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Abstract

We conduct a laboratory experiment at the University of Osaka to test whether brief cooperative
contact with an outgroup member reduces the willingness to pay for same-ethnicity coworkers. The
design combines the price-of-prejudice paradigm of Hedegaard and Tyran (2018) with a randomized
contact round: Japanese subjects are paired with either a Japanese or an international student for a
joint production task, and then make 30 incentivized binary choices between potential partners whose
nationality and productivity are revealed. This document pre-registers the hypotheses, estimation
strategy, and power analysis.
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1 Introduction

Taste-based discrimination—preferring ingroup members despite monetary costs—is well docu-
mented in laboratory settings (Becker, 1957; Hedegaard and Tyran, 2018). Hedegaard and Tyran (2018)
showed that 38% of decision makers chose a less productive same-ethnicity partner when names and
productivities were revealed, forgoing on average 8% of earnings. Crucially, discrimination was price-
elastic: a 10% increase in the cost of choosing the same-ethnicity partner reduced discrimination by
approximately 9%.

Intergroup contact theory, originating with Allport (1954), predicts that positive contact under certain
conditions between members of different groups reduces prejudice. Individual results and meta-analytic
evidence generally supports this prediction but contact does not always work (Pettigrew and Tropp,
2006; Paluck, Green and Green, 2019; Clochard, 2026; Achard et al., 2025; Finseraas and Kotsadam,
2017; Finseraas et al., 2019; Clochard, Hollard and Sene, 2026; Scacco and Warren, 2018; Elwert, Keller
and Kotsadam, 2023). No experiment has directly tested whether contact reduces the price individuals
are willing to pay for discrimination.

We combine these two literatures in a single design. We replicate the price-of-prejudice paradigm
of Hedegaard and Tyran (2018) and extend it with a randomized contact round in which subjects coop-
eratively work with an outgroup member before making their discrimination choices. Our primary re-
search question is: Does cooperative intergroup contact reduce the willingness to pay for same-ethnicity

coworkers?

2 Experiment and sample

Sample The sample will consist of approximately 200 individuals recruited through ORSEE (Greiner,

2015) at the University of Osaka. This sample will consist mostly of Japanese students. International



(foreign) students, used for the contact treatment (see below) will be recruited through the network of
international students at the university.
The sample will be divided in sessions of 12 subjects, of which approximately 3 will be international

students and 9 will be Japanese students (our main sample).

Experimental Design The experimental design resembles that of Hedegaard and Tyran (2018), with
an intermediate period of contact. Subjects will perform a real effort task individually for 12 minutes,
with a piece-rate reward system. The task will be to stuff envelopes. Individual productivity will be
recorded.

After this initial productivity measure, subjects will be randomly paired. Because we ensure that
approximately 25% of the subjects in each session (3 subjects for a session of 12 people) are foreign,
by design approximately 6 Japanese students will be allocated to the control group (paired with another
Japanese student) and 3 will be allocated to the treatment group (paired with an international student).

Treatments are summarized in Figure 1.

Subject pool
N = 200 JP subjects

/\

JP-JP dyads International dyads
(Control) (Contact)
N =130 N=70

Figure 1: Treatment arms

The pairs will perform the same task as in the individual production for 12 minutes, except that pairs
will be paid collectively, with a joint production function. Pairs will be encouraged to discuss during the
contact phase.

Instead of being paid the sum of all earnings, subjects will be paid based on one of four randomly



selected payment types: individual production earnings, collective production earnings, dictator game
earnings as dictator, or dictator game earnings as recipient. This random payment selection allows us
to increase the piece-rate to make production more appealing without increasing the overall research
budget.

After the intervention, all participants will answer a set of questions which will be used to measure

their willingness to pay to discriminate (see below for a detailed description of outcomes).

Decision rules for dropping observations If treated participants do not complete the experiment, we

will exclude their observation.

Decision rules for dropping variables If 90 percent or more of the sample answers the same value
on a given variable, we will define this as limited variation, and therefore will drop variables in question

from the analysis.

Missing values If more than 30 percent of the respondents do not answer a particular question, it
will no longer be seen as a variable of interest. Missing values on control variables will be handled by

recoding to zero and adding dummies for missing.

