BRI DNE PEMAG 12 5 2 DB DB

FEli  thAT T

B 2
ARG ST IZBERVE DS M & ARG (2 5 R DB A EERT 5, BIEINH I
72 BRI N O BUEIRE % Bl © & % Ghiraradato et al. (2004) 2R KL 72
a-maxmin model & Klibanoff et al. (2005) DAL L 7z smooth ambiguity
model D DFEEREE T IV & VT, BRI R EMR 2 Bilc 2T ¥ 55
FzEtd 5,

JEL 24R& %S : D81, G12
F—7— RN, . EEMRE, ERE

R U CEADEGREP SBWRZIA Y M2, it LT, ZZW#Hz2zHL TS, £5
A, KZXIZEINTVWETHAIBMY IFEFEOETTH D, £/-. AIEIIKIEEKRFEZREL
BIRFFEARAR DB ZEBI L & 321 T\ B,

TRBEEE R R R SRr e

o M B 11H10H

i fRfRH 12A 6 H
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1 LIS

2 PEMMRE 1A Sl D R HESE 72 NS % A1 & > TEB L - 5| BEMifE . LTHRSh
%, ZORETIE, WIRER AR KA R E R RO T, EIFIT R R T
RINDGEDVBBRINCE 25, UL, IR GG O Rl 72 22 42D\ T
132 < DEBRPEIIZ X 2B L O BENR R ADPLENTH S, TDO—20, #
RSB RDEIR E T A ARMEFEMEORBTTH S, DE D, AHERMEDME— DRI
Lo TRHINDARTH D, L OAMHEFEMEIZZD X D Qi 2z ne®
Z o, FOIRDUIBERM: & 24641 ST WD, A2 IZBBERZ R % [E58E 3 5 i HY
HH., TOXD RIEAERZ D4 REBREETNVDBREINT VD, P KGRI T
FZDEIBRETANS, EDHITTHDODNEZ DLV _DDET N EM>T,
BRIV DV PEAMIAG I G- R DB H OIS 2DONHKTH 5,

BERME D R RIEIC G 2 28T 58I A I/ Th N, R2 RSB X
NTW3, BRARFENE LT, ZhoDBRIET7 71 F v A, 72, EREAMMK O
ZHIRHAINTWS, #lZIX, Guidolin and Rinaldi (2013) (BAF, GR &35, )
X, FNSICETAE/N RSN E2IT>TW0W5S, GR LTS Z 2 TRRXDILS
FEZBAREIZ L2\, GR & D#EWE, KX T TO=21I25H L Ta 21T -
TWBZETH5:

o BABUE AR LW VNT A N w700k
o FHFIIR M
o HRER: DTk % W7 @M 72 iy

“EHEHEZFHZ -BHORENSELYLAMEZTASEAD, FERERLILIZL
T, KiXDPEH U OWTIREDRBELDRWIIIZA> TS EHIFFL T
W5, 55 A, KiXUND DT OHMAZEET HEHDTIERL, TNo A
AT BR T H B,

A X LB DB D = DD %% 5, Gollier (2011) 1EAGH X & [FIf%kD R
P CHEERRMEDA R — b 7 4+ U A L EREMIKIZ G2 522 i LB # DG TH 5,
Gollier (2011) D& FEAME DT IZREMIHIK IZHE D W7 T —FTH D, KD
DT EI3RL DL, BTHT 2 L2, KigXDHERIER— b7+ ) A D0H2 &
PEMIA& @ T 2 DT, & LA Gollier (2011) DR — k7 4 U A DERH AL NI T
» %, Osaki and Schlesinger (2014) [FIEEMHILOPMMA TN 21T 572, 72, &

HER DI ERT BR00IT, Y —RAWXTH S Etner et al. (2012) 2EIFTHL,
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W - RBIRE (2015) IXBERRMEDSARESEME RO BETENC S Z BT OWTHN Lz, %
DAz B B U 72 kI 2 A3, HEFERIIZ AT 2 DIE AR X D HI & 725, K—
N7 4V A & EREAMRE D SCHEIZ DWW TIX, GR 2SFEL W,

