it carefully. Your answers will not 
influence your final payoff. 
 
1. How much do you think, on average, other participants have chosen to contribute to the 
group? 
HK$________ 
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Subject ID: 
 

Game 7  
You will be randomly and anonymously paired with another participant to play the following 
game. In this game, there are two players, player A and player B. The computer will randomly 
determine whether you are player A or player B.  
 
The game has two stages. 
                                                                     A  
 
                                                            X            Y 
 
                                                         A 20         Total 100  
                                                         B  5           
                                                      
 
 
Stage 1 
Player A chooses between X and Y. If he chooses X, player A will receive HK$20, player B will 
receive HK$5, and then the game ends. If player A chooses Y, the game proceeds to stage 2. 
 
Stage 2 
There is a sum of HK$100 available for allocation between player A and B. Player B will 
determine how much to allocate to himself/herself and how much to player A. 
 
We now ask for your decision 
If you are player A 
If I am player A, I will choose (please circle)     X            Y.   
 
If you are player B and when Y was chosen player A 
If I am player B, I will allocate HK$______ to player A, and HK$______to myself. 
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Subject ID: 
Questionnaire 

Now we have two more questions for you. Please answer them carefully. Your answers will not 
influence your final payoff. 
 
1. In your estimation, how many percent of other participants (player A) have chosen X? 
_________% 
 
2. How much do you think, on average, other participants (player B) have chosen to allocate to 
player A when Y was chosen? 
HK$________ 
 
                                                                    A  
 
                                                            X            Y 
 
                                                         A 20         Total 100  
                                                         B  5           
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Subject ID: 
Game 8 

You will be randomly and anonymously paired with another participant to play the following 
game. In this game, there are two players, player A and player B. The computer will randomly 
determine whether you are player A or player B.  
 
The game has three stages.                A 
                                                    
                                                 A1              A2 
                                                                B 
                                              (40, 0)     
                                                          B1            B2 
 
                                                    (40, 40)         (0, 80) 
 
                                                       Note: (payoff of A, payoff of B) 
 
Stage 1 
Player A chooses between A1 and A2. If player A chooses A1, player B will receive 0, player A 
will receive HK$40, and the game ends. If Player A chooses A2, the game proceeds to stage 2. 
 
Stage 2 
Player B chooses between B1 and B2. If player B chooses B1, both players will receive HK$40. 
If Player B chooses B2, player B will receive HK$80 and player A will receive 0. 
 
 
Stage 3 
Player A has the option to shrink or enlarge player B’s payoff up to 30%.  
 
We now ask for your decision. 
If you are player A 
If I am player A, I will choose (please circle)     A1            A2.   
 
If you are player B 
If I am player B, I will choose (please circle)     B1            B2.   
 
If you are player A and Player B chooses B1 
I will          shrink    enlarge  (please circle)     player B’s payoff by _____%. 
 
If you are player A and Player B chooses B2 
I will           shrink    enlarge   (please circle)    player B’s payoff by _____%. 
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Subject ID: 
Questionnaire 

Now we have some questions for you. Please answer them carefully. Your answers will not 
influence your final payoff. 
 
1. In your estimation, how many percent of other participants (player A) have chosen A1? 
________% 
 
2. In your estimation, how many percent of other participants (player B) have chosen B2 given 
player A chose A2? 
________% 
 
3. In your estimation, how many percent of other participants (player A) have chosen to shrink 
player B’s payoff when B2 was chosen? 
________% 
 
4. Do you think player B will expect player A to shrink his/her payoff when B2 was chosen? 
 
Yes           No   (please circle) 
 
If yes, by how many percent? 
_______% 
 
                                                           A 
                                                    
                                                 A1              A2 
                                                                B 
                                              (40, 0)     
                                                          B1            B2 
 
                                                    (40, 40)         (0, 80) 
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Subject ID: 

Game 9 
Do you want to try your luck? 
 
You are now endowed with HK$50 and can spend any part of it to purchase at most 10 mark six 
tickets, each ticket costs HK$5, for the draw scheduled on 3-Oct-2009. If you decide to purchase, 
you will be asked to select 6 numbers out of 1 to 49 for each ticket. We will then purchase the 
tickets for you, according to the numbers selected, and of course, we will inform you if you win! 
 
