Comparative Risk and Ambiguity Aversion
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2. HEmET VL
Smooth ambiguity model TIZBELE X OFLE OFRGR &, BEEE S ~OBIFI I/ BErTRETZ A3,
Epstein  (2010) 23tH] 35 L 912F b F LIF RO & BEIE X [BHEEE D 43 BfE S A~ AT HE
b DX, BRI ~0OEHIX, maxmin €7 ALZOJEE TH S Ghirardato et al.
(2204) 2KV @HmHIEND.
U(P,h) = (1 —a) mingep E, [u °oh]+ amaxyep E, [uch] for h € H, )
h 1Z7 7 & (REEENSIRE~DER) THY, PcA) ITMEAEEESTHD.
Ep 13BMERDA p FCOMFHEZ, ueh:Q - RIFHN w € 0 DFIRIED S AURTE
I u[h(w)] ~DERBEBTHD. a=1 &7 ENTERGEBD, a=0 135k HAEE]
HTH5.
—J5 Gajdos et al.(2008) (Z X e —contraction WAFEET MCHBWTIE, BRI EEIT
Z DIVIZHERAIREMERR B 2 2 O Tl (27> Th SRREM/INT 5 2 L TEBRRERZD
LAETRT 5. B S ~O@BAIFIIAMER v REME S OTHR DB Z OIMU O 4 Ik
BT ATHEDOMEN P LDy 2 ¥4 F—5 s(P) IZAPIIUEIZ I REND.
UP,h) = (1 —¢&) Egpy [u ohl+ & minyep Ep [uo h]
= MiNpe-e)sp)y+erEp [Wo Al @)
e=1 0BG, BRREER TG A DNIMRTREIEESE £ o 2 M/, fEsRnI6erE
LAELRTCREDO T —ALEET 5. « =0 CIIEEREE TMHRAEMEER L 2414 F
— R 1 AU D AT DT, BRI P L70D. ¢ NREVIE CBEIR S BIREE N m . FEBRS
RAEFHMT 2 5 2 Tl FOHEGROME S E L2 BET 5.

3 FEBRTFIL

3.1 8 DHERK

FERTIXY A7 ~ORAF LB S ~DOBAF A, VAT T LR DHEFEARRIEES T O
~DOT 7 MERDZ IR THBET D, ERTIE, COFHOPFIZHLEF 180 /NS 7
EMA->TWLZEnNETOND. BBIZZOFTOENREEFD 2 OO THRIND D
DD, EOHERPDLNHRN. FHCIX2ADOENLRY, ROBNRHIZHF LV /NI DMEL
W2 ERDoTWA. DT 3 4 (Red,Blue,Yellow) THERL SN2 FDRERIZHODN G
720, (pr,pp) 1X 2 BAD, (PR g Py) 1E 3 CIZOWT DRI HER S 2 FRKT. FEBM»
R D ORERAREMEERITRO L O IZE X b S.

B = {(pr,pp):Pr:Ps =20, pr+pp =1}, (3)
C ={(pr,v): P, = Dr» Pr P > 0, pr +pp =1}, 4)
D = {(pr,Ps PY): PR PEDPY 2 0, Pr + D5 + py = 1}, (5)
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3.2. EBRFOEIEFREMEN BV E WV S[EREC5 2 2 D MFE

TV A= OF % FERIMERT 2I2H 720, EREITEMEHICHEIZAD R —/LDOEDLH
RERTEST DMEND L. FRF K LTS E T R 0Ga, FEBREDNRICKEMIZZE DK
EREZ L ERDTD, FREFIL TR — VOB 2D X ICRSTEA D | EITTEH
BEWEHRZDLDEDR—=NVOEEFR/NRIIMZ D259 REDBRZEANTHZ LIk
D, T L EWERFE D TFEBRF IR E ZHK LT TEA D B F 2 ~O 3N Z e/ NRIZ
T DD TIERWN 72 8 &EF 2 D FREMEDMER ST % (Dominiak and Duersch (2015))
BAETREME R O BRI EIC B 2 2 BT E L, BB CTEV 2 FIE CBIR 2 %
VERY 9 B W78 & FET 5. (Carbone et al. (2017), Oechssler and Roomets (2015) )

Fk 41X Hayashi and Wada (2010) 25\, MESERIREMEEE S T L ICEE O A 2 1 2 AW,
HEETOHDROEBLZRD DHERFMOFENFE LR AR L 25 £ 972 [Snakes
and Ladders] 7 —2%1795. Z#&Z DICE h U — KM A R & L5 2 2 CIlIgBRE L,
RO REMEOFPANIC H 2 L OMERPMOTHNET TE 5. 2K L, ADHROARD
HHFNZOWNT TS FD72WERD FFE S st R D 72 1247\, Telling Nothing (TN) &
U—hA NEMES, WHD RNY — A MIBINT DHERE IXFE L2V,

