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Abstract

We evaluate the ability of the Lucas [25] tree and the Alvarez-Jermann [3] models, both with
homogeneous as well as heterogeneous beliefs, to generate a time series of excess returns that
displays both short-term momentum and long-term reversal, i.e., positive autocorrelation in the
short-run and negative autocorrelation in the long-run. Our analysis is based on a methodological
contribution that consists in (i) a recursive characterisation of the set of constrained Pareto
optimal allocations in economies with limited enforceability and belief heterogeneity and (ii)
an alternative decentralisation of these allocations as competitive equilibria with endogenous
borrowing constraints. We calibrate the model to U.S. data as in Alvarez and Jermann [4]. The
sign of the autocorrelations predicted by the Lucas tree model or the Alvarez-Jermann model with
correct beliefs coincide with the data for some preferences parameters. However, we find that only
the Alvarez-Jermann model with heterogeneous beliefs delivers autocorrelations that not only have
the correct sign but are also of magnitude similar to the US data when the preferences parameters

are disciplined to match both the average annual risk-free rate and equity premium.
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1 Introduction

Over the last several years, a large volume of empirical work has documented that excess returns
in the stock market appear to exhibit short-term momentum, that is positive autocorrelation, in the
short to medium run and long-term reversal, that is negative autocorrelation, in the long run (see
Moskowitz et al [26], Poterba and Summers [29] and Lo and MacKinlay [24]).

There is a tendency to interpret these properties of excess returns as a rejection of standard models
of asset pricing and so they are known as financial markets anomalies.! Although this interpretation
might be correct, it is not apparent why standard models of asset pricing cannot generate the pattern
of autocorrelations found in the data.

In this paper we evaluate the ability of two standard general equilibrium asset pricing models
to generate a time series of excess returns that display both short-term momentum and long-term
reversal. We consider both an economy without frictions, the Lucas [25] tree model adapted to allow
for stochastic growth as in Mehra and Prescott [27], as well as an economy where credit frictions arise
due to limited enforceability, the Alvarez-Jermann [3] model. For each of them we analyse both the
case of homogeneous and heterogeneous beliefs. We say that a model’s predictions are qualitatively
accurate if the sign of the predicted autocorrelations coincide with that of their empirical counterparts
for some preferences parameters. We say that a model’s predictions are quantitatively accurate if its
predicted autocorrelations are both of the same sign and order of magnitude as in the data when
one sets the discount rate and coefficient of risk aversion to match the average annual risk-free rate
of 0.8% and equity premium of 6.18%. We calibrate the stochastic process of individual income and
aggregate growth rates of a two-agent economy to aggregate and US household data as in Alvarez
and Jermann [4]. For each case, we first ask whether its predictions are qualitatively accurate. If the
answer is positive, we study whether the model’s predictions are quantitatively accurate as well.

The autocorrelation of excess returns is zero when the expectations are computed using the so-
called equivalent martingale measure or, as we call it, the market belief. Yet, as it has been noticed
long time ago, the empirical excess returns could be autocorrelated.? This is because (i) the empirical
autocorrelations converge to the autocorrelations computed with respect to the true probability mea-
sure and (ii) the market belief, typically, differs from the true probability measure.® Loosely speaking,
short-term momentum and long-term reversal occurs if the conditional equity premium is pro-cyclical
in the short-run but counter-cyclical in the long-run.

We consider a pure exchange economy where the state of nature follows a finite first-order time
homogeneous Markov process. There is a finite number of infinitely-lived agents who are subjective

utility maximisers and have heterogeneous beliefs regarding the transition probability matrix.*

IFama and French [18] suggest this interpretation as a logical possibility, while Poterba and Summers [29] argue that

these properties of excess returns should be attributed to "price fads."
2See Leroy [23] or Lucas [25], for example.
3Note that (ii) is true even if some agents have correct beliefs because the market belief adjusts the true probability

to take into account the effect of time and risk on the marginal valuation of future consumption.
40ur framework is general enough to accommodate bounded or unbounded aggregate growth and priors with and



We first consider the Lucas tree model and its competitive equilibria (CE), i.e. full risk sharing
equilibria. Under some mild assumptions, CE prices and excess returns converge to those of an
economy where only agents with correct beliefs have positive wealth (see Sandroni [31] and Blume
and Easley [10]). Thus, we restrict attention to the case where everybody has correct beliefs.> We find
that the predictions of the Lucas model are qualitatively accurate, its failure is only of a quantitative
nature. Indeed, the autocorrelations are of an order of magnitude smaller than in the data.

Next we consider competitive equilibria with solvency constraints (CESC) that prevent agents to
attain full risk sharing, an equilibrium concept very close to the one used in Alvarez and Jermann
[3]. Following Alvarez and Jermann [3] and Kehoe and Levine [20], we say that an allocation is
enforceable if agents would at no time be better off reverting permanently to autarky. We say that an
allocation is constrained Pareto optimal (CPO) if it is optimal within the set of enforceable allocations.
Our analysis of CESC allocations is based on a methodological contribution that complements the
techniques developed by Spear and Srivastava [32] and Abreu et al [2]. Indeed, we first provide a
complete recursive characterisation of the set of constrained Pareto optimal allocations and a version
of the principle of optimality for these economies. We also show how to decentralise a CPO allocation
as a CESC using a suitable adaptation of the methodology that Beker and Espino [5] develop to
decentralise a Pareto optimal allocation of an economy with belief heterogeneity as a CE.