We now ask for your decision. 
 
How many tickets do you want to purchase? 
I decide to purchase 0  1  2  3  4  5  6   7  8  9  10 tickets (please circle). 
 
Ticket 1 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

Ticket 2 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

Ticket 3 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

Ticket 4 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

Ticket 5 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

Ticket 6 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 
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Ticket 7 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

 
Ticket 8 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

Ticket 9 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

Ticket 10 
Choose 6 different numbers from 1 to 49. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 
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Subject ID: 
Game 10 

 
You are endowed with HK$80. You can choose to donate any amount from HK$0 to HK$80 to 
the Hong Kong Red Cross. You will keep the remaining amount. If you choose to donate any 
amount, we will help you to donate the money to the Hong Kong Red Cross anonymously. 
 
We now ask you to indicate your decision 
I decide to donate HK$________to the Hong Kong Red Cross. 
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Subject ID: 
 

Questionnaire 
Now we have more questions for you. Please answer them carefully. Your answers will not 
influence your final payoff. 
 
Q1. Are you born in Hong Kong? 
Yes     No                 
 
Q2. How old are you? 
_______years old 
 
Q3. Can you read and write both English and Chinese? 
Yes     No (I can’t read and write Chinese / English (please circle)) 
 
Q4. When did you start learning English? 
Since_______years old 
 
Q5. When did you start learning Chinese? 
Since_______years old 
 
Q6. How long have you been living in Hong Kong? 
       

A. Since I was born. 
B. More than 10 years. 
C. More than 7 years. 
D. More than 1 year. 

 
Q7. Do you speak Cantonese? 
Yes     No 
 
Q8. Do you speak Putonghua? 
Yes     No 
 
Q9. Where did you receive your secondary school education? 

A. Hong Kong 
B. Mainland China 
C. U.S or Canada 
D. U.K 
E. Others 

 
Q10. What is your gender? 
Male   Female 
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Experimental instructions of the Chinese Treatment 
ঞ 

 
ᦟ०ڻءףᣂެऱኔ᧭Ζ܃ᄎཽࠩኞ 50ցף၄, ؆ᖕኔ᧭խऱެ,܃ᝫ
 ऱ८ᠰΖڍޓᖲᄎࠩڶ
 
 ٝߪऱ܃
ऱᒳᇆۖ܃ᏁᐊՂ܃ ,ଡሏᚭխޢڇऱᒳᇆΖ܃ᓮঅയ ,܃ᒳᇆृףԫଡࠎ༽ଚᄎݺ
լਢ܃ऱڗټΖ܃ऱެᄎਢओৡֱᆚऱ, ڼڂΔࠡהፖृףലྤऄवሐᓴ(܃ऱڗټ)

