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Abstract : The article applies Gram-Charlier GARCH option pricing algorithm to TAIEX options, in
order to investigate the performance of the option pricing algorithm which considers the higher
moments of underlying asset returns. We find that both GARCH algorithm and BS model
systematically mis-price the TAIEX options. The GARCH algorithm performs better than BS model,
but the pricing error of GARCH algorithm is still significant. A regression analysis shows that the
explanatory factors for the pricing error of GARCH algorithm include intraday volatility of underlying
index, and also the liquidity of the option markets. This implies that the GARCH algorithm with higher
moments included still cannot totally capture the rapidly changing distributions of the underlying index
returns, but an integrated approach incorporating jumps in return or volatility and the liquidity effect
may be promising. Finally, the hedging simulation demonstrates that the Gram-Charlier GARCH
algorithm is disappointing. The reason behind its poor performance may be the high variation of the

daily estimate of the skewness parameter decreases the accuracy of delta estimation.
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3 Singleton and Wingender (1986) I'J1961-19803UR[” [{lt & F [ k[ 12 = FVEL T #7 > 1) Aggarwal and Rao
(1990) E[Hﬂ” 1974 ~ 1977 ~ 1980 1983 F [k Vﬁiﬁ)OOTﬁHﬁqQ‘E UYEERRZE T ST P ﬁﬂfﬁ?ﬂ%?”}‘ﬁﬁ@f[
[’ﬂﬁ Fiel gy g8 2R
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NGARCH(1,1) FUE[T Bl = B8 Q. ™ fURRRERBEI Byl 1 = (- 5 - B+ 0+ 1)) > F
0= NG ARCH(L, LIS BRI (h, ) ) = S4EA] 78 [Eiasgisss » 5 11 i |
Frifi— -“NGARCH(1,1) =T @isﬁﬁl\JIEﬁ'e}% PR SRR © g
BT TELEPONGARCH(L ) A=Y - 5422 4, 1 5 S o] A s
PUE PR E - S R B, >0 B 20 0 B 20 HIA + B (L)<l o Y
NGARCH(1,1) 7t HIFIB S rgefosp P i -2 ﬁuggzg/ T o LT L AETAR B2 B
BB A5 (TR B P R T P2k
AURLIP=T SRR IIRH(0+A) - %HI“—EH & F| [,Jr;;lﬁlﬁﬂj(eﬂ)?»t T %‘Ebﬁﬁ’@?’p”ééf?ﬁ\%ﬁ
FERVEIEL » AR SRR D PJ 2> IS * NGARCHFLE]f9Gram-Charlier GARCHi
Fﬁ?%‘rﬁ i srtgprr s

%2 BBHBIFINGARCH (I TS
ln(S%) =+ z\/ﬁ_%hM v Jhe

h+1 = IBO +ﬂ1hz +ﬂ2ht(€r _9)2
| F,~N (0,1)

s

EJ I,}‘J\ ﬂO ﬁ] ﬁZ O+ h ¥y M’Eﬁ%g@[\%
2002/07 2.99300E-05 0.833483 0.068202 0.570585 0.000453 0.025 0.923889

2002/08 2.87350E-05 0.839029 0.065954 0.607903 0.000547 0.025 0.929356
2002/09 3.16070E-05  0.82489 0.07027 0.591924  0.000306 0.025 0.919780
2002/10 3.58210E-05 0.84306 0.045806 0.894112 0.000382 0.025 0.901150
2002/11 2.75660E-05 0.839358 0.070567 0.546372 0.000372 0.025 0.930991
2002/12 7.20100E-06 0.911085 0.029408 0.115053 0.000299 0.025 0.977058
2003/01 6.08010E-06 0.425301 0.004638 0.852875 0.000289 0.025 0.976267
2003/02 5.02793E-06  0.41038 0.00495 0.672379 0.000142 0.025 0.979184
2003/03 8.33810E-06 0.348454 0.004095 0.727639 0.000344 0.025 0.969842
2003/04 8.46710E-06 0.422978 0.003455 0.530388 0.000283 0.025 0.968902
2003/05 8.34039E-06  0.39247 0.002896  0.4090653  0.000371 0.025 0.970373
2003/06 6.83580E-06 0.434987 0.002968  0.3446041  0.000232 0.025 0.974474