When both agents have homogeneous beliefs, i.e. the Alvarez and Jermann [3] model, the pre-
dictions are qualitatively accurate. However, they are not quantitative accurate and the failure is
even starker than that of the Lucas model since not even the signs are correct. The different quan-
titative predictions of the Lucas and Alvarez and Jermann models arise because the calibrated labor
income shocks display counter-cyclical cross-sectional variance, as Krueger and Lustig [22] point out.
In particular, this counter-cyclical property of the labor income shocks makes the conditional equity
premium counter-cyclical in the short-run as in Chien and Lustig [16].

To assess the impact of belief heterogeneity on CESC, we assume agent 1 has correct beliefs and
agent 2 has dogmatic beliefs that are pessimistic about the persistency of the expansion state and
correct otherwise. The presence of solvency constraints ensures that the consumption of every agent
is bounded away from zero, i.e. both agents survive. We set the beliefs of the pessimistic agent so
that the time series of returns matches the historical short-term momentum and we found that the
model does a very good job explaining long-term reversal as well.

The main lesson is that if one insists in that some agents must eventually have correct beliefs,
then perpetual pessimism, belief heterogeneity and limited enforceability are three ingredients that
together give a quantitative explanation for short-term momentum and long-term reversal in a general
equilibrium setting. Pessimism makes the market more pessimistic at expansions than at recessions
which makes the conditional equity premium pro-cyclical in the short-run. This is the main driving
force to explain both short-term momentum and long-term reversal. Belief heterogeneity and limited

enforceability make the welfare weights change as time and uncertainty unfold and so it increases

without the true transition matrix in its support. If some agent has the truth in his prior’s support but others do not,

belief heterogeneity does not vanish.
5Note that since we are interested in asymptotic results, this restriction is without loss in generality



the volatility of the stochastic discount factor. This excess volatility does not vanish because limited
enforceability makes the pessimistic agent survive. Consequently, the average equity premium can be
matched for levels of risk aversion more moderate than those that would be necessary in an otherwise
identical economy without limited enforceability or belief heterogeneity.

We are not the first to use pessimism to explain asset pricing puzzles in general equilibrium.
However, most of the previous papers are representative agent models. Abel [1], assumes the belief of
the representative agent is characterised by pessimism and doubt and he shows that these effects reduce
the risk-free rate and increase the equity premium. Cogley and Sargent [13] focus on the quantitative
effects of pessimism on the equity premium. However, neither of these authors tackle the effect of
pessimism on the autocorrelations of excess returns. Cecchetti et al [12] explain several anomalies,
including long-term reversal, but they are silent about short-term momentum. Our approach differs
from theirs in one important aspect. In their model the stochastic discount factor has a non stationary
behaviour because they assume not only that the representative agent is pessimist but also that she
believes the endowment growth follows a peculiar non-stationary process. In our model, instead,
the agents correctly believe the true process is stationary while the non stationary behaviour of the
stochastic discount factor arises endogenously due to changes in the wealth distribution.

Cogley and Sargent [14] combine both pessimism and belief heterogeneity but they focus only on
their effect on the market price of risk on a finite sample. Although the pessimistic agent ends up
learning, they show that, for a plausible calibration of their model, it takes a long time for the effect
of large pessimism on CE asset prices to be erased unless the agents with correct beliefs own a large
fraction of the initial wealth.

Finally, Cao [11] and Cogley et al [15] also combine the same three ingredients to study the
dynamics of asset prices. Cao focuses on survival and excess volatility of asset prices. Cogley et al
focus on the wealth dynamics of a bond economy when solvency constraints are exogenously given
and proportional to the agents’ income.

This paper is organised as follows. Section 2, describes the model. Our methodological contribu-
tion is introduced in sections 3 and 4. Section 5 provides a statistical and economic characterisation
of short-term momentum and long-term reversal. In section 6, we evaluate the ability of CE and
CESC allocations to generate short-term momentum and long-term reversal. Section 7 provides a

final discussion. Proofs are gathered in the Appendix.

2 The Model

We consider a one-good infinite horizon pure exchange stochastic economy. In this section we establish

the basic notation and describe the main assumptions.

2.1 The Environment

Time is discrete and indexed by ¢t = 0,1,2,.... The set of possible states of nature is S = {1, ..., K}.

The state of nature at date zero is known and denoted by sy € S. The set of partial histories up to date



t > 1, St is the t—Cartesian product of S with typical element s* = (s1, ..., 8¢). S is the set of infinite
sequences of the states of nature and s = (s1, $2,---), called a path, is a typical element. For every
partial history s’, t > 1, a cylinder with base on s’ is the set C(s*) = {5 € S : 5 = (s, 541,--)}
of all paths whose ¢ initial elements coincide with st. Let F; be the o-algebra that consists of all
finite unions of the sets C(s!). The o-algebras F; define a filtration Fy C ... C F; C ... C F where
Fo = {0, 5>} is the trivial c—algebra and F is the o-algebra generated by the algebra ;- F;.