3 Data and coding of main variables

The data will come from the questionnaire in Appendix A, collected via oTree (Chen, Schonger and

Wickens, 2016).

Treatment variables The treatment variable Contact will be a dummy variable equal to 1 if the person

the subject is paired with is an international student.



Primary outcome variables The main outcome variable will be resembling that of Hedegaard and
Tyran (2018): participants will be invited to participate again in the experiment, and for this new round
of experiment, they will be told that they can choose who they will be partnered with. They will make
decisions of their preferred options out of pairs, as shown in the example in Figure 2. They will be given
information about the individual’s performance in the individual productivity task, as well as their name
(signaling nationality, foreign names are displayed using a different alphabet in Japanese) and a time

slot. This last dimension is used to make the outcome of the study less salient.
IN— b+ —i&IR
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F(Hana)

FF(Kazuma)

Figure 2: Example of choice

Note: This Figure displays a choice between two partners, Hana and Kazuma. Productivity in the initial produc-
tivity round and time slot are displayed.

Subjects will perform 30 binary choices. We will vary the contents of the choices. At the end of the
experiment, we will select at random some participants to come back to the lab and randomly implement
one of their choices. The pairs are displayed in Appendix B. Out of the 30 choices, 23 will involve a
Japanese-Foreign pair and are used for the discrimination analysis. The remaining 7 choices are decoys:
4 Japanese-Japanese pairs and 3 Foreign-Foreign pairs, included to reduce the salience of the nationality

dimension. The order of display of the questions will be randomized.

Choice variable. For each Japanese subject ¢ and each of the 23 Japanese-Foreign choice situations j:

 Fj;: indicator equal to 1 if subject ¢ chose the international (foreign) partner in situation j; O if



they chose the Japanese partner.
* AR = rf — 7'3-] : productivity difference (foreign minus Japanese) in situation j. Positive values
mean the foreign partner is more productive. The productivity differences span a grid from —20 to

+20.

Discrimination indicators. We distinguish between the raw choice and discrimination conditional on

productivity:

* Anti-foreign discrimination: Dil;- = 1[F;; = 0 and AR; > 0]. Subject chose the Japanese partner
despite the foreign partner being more productive.
* Anti-Japanese discrimination: D;]j = 1[F;; = 1 and AR; < 0]. Subject chose the foreign partner

despite the Japanese partner being more productive.

Participant-level outcomes. For each subject 7:

* Anti-foreign discrimination share: D = 2 AR >0 Df;/ > HAR; > 0]
* Anti-Japanese discrimination share: D = > AR, <0 D;]j /X HAR; < 0]
* Net discrimination share: D! = DF — D/

* Willingness to pay (WTP;): estimated from choice patterns via the logit model (see Section 4).

Secondary outcomes As secondary outcome, we will have the following measures. First, a dictator
game, where the participant will play with the person they are paired with during the second production
stage (dictator;). Second, a measure of altruism by asking participants whether they would prefer to
send money to a charity involving an international student organization (charity;). Third, a measure of
preference for discrimination, representing how much participants agree with the sentence: Immigration

to Japan should be increased (immigration;).



Controls During the course of the experiment, we will collect information about gender, age and edu-

(1)

cation level. Other control variables are r; ’: individual productivity in Round 1 (number of envelopes)
and session fixed effects.

We will test for imbalance using these characteristics. If these variables are imbalanced, we will
control for these in the estimations.

In addition, we will also control for the difference in productivity between the Japanese and foreign

partners, A R;, in specifications where that makes sense.

Heterogeneity As exploratory hypotheses, we will explore heterogeneity of treatment effects using the
method from Chernozhukov et al. (2025). We will also explicitly test for heterogeneity with respect to

prior contact with international students (from the post-experiment survey).