w s By B By 0+2 bNGARCHTf;lF'J‘Jbgﬁ'JIﬁFf‘Iﬁ © [ 3 B B PO AR R B B
w =B [1= A=A+ @+ 21)] > T I BT NGARCHMELY R GEII fl - 7 13501
ek« 25 PHA B AR 9 BT - R < WO B 1 (volailiy
persistence) I ﬁ&%lfgﬂﬂ YGARCHBLE[Z LR T B, (1 + (A +c)') + B, ikl -
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F I BSPURIE (Fr 5 dps SRR - FRP) B AR SRR - YRR R B R
"Jlﬁlﬁgﬁgfgﬁuﬁﬂlﬂﬁmf (historical volatility) ° [fil[F} £ ?EJIP (Fre= b 3 > 25 2
(ERS IR T ﬁéﬁg?p%ﬁﬁi@éﬂl‘i‘J’Q%ﬁﬁf’?ﬂilﬁ’ff“ﬁ% BS 7 ZU SR fr Y @EJ%WMF
f 5 G =se™-Md)-Ke"N@) * B 4 AR YR G A B p=ke Ned)-Se N 0 AT

40O Lo 4w -o > S R RSB A © KDY
Tﬂg]ifﬁ N4 = CE e [P S quc’F’p ¢ R R UG () N( ) Eﬁﬁ«é’;{ F:,}flﬁfj&%%ﬁiié%}:ﬁ[
Wi q R BRI U [ o 25 SRR o KL e 0 1 BRIEA [ 1 S SR 5 Harvey
and Whaley (1992) fiv i~k i [ R B AR Y I B Py O A ?r g fY ff 7F = 5L
q = —ln [S, + Z D" ”)/S » Ul DT B B AR T R R R ST A

SN & JE LRI o R USSRV G SRL MBI EHRRY  TAL R BRI Y
ri EBTi- hﬁﬁjﬁﬁvﬁﬂjpumﬁr‘ﬁ@%ugﬁ: .

4. BN )

4.1

E@ﬁvﬁﬁéleram-Charlier GARCH:ZE# 47@3?@57 R R @?ﬁﬁj }EA@F:’I E‘Efjﬁﬁﬁ'\' » ') FESER B SASL
%'Jpﬁl%??;w’%[ﬁﬂu f:Z—~ Acl#Gram-Charlier GARCH: %@@;ﬁiﬁmsﬁ%@ﬂm 3] H?fi
AT ,E]'E J'FJ'T_ GRS UALEEL (root mean square error, RMSE) ~ 1 5 ¢35 il (mean value of

absolute valuation error, MAE) -1 57854 F157 % (mean value of percentage error, MPE) 7= 7

= fe

IR A - 1) PRI O T 7 IS = T R St S R

RMSE = [~ (6 - 0 (15)
n

MAE =3 |6 - 0] (16)
MPE:I—Z (0 -0) 17
n o

il ORREERE %EF‘ O A5 Gram-Charlier GARCH:# e T ARENT N A L AN
ARG o R ERRRECE W ag = P IR SRR H T RMSERMSFb ™ [ BrEl 3
(Fis pUdpfs - [T RMSE SR 03 L ff") A IR PR [HHA@ S e fdy
%~W?MAEW¥W“TWﬁfIF?ﬁﬁﬁ'ﬁ%ﬁ”@%IfﬁwMP%wwfﬁ[ﬂ VI AR s
R R A T IFIFOREE = BT IR e 17 W#ffﬁﬁa FiRROF i
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R [ E RSPV 5] s - R MPER G HORRETIE S 5 i @ iRk oL [ 91 ) » MPE
(i F“J@%‘Hﬁ