Let AK=! be the K — 1 dimensional unit simplex in R®€. We say that 7 : S x § — [0,1] is
a transition probability matrix if 7(-|¢) € AK=! for all £ € S. If {s;} follows a first-order time-
homogeneous Markov process with a K x K transition probability matrix 7, then P™ denotes the
probability measure on (5>, F) uniquely induced by 7. Let II¥ denote the set of K x K transition
probability matrices and Hf 4 be the subset consisting of all K x K transitions probability matrices
with strictly positive entries. B (HK ) are the corresponding Borel sets and P(IT¥) is the set of
probability measures on (HK , B (HK )) The following assumption will be used for the characterisation
of the dynamics in Sections 5-6 where we need to be explicit about the true data generating process

(henceforth, dgp).
A.0 The true dgp is given by P™ for some 7* € H§+~

Definition. A state of nature £ is strongly persistent if 7 (£|€) > ¢* (€), where ¥* is the invariant

distribution assoctated with w*

2.2 The Economy

There is a single perishable consumption good every period. The economy is populated by I (types
of) infinitely-lived agents where i € Z = {1,...,I} denotes an agent’s name. A consumption plan
is a sequence {c;}2, such that ¢g € Ry and ¢; : S — Ry is Fy—measurable for all ¢ > 1 and

SUp (¢ €t (8) < 00. Given sp, the agent’s consumption set, C(so), is the set of all consumption plans.

2.2.1 Beliefs

P; is the probability measure on (S°°, F) that represents agent i’s prior. Throughout this paper, we
assume that each agent i assigns positive probability to every partial history st, i.e., P;(C(s')) > 0
for all s*. We say that agent i believes the dgp consists of draws from a (fixed) transition probability

matrix if for every event A € F
Pe(A) = [P A) o ).
K

where u; 0 € P(IIX) is agent i’s belief over the unknown transition probability matrix. Let po =

(11,05 -+, f1,0) denote the collection of beliefs of the agents at date zero.

A1 Agent i believes the true dgp consists of draws from a transition probability matrix and either
a. {;0 has countable support.
b. ;0 has density f; o with respect to Lebesgue that is continuous.



Assumption A1 implies that posterior beliefs depend on the history only through the prior. Indeed,

Bayes’ rule implies that beliefs evolve according to

_ fD 7T(St+1 |3t) i st (dﬂ-)
Jiix (Seq1 I8¢) past (dmr)

i st+1 (D) for any D € B(ITX), (1)

where p; 0 = p;,0 is given at date 0.

The following assumptions when coupled with A1, impose more structure on the agent’s prior.%

A2 Agent ¢ has the true transition probability matrix in the support of her prior. That is, either
a. ;0 (m*) > 0 if p; 0 has countable support.
b. fio(7m*) > 01if p; 0 has density f; o with respect to Lebesgue.

We say that agent i is dogmatic if his belief is a point mass probability measure on some 7; € IT1¥,
ie., ul* : B(IIX) — [0,1] is given by
1 ifm, eB

pi' (B) =
0 otherwise.

Agents with dogmatic beliefs satisfy A.1 but they satisfy A.2 only if m; = 7*. Let 7 = (71, ..., 71)
and p™ = (p7',...,7"). The following assumption defines a large class of heterogeneous dogmatic

beliefs that we use In Proposition 4.

fata £F w1 (E°]€7) mi(£7]ET) sk
A3 There exists £* € S such that N GIERE N GaTD) # 1 for some £** € S.

2.2.2 Preferences

Agents’ preferences have a subjective expected utility representation that is time separable, i.e.,

for every ¢; € C(sp) her preferences are represented by

oo
Uli(c;) = B (Z Pit ui(ci,t)> J
t=0

where u; : Ry — {—oco} UR is continuously differentiable, strictly increasing, strictly concave and

lin% 8”577(;@) = +o00 and p;; is agent ¢’s multi-period stochastic discount factor recursively defined by
r—r

pit+1(8) = B(st, pi,st)pie(s) for all ¢ and s,

where p;(sg) € (0,1) is given and B(&,-) : P(IT¥) — (0,1) is continuous for all ¢ and uniformly
bounded above by 8 € (0,1).7-8 If agent i has dogmatic beliefs, we write 3;(&) = B(&, u") for all &.

2.3 Feasibility, Enforceability and Constrained Optimality

Agent i’s endowment at date ¢ is a time-homogeneous function of the current state of nature that we

denote by y;(£) > 0 for all £. The aggregate endowment is denoted by y(&) = Zf:l yi(§) <Y < o0
Let y;: (s) = yi (s¢) and ¢ (s) = y(sy).

6We adopt the convention of writing u; ({7*}) as p; (7*).
"We allow for utility functions unbounded from below.
8In the standard case where 3(&, ) = B for all £, p; +(s) = B¢ for all t > 1 and s.



Given a consumption plan ¢; € C(sg), define
Ui(ei) (") = ui(ei(s)) + B(se, pist) Zg L. (€' |51 )Ui(ci)(s",€') for all t and s,

where 7, (£ [s¢) = J (€ |s¢) pi(st ey (dm) where pi; (g0 ¢ry is obtained from pi; o+ using (1). When ¢;
is the endowment of agent i, we simply write U;(sq, p1; 5¢) to make clear that the utility attained from
consuming the individual endowment forever can be expressed as a function only of s; and p; st.

Let Y (sg) be the set of feasible allocations. Given (so, po), a feasible allocation {ci}iI:1 is enforce-
able if U;(c;)(s*) > Ui(s, pist) for all ¢, st and i. Let Y (sg, o) C Y (s0) be the set of enforceable
allocations. A feasible allocation {ci}Z.I:1 is Pareto optimal (PO) if there is no alternative feasi-
ble allocation {Ei}le € Y (so) such that U (¢;) > U (¢;) for all i. An enforceable allocation
{ci}le is constrained Pareto optimal (CPO) given (so, po) if there is no other enforceable allocation
{Ei}ij:l € Y (s0, po) such that U (&) > U (¢;) for all i.