BRI X DM Z RS, —fie ZMIEAMAERICE DOV T WS, il
BRETGOREEZEAL, PHNSLER 2T 5, ZHIEAGTR L THW S HKRFHFOF
FEaEAL, TOFEICED Y AT EHEENEEMIGIC5 A58 E2HSNTT 5,
PUffilx Ellsberg (1961) (23D W THERIEDHIHZIT S5, LMk, RiXHAHNS
a-maxmin #AFFRIFA £ smooth ambiguity model Z& AT %, AfHiTIX, Thvoz2H
W, BERMEDEREAIR IG5 A 5B 2SI T 5, CHIIIHGETH 5,

2 BEMS

AEITIE, BIRSHBEGR 2 AR U T, BEGGOREZEAL T, &g
BT 5, ARHEiEIXEIOHEGRIE Gollier and Schlesinger (2002) (BAR, GS &3 3,)
STz, REWBREROFIET 5 IR DN — I ARIOMP LR FTEEZ 5,
(Lucas, 1978) #ERD (/A x>V —FENT V¥ aRk4 VM) BB u: Ry —» RiZ
g, o, ML TS, MO EADTD, DI BER SR D17
TR ES 5, BEpETLCIRMIEERE L AHEREED —HMEOEENIE TN TS
9%, 2 DD, HENSCROESDMEMPFEL TS Z L 2JHELTWA,
WEEERER HME e LT, —lEz ks e, MAl7EEZ 1ITHEET S5, K&
FKIFHEIZ w BALOWEEEEZRAEL TWD LT 5, PHEFEEEOMIKIE P, KM
fEIXE [a,b] ECERSINDMERDMN Fy 2R OMERLM 035, Z2IT. —a<w
Ziilzd L5, HEFRIIWEIZ 1 BAOAHEREEEZRAELTWDS, [ THETRE
BRI L, REROHKRER

g0 = w + Zo + B(Zo — P)
Yieb, WERIMREDP SBLIMHENHEZRRICTDEIDICHBTFEEZ2RET 5 :

maxg E[u(go)] s.t. Jo = w + To + B(To — P)s

E[(Z — P)u'(50)] =0

PRI TIHY A7 LBREDOH A2 HF>TWD, ZD7H, ZITE, YA LBREOR % &
LARMEFE &\ D AFEZ M - 7z, AR DWW T ORI IEIRE &2 281,
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THz2oNE, v <06, ZEEERHIZINDEZeET I 5E, RENZRE
KDOFHEEZNEL TWAB I 206, BB R UEENEERNLT S, DF0, HHEIZBITS
REGHBEEIL S =085, LoT, UHEARMKIITTELSND Z LH
Db 3

E[Zou (w + %)
E[w (w + Zo)] ¢

RS TIEMEAIER Y Fv—2 L U, (1) ATk E 2 EEAMIE %2 Py TR,

E[(zo — Po)u’(w +30)] =0 < Py=

(1)

3 LEEFRFE

REITIE, GS HYEA U 7z Y15 & pE AR O FLiEaE O 5512 DWW TR HIZ BT 5,
W 5137 O HIFITFED W TEREMIR & BT 2 X DR LR ORI 2175 72,
ZIZ T O DAHEICEDNTY AT [EEEOEL»EEMMIEIC 5 2 58 Z2 S
"zT s, 4

REMBEES i, (i =1,2) WEET LI D20RFE2EZ D, TNTNDO L HEEEE
PEDMiA& % P, P, TRitd 5, T TREMEER 11L2 L0 H. Arrow-Pratt O
ERTEO Y A2 E T 5, £72, MOBREIXZZODORFTETHL LTS, D
N

Cui(2) o uy(z)

uy(z) = uy(2)
ZWi729, TR, U AT [EREE O RINAE FEMRE &2 B ST D Z L 2D &
5. GS DAEF. B=0TO—BERUEDOFEZHRTEZ & T, EEAMES D LR
T&5, TOEMEREMIIUTTHEAONS ¢

for z € [w + a,w +b]