Gram-Charlier GARCH%%@@@T&?BS@F'J%@?pl’;iﬂ@éﬁ;@p@@ J RIS AS
RPNBE R o3 » PGB G RMSEMAE » 25 ([ 1) 525 4570 5 GARCH
LT frEHﬂTft TRV R < éa»?pl% L[] > GARCHIFETA v SSRMSEERLBSHLE] T 15
RMSEfY86.5% > || = GARCH?FJ@ET#FW HSMAEE R BSHE]T ISMAEFRY80.3% 5 £, }gjf’g[ [
(71> GARCHIF 11 {19 JSRMSE& hLBSHLE]T FSRMSE[1¥89.7% [fi] - GARCHiFﬁEﬁ? U ISMAE

[ERLBSHIE[T ISMAERY85.7% » H % m‘ﬂ%}?&% MPE > ng (o SR A= R il UMPE T £
P 3 St p R Bl o P 3 R R (SRR H HIGARCHIFIE
(S RN ] o IO » GARCHIFHRTTA IV ST ffiRed fpfl ARy it

I > A GARCHYF I [ AR E HJEIFF%F&“? i?i/;HGARCHw ﬁ@i;ﬁﬂﬁ‘ﬁimﬁmﬁgﬁ[
%%@EU?IE?&% (IEEaE R P ﬂﬁiﬁl?%’ﬁ‘ﬁi7 B o TR S%PVERE YET o 2
3B SR pE B SR GARCHIFTETE EJT E?%E?%‘%B%l HEBSHLE < A
#] > Bfi7 Gram-Charlier GARCHEZ BT E A= 7 JEUFE'F[LJE*@F' SRIETRRE 4 A ﬁﬂg‘?‘ﬂf
Bt [N F“rféi?“f—‘?a‘@ﬁﬁl (AR (R [EAAUBSELE] o 0y 2 - NGARCHASLE[Y 1 %74 %
E‘T’E VIR R R ﬁﬂl%ﬁ%@ﬁuf N s g b £ AU R R e

7 ARGV = F LR 2 BT - [y P ] I A5 - %%‘Tufﬁ[%?fff‘i@éﬂlfﬁ“ﬂ
[ﬂﬁ‘é@ A PP RO ES T SR R pVBSTRLE ;’? H*HJ*IE?‘{'? fEET ) > NGARCH
PR R Al R 2 2 AR B TR T SRR o B J*l%??fi% °

BF o ‘“&IF‘EJ}H@TJELF'JEJ IR (ERE SRR I TR S B o) BEZEREHed o Pl el
& PIAIY I A% ™ GARCHIFiTE " MAE + RMSE MPEY 4 | #7BSLE] » [ 477% 1L [
FOARYETEL - BT GARCHIH BT L 7 (AP BS L fR B+ 1 IV SEPA 51 22 (Y 9 02 3
GARCHITFTLF (OAHEHRE! 14 KRR o Zg Wil R AR BSISR 19 G iR adi gy (Volat111ty
smile) » GARCHI TR < IR G A e fropde i > PRI IR E'S‘r.,fﬂ[ [t EE
EJF (FiapiFs o ZH P+ F[H ]2 I:f'Jq*;‘qﬁ‘ (box-and-whisker plots) “FhEGARCHIF T+ EBSTE&?;JF:’E f’F’]’?{
7 MPES] gt o 25 PRI~ (1 fP A0S - At B et i~ 53 [P H53 G0 R plinb B
Y= (P55 m“g](bﬁ&]}j I gu&ﬁ*r FFQ?—} I 55y ?EJI/ qgjl [[pJ e ?gkrkékf]m“g( ;F*fﬁqug]lﬁu
T RRY [W BT [P '*EWH“'E#‘E LR AR 1~ 0 BB I~ fif k) fif
SR OB o g2 ) ST B SRR T,ﬁﬂ;j@ﬁygﬂ@ﬁ;” T T RIS 91 - H
(FIELE 953 ) §TFEGARCHIH BT WP » 817 BSHLEIY 78 A9 1 AR E « [flp -
GARCHIFTEILF /8 1RG4 | AT BSHLL] » R GARCHIFHERFFEdy (R BSILL] « 194 » [
P L FPERCER  BSISEEEGARCHI TR 7 ok 1 (S o 5 ﬁfé%ff@ﬂjl%?ffﬁ‘ [
FGARCHIFT I (8 A AR
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AR

