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Row Option A Option B
Series 1
1 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 68 and 90% gain 5
2 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 75 and 90% gain 5
3 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 83 and 90% gain 5
4 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 93 and 90% gain 5
5 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 106 and 90% gain 5
6 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 125 and 90% gain 5
7 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 150 and 90% gain 5
8 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 185 and 90% gain 5
9 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 220 and 90% gain 5
10 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 300 and 90% gain 5
1" 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 400 and 90% gain 5
12 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 600 and 90% gain 5
13 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 1,000 and 90% gain 5
14 30% gain 40 and 70% gain 10 10% gain 17,00 and 90% gain 5
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Table 1 (Continued.)
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Row Option A Option B
Series 2
1 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 54 and 30% gain 5
2 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 56 and 30% gain 5
3 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 58 and 30% gain 5
4 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 60 and 30% gain 5
5 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 65 and 30% gain 5
6 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 68 and 30% gain 5
7 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 72 and 30% gain 5
8 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 77 and 30% gain 5
9 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 83 and 30% gain 5
10 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 90 and 30% gain 5
11 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 100 and 30% gain 5
12 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 110 and 30% gain 5
13 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 130 and 30% gain 5
14 90% gain 40 and 10% gain 30 70% gain 154 and 30% gain 5
Series 3
1 50% gain 25 and 50% loss -4 50% gain 30 and 50% loss -21
2 50% gain 4 and 50% loss -4 50% gain 30 and 50% loss -21
3 50% gain 4 and 50% loss -4 50% gain 30 and 50% loss -21
4 50% gain 1 and 50% loss -4 50% gain 30 and 50% loss -16
5 50% gain 1 and 50% loss -8 50% gain 30 and 50% loss -16
6 50% gain 1 and 50% loss -8 50% gain 30 and 50% loss -14
7 50% gain 1 and 50% loss -8 50% gain 30 and 50% loss -11

Source: Adapted from Tanaka, et al. (2010)
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