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I have extended theoretical research on a “preference for spread” , that is, a tendency
that a decision maker prefers spreading good and bad consumption over time. First, I have
demonstrated that if the decision maker’ s preferences satisfy a “strong” notion of
the preference for spread, to lower the volatility of a consumption sequence, the decision
maker may prefer reducing a consumption level of a certain time period. Second, I have
shown via a consumption—saving problem that if the decision maker’ s preferences satisfy
a “strong” notion of the preference for spread, even when interest rates fluctuate
greatly over time, the optimal consumption sequence has a low level of volatility of
consumption. Third, for an evaluation of consumption sequences that involve risk, I have
introduced a framework in which the decision maker whose preference satisfy the preference
for spread shows an aversion to decreasing consumption sequences far greater than
appreciation of increasing consumption sequences.
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