P <Py = [E[(E - Puj(w+®)] =0 = E[E - Pub(w+2)]>0]; (2)

P <P, < [E[(Z— P)uy(w+7))] =0 = E[&— P)uj(w+2))] <0],
FOZODEMEIFE LS TRUTBRAILARDT, RHIDEMETH S (2) RTHE»D
L2125, ZTNEIEIPDBHEZW O BH, I TR, A TR CE
MHBI LT D, OABRBIET 71 VEBIIRUTARETHE Zen 6, — i

SPAF Tk, SUIRD S B S A aid, YA e pEqling & LI eI L P2 2129 B,

CHGRI A R R B GS 23T A 2 L,

2 27 ORFEETHDON B AR 72 LIRERE D HIETH 5. HlZ1E. Eeckhoudt et al. (2005) 7 &
DIEEN R T F X b 25,
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BRSZ e uj(wA Pr) =up(w+ P1) &5 5, ZOI,

(2), z € [w+ Pr,w+ b (3)
(2), z €€ [w+a,w+ P] (4)

BB, AL BERIN2EDD Y ASAERITHERMN, 2<zLRhBz27c
[w+ a,w + b IKH LT,

() _ uh(2)
%)~ W)

YEEMA SN EDSENDD, PIE. z=wt+ P =2 =FEL. z€[wt
PLw+b EFNE, (3) REH5, x> P O (3) Xb5

(z = Pruy(w + ) < (x — Pr)uy(w + x) (5)
R85, o< P, OB, (4) R25
(z = Puy(w + ) < (2 — Pruy(w + x) (6)
185, (5). (6) RS, EED z € [a,b] ITHLT
(z = Puy(w + ) < (z — Prug(w + z) (7)
BRALL TS Z L9975, (7) RCH LT, HIEEZINS &
E[(@ — P)ui(w+2)] =0 = E[(@— Pr)uy(w+7)] >0

2135, £oT. GS OHEICEEDNTY A [FBEEE O K INAHYE EEA% % BFH 1
SHEBI LG TE 2, D LhoimemEe LTEL D5,

R 1. REBEWBRER XD Arrow-Pratt DERTE D ) A7 [EBIZ R > 2358,
YAt pE A (X G AT B,

— Mz DO BRI TR, UL L, —EDSRMR- UZEE. GS D
HERHZEEE () DORES: & RO TR & > THH O HEERF A Al REIZ 742
5, KEIODIHIXFDZ L %) A7 MEE L EEMEEZHOTHE»D -,

4 BEBERME

Knight (1929) (&l afgeMEIC & O AEEMEZ X BI L7z, £ LT, WETRREE
VA, RU[BERIGEZBEDORMEEE LA, TIZ T, HEBIZOVWTEHLTHL,
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UIXUIE, BEORHEFEMEITBRE L XN S DT, R TH T ITH- T, BBIRE
CIPR, AESEMEIZY) A7 L EREOW 52 &8 HGEE U THWS, Knight (1929)
IE RN DS 72 KA 2383 U 72 A%, BAE C I3RS vl eV S R SR 2 3l 9%
e —DHERDFIEZ L > TRAT 2DN N TH S, DED. ZD &S RHELENE
£ 556% ) A0, HFIELRWEE Z B L IES, Ellsberg (1961) 13IRD & 5 7
ZD0DAEEREITS Z LT, BHREPERREICEZ 58 E2R LT,