#.3  GARCHIFIfIE W BSHVRE i — )| £l 351
o RMSE MAE MPE(%)
11 BS GARCH BS GARCH BS GARCH
S i
2002007 gy 9.74 7.86 8.72 721 1161 1128
feves (8.65) (8.34) (8.69) (7.95) (9.6) (8.2)
= BI(%) 952 8.07 284
2002008 i 10.74 7.89 9.93 7.56 8.97 745
fves (13.49) (8.12) (13.08) (7.23) (11.6) (10.3)
S EN(%) -13.74 -11.89 -16.95
2002009 iy 12,6 11.61 11.81 10.93 1121 9.14
feaess (13.31) (12.36) (13.31) (12.36) (13.9) (11.5)
= BI(%) -7.86 745 -18.47
2002/10 gy 12.95 11.29 12.53 11.01 110.26 8.9
fervese (15.37) (12.85) (15.37) (12.85) (14.2) (11.7)
5 B (%) 12.82 12.13 1326
200011 gy 16.93 16.09 16.52 15.57 -10.82 8.62
ferve (14.72) (13.16) (14.72) (14.16) (12.7) (7.8)
Bl (%) 496 581 120.33*
200212 gy 13.9 12.37 10.33 10.20 691 523
fervez (10.56) (10.41) (10.56) (10.41) (5.7) (5.3)
= BI(%) -6.40 2031% 2431%
200301 gy 11.35 9.6 10.53 8.7 9.03 734
fervez (12.41) (10.25) (11.54) (8.89) (7.46) (7.19)
= BI%) -8.20 891 -18.72%
200302 gy 12.49 11.91 1221 11.45 741 636
fervese (15.8) (13.9) (14.8) (11.2) (7.9) 6.2)
= B1%) 673 365 1417
200303 iy 11.08 10.01 8.42 7.18 568 398
fervess (12.8) (12.56) (12.75) (10.23) (8.1 @.7)
5 B (%) 591 326 129,93
200304 gy 12.26 11.41 11.82 11.18 627 4381
fervese (11.77) 9.77) (10.26) (10.12) 6.9) (5.94)
= BI(%) -6.93 541 23.29%
2003/05 gy 13.62 12.99 113 11.15 249 153
ferves (14.03) (11.42) (12.34) (12.21 (1.5) (1.3)
B (%) 463 133 38,55+
200306 i 14.68 13.53 13.4 12.67 -6.49 432
ferves (7.4) (6.3) (8.2) (1.6) (5.9) (5.2)
= BI(%) 783 545 33.44%
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#3 GARCHIHfIE & Bspf—*f ;}rg—r —IJ

E[ 3555 (1)

i RMSE MAE MPE(%)
BS GARCH BS GARCH BS GARCH

i

2002/07 T HEr 14.27 12.23 13.18 12.34 9.18 -8.41
v (12.43) (11.67) (10.36) (10.04) (10.7) 9.42)
32 EN(%) -7.01 -6.37 -8.39

2002/08 e 16.51 14.33 15.83 14.18 -7.36 -5.66
favE (14.26) (13.76) (14.59) (13.19) (6.9) 4.3)
= EI(%) -13.20 -10.42 -23.01%