Given (so, ig), define the wtility possibility correspondence by

Uso,po) ={a € R : I {e;}i_, €Y (s0), @ < U (c;) Vi},

and the enforceable utility possibility correspondence by
UF (so, o) = {u e R! : 3 {Ci}le € Y¥(s0, o), Ui(so, o) < @i < U (e;) Vil

Given (so, po), the set of CPO allocations can be characterised as the solution to the following

) : : I.
planner’s problem with welfare weights oo € R :

I
v* (80, @, fio) = sup Z@i EF (Z Pi,t ui(ci,t)> . (2)
t

{ei}_ €Y B(s0,p0) =1

It is straightforward to prove that (2) can be rewritten as

I
’U*(S(),O[,,LLO) = sup Za’i az (3)
@ € UB(so,p0) 1

The maximum is attained since the objective function is continuous and the constraint set is compact.

2.3.1 An Economy with Aggregate Growth

Let g: S — Ry and ¢; : S — (0,1) denote the (stochastic) growth rate and income share of agent 4,

respectively. Then,

yi(s) = g(st) yi—1(s) and yii(s) = €i(se) yi(s) for all i, t and s. (4)

Definition. An economy where the aggregate endowment satisfies (4), the discount factor is non-
stochastic and preferences display constant relative risk aversion is called a growth economy. A baseline

growth economy is a growth economy where I =2, K =4, g(1) = g(3) and g(2) = g (4).

Our specification of the discount factor let us accommodate growth as in Alvarez and Jermann [3].
Indeed, we now argue that the set of enforceable allocations of a growth economy can be characterised
by studying the set of enforceable allocations of an economy with constant aggregate endowment and

an stochastic discount factor.



Let €t (s) = it () Jye (5), Uit(s) = yir(s)/ye(s) = €i(sy) for all 4, s and ¢. Notice that y;(s) =
S Gis(s) =1 for all s and . Then,

Ui (@) (s") = wi(@4(5)) + Blse, pras) Z Ty e (€ 15)U;(S)(s%,¢') for all t and s,

6/
where

Trﬂ,-,yst (5/ |St )g(&/)l—a’
e, o (Elsi)g(©)re

As in Mehra and Prescott [27], expected utility is well defined if

and  B(st, 1,50 527@% (€ [s¢)g(€") =

/ﬂ\—/l'i,st (é-/ |St) =

sup ﬁZm&l& g(g)' =7 s <L (5)

§i
Let ¢; = {Gi1},op for all i and § = {g:},,. We define the normalised stationary economy
associated to the growth economy by <A {Ei, (72} )
€T

Finally, {Cz}z ; is an enforceable allocation in the growth economy iff {cl} _, is an enforceable
allocation in the normalised stationary economy. Also, the preference orderings are identical in the

two corresponding economies and the discount factor is stochastic if and only if the growth rate is.

3 A Recursive Approach to CPO

In this section, we provide the recursive characterisation of the set of CPO allocations and a version

of the Principle of Optimality for economies with heterogeneous beliefs and limited enforceability.

3.1 The Recursive Planner’s Problem

In Appendix A we show that v* : S x RE x P(II) — R solves the functional equation®

v (€ a,p) = (cw,a(wg)) I az ui(ci)+5(£,ui);m(£’lﬁ)wé(é’) : (6)

subject to
60, Y a=y) (7)
wi(ei) + BE i) D, i (€ 1€) wil€)) = Vsl o), (®)
Wi(€) = U(€ W&, m)(€))  forall €, (9)
i 0766600 = 01, wi(€)] = 0 or ¢ (10)

where
Jp (€' 1€) pi (dr)

1 (& 1) (€) (D) = for any D € B(ITX),

J(€1€) pa (dm)
W (& (&) = (1§ ) (€)-ur (€, n)(€)),

and o/(&’) is the solution to problem (10) for state of nature &'.

91n section 3.1 we abuse notation and let ¢ to be a non-negative vector and ¢; its it component.



In the recursive dynamic program defined by (6) - (10), the current state of nature, £, captures the

impact of changes in aggregate output while («, 1) summarises and isolates the history dependence
J (€18 pi(€.m)(€") (dm)
S (€€ (6,)(§7) (dm) 2
and limited enforceability.!® The planner takes as given (£, , u) and allocates current consumption

introduced by the B-margin of heterogeneity, introduced by Beker and Espino [5]
and continuation utility levels among agents. The optimisation problem defined in condition (10)
characterises the set of continuation utility levels attainable at (&', u/ (&, p) (£')) (see Lemma A.1 in
Appendix A).!! The weights o/ (&, o, u)(€¢') that attain the minimum in (10) are the weights that
support next period allocation.

Any (c,w’, o') that satisfies (7) - (10) will be referred as a set of policy functions. Given (sg, g, o),

we say the policy functions (c, o) generate an allocation {c;};, € C(so)! if

cit(s) = ci(stau(s)),
apri(s) = o (se,u(s), frst)(se41),
Hist+1 = ﬂ/i(stvﬂi7st)(st+1)v

for all i, ¢ > 0 and s € §°°, where ag(s) = ag and ; o0 = pio-
It follows by standard arguments that the corresponding optimal consumption policy function,
¢i(&, @), is the unique solution to
ny (gUh) (ai 3%’(01'(5,04))) — (0.
v ch, ay, Oc;
where (g%:) B denotes the inverse of the function ?9%2'
The following Theorem states our version of the Principle of Optimality. It shows that there is a

one-to-one mapping between the set of CPO allocations and the allocations generated by the optimal

policy functions solving (6) - (10).