BEER1

FLIIREELBREDEED 100fHDENBA>TWEETH S, a8 2 17K EH 50 {H.
HENS0EATEEFHTI00HDOENA->TWBETETH D, BELZH< & 10000 H%2E
60 6

l.@wm1Mm56EZ2F<,
2. 73206 E%5]<,
LD ESL S PDRNEZED I,

BEEE2 L 3T, REMNIME., BEEEEHEOREN60HTEETINEDE
ﬁij\jfb\z)gﬂi%%iéo

BEEER2
3.AREZB W5 10000HZ2E 525,

4. /EZ25\\W 25 10000 ME2E 5 X 5,
EREDED S OB ZERV R,
BERR3

5. R EMBEEZLINZ5 10000 Hz2H 5 X 5,

6. BREPEEZG W25 10000 HEH 5 R 5,

SEllsberg (1961) DR TIL 100 K KL & 2> TW2DT, 1K KL= 100 HT#HE L T, 10000
e U, BRE7 L by oy ZEHEIFZROT, 1K Fv=360 HOEEAZHBTH D, 512, BIE
CIIMMMIAEL KES BB, UL, EHS5TERLTH, ROAREIZIHELLZVOT, L4
PO RFTVRRIC U7,
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LROELONEFETRI W,

= D0 BF IS 2 HAI 7 [0 1T
1<2, 34, 5=<6

Thb, AFEOEZ S THMMTESLDT, UTFTIEEZEER1 2EF52 WL, BEE
BR1LIZBWT, 351 TRAEZGISHER, BEZLISHERIDP SN, 2 TR,
HREZGSHER, BEZGI MR, WAV 1/2THD, 2F 0, 75 L IGBEKRME, 552
FVAZ2ENTNEL TS, EEER 1 COMBPREIZFIZ, A2 A7 %8B
ML 0 S FOMEARH 5 Z e 2R LTWS, WXL, A%IZY A7 L HART
WS R 2 (A58 5 2 EA YD B, BERRIEELEDSS ISR CIESHTE RV L 2 -
BEBRUICEDVTHRL &5, 22T, EFEFER 1 BZRELREOKREZLHL T
HAEMZIZFA—DEEERTH L L ITHET S, RO, w(BE) > u(FE) %
FEATAT, w(BE)=1, u(FE) =0 HHE LTS, T TB1HLS5EBEE2F R
7(BE) LKL T S, ZOFERTIE, #REE 2% 1 L0 HHFLDIE,

r(BE) < 5 (8)
LB, RIS, u(E) =0 < 1= u(fE) HEATHD, FAROHHIELY,

r(BE) > 2 (9)
7%, (8) & (9) ADFRHIKILS B T L id7e\n, D& 0, MR AR CIXEE
KB 1 OBIREZHIAT 2 Z IETERY, TD7D, BRI & B AW ERE
TN (AT, BHREET LV ET5,) s LIEINTWS, HlZIE. Gilboa and
Schmeidler (1989) @ maxmin $£F&IFHX> Schmeilder (1989) @ 2 a 7 BUHFFRI A AN &
CHIoNTWS, REITIE, AKX DIHTIZfES Ghirardato et al. (2004) a-maxmin
WIfFzhH & Klibanoff et al. (2005) @ smooth ambiguity model % #ilH 3 5,

5 MEEERMEETIV

BRETGORELFELUL A [a,b) ETEHRZRI N GBEEMICEET 2) 0 o
I3 Fp(0 = 1,2,...,0) 2F A5, WEDM Fy & —IRMEREDH LR, —IRIEED
HOEEE F={F,F,...,Fo} &35, ZOHFREIZE VT, a-maxmin HHEEIH X

aming,e rElu(z)] + (1 — a)maxp,c rEu()]
TRUEFEER 1 OWRBUE. TICEENS T B,
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THRIND, RIFEDOHREITMA T, WERDH Fy WEBT RN g THALNT
Wb E9 5, ZOMEHE g & ZIRER LTS, ZOFEIZHWT, smooth ambiguity
model &

©
> ao(ElulEs)])
=1

ThHALNS,

BEBRME 12069 5328 1E, a-maxmin $IFFXIAH TIE o, smooth ambiguity model T
T o DIRTREING, ZOZ e 2HEFERLICEM > THEL THS, BT, o-
maxmin FFNHZZE X 5, FERIZBREVPL VR E R EDL WVIRWLD =D % 2 485E
LTWw3Ed5, BENSWRIIZEWT, BEZF —KERIZ r(BE) =3/4, D
F0,. 100fHOED T5HENEEELEZT WS, RENZVRIIZBEWT, BEE%2E<L
—IRHERII n(RE)=1/4 295, BT w(ERE) =1, u(FE)=0THEX SN
%, ZOFET, BEFEHR1 TRERREL2 2 1 X0 IFGEMAE

