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Some Comparative Statics Results

for Choice under Risk
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RHEEMZ S BB EENTH ) LS EELIED 1 D1, ZOREEMOWH
B BRREIC 52 S EBERARD S L Tho. REEAMEL LT, X, »THEY
FETHEELN, 2(2,b) B8 b 2 BALE X1 X, = ¢ ThHIBEOHEE L ET W
M, u(z) % EEOWMEBEKE L, =0

Efu(2(X,, b))

ARAMTZEIC 0 ERBRDOL LA E LX) B X I8V 7 P LISHEW Bl b A
EDE)CEATEPEVIMEFS OMRBFIC Lo THMENTET S, 2LL, £
&iZ) 27 R, T bHRAER v ik

u' >0, u" <0

oL, 62 21X
2 <0 ,
YWETADIDETSH. 2 FLBEEE X, O5ABEY Fi(z), TOBREREI;EETSHL
LT, Th# fi(r) TERT. 4 |
2} 38 :
$:(b) = E[u(2(X;,b))], i=1,2 (1.1)
luTmuﬁ AT, ﬁ;ﬁ:bbusaL*clsﬁb_tin@%lm%{%%@Lrw&wﬁ I:Fam@ﬂ?u%%#

€ [Br,By] (—o0 < By < By < x)

ERLTYH, 2{FAHKTH%.
2R (L.1) TEHERENS HRYBK 4:(b), i = 1,2 #° ¥ (quasi-concave) THH T & %&'ﬁuﬁ@‘é%ﬁ‘fa‘oﬂ
RN,
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L,
#(b) = Eu(2(X:,b))z5(Xi,b)], i=1,2 (1.2)
$1(b) = Elu"(2(X;,b)) {=(X:,b)}7]
+ Eu'(2(X;,0))2e(X;, )], ¢ = 1,2 (1.3)

THHNE, LBOZBEODL LT, ¢i(b) 13 b OMBIME LS. ¢i(b) DRBROBAD SO
B EEHE b >0 THHIELL, EEDO b IIHLT

Gy(0) >0 &I ¢(b) >0 e

BRI T2 LIIFAMEE LS. K51
0
v = FGoam)
B (X b)) 2o, )
B, 0)]

1=1,2 (1.5)

LERT DL,
FE [ (2(X;,b))] >0, i=1,2

THENO, by > by THHEIEE HED b IZHLT
Pa(b) >0 ZHIX (b)) >0 (1.6)

PRI THIELEIRMEE LS.
ET U >0 &) EHEOTTIE,

Gi(z:b) = E[u’(z(lXi,b))] /:; u'(z(y,ub))f,-(y)dy, T€ER,i=1,2 (L.7)

F%%éh%%ﬁGm:wMQﬁ%ﬁELTGﬁE%ﬁifwé.wiﬁ%@ﬁ)wﬁ5ﬁ
REKE V;(0) L L, Z0OEBEBHE

z€ER,i=1,2 (1.8)

g,:(.r . b) =
35 DLk
B0, = [ a0y by

- r@xwlf 20(y, b (2(y, b)) fi(y)dy
= %i(b), i=1,2

L%, ROBEABRILT 5.
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BELLY>0,0 <0LL, &6 2, <0 EF5. ZOLE
Elz(Y1(b),0)] 2 E[z5(Ya(b), )], Vb (1.9)

% 61E, 3 by > by BRIT B, | =

2 FEREAr

1 EEHEBEBRBOEL 5K F 252 T, EREEEER Z,, 2, (Tho0FmBE,
FEEBEE H, hi, i =1,2) THL,

Zy 25 Zy <= E[f(Z1)] 2 E[f(Z)], VfeF (2.1)

TERENBIEF > & BEERE F CX VER SN HBEEM (BEEF) L9 (T
Stoyan [23]). ‘
F<MONIZOEOBEREML LTRUTO DD S 5.

EH 2.1 (BABIRIC & VAR S 5 HREM)

1. (>rsp) Frsp ;= {MBI%} & LA L &D >4 % FSD (First order Stochastic Dom-
 inance) L BV, Oz, >psp TET.