2002/09 I g 14.81 13.89 13.95 13.38 -10.29 -8.82
fEryes] (15.23) (14.81) (11.53) (11.02) (10.7) 9.03)
# £ (%) -6.21 -4.09 -14.29

2002/10 AN ar 15.28 13.48 14.72 13.22 -10.54 -8.32
e (12.14) (10.52) (15.85) (14.13) (11.37) (7.72)
= BN (%) -11.78 -10.19 -21.06*

2002/11 o g 9.11 7.53 8.52 7.39 -7.53 -6.31
favE (10.05) (8.74) (8.94) (8.25) (5.6) (4.4)
= BN (%) -17.34* -13.26 -16.20

2002/12 2 $5Er 16.25 14.67 15.83 14.32 -14.53 -11.62
fEryes (14.37) (13.57) (15.08) (13.01) (12.81) (11.92)
2 EN(%) -9.72 -9.54 -20.03*

2003/01 A ar 14.33 13.75 13.05 12.78 -8.33 -6.17
b= (10.59) (9.38) (8.87) (8.59) (8.03) (7.27)
= BN (%) -4.05 -2.07 -25.93*

2003/02 I g 14.62 14.02 14.48 13.92 -11.71 -9.62
v (15.75) (16.79) (16.79) (15.75) (15.2) (10.6)
S EN(%) -4.10 -3.87 -17.85

2003/03 2 $5Er 16.92 14.71 16.32 13.82 -9.33 -8.7
v (15.25) (13.74) (16.71) (15.32) (12.4) 9.7)
# £ (%) -13.06 -15.32 -6.75

2003/04 I g 12.98 11.86 11.65 11.13 -9.58 -8.89
favE (12.83) (11.94) (13.35) (13.21) (9.62) (8.76)
£ EI(%) -8.63 -4.46 -7.20

2003/05 ANl 19.99 18.25 19.65 17.99 -7.21 -5.42
feayE (15.32) (14.34) (14.67) (13.65) (6.62) (5.01)
2 EN(%) -8.70 -8.45 -24.83*

2003/06 ANl 17.46 15.28 15.14 14.33 -7.98 -5.71
fEvE= (15.73) (14.73) (15.89) (14.47) (5.14) (4.55)
2 EI(%) -12.49 -5.35 -28.45%

AT EE(%)" FLGARCH MBS #53E AVE 157
PSR BSIELE] o 7

2B F GEE %) FLE AR
Fo SV R AYES  GARCH {1V # A4 I&WBS&?'J

40 GARCH}IVRE ff1
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#4  GARCHZEBSPVF" [fIFlz -1 |l 9 A 53 3
RMSE MAE MPE(%) i
ms
K/S, BS GARCH BS GARCH BS GARCH
Rpf
A T 18.66 16.14 16.57 13.31 -8.20 -6.48 0.7034*
fevesE (15.25) (15.13) (12.01) (11.57) (7.82) (6.12)
= EI(%) -13.50 -19.67* -20.97*
<0.971TM = #4ggp 13.15 11.72 12.19 10.48 -6.93 -5.44 0.7819*
feves (13.72) (12.28) (14.21) (1.57) (6.28) (5.13)
2 EI(%) -10.87 -14.02 -21.55%
0.97-1.03 ATM 7 #4gp- 18.81 18.04 18.68 17.17 -7.69 -6.75 0.6192*
feves (13.17) (14.46) (13.42) (14.27) (6.02) (5.56)
# EI(%) -4.09 -8.08 -12.22
>1.030TM T g 12.73 11.78 11.94 10.55 -7.49 -5.99 0.7286*
feves (11.32) (10.27) (11.56) (10.38) (6.35) (5.61)
= (%) -7.46 -11.64 -20.02*
CEARl
Bl T g 16.94 15.21 15.59 13.37 -8.02 -6.64 0.7018*
fEveE] (13.7) (134) (12.8) (11.1) 9.7) (54)
#E(%) -10.21 -14.24 19.02%*
<0.970TM T ig 15.73 13.85 14.95 12.25 -8.32 -6.53 0.7423*
fEveE] (14.1) (13.7) (12.7) (10.5) 8.1) (7.5)
B (%) -11.95 -18.06* -21.51*
0.97-1.03 ATM 7 fgjp 12.74 11.91 12.52 10.69 -5.69 -5.03 0.6372*
fEveE] (14.7) (12.8) (12.5) (10.4) (5.8) (52)
2B (%) -6.52 -7.42 -11.60
>1.031TM = dagg 18.58 16.63 17.80 15.63 -6.31 -4.54 0.7325*
fEves | (12.7) (12.0) (11.5) (11.3) (7.3) (5.2)
= R (%) -10.49 -12.19 -28.05*