xyﬂl )x3<1¢: <1
a X — —« - < = a< -
4 4 2 2

L%, D0, ZORETIH o < 1/2 THEHRMERNEEZIEZ TVWS, M2, a-maxmin
RPN TIE a AR E LR BT L, K D BIRVERDE & W S RS T M T s, Filx
W VA7 LIBBRMEIZE U TR RIT & 5 E & 1T 5 72 Huttel et al. (2006) T
o< 1/2 ZBIRMERDEEE & 2 TW5, IRIZ. smooth ambiguity model IZDWTH
ZTHDB, BEPLWVRILE AENL WVIRIDVE & 2HERIT, Hiz1/28F25, Z
DFFET, MEERLICEWT, ERE2 %2 1 L OHFOEMEER

1, /1 1,/3 1 "
2¢(4)+2¢(4)<¢(2) = o<t

&5, —fRIZ, smooth ambiguity model Tl& ¢ DIEIIMZEHIZ K > T, K 0B
PE[EGEE &0 S R T DM Th g, ¢ BERIEDEE ITIRFRIHIZ 2 0T, MEKD
A R BRI A5 & 72 B,

6 MBERMEDOFE
6.1 #fg

AREITIE, BIRMEATEPEMIASIZ 5 X 5 EBIZDOWT, HEFEZE DM 2 W TEMER
BHEEIZ L > TEET S, ANETIR, DFOLODERZT S, WRAIHOSLE

I
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Ry F—272 U, B 22ITBENWT Y A7 EREDMIRAMAE 2 MR DM Fy 2R OMER
Rz, TOEEMKEZ Py L RKILL T\, 61T, kiR % 0, & LT,

o
> aFp(x) = Fo(x)
=1

DAL U TV B RILTHIRZ 1T 5, HERIHEFZ O R E2G 5 72012, — kIR
113 Ekern (1980) 2YEA L7z N R LB CIHFA T o Tnwad &5, 2%,
PR ZRET S -

RE 1. £®TDi<j&idije{l,2,..., N}IHLT, —IRFELENM F; W F; %
BN IR LR ORKRTXET 5,

N RHEFRLRIIA T TERI NS -

F{ (@) 2 F{M (@), v € [a, b
F"(z) > Fj(”)(x), Vne{l1,2,...,N -1},

77.6
— - N

Fi(l)(x) = Fi(z), Fj(l)(m) = Fj(z),
F (@) = F" (), F™ () = F" D (2), Yn € {2,3,... N}, Va € [a}]

9%, 2T, VAZORMEZEZT, VAT EEOHRMAED (—R) MRS
ME L Fj THEAONTWEZDDRFEER S, £le, TNTNOEEMKEZ P, &
P R3S 5, (—1)"TH(d")/(d2"™) = (-1)"Tu™ >0, Vn € {1,2,...,N + 1} 21K
Ed 5L, Jokung (2013) 12X D

un—}-l(x)

u”(x)

DEALLTWE Z NG5, AEITIIHARBRBNZ OME 2L TW5d L RE
T5

<n,Vn=12,....N = P, <P

RE 2.
(—=1)" Ty >0, Vn e {1,2,...,N +1};

<n,Vn=1,2,...,N Vz € [w+a,w+ bl
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6.2 a-maxmin HiRFNA
BEROREMEIZA T TERIND -
maxg aming,e FE[u(g)] + (1 — a)maxp,e rFE[u(7)]
st. §=w+i+B(F— P).
—PERM IR G TH D B=0%RAT B L, EEMMKIX
aE[(#1 — P (w+ 1)) + (1 — )E[(Ze — P)u'(w + Ze)] = 0
ZZT, IRELE NRIERELFLOMEL D,
Elu(w + 1)] < Elu(w + i2)] < ... < Efu(w + To)]
DAL L TWE Z EITHERT 5, GS DE D fiEE Jokung (2013) £ D,
E[(Z1 — Pu'(w+21)] <0
E[(ze — P )u'(w + Ze)] > 0

b, MERLHELOWEL D, Fy X Fy (Fo) %% N IRIELR LA OREKTLET 5 (X
Nd), TOH, PL< Py < Py -4, TNE&D,

*E[(Z1 — Po)u' (w + Z1)] + (1 — a®)E[(Ze — Po)u'(w + 3e)] =0 (10)