ԱᏖެΖڇኔ᧭ޔ৵, ݺଚലڇ؆ԫଡشၴࢪ८֭ڇ܃בኔ᧭խᛧऱ८ᠰ, 

 መ࿓ਢֱᆚऱΖבᖞଡ֭ ,ڼڂ ,ၴࢪԵᇠၞृףۯԫڶᄎڻޢ
 
ሏᚭ 

խԫଡሏᚭ, ྥ৵ਊᅃᇠሏᚭऱࠡ࠷ࢼଚᄎᙟᖲݺ ,৵ޔኔ᧭ڇԼଡሏᚭΖףᏁ܃
 Ζ܃८ᠰב֭࣠
 
 ,ԫิګኙ(ओৡऱࡉ)ፖृᙟᖲהଡαࠡڍࢨԫଡΰ؆ࡉ܃ଚᄎലݺሏᚭխࠄԫڇ

ԫଡԳኙٵࡉڻլᄎ၌መԫ܃אࢬ ,ଚຟᄎૹᄅၞ۩ኙݺ ,ଡᏁၞ۩ኙऱሏᚭޢڇ

 ԫิΖګ
 
ޢ൞ᖕޣଚലݺ ,(ΕԬظ ,ڕࠏ)Ղፖृאࢨۯࠟڶิޢ ,ᇠሏᚭᏁၞ۩ኙ࣠ڕ
ଡۥߡਐ൞ऱެ, ངۖߢհ, ൞Ꮑਐ܃࣠ڕਢ܃ ,ظᄎᏖᙇᖗ, ٵழ, ൞ՈᏁ

ਐ܃࣠ڕਢԬ, ܃ᄎᏖᙇᖗΖڇ࣠ڕኔ᧭ޔ৵, ݺଚࢼխᇠሏᚭ, ሽᆰᄎᙟᖲެ
 ऱެΖՀਐۥߡᇠڇ܃۩৵ചྥ ,ۥߡऱ܃
 
 
ڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃᓮᎁట ,࠴Ⴤᐊԫٝ១ऱംڦᚥ܃ଚᏁݺሏᚭ৵ࠄԫڇ

ኔ᧭խࠩ८ᠰΖ 
 
ᅝ۶ٚڶ܃ംᠲऱழଢ, ᓮᜰ֫ݺଚऱܗᄎࠩ૿܃ছڃࠐ܃ऱംᠲΖᓮլቫᇢࡉ
 ऱᄮຏΖڤݮ۶ٚ۩ၞृףהࠡ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 

ሏᚭԫ 
ਢۯԫ ,ظਢۯԫิ, ࠡխԫګኙ(ओৡऱࡉ)ᙟᖲृףۯԫ؆ᄎፖ܃ຍଡሏᚭխڇ

Ԭ,ሽᆰᄎᙟᖲެ܃ਢࢨظԬΖ 
 
ኔ᧭ृ༼ࠎԱཽኞ 100ցࡉظԬ, ظբᙟᖲᙇᖗެࠐຍ 100ց۶ڕ։, אױظൕሿ

ཽࠩኞ 100ցխᙇᖗٚ۶८ᠰ։ԬΖ 
 
 ऱެ܃
 ։ཽኞ_______ց۞ա Ζࡉ ,ᄎ։ཽኞ______ցԬݺ ,ظਢݺ࣠ڕ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃࠟයംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 
1. ᓮം۷܃ૠࠡהऱ(ظ)ृףؓ݁ൕཽኞ 100ցխ։֟ڍ८ᠰԬ? 

ཽኞ_________ց 
 
2. ᓮം۷܃ૠࠡהऱृף(Ԭ)ᄎቃཚൕཽኞ 100ցխஞࠩ֟ڍ८ᠰ? 

ཽኞ_________ց 
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
ሏᚭԲ 

 
ਢۯԫ ,ظਢۯԫิ, ࠡխԫګኙ(ओৡऱࡉ)ᙟᖲृףۯԫ؆ᄎፖ܃ຍଡሏᚭխڇ

Ԭ,ሽᆰᄎᙟᖲެ܃ਢࢨظԬΖ 
 
ൕཽኞאױظຍଡሏᚭխ, ԬᏁެڇ 20 ցࠩ ཽኞ 100ց խஞࠩ֟ڍᙒ, ྤᓵԬऱެ

ਢᏖ, (ڔ)הຟᄎཽࠩኞ 40ցΖ 
 
 
 ऱެ܃
 ஞཽࠩኞ__________ցΖظᄎᙇᖗᨃݺ ,ਢԬݺ࣠ڕ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃࠟයംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 
1. ᓮം۷܃ૠࠡהऱृף(Ԭ)ؓ݁ᙇᖗᨃظൕཽኞ 20ց ࠩ ཽኞ 100 ցխஞࠩ֟ڍᙒ? 

ཽኞ_________ց 
 
2. ᓮം۷܃ૠࠡהऱ(ظ)ृףᄎቃཚൕཽኞ 20ց ࠩ ཽኞ 100ցխஞࠩ֟ڍᙒ? 

ཽኞ_________ց 
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
ሏᚭԿ 

 
 
 
 :ՀࠟႈխᙇԫႈאᏁൕ܃ ,ຍଡሏᚭխڇ

 

ԫ. ԫཽࠩኞ 30ց 

Բ. ኔ᧭ृᄎ૿܃ڇছࢹԫଡ࿏ኞ, ࣠ڕਢ܃ ,૿إᄎཽࠩኞ 80ց, ࣠ڕਢ֘૿, ܃ᄎ

ཽࠩኞ 0ց 
 
 ऱެ܃
 ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    ԫ            ԲΖݺ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃԫයംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 
1. ᓮം۷܃ૠۍ։༓ऱࠡהृףᙇᖗԱᙇႈԫ(ԫཽࠩኞ 30ց?) 