4 Empirical Strategy

We pre-specify three complementary estimators that use different amounts of the data, ordered from
most to least efficient.
4.1 Estimator 1: Logit Demand Curve (Primary)

The primary estimators exploit the full 23-choice panel per subject (using only the Japanese-Foreign
pairs; the 7 decoy pairs are excluded).! The probability that subject ¢ chooses the foreign partner in

situation j is modeled as:

Pr(Fj; =1) = Al + B AR; + vy Contact; + § (AR; x Contact;)) (1)

I'The 4 Japanese-Japanese and 3 Foreign-Foreign decoy pairs are excluded from all primary and secondary analyses. They
serve only to reduce the salience of the nationality dimension during the experiment.



where A(+) is the logistic CDF. The coefficients have the following interpretation:

* B > 0: subjects are more likely to choose the foreign partner when the productivity gap AR is
larger (rational response to price).
* ~: shift in the intercept for the contact group (level effect on discrimination).

* §: shift in price-sensitivity for the contact group (slope effect on demand curve).

Willingness to pay. Following the logit structure, WTP is the productivity difference at which a subject

is indifferent between the two partners:

(6
WTPno contact — — (2)
B
o+
WTPcontact = - ﬁ _'_Z (3)
AWTP = WTPcontact - WTPno contact (4)

A negative AWTP indicates that contact reduces the willingness to pay for a Japanese partner.

Inference. We test Hy : v = § = 0 (no contact effect on either the level or slope of the demand curve)
using a Wald x? test with standard errors clustered at the participant level. For AWTP, we report a
95% bootstrap confidence interval (1,000 bootstrap replications, stratified by treatment arm, resampling
participants).

4.2 Estimator 2: Choice-Level Linear Probability Model

We estimate the same specification by OLS:

Fij = a4+ B AR;j + v Contact; + § (AR; x Contact;) + & (5)



with standard errors clustered at the participant level. We test Hy : v = § = 0 via a Wald x? test with
the cluster-robust variance-covariance matrix. The LPM uses all IV x 23 observations and is nearly as
powerful as the logit (see Section 6). It does not recover WTP (the ratio —«a//3 has no structural inter-
pretation under linearity), but provides a simple, transparent test of whether contact shifts the demand

curve. It is our second primary specification.

4.3 Estimator 3: Discrimination Shares (Participant-Level)

We collapse the 23 choices per subject to the participant-level net discrimination share D?et and

estimate:

D¥" = 1 + ~ Contact; + u; (6)

with HC1 heteroskedasticity-robust standard errors. We test Hy : v = 0 via a two-sided ¢-test. This is
the simplest estimator: it answers directly whether contact reduces the share of discriminatory choices.

We also report results for D (anti-foreign discrimination only) as a robustness check.

4.4 Relationship Between Estimators

The three estimators exploit decreasing amounts of information:

* The logit uses all N x 23 choice-level observations and the nonlinear demand-curve structure. It
is the most efficient and recovers WTP.

* The LPM uses the same N x 23 observations but imposes linearity, sacrificing some efficiency at
the tails of the price distribution.

* The discrimination shares approach collapses to N observations (one per subject), discarding

information about where on the demand curve discrimination occurs. It is the least efficient but the



most transparent.

We pre-specify the logit (Estimator 1) as the primary estimator for WTP-based inference and the LPM
(Estimator 2) as the primary estimator for the choice-level treatment effect. The discrimination shares

(Estimator 3) serve as a transparent robustness check. All three are reported.

S Hypotheses

H1 (Primary) Contact reduces discrimination: Japanese subjects in the contact arm have a lower proba-
bility of choosing the less productive Japanese partner (lower anti-foreign discrimination

share) than subjects in the no-contact arm.

H2 (Primary) Contact reduces willingness to pay for same-ethnicity coworkers: WTP is lower in the

contact arm than in the no-contact arm.

H3 (Secondary) Demand for discrimination is price-elastic: the probability of choosing the Japanese
partner decreases as the productivity advantage of the foreign partner increases (repli-

cating Hedegaard and Tyran 2018).

All tests are two-sided with o« = 0.05.

6 Power Calculation

We conduct power analyses using both analytical formulas and Monte Carlo simulations.?

2Power simulations used 20 price situations per subject. The final design uses 23 Japanese-Foreign pairs, which provides
slightly more power; the reported MDEs are therefore conservative.

10



6.1 Calibration of Expected Effect Sizes

To assess whether the experiment is adequately powered, we calibrate the expected effect of contact

on discrimination using the meta-analysis of Clochard (2026), which synthesizes 209 outcome measures

from 61 experimental papers (N > 30,000).