%{FIEJ : ‘4:1[/'[‘; (K/St) {;\;—E

KB VR

‘ﬁ\ BAET VTR TR © % B (%) FLGARCH MBS 15

EPUT TR F G E%) tg,F[@rl[iﬂ HFJF[GARCHEJI}T[FMFJ;FTI BHCBSHLE] o < RF 71 5%
JREEAYED » GARCHF [V 7 (IR R I,QEABSEU;?J Wznsl*%GARCHiFﬁgﬁi%Wu FifE=BS
PRI R ] (MR TS O B

V[ [HEIR6H, > JIGARCHIF BT EEE 71 1o

9|Flﬁﬁ% FIJH T IE?HO :
MR 50%) ]

Wins < 50% >

3332 ?ﬁ%_] 'j:s%,‘ J‘{_é’l, J~<
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CALL
0.1 ! ! ! CALL
01 ! !
005+
005+
0 :
p | g
s} | T ]
| | &
T
ok i L . 0aF
\
1
| | |
1 AT auT llr( A"I OIUT
Moneyness Mansyness
PUT
PUT 041 ‘
01 T T
005F
I 0
0 i 3
| =
) -1 —_— "
© g
1
01F
| T 1
1
-
_O “5 Il Il L 1 L 1
’ 1 4T ouT 1] 41 ot
Moneyness Moneyness

2 Gram-Charlier GARCH=BSHf -2 SV [l AT

] ‘Q%ﬂfllfl@ﬂf?‘ AL 1P B (median) ?gfgjﬁ'ﬂ JRE PO [l R BT {457 1 PORYRREES >
T AEIREY L~ YA 13 I 0 ] s AR R 2 Hes OQ%\'HI%T?,: Fﬂ%@?%ﬁj’f
I%lﬁ] T3 VFF‘ [MDGS (1999) Gram-Charlier GARCHIf{ i ~[F1‘.?f'§f Hu@@?@ﬁﬁﬁﬁr} » B
Gram-Charlier GARCHYE?ET VE 2 [ “Ei‘?ﬁiﬁéﬁ—

FL BT (AR B [ okl A A (outliers) gy iy P (R
%&GARCH@E‘W%TUIFWﬂBSﬁW%‘Tu[FJF‘EI}%L&T SR A ReE] A fE AT
[ BRSO R ES0] > 1 Wins FRAFE=1 - ?ﬁ#ﬂﬁf%ﬁh o P ZLfp PIREEL D] - AFATBS
EF'J GARCH?FHETHH}%EW IV B TTE65%) | | » T 195572.34% o T SY6REE Y 0 B
F AR HEH ¢ Wins <50% » 217 91 F GARCHIF P IR i FHEesg 2 1 o

