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Table 1 Descriptive statistics of risk premium and its term structure
! t ' !
-0.098 -51.282 | -0.029 -17.937 | -0.050 -26.923 0. 057 57.57
2 -0.017 -8.808 | -0.012 -5.067 | -0.009 -2.821 0. 022 11.712
3 -0.028 -10.765 | -0.020 -6.815| -0.021 -5.043 0. 027 17. 087
4 -0.039 -12.269 | -0.028 -7.737 | -0.035 -17.251 0. 040 16. 744
5 -0.053 -13.556 | -0.038 -8.952 | -0.049 - 8.520 0. 050 21. 691
6 -0.084 -16.993 | -0.046 -9.500 | -0.058 -9.452 0. 062 18. 837
7 -0.145 -21.554 | -0.054 -9.612 | -0.069 - 10.302 0. 064 22.481
8 -0.191 -22.564 | -0.046 -7.077 | -0.077 -10.223 0.073 20.912
9 -0.220 -21.973 | -0.033 -4.561 | -0.082 -10.000 0.078 23.473
10 -0.242 -19.966 0. 002 0.244 | -0.088 - 10.032 0. 083 18. 680
11 -0.280 -16.374 0.016 1.238 | -0.116 - 10.294 0. 081 14. 552



11 — 27 —
2
Table 2 Descriptive statistics of volatility and skewness of the spot price
o Skew
60 120 250 60 120 250
0.098 0.107 0.114 -0.009 0.037 0.053
(0.087) (0.090) (0.083) (-2.239) (8.889) (12.167)
0.126 0.132 0.138 0.151 0.202 0.327
(0.091) (0.087) (0.070) (27.607) (38.903) (69.338)
0.114 0.129 0.139 0.014 0.012 -0.107
(0.085) (0.087) (0.064) (2.55) (2.22) (-24.174)
0.070 0. 066 0.059 0.025 -0.149 -0.075
(0.042) (0.031) (0.020) (2.429) (- 16.439) (-9.720)
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Table 3 Regression results of equation (10)
N 22715 22 715 22715 15 450 15 450 15 450 10 181 10 181 10 181 6 925 6 925 6 925
-0.05 0 0.04 -0.02 0.03 0.04 0 0 0.06 0.05 0 -0.01
(-17.11) (0.57)  (4.59) |(-6.72) (4.83) (5.79) | (1.16)  (0.52)  (6.81) | (23.97) (0.22) ( -2.40)
o -0.51 -0.37 -0.09 -0.08 -0.5 -0.48 0.18 0.16
(-22.77) (-16.96) | ( -4.77) (-4.61) |(-21.21) (-20.75) | (7.58) (7.29)
60 Skew -0.03 -0.02 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01 -0.01
(-17.89) (-7.25) | (2.52) (2.62) |(-3.74) (-4.05) |( - 10.66) (- 10.91)
D -0.08 -0.09 -0.34 -0.33 -0.14 -0.16 0.17 0.17
(=2.1) (-2.33) (-10.31) (- 10.18) (-3.26) (-3.83) (8.87)  (8.6)
D? -0.32 -0.28 0.37 0.36 0.02 0.05 -0.09 -0.08
(-8.18) (-7.31) (10.42)  (10.39) (0.48)  (1.21) (-4.35) (-4.07)
Adj. R? 2.85 8.14 9.71 0.16 0.69 0.84 4.51 1.62 5.91 2.48 6.6 8.94
N 22 466 22 466 22 466 15 250 15 250 15 250 9 660 9 660 9 660 6 635 6 635 6 635
-0.02 0 0.07 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.05 0 0.08 0.05 0 -0.01
o (=525 (0.3) (8.9) | (432) (5.23)  (9.93) | (13.28) (0.08)  (9.05) | (21.19) (-0.15) (-1.70)
-0.79 -0.65 -0.36 -0.36 -0.62 -0.61 0.1 0.09
(- 37.44) (-31.63) |( - 19.41) (-19.26) |( - 28.35) (-27.77)| (3.03) (2.92)
120 Skew -0.04 -0.04 0.03 0.04 -0.01 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
(-12.23) (-13.51) | (13.51) (14.11) |(-2.32) (-2.89) |(-11.91) (-11.99)
D -0.08 -0.11 -0.35 -0.34 -0.06 -0.08 0.18 0.17
(-2.2) (-3.02) (-10.5) (-10.32) (-1.59) (-2.11) (8.9)  (8.77)
D? -0.31 -0.23 0.37 0.38 -0.02 0.01 -0.09 -0.09
(-7.87) (-6.09) (10.56)  (10.9) (-0.46) —0.37 (-4.50) (-4.36)
Adj. R? 7.43 7.94 13.37 3.43 0.72 4.18 7.79 0.91 8.4 2.2 6.57 8.64
N 21 859 21 859 21 859 14 700 14 700 14 700 8 691 8 691 8 691 6019 6019 6019
-0.01 0 0.08 0.12 0.03 0.19 0.09 0 0.09 0.03 0 -0.02
(-3.27)  (0.16)  (9.7) | (32.6) (4.76)  (25.6) | (19.45) (0.06) (10.41) | (10.7)  (0.02) ( -3.35)
o -0.84 -0.71 -0.96 -0.97 -0.63 -0.62 0.28 0.25
( - 36.36) (-31.28) |( - 41.89) (-42.55) |( -21.49) (-21.13)| (5.76) (5.27)
250 Skew 0.02 0.01 -0.05 -0.05 0.18 0.18 -0.04 -0.04
(6.15) (3.75) |( -16.74) (-17.15) | (40.72) (40.83) |( -24.72) (-24.61)
D -0.11 -0.14 -0.37 -0.41 0.03 0.07 0.16 0.16
(-2.79) (-3.62) (-10.74) ( - 12.69) (0.67)  (1.92) (1.73)  (8.3)
D? -0.28 -0.2 0.4 0.46 -0.12 -0.15 -0.08 -0.09
(-6.86) (-5.15) (11.06)  (13.62) (=2.70) (-3.84) (=3.96) (-4.63)
Adj. R? 5.7 7.58 11.54 13.04 0.81 14.15 18.53 1.02 19.33 9.41 5.39 14.18