Theorem 1. An allocation (c})!_; is CPO given (&, a,p) if and only if it is generated by the set of
policy functions solving (6) - (10).

Given a_; € Rﬁ__l, define

a; (& p)(a—) = ném a; € Ry s ui(ci(§, (s, ai))) + B(E pi Zﬂul §1E) wi(€, (i, a—y), p) (&) = Vi€, 1)
; 7

where ¢; (¢, ) and w!(€, (a,a_;), 1)(¢') are the maximisers in problem (6) - (10). For I = 2, we
simply write o, (£, 1) and a,(&, p).

10To be more precise, Beker and Espino define the B-margin as the ratio of the priors about the states of nature in

the following t periods while here it is the ratio of the priors about the realisations of next period state of nature.
1 To understand condition (10) notice that the utility possibility correspondence is convex, compact and contains its

corresponding frontier. The frontier of a convex set can always be parameterised by supporting hyperplanes. Thus, a
utility level vector w is in the utility possibility correspondence if and only if for every welfare weight « the hyperplane
parameterised by « and passing through w, aw, lies below the hyperplane generated by the utility levels attained by
the CPO allocation corresponding to that welfare weight «, attaining the value v(&, o, ). This is why we must have

ow < v(€, a, p) for all a or, equivalently, ming [v(, &, u) — dw] > 0.



The following Proposition shows that constraint (8) can be ignored by restricting the welfare
weights to lie in A(&, p) = {a € AT a; > a, (€, 1) (a;) for all i}.12

Proposition 2. Let (&,p) € S x P(IIX). (i) If « € A(&, ), then constraint (8) does not bind at any
solution to (6) - (10). (i) If « ¢ A(E, ), then there exists some & € A(E, 1) such that c¢(€, a) = ¢(&, &).

The (normalised optimal) law of motion for the welfare weights, o ., (£, o, 1)(§'), follows from
the first order conditions with respect to the continuation utility levels for each individual. In the

two-agent case, the CPO law of motion for agent 1's welfare weight is

o (€', 1) if @) o (&5 0, 1) (€1) <y (&' 1)
gl &) = 1= ay(€p) i al (6 am)€) > 1 ay(€p)
A po(&sa, p)(€')  otherwise

where

ay [ (g 1§)m (& p) () (dr)
o (€& ) (&) (dm) + as [ w(€7[€) (&) iy (€, ) (dm)

O[1 ,Po (5’ & :u)

is the PO law of motion for agent 1’s welfare weight that depends only on the extent to which beliefs
are heterogeneous as captured by the B-margin. The CPO law of motion for agent 1’s welfare weight,
instead, combines two effects: belief heterogeneity and limited enforceability. To understand the
impact of each effect we discuss them in isolation. If beliefs are heterogeneous but enforceability is
perfect, the CPO law of motion for agent 1’s welfare weight becomes the PO law of motion. Therefore,
the changes in agent 1’s welfare weight are purely driven by changes in the B-margin. If beliefs are
homogeneous and enforceability is imperfect, the case analysed by Alvarez and Jermann [3], the CPO
law of motion requires the next period welfare weight to be equal to the current one unless that conflicts
with the need to provide incentives to avoid the agent to revert to autarky, i.e. there is some state of
nature for which the current welfare weight does not lie in the interval defined by the corresponding
minimum enforceable weights. Therefore, the changes in agent 1’s welfare weights are purely driven
by the need to satisfy enforceability. If agents have heterogeneous beliefs and enforceability is limited,
both effects might interact. Consequently, changes in agent 1’s welfare weight are driven by the

B-margin unless that conflicts with enforceability.

3.1.1 Discussion

There are at least two alternative approaches to solve recursively the problem defined by (3). To
simplify the exposition we assume there are only two agents. The first alternative was developed by

Thomas and Worral [35] and Kocherlakota [21].'3 Instead of using welfare weights to parameterised

12The proof of Proposition 2 is included in the supplementary material.
3 Thomas and Worral [35] study the efficient distribution of risk between a risk-neutral firm and a risk-averse worker

in a partial equilibrium setting without commitment. This simplified framework let them describe the Pareto frontier
recursively. Kocherlakota [21] consider a general equilibrium setting and claims that their same technique can be applied

to his problem.



the allocations, the planner chooses current feasible consumption and continuation utilities for both
agents in order to maximise agent 1’s utility subject to three restrictions: (i) agent 2’s utility is above
some pre-specified level, (ii) feasible allocations are period-by-period enforceable and (iii) continuation
utility levels lie in the next period utility possibility correspondence. Very importantly, these last two
conditions imply that the value function defines the constraint set. The second alternative, developed
in Beker and Espino [5], studies directly the operator defined by (6) - (10).

Since both approaches use the value function to define the constraint set, it is not clear that any
of the associated operators satisfies Blackwell’s discounting (sufficient) condition for a contraction.
When enforceability constraints are ignored, Beker and Espino [5] show that discounting is satisfied
if the operator is properly restricted. With enforceability constraints, however, their approach cannot
be applied. The difficulty can be explained as follows. For any function v that defines the constraint
set, there might be some positive constant, a > 0 such that v 4 a enlarges the feasible set of choices of
continuation utilities with respect to v. Although v 4+ a is still an affine linear transformation of v, it
gives some room to deal with enforceability and that conflicts with discounting. As a matter of fact,
uniqueness is not satisfied since the function (&, a, ) = 2521 o;U; (&, p;) is also a fixed point of the
operator defined by (6) - (10).