The overall meta-analytic effect of contact on prejudice is d = 0.292 (SE = 0.039, p < 0.001).

However, effect sizes vary substantially across study characteristics. The benchmarks most relevant to

our design are:

Benchmark Cohen’sd SE  Npeasures
Overall meta-analytic average 0.292 0.039 209
Cooperative games (our contact type) 0.279 0.073 32
Experimental games 0.142 0.023 21
Single encounter 0.271 0.073 59
Pre-registered studies (bias-corrected) 0.152 0.034 100
East Asia / Oceania 0.518 0.153 12

The demand-curve estimators (logit and LPM), which exploit all 23 Japanese-Foreign choices per

subject, have highest power. Monte Carlo simulations show they achieve MDEs of approximately 3.5—

3.7 7 units, corresponding to a 35-37% reduction in baseline WTP of 10 units.

7 Primary Analysis

1. Balance check. Compare contact and no-contact arms on pre-treatment observables (Round 1

productivity, gender, age). Report a balance table.

2. Logit demand curve (equation 1). Estimate with participant-clustered SEs. Report:

11



* Coefficients 4 and 6 and their clustered (at the individual level) SEs.
» Wald x? test of Hy : v = 6 = 0.

* WTP estimates: ﬁno contacts V/V'ﬁ)comact, m P with bootstrap 95% CI.

3. LPM (equation 5). Estimate with participant-clustered SEs. Report the Wald x? test of Hy : 7 =

0=0.

4. Discrimination shares (equation 6) as a robustness check. Estimate 4 with HC1 robust SEs. Re-
port the ¢-test for the contact effect on net discrimination shares and on anti-foreign discrimination

shares separately.

5. Demand curve plot. Plot the share choosing the Japanese partner (y-axis) against AR (x-axis),

separately for contact and no-contact arms, with 95% confidence bands.

8 Secondary and Exploratory Analyses

8.1 Gender Heterogeneity

We pre-specify a secondary analysis restricting the sample to men (expected to represent approxi-
mately 2/3 of participants). Estimation is the same as the primary analysis but on the male subsample.
We also test for a gender X contact interaction in the full sample by adding Gender; and Gender; x

Contact; to the logit.

Machine learning heterogeneity. As an additional exploratory analysis, we explore heterogeneity of

treatment effects using the generic machine learning method of Chernozhukov et al. (2025).

12



8.2 Survey-Based Mechanisms

A post-choice survey measures whether participants agree that immigration to Japan should be in-
creased.
We test whether contact improves this measure (OLS on Contact;) and conduct mediation analysis:

does the contact effect on discrimination operate through these channels?

8.3 Charitable Giving

Subjects choose between charities; one option benefits international students (JASSO, the Japan
Student Services Organization), the other benefits a charity that is unrelated and we anticipate to be
unaffected by treatment, - The Nature Conservation Society of Japan. We test whether the contact arm is

more likely to choose the outgroup-related charity (logit or LPM).

8.4 Dictator Game

Subjects receive a small bonus and choose how much to give to a recipient (randomly assigned: their
Round 2 partner or international students in general). We test whether contact increases giving to the

outgroup recipient.

8.5 Prior Contact as Moderator

We interact Contact; with a prior-contact indicator (from survey: frequent vs. infrequent interaction
with international students) to test whether the contact treatment effect is larger for subjects with less

prior exposure.

13



9 IRB Approval and Consent

We will ask for informed consent at the beginning of the experiment.
The project received approval from the Institutional Review Board from the Institute of Social and

Economic Research at the University of Osaka (#20260104) on 30 January 2026.

10 Archive

The pre-analysis plan is archived before any data is collected. We archived it at the registry for
randomized controlled trials in economics held by the American Economic Association: https://

www.socialscienceregistry.org/ on 13 March 2026.

14


https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/
https://www.socialscienceregistry.org/

References

Achard, Pascal, Sabina Albrecht, Riccardo Ghidoni, Elena Cettolin and Sigrid Suetens. 2025. “Local
exposure to refugees changed attitudes to ethnic minorities in the Netherlands.” The Economic Journal

135(667):808-837.