 ________։հۍ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 

ሏᚭ 
 
ਢۯԫ ,ظਢۯԫิ, ࠡխԫګኙ(ओৡऱࡉ)ᙟᖲृףۯԫ؆ᄎፖ܃ຍଡሏᚭխڇ

Ԭ,ሽᆰᄎᙟᖲެ܃ਢࢨظԬΖ 
 
 
ᙇ ,ެנ܂ழٵԬᏁظ ,ຍଡሏᚭխڇ ࢨ1 2, ᅝהଚᙇᖗऱழଢ, הଚࠀլवሐኙֱऱ

ᙇᖗΖהଚڇሏᚭխऱࢬאطՀऱ٨।ެΖ 

 

 
 

 Ԭ ᙇ 1 Ԭᙇ 2 

 ཽኞظ ᙇ 1ظ 40ց 
Ԭ ཽኞ 40ց 

ཽኞظ 0ց 
Ԭཽኞ 70ց 

ཽኞظ ᙇ 2ظ 70ց 
Ԭཽኞ 0ց 

ཽኞظ 10ց 
Ԭཽኞ 10ց 

 
Ԭ։ܑᙇࡉظ࣠ڕ 1, ᠨֱᄎٺ۞ཽࠩኞ 40ցΖ 

ᙇظ࣠ڕ 1, Ԭᙇ ᄎཽࠩኞظ, 2 0ց, Ԭᄎཽࠩኞ 70ցΖ 

ᙇظ࣠ڕ 2, Ԭᙇ ᄎཽࠩኞظ, 1 0ց, Ԭᄎཽࠩኞ 70ցΖ 

Ԭ։ܑᙇࡉظ࣠ڕ 2, ᠨֱᄎٺ۞ཽࠩኞ 10ցΖ 
 
 
 ऱެ܃
 ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    1            2Ζݺ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 

 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃԫයംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 
 
ᓮം۷܃ૠۍڶ։հ༓ऱृףᙇ 2? 
________% 
 
 

 Ԭ ᙇ 1 Ԭᙇ 2 

 ཽኞظ ᙇ 1ظ 40ց 
Ԭ ཽኞ 40ց 

ཽኞظ 0ց 
Ԭཽኞ 70ց 

ཽኞظ ᙇ 2ظ 70ց 
Ԭཽኞ 0ց 

ཽኞظ 10ց 
Ԭཽኞ 10ց 
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
ሏᚭն  

 
ਢۯԫ ,ظਢۯԫิ, ࠡխԫګኙ(ओৡऱࡉ)ᙟᖲृףۯԫ؆ᄎፖ܃ຍଡሏᚭխڇ

Ԭ,ሽᆰᄎᙟᖲެ܃ਢࢨظԬΖ 
 
 
ຍଡሏᚭࠟڶଡޡᨏΖظԬᏁ٣৵ה ,ެנ܂ଚڇሏᚭխऱࢬאطՀऱ٨।ެΖ 
 
ᨏޡ 1 
ᙇެظ ࢨ1 2Ζ 
 
ᨏޡ 2 
ԬެאڇՀऱൣउխᙇ ࢨ1 2Ζ 

ᙇظ࣠ڕ  ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    1            2Ζݺ ,1

ᙇظ࣠ڕ  ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    1            2Ζݺ ,2

 

 Ԭ ᙇ 1 Ԭᙇ 2 

 ཽኞظ ᙇ 1ظ 40ց 
Ԭ ཽኞ 40ց 

ཽኞظ 0ց 
Ԭཽኞ 70ց 

ཽኞظ ᙇ 2ظ 70ց 
Ԭཽኞ 0ց 

ཽኞظ 10ց 
Ԭཽኞ 10ց 

 
 