1%
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Table 4 Regression results of equation (11) on natural rubber
Dm 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
N 2091 2077 1934 1 868 1726 1614 1 409 1162 926 643
0.012 0.002 0.003 -0.013 -0.027 -0.074 -0.018 -0.036 -0.061 -0.003
60 (=2.757) | (-0.372) | (-0.543) | (-1.798) | (—3.386) |(—8.017) | (-1.679) | (-2.921) | (—3.786) | ( —0.150)
o -0.189 -0.171 -0.24 -0.227 -0.18 0.14 -0.216 0.044 0.459 0. 196
(—6.294) | (-4.497) | (-5.563) | (—4.990) | (—3.536) | (—2.475) | (-3.366) | (-0.619) | (—4.424) | ( —1.335)
Skew -0.007 -0.004 -0.009 0.018 0.024 0.025 0.017 -0.02 0.031 -0.045
(-1.903) | (-0.879) | (-1.724) | (-2.566) | (—3.491) | (—-3.11) | (-1.946) | (- 1.886) | ( —2.405) | ( -2.152)
Adj. R? 2.054 0.91 1.737 1.444 1.222 0.908 0. 848 0.147 3.015 0.711
N 2038 2 036 1 903 1 841 1692 1 600 1 409 1162 926 643
0.009 0.005 0.015 0.011 0.002 -0.01 0.024 -0.007 -0.038 0.188
120 (1.994) (0.864) (2.29) (11.440) (0.26) (1.043) (2.058) | (-0.540) | (—-1.756) | (5.97)
o -0.169 -0.203 -0.373 -0.467 -0.439 -0.361 -0.538 -0.208 0.242 -1.286
(—5.389) | (-5.837) | (-9.232) |(—10.225) | ( —8.428) | ( —-6.078) | (-8.197) | (-2.689) | (1.667) | ( —6.008)
Skew 0.007 0.016 0.031 0.058 0.046 0.027 0.039 0.048 0.078 0.037
(1.67) (3.5) (5.482) (9.09) (6.345) (3.19) (4.126) (4.112) (5.149) (1.871)
Adj. R 1.371 2.026 5.289 8.91 5.925 2.7 5.493 1.931 2.744 5.464
N 1944 1926 1791 1716 1 59 1587 1 409 1162 926 643
0.006 0.015 0.043 0.082 0.105 0.156 0.192 0.23 0.306 0.425
250 (1.088) (2.255) (5.125) (8.331) (9.283) (13.062) | (14.116) | (15.163) (17) (20.095)
o -0.115 -0.256 -0.556 -0.887 -1.039 1.333 -1.527 -1.603 -1.753 -2.495
(=3.143) | (—5.920) |( -10.442) |( - 14.107) |( —14.509) |( —17.468) |( - 17.587) |( —16.677) |( - 14.961) |( - 18.975)
Skew -0.01 -0.007 0.003 -0.019 -0.051 -0.097 -0.081 -0.095 -0.131 -0.093
(—-2.242) | (-1.268) | (0.513) |(-2.527) |(—5.793) |(-10.128) | ( —7.609) | ( —8.879) | (—9.717) | ( —4.773)
Adj. R? 0.795 1.904 5.643 10.771 12.993 20.307 21.432 26. 156 33.054 44.115
' 5%
4
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On the hedgers’ behavior patterns in commodity futures market: From the
risk premium effect perspective

SONG Jun MIAO Xia-mei
Economics School Fudan University Shanghai 200433  China

Abstract: This paper firstly proves that the risk premium serves as a good proxy for net hedging demands.

Then based on the futures risk premium effect a model is constructed to study how volatility and skewness of

the

spot price and the horizon influence hedgers’ behaviors. The results show that hedgers are more likely to

hedge when volatility of spot price and the horizon increase that skewness has different impacts on the hedging

behaviors and that the hedging behaviors vary across different contracts.
Key words: risk premium effect; hedge; horizon