Allport, Gordon W. 1954. The Nature of Prejudice. Cambridge, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Becker, Gary S. 1957. The Economics of Discrimination. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Chen, Daniel L, Martin Schonger and Chris Wickens. 2016. “oTree—An open-source platform for

laboratory, online, and field experiments.” Journal of Behavioral and Experimental Finance 9:88-97.

Chernozhukov, Victor, Mert Demirer, Esther Duflo and Ivan Fernandez-Val. 2025. “Fisher—Schultz
Lecture: Generic Machine Learning Inference on Heterogeneous Treatment Effects in Randomized

Experiments, With an Application to Immunization in India.” Econometrica 93(4):1121-1164.

Clochard, Gwen-Jiro. 2026. Reducing Prejudice: A Meta-Analysis and Experiment on the Contact

Hypothesis. Technical report Working paper.

Clochard, Gwen-Jird, Guillaume Hollard and Omar Sene. 2026. “Bringing contact interventions to
the lab: Effects of brief bilateral discussions on interethnic trust in Senegal.” World Development

199:107247.

Elwert, Felix, Tam4s Keller and Andreas Kotsadam. 2023. “Rearranging the desk chairs: A large ran-
domized field experiment on the effects of close contact on interethnic relations.” American Journal

of Sociology 128(6):1809-1840.

Finseraas, Henning and Andreas Kotsadam. 2017. “Does personal contact with ethnic minorities af-

15



fect anti-immigrant sentiments? Evidence from a field experiment.” European Journal of Political

Research 56(3):703-722.

Finseraas, Henning, Torbjgrn Hanson, Ashild A Johnsen, Andreas Kotsadam and Gaute Torsvik. 2019.
“Trust, ethnic diversity, and personal contact: A field experiment.” Journal of Public Economics

173:72-84.

Greiner, Ben. 2015. “Subject pool recruitment procedures: organizing experiments with ORSEE.” Jour-

nal of the Economic Science Association 1(1):114-125.

Hedegaard, Morten Stgrling and Jean-Robert Tyran. 2018. “The price of prejudice.” American Economic

Journal: Applied Economics 10(1):40-63.

Paluck, Elizabeth Levy, Seth A Green and Donald P Green. 2019. “The contact hypothesis re-evaluated.”

Behavioural Public Policy 3(2):129-158.

Pettigrew, Thomas F and Linda R Tropp. 2006. “A meta-analytic test of intergroup contact theory.”

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 90(5):751-783.

Scacco, Alexandra and Shana S Warren. 2018. “Can social contact reduce prejudice and discrimination?

Evidence from a field experiment in Nigeria.” American Political Science Review 112(3):654-677.

16



Appendices

A Questionnaire

17



Questionnaire
Contact and Price of Prejudice

Instructions to be read

Instructions to be written on the screen
Question

Notes

1.1. Productivity task




1.2.Contact treatment




1.3. Consent form







1.4. Demographic survey




HffEL ~ v (JLPT: N5 / CEFR: A1) (Basic (JLPT: N5/ CEFR: Al))

W% JLPT: N4 / CEFR: A2) (Elementary (JLPT: N4 / CEFR: A2))

% (JLPT: N3 / CEFR: B1) (Intermediate (JLPT: N3 / CEFR: B1))

E#% (JLPT: N2 / CEFR: B2) (Advanced (JLPT: N2 / CEFR: B2))

ilgiciEe %5 (JLPT: N1/ CEFR: C1/C2) (Fluent (JLPT: N1/ CEFR: C1/C2))



1.5. Discrimination measure

N— bk F—&R

EON—= b F—%2BHEFELETHIMERLTIES L,
N—FkF—1:/1NF(Hana) = k=2 #1E(Kazuma)
HEZEED 70 HEEEO 50
Sk 2026-04-05 12:00 S el 2026-04-02 10:00
) \F(Hana)
) fE(Kazuma)

b, ZN




Partner Choice

Please choose the partner you would most prefer.

Partner 1: 7/1) 7 (Priya) Partner 2: 77JL.2a > (Arjun)

Envelopes packed 50 Envelopes packed 53

Time slot 2026-04-06 14:00 Time slot 2026-04-03 12:00
1) % (Priya)

F I a > (Arjun)

Subjects make 30 decisions, 23 of which are choices between a Japanese and a foreign partner.