Our strategy relates to the seminal idea pioneered by Abreu, Pearce and Stacchetti [2] (discussed
in Alvarez and Jermann [4] in a setting with limited enforceability). They construct an operator
that iterates directly on the utility possibility correspondence and then the value function (and the
corresponding optimal policy functions) are recovered from the frontier of the fixed point of that
operator. Our approach follows their idea but it iterates directly on the utility possibility frontier
parameterised by welfare weights. To implement this strategy, it is key that the utility possibility
correspondence is convex-valued, a property that is not assumed in Abreu, Pearce and Stacchetti [2]

since they are interested in non-convex problems.'*

3.2 Computation

For many purposes it is important to have an algorithm capable of finding the value function v*. Let
¥ be the value function solving the recursive problem when the enforceability constraints are ignored

(see Beker and Espino [5]). Evidently, v*(§, o, 1) < 0(&, o, ) for all (€, a, ).

Proposition 3. Let vg = 0 and v, =T (v,—1) for all n > 1. Then, {v,} is a monotone decreasing

sequence and lim,, o v, = v*.

3.3 The Welfare Weights Dynamic with Dogmatic Beliefs

In this section we assume there are two agents who have dogmatic beliefs. Q = {(£,a) € S x Al :
a € A(&,p™)} is the state space and G its o—algebra. For ¢ > 0, QF is the t—cartesian product of
Q with typical element w! = (&, ag, ..., &, ) and 2% = Q x Q x ... is the infinite product of the
state space with typical element w = (wg, w1, ...). G_1 = {&,Q2°°} is the trivial oc—algebra, G, is the

14 They study bang-bang solutions for problems where non-convexities arise due to incentive compatibility constraints.

10



o—algebra that consists of all the cylinder sets of length t. The o—algebras G; define a filtration
G 1CGyC..CG C..CG>®, where G® =G x Gx... is the o—algebra on Q.

/

The law of motion for the welfare weights, ag,,,

coupled with 7* define a time-homogeneous

transition function on the states of nature and the welfare weights, Fip, : Q2 x G — [0, 1], given by

Flpol(€,0),8 x Al = > (€ |€) for all (Sx A)eg
§'ES, ay,,(§a)(€)eA
The transition function Fip, together with a probability measure ¢ on (€, G) induces a unique prob-
ability measure PFero (1),-) on (Q°°,G%°). We define the operator T* on the space of probability

measures on (£, G) as
T (S, A) = /Fcpo ((£,a),Sx A)dy forall (SxA)eg

We use standard arguments to show that T has a unique invariant measure on (£2,G) and that the

distribution of states converges weakly to that measure.

Proposition 4. Suppose I =2 and A.0, A1 and A3 holds for both agents. Then there exists a unique

invariant measure Yepo : G — [0,1]. Moreover, 1cp, is globally stable and non-degenerate.

Actually, Beker and Espino [6] show that CPO allocations are never PO for a large class of het-
erogeneous priors in any two-agent economy. Moreover, our numerical simulations led us to conjecture

that, typically, the support of the invariant distribution has a finite number of points.

4 Competitive Equilibrium with Solvency Constraints

In this section we define a competitive equilibrium with solvency constraints (CESC). In Section
4.1 we show that CPO allocations can be decentralised as CESC and study the determinants of the
financial wealth distribution. In section 4.2 we study the limit distribution of wealth and consumption
in a CESC.

Every period t, after observing s’, agents trade both the consumption good and a complete set
of Arrow securities in competitive markets. Security &’ issued at date ¢ pays one unit of consumption
if next period’s state of nature is & and 0 otherwise. We denote by qf,(s) and af’/t(s) the price of
Arrow security £ and agent i’s asset holdings, respectively, at date ¢ on path s. Let af’/fl = 0 for all
¢, aip = (ajy,..,al%) and a; = {a;;-1}72, for all i. Prices are in units of the date-¢ consumption
good and a price system is given by q = {qtl, e }Zo' Agent i faces a state contingent solvency
constraint, Bf; (s), that limits security ¢ holdings at date ¢t and B; = {Bil,t, . Bfft Zo for all 3.

Given ¢ and B;, agent i’s problem is

max EP (Z Pit uz(czt)>
t=0

(ciraq)

cit(s) + 2 e qf (s) af}t(s) =yi(st) +aj,_,(s) forallsand t.

S.t. , ,
ci(s) >0, a; 1 =0, ait(s) > Bit(s) for all ¢, s and t.

11



Markets clear if
Zle cit(s) =uy(s;) forallsandt.

Zfﬂ aflt(s) = for all £/, s and t.

Definition. A competitive equilibrium with solvency constraints (CESC) is an allocation {c;}icz,
portfolios {a;}icz, a price system q and solvency constraints {B;}iez such that:

(CESC 1) Given q and B, (c;,a;) solves agent i’s problem for all i.

(CESC 2) Markets clear.

Of course, a CESC need not be CPO (see Bloise et al [9]). In what follows, however, when we
refer to CESC we always mean a CESC that is CPO. A Competitive Equilibrium (CE, hereafter) is
a CESC in which the corresponding allocation is PO.

4.1 Decentralisation

Now we study the determinants of the financial wealth distribution that supports a C ESC allocation.
First, we construct recursively the date zero-transfers needed to decentralise a CPO allocation as a
time invariant function of the states (&, a, ). Afterwards, we employ a properly adapted version of
the Negishi’s approach to pin down the CPO allocation that can be decentralised as a CESC with
zero transfers.