 
Ԭ։ܑᙇࡉظ࣠ڕ 1, ᠨֱᄎٺ۞ཽࠩኞ 40ցΖ 

ᙇظ࣠ڕ 1, Ԭᙇ ᄎཽࠩኞظ, 2 0ց, Ԭᄎཽࠩኞ 70ցΖ 

ᙇظ࣠ڕ 2, Ԭᙇ ᄎཽࠩኞظ, 1 0ց, Ԭᄎཽࠩኞ 70ցΖ 

Ԭ։ܑᙇࡉظ࣠ڕ 2, ᠨֱᄎٺ۞ཽࠩኞ 10ցΖ 
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 ऱެ܃
 ظਢ܃࣠ڕ
 ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    1            2Ζݺ ,ظਢݺ࣠ڕ

 

 ਢԬ܃࣠ڕ
ᙇظ࣠ڕ  ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    1            2Ζݺ ,1

ᙇظ࣠ڕ  ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    1            2Ζݺ ,2
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃࠟයംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 

1. ᓮം۷܃ૠۍڶ։հ༓ऱࠡהऱ(ظ)ृףᙇԱ 2? 

 ________։հۍ
 
2. ᓮം۷܃ૠۍڶ։հ༓ऱࠡהऱृף(Ԭ)ᙇԱ“ظ࣠ڕᙇ ᄎᙇݺ ,1 2ϙ? 

 ________։հۍ
 
 

 Ԭ ᙇ 1 Ԭᙇ 2 

 ཽኞظ ᙇ 1ظ 40ց 
Ԭ ཽኞ 40ց 

ཽኞظ 0ց 
Ԭཽኞ 70ց 

ཽኞظ ᙇ 2ظ 70ց 
Ԭཽኞ 0ց 

ཽኞظ 10ց 
Ԭཽኞ 10ց 
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
ሏᚭք  

 
 ԫิΖګኙ(ओৡऱࡉ)ᙟᖲृףۯԿ؆ᄎፖ܃ຍଡሏᚭխڇ

ኞཽࠩگຟᄎۯޢ 50ց,  ิۯޢאױಥࠡխٚ۶८ᠰิڶࢬ ,ࠐנ᜔٥ಥࠐנऱ

८ᠰᄎଊאԲྥ৵ؓ݁։ิۯޢΖ 

 

 :ެࠐՀऱֱ࿓אطሏᚭխࠩऱ८ᠰᄎءڇ܃

 

ཽኞ 50ց- ܃ಥऱ८ᠰ + 2x(ิڶࢬಥࠐנऱ८ᠰ)/4 
 
 ऱެ܃
 ᙇᖗಥཽኞ_________ցΖݺ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃԫයംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 
 
1. ᓮം۷܃ૠࠡהऱ݁ؓृףᄎᙇᖗᙇᖗಥ֟ڍᙒ? 

ཽኞ_________ց
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
ሏᚭԮ 

 
ਢۯԫ ,ظਢۯԫิ, ࠡխԫګኙ(ओৡऱࡉ)ᙟᖲृףۯԫ؆ᄎፖ܃ຍଡሏᚭխڇ

Ԭ,ሽᆰᄎᙟᖲެ܃ਢࢨظԬΖ 
 
ຍଡሏᚭࠟڶଡޡᨏΖ 

 ظ                                                                    
 
                                                            1             2 
 
  100 ٥᜔         20 ظ                                                         
                                                         Ԭ 5           
                                                      
ᨏޡ 1 
ᙇެظ ࢨ1 2Ζظ࣠ڕᙇ ᄎཽࠩኞظ ,1 20ց, Ԭᄎཽࠩኞ 5ց, ٵழຍଡሏᚭᄎխ

ַΖظ࣠ڕᙇ 2, ሏᚭᄎၞԵޡᨏ 2Ζ 
 
ᨏޡ 2 
ኞཽڶ٥᜔ 100ցאױ։ࡉظԬΖԬᄎެ։֟ڍ۞աࡉ։֟ڍظΖ 
 
 

 ऱެ܃
 ظਢ܃࣠ڕ
 ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    1            2Ζݺ ,ظਢݺ࣠ڕ

 
 ਢԬ܃࣠ڕ
 ։ཽኞ_______ց۞ա Ζࡉ ,ᄎ։ཽኞ______ցԬݺ ,ਢԬݺ࣠ڕ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃࠟයംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 

1. ᓮം۷܃ૠۍڶ։հ༓ऱࠡהऱ(ظ)ृףᙇ 1? 