1.6. Open ended question
e Question to check for participant awareness
o What do you think this experiment is about?

o ZOFEEIMAFANZbDFELE VT Lzn

1.7. Dictator game (Allocation task)
This part is separate from the previous tasks.
Your previous choices and outcomes do not affect this part.

Rules
In this part, each participant makes an individual decision.

The total amount to allocate is 1000 . You decide how much to keep for yourself and how much

to allocate to your partner. If this task is selected for payout, either the amount you decided to keep
for yourself or the amount your partner allocated to you will be randomly selected for payout.

The partner in this case refers to the experiment participant you worked together with previously,
during the second task.




Your Decision

From 10004, decide how much to keep for yourself. The remaining amount will be allocated to your partner

from the pre-lab working task.

Amount to keep for yourself

M

Results
You chose to keep 800 for yourself.

The amount allocated to your pre-lab working partner is 200M.

Next
T D= b T, ESMEPMERNCREEITNE T,

fat 1,000 H 2577z X— b F—DETHEL T2 2 3, Hazld, D 1,000
Mosb, TEDBZTN2EE] & [X=FF =R TN EH | 2RELTLEI 0,
EERTHICZ DX 27 BTN RRE LTRIENZGE,. 7Y XL THOBZ TS
SFE| D T X= b F—DBREL =D REDZ TN b orrkBIWL T,

TZTWHRN—F—tid, RIFEDERETRTIChoBMED L 2L T,



H 1 T-DIER

1000M D55, W 5EZEFDDHICH>TH MERH TSV, BOOSHEE. SHEROEIC—REIC
fERLTchBfcoN— b F—ICEIDETENET

AR

HEIFETDIHIC1000M ZWMoTE ZEEZRBUE LT

SHREBOFIC—RBICERZELEHLIcON—FF—ICBIDEToNSSEII0M TT,

1.8. Charity choice

InA b, 10,000 FEZFfIT 2L LT, 2 20EEFMED I L & L2 @RA TR
¥Fd, EEETRIC, ZMED I H 1 A7 Vv XLITERITN., £ DSINE OERHERE
ICEITEINE T, LFTD 2 2D NGO D9 B, ¥H 51T 10,000 M FFftd 2 5% EIR L C
{7ZZ

- The Nature Conservation Society of Japan (Climate change) https://www.nacsj.or.jp/

In Japan, around 3,600 species are currently at risk of extinction. If these species disappear,

ecological balance in Japan can be disrupted and affect our daily lives. This organization works to
protect endangered species and preserve Japan's natural environment.

HARB AR E =
BAE, HARTIEZN 3,600 D OEZYRMIBOGHRICI S INTWIE T, ThbnhxY
BHIRLCLES &, HADERZD AT VAR, A7 b DAEIEICH BEE L KT L




¥9, HABAREG S IZ. HROEREDS LE5F 5720, Myl i o RS E) ICH
DA TWE T,

- Japan Student Services Organization (Support for international students in Japan)
https://www.studyinjapan.go.jp/en/about/outline.html

JASSO is an institution under the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science and Technology. It

provides scholarships, support for international students, and student life support, aiming to foster

creative human resources and promote international understanding and exchange.

BATATBOE N H AR A SRS

WAZATBOE N ARSI (ASSO) 1. STRHEA B TE 3 2 Mk c3, #E¥eH
R REE, FEETNREEEACRZE LT KRS EHE S AMEBRT
3Ll bic, EFEHER - BERESRoHEEIC S HA T E T,

1.9. General survey







1.10. End of experiment



The survey is now complete.
Your payment will be determined based on the pre-assigned criterion below.

Participant ID: SUB02
Payment criterion: Task 2 productivity (paired work)

Please wait until you are called for payment.

For—=rRECNTETTY,
HET-OZHHWE, BRICAIDETHNUTOERICESVWTRESNET.

£10#ID : SUBO1
FTHWEIE : B12 2 TOEER

BEEHVDEDHICFENDETERFE(EIL.