2. (>mpc) Fuprc := {MIBE} EL7cL &ED >4, & MPC (Mean Preserving Contrac-
tion) t%‘l‘, %ﬁ@f:y), >MPC THKY.

3. (>ssp) Fssp = {MMMBEE) L LA &® >x % SSD (Second order Stochastic
Dominance) & F\», D70, >psp TET. » O

BR F OSEENr S, Liﬁ@fﬁ%@&@&'ﬁ%’ﬁémm 21 D@BNTH 5.

Z1 2rsp Z2 \ ,
Zy 2ssp Za — E[Zi] > E|Z,]
Zy 2mpc 22 S

X 2.1 BSEIC L WER S h 3EREN

BB RRREEDHHBRBOKREZ 2 U,
3 BLHHZEMAD b ITH L THRLTNZHFTH 5.
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1. 2psp <= -“ﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂ%%%‘bi%‘ﬁ@i@?,
9. Sep = fRERIE Bl EOET

EVINEDD 5.
ROFHIRCMON TS (Hl21E Huang and Litzenberger [7], Ingersoll [8], Ross
[21], Stoyan [23]).

EE 2.1
1.
21 Z2Fsp 49 Hl(z) < Hz(z), VzeR. (22)
2. |
Zy 2ssp Lo f Hy(v)dv _<_/ Hy(v)dv, Vz € R. (2.3)
O

#HE 11 SOV ROWEZRD.
BE214>0u <0LL, &bl ,p<0,T5. ZDOLE
| (-, b) €F 7D Yi(b) 25 Ya(b), Wb (2.4)
%513 by > by BRILT B O

WREH Z LER C L, [ZIC] &), ERC BRI o7 VIFRHDLLTD Z
DHERGAIE) ERERERDTVDLT S, $hbb,
{(Z<2}n0)
- P(C) '

R O Borel B EA % 2OEEE T2 MELRAE H £ 51T, EMEEEEY Z,, Z 12
s T, '

P(2IC] < 2) = P(2 < £]0) = T

I\ 21 Ly < [Z1|Z1 € D] >FSD [ZQ|Z2 c D], VD e H (25)

TH LOBREN >y 2 EHTED. CORCERSWIHFEME (—H2) SR
FAEAT ((Uniform) Conditional Stochastic Dominance) & &% (Keilson and Sumita [10],
Whitt [24, 25)). ~

T 2.2 (K4 ZEEA)

1. (1rp) Hirp = {(s,8] : —00 < s < t < +o0} ELIzL &D >y #RELEA
(Likelihood Ratio Dominance) & §\3, iD= >1pp TET.
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2. (>rup) Hrup = {(—00,t] it € R} ELALED >y, BMNF— FREL (Re-
versed Hazard Rate Dominance) & B\, fliiD7-8 >gyp TET. -0

UToEERICabhTns.

EE 2.2

1.
Zy 21rp Z2 <= hi(2)/hao(2) B% 2 \BE L THEND. (2.6)

Z1 2RHD 42 == Hl(z)/Hg(z) fﬁ.z \ZBA LT
<  hi(2)/Hi(z) > ho(2)/Ha(z), Vz € R, (2.7)

72720 0/0 X ICERTEDDELT D, hi(2)/Hi(2),i = 1,2 1% Z; OFNF— FEREK
(Reversed Hazard Rate Function) & FFEh 5. O

£6H H 0BEBEN L, LROFEAT S HBEMLOMGGEIFRIIK 2.2 O@B) TH 5.
Zy 2trp Z2 — Zi1 2rup L2 — Z1 2¥sp 4o

(1 2.2 SfHF 2 HEREA

Brown and Solomon [2] & Shanthikumar and Yao [22] i%, LD &HA X HERER
LT, UTD &) % 2 EEBERMBRIRIC & 25817 2457

EH 2.3 |
Girp = {9 R* >R, 21> 2 DEE g(z1,2) > g(2,21)}. (2.8)