We begin defining A4;(, a, i) as the solution to the functional equation

Az(gv Q, /”') = Ci(§7 Oé) - yl(f) + Z Q(fa «, M)(fl) Ai(gla O/a ,u/)7 (11)
Iz

where

Q6.0 = mp { (6. ) m €/ 1g) 2 HE s ED Do |

dup(cn(§, @) [Och
Expression (11) computes recursively the present discounted value of agent ’s excess demand at the
CPO allocation priced by the implicit state price Q(&, o, ) (€'). Let R (€, a, ) = (ZE’ Q& a, u)(ﬁ'))

be the (implicit) risk-free interest rate

Definition. We say that a CPO allocation generates positive risk-free interest rates if RE (&, a, ) > 1
for all (€, o, ).

Proposition 5 shows that positive risk-free interest rates guarantees that A; is well-defined and
there exist a welfare weight o such that A; is zero for every i. The allocation parameterised by «y is
the natural candidate to be decentralised as a CESC.?

151n the literature studying competitive decentralisation of PO allocations in growth economies with homogeneous
beliefs, the positive risk-free interest rate condition is ubiquitous to make utility levels bounded and, thus, to establish
the existence of a competitive equilibrium. Since Q(&, p, a)(&') = B(&) 7(¢' 1€) = B w(€'|€) g(¢)1 7 is the state price

of the normalised stationary economy, the positive risk-free interest rate condition is equivalent to condition (5).
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Proposition 5. Suppose Al holds for all agents. If the C PO allocation generates positive risk-free
interest rates, there is a unique continuous function A; solving (11). Moreover, for each (so, o) there

exists ag = a(so, o) € Rfr such that A;(so, o, o) = 0 for all i.

We follow the Negishi’s approach to decentralise the CPO allocation parameterised by «g as a

CESC. For each s, t and &', we define recursively

af,(s) = Ai (€ alo(stanls), pee) (€, e er) (12)
¢ (5) = Qlsiauls), me)(€) (13)
BE(s) = A (€ alpolse:0u(s).1st) (€) s pigsr.en) (14)

with p13-1 = po and oy for t > 1 is generated by ar,,, and g = a(so, o).

In a decentralised competitive setting with sequential trading, A;(s¢, ar(s), st) can be interpreted
as the financial wealth that agent ¢ needs at date ¢ on path s to afford the consumption bundle cor-
responding to the CPO allocation parameterised by a:(s) given (sq, us¢) (see Espino and Hintermaier

[17] for further discussion).'6

Theorem 6. Suppose that A1 holds for all agents. If the CPO allocation parameterised by og =
a(so, o) generates positive risk-free interest rates, then it can be decentralised as a CESC with port-

folios {a;}icr, price system q and solvency constraints {B;}icr defined by (12)-(14).

4.2 The Limiting Distribution of Wealth and Consumption

Theorem 6 shows that the dynamics of the individuals’ wealth and consumption in a CESC allocation
is driven by the dynamic of the welfare weights. Proposition 4 shows that welfare weights have a

non-degenerate limiting distribution. The following Proposition couples these two results.

Proposition 7. Suppose [ =2 and A.0, A1 and A3 holds for both agents. The limiting distribution

of wealth and consumption in a CESC is non-degenerate.

An important implication of this result is that every agents’ consumption is bounded away from
zero regardless of whether her beliefs are correct or not (see Cao [11] for an alternative discussion).

Therefore, the so-called Market Selection Hypothesis does not hold in this setting.

5 Short-Term Momentum and Long-Term Reversal

In Section 5.1 we introduce a formal definition of short-term momentum and long-term reversal in
terms of the empirical autocorrelations of the equity excess returns. In Section 5.2, we argue that in
any CE or CESC, the empirical autocorrelations can be approximated using the population autocor-

relations. In Section 5.3 we provide a statistical characterisation of the population autocorrelations

16Qur equilibrium concept does not rely on solvency constraints that are not too tight, see Alvarez and Jermann
[3] and [4]. In our decentralisation, individual asset holdings are always at the solvency constraints by construction.
However, as discussed in Alvarez and Jermann [4, pp 1131], some of these are "false corners", i.e., if the solvency

constraints were marginally relaxed, the agent would not change the optimal choice of consumption and asset holdings.
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in terms of the reaction of the conditional equity-premium to the realisation of the excess returns.
Finally, in Section 5.4 we reinterpret the equivalent martingale measure as a market belief. We char-
acterise the changes of the conditional equity premium to the realisation of the excess return in terms

of how market pessimism changes as the market updates its belief.

5.1 Definitions

We are interested in the asset that Mehra and Prescott [27] study. Let dy (s), p; (s) and r{ (s) be the
dividend of the asset, its ex-dividend price and the (gross) risk-free interest rate, respectively, at date

t on path s. For t > 1, let the one-period excess rate of return (the return hereafter) be defined as

r(e) = O ()

Pi—1(s)
where d; (s) = y; (s) for all ¢ and s.

We imagine an econometrician who observes data on returns for 7' consecutive periods. Let

1 « 1 T
= = 2
s):fZTt(s) ando%_fz _TT ))
t=1 t=1
be the empirical average and variance of the returns. Let
= cov s
covi ( Z — 77 (8)) (re4n (s) = Tr (s)) and pr,7r (s) = kT (5)

t:l or (8) or(s)

be the empirical autocovariance and autocorrelation coefficient of order k& > 1.

Now we give a formal definition of the so-called financial markets anomalies that we explain.