 ________։հۍ
 
ᙇظ࣠ڕ .2 2, ᓮം۷܃ૠࠡהऱृף(Ԭ)ؓ݁ᙇᖗ։֟ڍᙒظ? 

ཽኞ________ց 
 
 
 ظ                                                                    
 
                                                            1             2 
 
  100 ٥᜔         20 ظ                                                         
                                                         Ԭ 5           
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
ሏᚭԶ 

 
ਢۯԫ ,ظਢۯԫิ, ࠡխԫګኙ(ओৡऱࡉ)ᙟᖲृףۯԫ؆ᄎፖ܃ຍଡሏᚭխڇ

Ԭ,ሽᆰᄎᙟᖲެ܃ਢࢨظԬΖ 
 
ຍଡሏᚭڶԿଡޡᨏΖ 

 

 ظ                                                             
                                                    
                                                   1               2 
                                                               Ԭ 
                                              (40, 0)     
                                                          3                 4 
 
                                                      (40, 40)              (0, 80) 
 

 (ࠩऱ८ᠰ , Ԭࠩऱ८ᠰظ) :ࣹ
 

ᨏޡ 1 
ᙇެظ ࢨ1 2Ζظ࣠ڕᙇ ᄎཽࠩኞظ ,1 40ց, Ԭঞཽኞ 0ց, ٵழءሏᚭᄎึַΖ

ᙇظ࣠ڕ 2, ሏᚭᄎၞԵޡᨏ 2Ζ 
 

ᨏޡ 2 
Ԭެᙇ ࢨ3 4Ζ࣠ڕԬᙇ Ԭᄎ։ܑཽࠩኞظ ,3 40ցΖ࣠ڕԬᙇ 4, Ԭᄎཽࠩኞ 80ց, 

ঞཽኞظۖ 0ցΖ 

 

ᨏޡ 3 
 ։հԿԼΖۍሒڍ८ᠰ່ࢬሏᚭऱءڇԬףᏺࢨ֟྇אױظ
 
 

Jena Economic Research Papers 2010 - 061



66  
  

 

 ऱެ܃
 ظਢ܃࣠ڕ
 ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    1            2Ζݺ ,ظਢݺ࣠ڕ

 
 ਢԬ܃࣠ڕ
 ᄎᙇ (ᓮؚഎ)    3            4Ζݺ ,ਢԬݺ࣠ڕ
 
ழԬᙇٵ,ظਢ܃࣠ڕ 3 
 ։հ________Ζۍ ८ᠰࢬԬऱ      (ᓮؚഎ)   ףᄎ    ྇֟   ᏺݺ

 
ழԬᙇٵ,ظਢ܃࣠ڕ 4 
 ։հ________Ζۍ ८ᠰࢬԬऱ      (ᓮؚഎ)   ףᄎ    ྇֟   ᏺݺ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃ༓යംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 

1. ᓮം۷܃ૠۍڶ։հ༓ऱࠡהऱ(ظ)ृףᙇ 1? 

 ________։հۍ
 

ᙇظ࣠ڕ .2 2, ᓮം۷܃ૠۍڶ։հ༓ऱࠡהऱृף(Ԭ)ᙇ 4? 

 ________։հۍ
 
 
Ԭᙇ࣠ڕ .3 4, ᓮം۷܃ૠۍڶ։հ༓ऱࠡהऱ(ظ)ृףᙇᖗ྇֟Ԭऱࢬ८ᠰ? 

 ________։հۍ
 
Ԭᙇ࣠ڕ .4 4, ᓮം۷܃ૠԬᄎቃཚظᄎ྇֟ڔ/הऱࢬ८ᠰႯ? 

ᄎ       լᄎ (ᓮؚഎ)       
 
 ?։հ༓ۍᄎ, ᓮംਢ྇֟࣠ڕ

 ________։հۍ
 
 
 

 ظ                                                           
                                                    
                                                   1               2 
                                                               Ԭ 
                                              (40, 0)   
                                                          3                 4 
 
                                                    (40, 40)               (0, 80) 
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
ሏᚭ 

 
უլუᇢԫՀ܃ऱሎ? 
 