Zli723 o € [0,1] BEAET B, a> (<)a* DHAE. aF +(1—a)Fe i a*F + (1 —
o) Fo 128 N R LB ORK T T NS (T5) DT,

aE[(Z1 — Po)u'(w + 71)] + (1 — @)E[(Ze — Po)u'(w + Te)] < (=)0

L%, bzl LTELeD 5,

R 2. BERDEFIE a-mazmin W TR I NG, /-, IKE1& 2%~ L
TW3L35, 2O, a> (<)a* 27z EKRTarKREW UNEW) HE, B

PRIt &R 2 A () €5,

6.3 Smooth ambiguity model

REROREACFEIZA T TREING ¢

©
maxg »_ qo¢ (E[u(fp)]) st. § =w+ 3+ B(Z — P)
6=1
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—BESRMEICHESRETH D =02 RAT D L. EREAMKIE

©
> nd (Blu(w + 29)]) E[(Zg — Po)u/(w + Z)] = 0
0=1

Zii7z9, TI T, MEZROMEELD, RTDIITHLT, H5ty € (0,1] BFE
LT,
Fy=toF1 + (1 —t9)Fo

EUTRBITE S, tg > (Qa* 2l THE, B N RERIEORK TR TN
(32) 2 nnd, ZI T, of IFHUNEID (10) ATEZEL TW5, Jokung (2013)
ZhHBEIT, EREDi<jedije{l,2,...,0}ZD2VT

E[(Z1 — Po)u'(w + %;)] < E[(Z; — Po)u'(w + ;)] (11)

WO D, TIZT, 0%ty >a* 23R hTRINDOIELTEBET D, ZOFE
EJB N

E[(Zg — Po)u'(w + %4)] > 0 for 6 > 0 (12)
E[(Zg — Po)u'(w + 7)) <0 for 6 < 0 (13)
GIT T 4 VEBINUTAETHD I EMALT, —MiEE%k> 2L,
¢' (E[u(w + z5)]) = 1

£9%, ¢"<0%DT,

¢ (E[u(w + z5)]) < 1 for 0 >0 (14)
¢ (E[u(w + x5)]) > 1 for 0 < 0 (15)
L%, ¢ WEOGE XM Z L IZERTH L., URARLT 5 ¢
o
E[(Z0 — Po)u/(w + &0)] = > aoB[(Fs — Po)u’(w + Fg)] = 0
o=1

(12) X2 5 (15) Rz & b, BEERMEELED L 0 EQHIFRFSAICEO/NES L, &
DOMFRFHOMEZ KEL LTWS, TDDH,

©
> nd (Elu(w + 9)]) E[(Zg — PO)u/ (w + Z9)] < 0
=1

PN B,

BAEDgpframEle LTEREd b,
Rl 3. BERKODELFL smooth ambiguity model TRIND, £72, IRE 1L 2%
MW=L TW\Wa 95, TR, BHRMEIXSEEEMEZEDIES,
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7 fGER

1980 LD & BIRMEIZBE T 2 850 & EEROM 2 2 fTbh, %< DEM
DH B, FENNTER 700 B X A5 22 2 A AR 22 12 & o CREIFARB I 5 DT,
BIFFERPT 714 F Y ADDE THLN T WS EER RN T E T, EEROHL
e INLZeAGH EORMETH -7z, UL, Bol T, S22z M % ey
LoD, DFOED NP3 X 3 Wi 2 - HmAEM X oo, EEMKHZIZL
DL UL DRHADIGHPEHIZED SNTWD, KRXEZFD &> RHEDFH
BD—D AEMNITEIENTE S,
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