E32 2.3 (Brown and Solomon [2]) LT ® 2 DOLMAIIFMETH 5.
1.  Z; 2irp 22 |

2. ENEN H, Hy * ZESA RO, [ UHEREH L CTEZE IR, VI R
I 21, Zo IR LT,

E [9(21,22)] > E [9(22,21)] , Vg € Girp . (2.9)

BRILY B | _ o
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2 ELEWERMERM g (: R?2 - R) LT,

Ag(z1, 22) := g(21, 22) — g(22, 21) (2.10)
EEREDbTZEILT S, . :

EFE 2.4

Grup = {g:R* >R, Ag(z1,20) B 21 > 20 DEE 2 IZOWTRA },

{g:R? >R, Ag(z1,22) D21 < 2 DEE 2 WTOWTHEM ). (2.11)

w
£ 2.4 (Shanthikumar and Yao [22]) PTD2 0DFBFRFEETS 5:
1. Zi >gup Zo. |
2. ZNENH, Hy ¥ RESCHO, [ URRZM RS i, e i
E¥ 2, Zo LT,
E|9(21,2)| 2 E [9(2%1,25)], Vg € Grup (2.12)
PHLT 5. | ]
3 —RAURER
ROFEIIHLHTH 5.
WE31u>08F5. ZOLE
X1 ZLRﬁ Xs <= Yi(b) Zrrp Yo(b). (3.1)
0

Wi 1 EEHEHMEEH r(y) LT,

Br(vi®)] = [ r(m)aly: by

1 ) .
= BT L G e s
_ Elr(Xo)u'(2(Xi,b))]
Elu'(2(X;,b))]

Ci=1,2 (3.2)
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TH DI EICEET S, 1 EEBEBMENE £ ohL,

Y1(b) 27 Ya(b)
=  E[r(Mi(b)] > [r(Y2(b))], VreF
= B [r(X0)u(2(X1, ) (2(X2,0))] 2 E [r(Xo)'(2(Xo, b))u'(2(X1,b))] ,
VvreF  (3.3)

B TD, 2L Xy, Xy 1, FUBREMETERS N, ZREN X, Xp LELVWETD
SAF Fy, Fo #82, EWIIHN 2 BELEETH 5.

WF
g(z1, 29 : b) := r(21)u (2(21, b)) (2(22, b)) (3.4)
EeET T,
Ag(z1, 29 : b) := {r(21) — 7(29)} ¥/ (2(21, b))u'(2(22, b)) (3.5)
&, (33) 1
Elg(X1,%2:0)] > E[g (X2, X1 : 0)] (3.6)

LETA.
#E 21 LEH 24 DOXROEHEIRS .

WE32u>0,u"<0,TD. ZDOLE
%20 7D X, >pup Xo (3.7)
% 51, Yi(b) >rsp Ya(b), Vb HRIF 5. o
Y EOHENS, KOEBLED.

FE3.1u>0u"<0,L, 8512 2,<0,2520&¢T2. ZOLE UTOWThogk
BHETH, by > by PERMNT 5

1. X; >1rp Xo,

2. X1 >rup Xo 2 2z, > 0. ‘ O

4 2 FEKR— b7+ A BIRME
BEAEFIELT2O00BENPORAR— 17+ ) A BIRMEENY LiFs. Z0%se
2(Xi,b) =bXi+ (1 =b)r, i=1,2 (4.1)

VAYAR D
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X;: EREBREOIIER: XIHEREH,
r: REREDREFNTE,
b: EREEANDORELE (ZE)IXFOT, b e [0,1] % 5HEEHG2RT; BWiE 2 1)

&3l
z.(z,b) = b,
z(z,b) = z—r,
be(x, b) = 0,
Zep(z,0) = 1

THHNS, Fifi0ERE 3.1 ORIREARM-ENBY, ZOERTEENIGHHATE S, &
S5ICHIERAEOHE2BHKRTL I LT, DV OPOEKREVERPEI LI TES
A%, & S TIRREOMK LB 5.

B AT HEDLICHD, BIUKRE L% W6 — HRCEELHMERZRDLYV I L
2. SR LTERHOBERLET.
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