BASTE50%! ) & 5 BARTo HALFIROAEHH - [NIFGARCHIFTETE PUF R AT BSHLE] -
gl S P IR SRR I P 28 = 5 < SR D A T SRR TGARCHI
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P S MR (R3S 56U STT Gram-Charlier GARCHIE 8 IF Tk 37 ey e
AU 2T INGARCHUE] (R B RTREI (19 AR e » P I-fSphe BSMLRIH 7 (Fiapint i (U
5l #{Duan and Zhang (2001) **Heston and Nandi (2000) */GARCH;# 4@3@ IARES NN IEs
1% « (['RLGram-Charlier GARCHE Byl JT5 [k I (S B B A - SF 2T Y
GARCHFELE] € b YA BEFR e 1 > (HTY IRk = B sl > 1) frﬂb‘{‘GARCH
TR [k SR i PRI e -

4.2

S AR A BRI R (R R i BT
NE T A E~J1’EUEL*JF§5E"[‘§4 (volatility persistence) fGram-Charlier GARCH:Z ST EIE = F e
EHUEYA © Duan et al. (1999) “Duan et al. (2003) I'R[erHE: EIL%’E*J#{T A E AR GARCHAZ
HEGS (1 G - 0T R [OGARCHIS S| B YERHET B2 (L4 (2 + €)") + By i e B gy
W 0SSR F g, (14 (v o))+ 4, > 0.85 o FIEIAIT T B 0 s A
et 2 VR[S (SR - Duan er al. (2003) BRI RO 5 E L Jf’i?ﬂﬁ?&f
T - GARCHE SNBIFT ETE PR [EARTFIE. o 25 T A2 SRR A AR |5 A F Do
P 085 | 1 B v P! e o ot - iﬁﬁgf:@*’GARCHf? ff@?ﬁf?d@
A s (R A U

B ¥ > £-UsBakshi er al. (1997) FPena ef al. (2002) 1953 FEHE » 4 R 7 S HHE S5
FTEI P 13 P B 7« 55 P S ) mu,@%’-w&f’ B4 Zypoy
[ (option specific) HY[f| %ﬁ[r‘ﬁ[ﬂ% (market dependent)’ S SRR SR ] ~ AT T
w,;mi BB 3 0 R W SIS P ] A e -

| OB SO 53 I g A *wi%ﬁﬂ

PPD, = b, + b1, +b,0, + bk, +bk, +bInK +bSP +z¢, (18)
L1 > PPD, (percentage price difference) iﬁﬂjgﬁ Eﬂjf %IET”IF 1 AEEY F“IEF?T > 1]
PPD, _M > Kl Hlottfs?OﬂJ [ﬁ“ﬁﬁﬁ&lﬁt Eﬁ ekl J%[T,”%T&‘ 1 IF T, BT fd ’iﬁfgﬁl‘ Eﬁﬂiﬁ;

0,
I ) = o, e P R ) B B s I po s [ PP gt 25 PR FT s e paf !
[P Dot P FRE RSP R E ) TE R e ke Pk, 0 IR R
I B IEERE KBRS RV B IS spRUR R RS ok puls - 250

4R IR ORI O R R TRV | PP S g
PR - VS I%i@mﬁ’%ﬁlli :
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B EMAORITHEI (relative bid-ask spread) SEHREIE - # M sp = (ask —pid )/0, * H 1 go =
bid, 73 S M SRl R TR > O RN Rl 2S8R 7 (0 U853 Ao
REZRIEAS o IR IR SRR RIS A E R 65%0 ) & » S FIIEERE - Fogh fid
RRPRBLAR o B S5 E (IREL ) RSO )9
B (e HIJEJ%%%@W‘J% s FHIgREARS BS)FEEF'JEIU?—“ Eﬁ?‘ ) gﬁ%‘@(ﬁg‘g@ﬁgﬁﬂ/ I,’FTJFJ;:\LE'“%F: ta5ia
¥fGram-Charlier GARCH?Fﬁ';Tfi EIUP—r FId (S EA ey ,ﬂgl?y pjﬁgr P A PR T el [Q;EJ]HP"?
WIS (R =135 G Gram-Charlier GARCHiFﬁg‘TiFIJ‘r [FHpFs b o SR EI DT & S it
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