ኞཽࠩگᄎ܃ 50ց, ࠡشאױ܃խٚ۶८ᠰࠐ၇քٽป(່ڍԼ്, ്ཽޢኞ 5ց, ڇ

3/10/2009᧓ఇ)Ζެ܃࣠ڕ၇, ്ޢڇปխؘ܃ႊൕ 1ࠩ 49 խᙇ࠷ 6ଡᇆᒘ, ݺଚᄎ

ਊᅃ܃ᙇऱᇆᒘᚥ܃၇ป, ᅝྥ܃࣠ڕխᑻ, ݺଚᄎຏव܃Ζ 

  
 ऱެ܃
ᓮംެ܃၇്֟ڍ? 

  ၇  0  1  2  3  4  5  6   7  8  9  10 ്Ζެݺ
  
รԫ് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 1  4 
15 16 17 18 19 2  1 
22 23 24 2  26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

รԲ് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 

3 44 45 46 47 48 49 
 

รԿ് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
3  37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

ร് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 2  
22 23 24 25 26 27 2  
29 30 31 32 3  34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
รն് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 1  13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
รք് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
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22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 4  

 

22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 0 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

  
 
รԮ് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 3 24 25 26 27 28 
29 0 31 32 33 34 3  
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

 
รԶ് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 1  17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 

 

ร് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6  
8 9 10 11 1  3 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 31 32 33 34 35 
36 37 38 39 40 41 42 
43 44 45 6 47 48 49 

 

รԼ് 
ൕ 1ࠩ 49խᙇ 6ଡᇆᒘ 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
22 23 24 25 26 27 28 
29 30 3  32 33 3  35 
36 37 3  39 40 41 4  
43 44 45 46 47 48 49 
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
ሏᚭԼ 

 
 
ኞཽࠩگᄎ܃ 80ց, אױ܃நᢤࠡխऱٚ۶८ᠰଉཽદԼڗᄎ, ໍՀऱ८ᠰ܃طঅఎΖ

 ᄎΖڗᆠநᢤଉཽદԼټऱּټྤش܃ଚᄎᚥݺ ,ᙇᖗநᢤٚ۶८ᠰ܃࣠ڕ
 
 ऱެ܃
 ᄎΖڗநᢤཽኞ________ցଉཽદԼެݺ
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ृףᒳᇆ: 
 
ം࠴ 

 ኔ᧭ࠩ८ᠰΖڇ܃լᄎᐙࠀऱூ܃ ,ڃ༓යംᠲ, ᓮᎁటڃ܃ଚᏁݺ
 
1. ᓮം܃ਢڇܡଉཽسנ? 
ਢ         ܡ 
 
2. ᓮം܃վڣ༓ᄣ? 
_________ᄣ 
 
3. ᓮംאױ܃ᦰࡉᐊխ֮ࡉ֮Ⴏ? 
 ( ᐊ  խ֮  /  ֮ (ᓮؚഎ)ࡉᦰ  אױլݺ) אױլ      אױ
 
4. ᓮം܃༓ᄣದၲࡨᖂ֮? 
ൕ_________ᄣದ 
 
 
5. ᓮം܃༓ᄣದၲࡨᖂխ֮? 
ൕ_________ᄣದ 
 
 
6. ᓮംڇ܃ଉཽ۰Աڍ९ழၴ? 
 
1. ൕسנದ 
2. ၌መ  ڣ10
3. ၌መ  ڣ7
4. ၌መ  ڣ1
 
7. ᓮം܃ᄎᝑᐖࣟᇩႯ? 
ᄎ       լᄎ 
 
8.ᓮം܃ᄎᝑཏຏᇩႯ? 
ᄎ       լᄎ 
 
 
9. ᓮംڇ܃߷ᇙᦰխᖂ? 
1. ଉཽ 
2. խഏՕຬ 
3. ભഏףࢨஞՕ 
4. ഏ 
 הࠡ .5
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10. ᓮം܃ऱܑࢤਢ? 
 Ֆ        ߊ
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