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Table 1 The effects of prior outcomes
i
1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1%
1 6 13 0 5 12 0 5 13 0
2 11 13 0 10 12 0 11 13 0
3 18 13 0 15 12 0 16 13 0
4 27 13 0 21 12 0 22 13 0
5 41 13 0 31 12 0 30 13 8
6 49 12 0 41 13 38 41 12 8
7 60 10 0 56 11 27 53 10 20
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9 88 8 38 85 7 29 84 8 50
2 -9 91 6 87 13 91 12
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Table 2 Expected utility theory results ( p-values are shown in parenthesis)
a 0.776 (0. 673) 0. 424 (0. 000) 1.58E -5 (0.049) | 4.18E - 05 (0.000)
B 0. 829 (0. 000) 0.791 (0.000) 0. 000 ( 1. 000) 0.171 (0.000)
w( 7 724 (0.253) 75 203 (0.034) 544 (0.481) 101 898 (0.782)
o 0.253 (0.000) 0.428 (0.000) 0.467 (0.000) 0.277 (0.000)
MLL -0.264 -0.365 -0.340 -0.260
91% 76% 85% 89%
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Table 3 Prospect theory results ( p-values are shown in parenthesis)
A 2. 620 (0. 000) 2.375 (0.013) 4.501 (0.008) 4.528 (0.001)
a 0. 691 (0.000) 0.516 (0. 000) 0. 486 (0.000) 0. 836 (0. 000)
0, 0.178 (0.037) 0. 474 (0. 000) 1..096 ( 0. 000) 1. 163 (0. 000)
0, - 0.346 (0.000) - 0.285 (0.000) - 0. 026 (0.000) 0.031 (0.329)
05 0.620 (0.014) - 0.028 (0.000) - 0. 052 (0.000) -0.093 (0.023)
o 0. 181 (0. 000) 0. 345 (0.000) 0. 533 (0. 000) 0. 193 (0. 000)
MLL -0.230 -0.309 -0.303 -0.228
89% 85% 89% 91%
0, 0, 2 3 o
0,
0;
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Risky choice pattern of Hong Kong residents: Empirical analysis based on a
TV game show

YAO Jing' YAN Shen’ LI Duan’

1. Institute for Financial Studies Fudan University Shanghai 200433 China;

2. Department of Industrial and Enterprise Systems Engineering University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign US;

3. Department of Systems Engineering and Engineering Management The Chinese University of Hong Kong

Hong Kong China

Abstract: We examine the risky choices of contestants in a Hong Kong TV game show where large monetary a—
mounts are at stake. Our results reveal some difficulties for using the traditional expected utility theory to ex—
plain their behaviours and favor a path-dependent prospect theory. In particular we find that the risk attitudes
of Hong Kong contestants differ significantly from those in western countries ( Netherlands Germany and the
United States) in several aspects including: 1) the house money effect is insignificant; 2) the reference
point is sensitive to the entire change trend relative to the initial game situation; 3) individual differences are
less prominent. We offer possible explanations for the cross-eultural differences.

Key words: decision making under risk; expected utility theory; prospect theory; cross—cultural differences