B Binary partner choices

Table B.1: List of choices

Choice id  Pairtype Dif ference;; Name 1 Origin1 Gender I Prod1 Date Time 1 Name?2  Origin2 Gender2 Prod2 Date?2 Time 2
ql JP-For -8 Shota JP male 43 2026-04-01 10:00  Fang For female 51 2026-04-03  13:00
q2 JP-For 6 Misaki Jp female 40 2026-04-01 11:00  Karthik  For male 34 2026-04-03  14:00
q3 JP-For 9 Yui JP female 37 2026-04-01 12:00  Mina For female 28 2026-04-04  10:00
q4 JP-For -3 Aoi JP female 38 2026-04-01 13:00  Seonwoo For male 41 2026-04-04 11:00
q5 JP-For 4 Daiki Jp male 42 2026-04-01 14:00  Min For female 38 2026-04-04  12:00
q6 JP-For -10 Ayaka JP female 45 2026-04-02 10:00  Anya For female 55 2026-04-04  13:00
q7 JP-For -4 Ren JP male 39 2026-04-02 11:00  Soyeon For female 43 2026-04-04  14:00
q8 JP-For -7 Anna JP female 42 2026-04-02 12:00  Isha For female 49 2026-04-05  10:00
q9 JP-For 5 Haruto JP male 41 2026-04-02 13:00  Yating For female 36 2026-04-05 11:00

ql0 JP-For 10 Sou Jp male 36 2026-04-02  14:00  Jihoon For male 26 2026-04-05  12:00
qll JP-For -9 Moe JP female 44 2026-04-03 10:00  Vivek For male 53 2026-04-05  13:00
ql2 JP-For 7 Nana Jp female 39 2026-04-03 11:00  Haoran For male 32 2026-04-05 14:00
ql3 For-JP 1 Kavita For female 37 2026-04-03 12:00  Nanami JP female 36 2026-04-06  10:00
ql4 For-JP 2 Zihao For male 39 2026-04-03 13:00  Yuma JP male 37 2026-04-06  11:00
ql5 For-JP -8 Taehyun  For male 30 2026-04-03  14:00  Saki Jp female 38 2026-04-06  12:00
ql6 For-JP 6 Minho For male 47 2026-04-04 10:00  Rina JP female 41 2026-04-06  13:00
ql7 For-JP -2 Zhigiang  For male 42 2026-04-04 11:00  Naoki Jp male 44 2026-04-06  14:00
ql8 For-JP -3 Rohan For male 40 2026-04-04 12:00  Keisuke JP male 43 2026-04-01  10:00
ql9 For-JP 20 Subin For female 60 2026-04-04 13:00  Kenta JP male 40 2026-04-01 11:00
q20 For-JP -20 Mingxuan For male 15 2026-04-04 14:00 Manami JP female 35 2026-04-01  12:00
q21 For-JP 0 Neha For female 35 2026-04-05 10:00  Takumi  JP male 35 2026-04-01  13:00
q22 For-JP -1 Rahul For male 44 2026-04-05 11:00  Mayu Jp female 45 2026-04-01  14:00
q23 For-JP 5 Yutong For female 45 2026-04-05 12:00 Kazuma JP male 40 2026-04-02  10:00
q24 Jp-Jp 10 Haruka Jp female 49 2026-04-05 13:00  Yuta Jp male 39 2026-04-02  11:00
q25 JP-JP 7 Shuhei JP male 52 2026-04-05 14:00  Yuna JP female 45 2026-04-02  12:00
q26 JP-JP 3 Rikuto JP male 47 2026-04-06 10:00  Risa JP female 44 2026-04-02  13:00
q27 Jp-JP 0 Kazuki Jp male 53 2026-04-06 11:00  Kana Jp female 53 2026-04-02  14:00
q28 For-For -3 Jimin For female 48 2026-04-06 12:00  Hyeonu  For male 51 2026-04-03  10:00
q29 For-For -7 Wei For male 54 2026-04-06 13:00  Jiaxin For female 61 2026-04-03 11:00
q30 For-For -10 Yuna For female 50 2026-04-06 14:00  Vikram For male 60 2026-04-03  12:00

Note: The display order of these choices is randomized.
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