BRIk 7224 X= {B,C,D} Oz, WIFHE 1000 H & 7225 U 227 OF (G H) (pg,py) =(0.5,
0.5) ZHET 2. BRE T L O S TIUTET TR T & 21213 2000 [ 23 B, HREL
SO HTIGEITIIMBE G2, 58 H OfESEM%AM X Multi Pricing List 22 &
DR D 3. IR OMEFEIEFMZET 5720, U X7 O A05~ As5 (RAT T
RWEDN—t T =) ZHEL, HHLBHRRFEOED LD LARPH D ITITHET 5
DOREFE LW E 05, BHARED DHEROFE IR LT 5 B A4 58 X DR
fii 9% (Probability Equivalent, AT pe(X)). &#BE 1% 77 M X 0 BiEAI®ITN T
1 DEZENS, 5 NOBIR EIET O/ RONEFITNE 0 255K T 2000 Mz, Hh—o
WX T D itLe BIIfESE7e 500 MAE155 4. REERERS L O —A %I H O x5
TR BRENRE L, DICE h U — bk 22 MIBWTHBREDERRE 2 RA THHAIX
L L 72 RINEIC VIR E LT ONGRE 2 O THEE L, T OWNFGE IR O B ORI
THRZERT 2. EROBEZIBALTWIZGEIE, ZOMEOHKZ BRI TIERT 5.

3 FMEFIZ 100 &5 UE, HRFMED 2000 HE 725 COENGLIAE Y, 100 [ A CTHREFEIZE D
NDEFHENPHEZ TOE, 1100 H & ifgd 2 £ T 100 HAATEMT 5. AR 11 E 72 D) MR
BN 1000 UL ED & &5 H 285 N3 Y A 7 [\ TIE 220,

4 20238 FAAT o Tokett AR—=RZBT 2 ERE DOV —_AIZBNTOR, AEHMIEADP S B &
M OMIEE ZITT DT OBERIROV—_A BNEENTEY, FrEriL, EBRICEEEN 2T 2535
WA HBRE TR T30 NRREEZETAEHLD L 2> TWNATZD, P—A1Zx LT 1000 H%& X -
T3,



4. fHR
4.1 VR [BlEEEE & BERR & [a]EE R

2018 4E~2023 FEIC KR T\ 0, JEAFIM AREZMOERE, S 5i1c) 27 EhH (16
N) DT =R %I L 72 242 NOSHTRE R Z AT IR 0 U R 7 [alkk & Bk & [ml5dE o tHE
X, TN P =XV FD 0279 TH 2. iz Y R 7 [BlE & BEER X [R5 [H 1< 1R O A B R
%% 3 FH L 7= Bossaerts et al. (2010) 3 X OF Lauriola and Levin (2011) O#5H & —E L T
W3, TR L, DICE FY—F A Y PO U R 7 [ELEE L BER X G O MHB X 0.098 &K
$, BBRE IR ) A2 offe R o Ens 2L 2L S TH B, ZOfR
WIAHBARE R A3 v & & #F R L 7z Cohen,Tallon and Vergnaud (2011) & —3(L T\ 3.

PE_Box B _DICE

B 1 YR27ERE L BIREERE (7 B OMEREM) O8N (2 TN,E2 DICE)

4.2 WK X [BhEEHGE O RETRE

a —maxmin €7 V% pe(B) = pe(D) % VHIL, BRI ~0FEIFHE 2 b 2 HEFENEE
HEEGORMPNFHEICL ST ETHE L A2ERT 2. a— maxmin €T LD FTiE
pe(D) = pe(B) % IR & 3 5. ZAViCxf L CHERR X [al8E 5 23 e n REMESE & D 2] 1)
FrE Uk CcH 5 2 & #EW T %5 ¢ —contraction® 7 V1% pe(D) :g pe(B) Z T4 2D
T, INERIEEICEET 5. 5B & CoRRIcOVTIE, WIhoET LT ThIRME
Ktz pe(C) =5 pe(B) & 7 %. BALOWRMERHA TR & i\ T & 25, (0 ADEH D &l
W RHE G L TwE Rt (F)
1 e — contractionDVmfE{ i, pe(D) =2/3 pe(B) ¥ DICE +FVU —F X v b CI3E
Hxnzw, TN P —F AV FCTERMNINS. BBNAFECIVERIZE52 2
DICE F V) =} AV MiZBWTOH, HHRFIIIEROEMPANLUEE ICEIGS 5.

5201845 /] 28 A 22 A (BLFE K, DICE), 20174 10 H 2 A 46 A (BSFEKY:, TN)
20184E 7 H 18 A 26 A (HE K%, TN), 20194E7 A4 23 A - 25 A 23 A (5 K%, DICE), 2020
#£1H6H44 A HALERERE:, TN) 202241 H 23 H 34 A (B K%, DICE), 202341 H 19 H
21 N (8% K%, DICE) 202344 A 3 A (3ZIEKX%) (DICE), 202345 H 18 H - 31 H 84 A (¥
KEt A==, DICE) FIFBME Clda2ahy v 7 vk

6 2018455 H 28 HO DICE bV —h A FEEBRTIZPC TOVA anEEZNTERN-T272®D, —A
OEVOREERBREOB ORI CTHFENBEEOY A a v 2R, FEEMRLTND.
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B52 1 pe(B) = pe(D) & TN, DICEOWFhoD FY—F AV FCHEHING. Hif
Kotk % 0 &GE L 7256 O BiFR O % 13 DICE 125\ T 0.645, TN iZH T,
0.692 Th W EMR L BANTHZ (K1 LE).
B3 1 pe(C) = 5 pe(B) I, TN, DICEOWTD U —hA> FThHp=0.000 TH
HEh, BRAKEART MRS E LT 4N Thod b b LWERTIHER] O
TR LT D AR Z HEBR T & 220, (K2 THR).

1 IREREEUE DR HR

Ho a-maxmin ALL TN DICE
257 118 139
pe(B) = pe (D) t-value 10.268 5.8645 8.6806
p-value (0.0000)**** (0.0000)****  (0.0000)****
pe(C) =1/2 pe (B) t-value 18.917 12.447 17.122
p-value (0.0000)**** (0.0000)**** (0.0000)****
Ho: € —contraction ALL TN DICE
pe(D) =2 /3 pe(B) t-value 2.1910 2.4388 1.2679
p-value (0.01512)**  (0.02954)** (0.2061)
pe(C)=1/2pe (B) t-value 18.917 12.447 17.122
p-value (0.0000)**** (0.0000)**** (0.0000)****

GE 1) **5%KHE, **** 0 1%KECHEERTH S LERT
8B () %D () OMEERZEMOBAEX]
DICErV—hF AV FORER TNRY—hA v FDORER

o y=06924x
o|s” |R=07772

[MB () L& C () OMEREMOEMN)]
DICER YV —hF AV FOFER TNhY—FRAV FORER

®  y=03176x y=0.8478x
e R=0B836a . . R?=0.9129

2 R sl REVEER A TIC B 5 TR Sl 0 HER



4.3 WEBR X [RDEEEL I KERE ORIEATRELE DS 5 2 5 B O WL

MU — R A MEOBEK S BREEE O A T 5 & MeEREMmMOFAHEIL, FBIZhwn

TIE5%AEAMETDICE FU—h A FDIEINTN R — R A2 b D HHEICK

<, (FE2) (CHAZZBEERSERIEOFETIIERELEE LRV L5347

ALk DbDEEZLND. 7272 LA CB LU D ICBWTUIEOEITAE TIERU.
R2:U40a2VY - FVIHL - TRFDORER

Wilcoxson Rank Sum Test Box H (R=B) Box B(R,B) Box C(R<=B) Box D(R.,B,Y)

DICE mean 0.374 0.3931 0.3385 0.2800
TN mean 0.389 0.3619 0.3314 0.2779
W 6643 8313 7815 7380.5

p-value 0.2657 0.03905 ** 0.2598 0.7565

() ™I 5% KETHRTHDLZ L E2RT

5. s
a3, Pl ic 3 EHO IR MR R G 2 5 A, (G R BEIR S O BTk L,

IR CE R TED — o %17\, DUT Dififa % 1572

F 112, U A7 [BhkE L BB S R OMBII/N S <, FHCEBIR TERRFEZMWT, #

TERTREMEZ HEBR L7258 iTid, U A 7 [mIEEOFRE TIIBEDR S [ABEDN 1T & A EHi S,

Z#ud Klibanoff et al. & X BRI A FF4 5.

% 212, e—contraction model ¥ a—maxmin model X Y b FHIJ1235 <, BEEE X Ol D

FREE 1L, FERATREMESR A ORMARFFEICN L TSI TH 5. X O ICKBIYICHERR X [A)kE

ZAKT S L E X VIICHITH 5. 772 LHERATRELE SR ATA] C D BEER X O [a]iE D R D f]

BlicowTi, BERETAOTFHE Y SHEML W IREN B REME TS

95 31, RS RIEAREAR L TR I NG & 2iid, BRI 2Tk & Y b BEIR X (]

WEDORREI/NE L 72 Y, BIRAKOED Tt o nwTeL R LA VERBERICIERER

EONATARAS2TWE I LERRBT 5,

SIRSCHER (E22 b 0)
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