Definition. The asset displays short-term momentum on a path s if Tlim p1,7(s) > 0. The asset
— 00

displays long-term reversal on a path s if Tlim p2,r (s) <O0.
—00

5.2 Asymptotic Approximation

The empirical autocorrelations are continuous functions of the return and (CE or CESC) equilibrium
returns are continuous functions of a Markov process with transition function F, on (£,G), where
e € {po,cpo}.'™ If one argues that the Markov process is ergodic with invariant distribution 1., then

standard arguments show that the following asymptotic approximation holds for 7 € {1, 2}

lim covrr (s) = covl (Rie, Rry1e) and lim or (s) = ole (Rie), P™ —a.s., (15)

T— o0 T—o00

where P, = PFe (¢),,-) and R, : Q° — R is a G,—measurable function defined by R, (w) =
Re (& (W), ar (W), pgr () (Er+1 (W))-

Theorem 8. Assume A.0 holds, A.1 holds for every agent and A.2 holds for some agent. Then the
asymptotic approzimation (15) holds if

(a) Allocations are PO or

(b) Allocations are CPO, I =2 and both agents have dogmatic beliefs satisfying A3.

17When allocations are PO, with some abuse of notation, we define Q = S x Al and G its c—algebra.
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Theorem 8 can be intuitively explained as follows. For the case in which allocations are PO and
the dgp is iid, Beker and Espino [5] show that if A1l holds for every agent and A2 holds for some
agent, then the vector of welfare weights associated with a PO allocation converges to a fixed vector
almost surely. An analogous result can be proved in the case that the dgp is generated by draws
from a time-homogeneous transition matrix as in this paper. This result coupled with the well-known
consistency property of Bayesian learning implies the ergodicity of the Markov process with transition
Fo. For the case in which allocations are CPO and agents have dogmatic priors satisfying A3, the

result follows directly from Proposition 4.

REMARK: The well-known result on convergence of posteriors implies that if every agent satisfies
A1, there exists 7 = (1, ..., m7) such that p; o converges weakly to u™ for P™ —almost all s € §%.18
That is, posterior beliefs converge to some dogmatic belief p™. Since the rest of the paper is devoted
to asymptotic results, in what follows we restrict attention to the case where every agent i has a

dogmatic prior p™. Accordingly, we omit the state variable p™:.

5.3 Statistical Characterisation

For 7 > 2, the law of iterated expectations implies that
covte (Rie,Rre) = EFe mlﬁ EFe (RT,e|R1,e)] ) (16)

where ELE (W) = Rie(w) — Efe(Ry.) is the abnormal return and ETe (RT@\RM) (w) denotes
the 7—period ahead conditional (to the o—algebra generated by the abnormal return) equity pre-
mium. We refer to Ry . and R3. as the short-run and long-run returns, respectively. Likewise,
EFe (R27e|§1,e) (w) and ETe (R&e‘ﬁl,e) (w) are the conditional short-run equity premium and the
conditional long-run equity premium, respectively.

Condition (16) makes clear that the sign of the autocovariance of order 7 depends on how the
conditional equity premium reacts to abnormal returns. The important question is what kind of
reaction of the conditional equity premium leads to short-term momentum and long-term reversal.

The following definitions will be used in Proposition 9 to provide an answer to that question.

Definition. Let RT > 0 and R~ < 0. For any 7 > 2,
e EPe (R.¢|Ry.) trends at (RT,R™) if Ry (w") = RT and Ry (w™) = R~ implies
EP (Rre|Rie) (wh) > B (Rre| Rie) (w7)

o FPe (Rr’e\ El,e) reverts to the mean at (R"‘, R™) if the reverse inequality holds.

o FFe (Rﬂe\ﬁl,e) trends (reverts to the mean) if, P. —a.s, E* (RT,E|R176) trends (reverts to the
mean) at (R*, R™).

18Where 7; € II¥ is the point in the support of agent i’s prior which minimises the Kullback-Leibler divergence with

respect to m*. See the seminal work of Berk [8] for the i.i.d. case and Yamada [37] for the Markov extension.
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This Proposition provides a sufficient condition for both short-term momentum and long-term

reversal that follows immediately from (16) and the definition above.

Proposition 9. If the T-period ahead conditional equity premium trends, then the T—order autocor-
relation is positive. If the T-period ahead conditional equity premium reverts to the mean, then the
T—order autocorrelation is negative. That is, (i) if the conditional short-run equity premium trends,
then the asset displays short-term momentum and (ii) if the conditional long-run equity premium

reverts to the mean, then the asset displays long-term reversal.

5.4 The Economics of Predictable Returns

Note that the law of iterated expectations implies that
EP“‘ (R7—7e| El,e) ((JJ) = EP“ [EP‘E (Rr,e| g1)|R17e] (OJ), for all T € {2,3}

Thus, to explain when the hypothesis of Proposition 9 are met we have to understand the behaviour
of EP (R, .| G1) (w).

Definition. Returns are unpredictable if ETe (R, .| G1) (w) is Go—measurable for all T € {2,3}.

Returns are unpredictable if E¥ (R, .| G1) (w) does not change with the information released at
date 1, i.e. the conditional equity premium coincides with the (unconditional) equity premium. Our
next result follows immediately from (16), the definition of unpredictable return and the fact that the

o—algebra generated by the abnormal return in period 1 is contained in G .
Proposition 10. If returns are unpredictable, the asset does not display financial markets anomalies.

The case we are interested is when returns are predictable, that is Ef¢ (R, .| G1) (w) varies with
the information released at date 1. Unfortunately, this case is more complex because returns can be
predictable in many different ways.

For e € {po, cpo}, let M, : G>= — [0, 1], be the equivalent martingale measure on (2°°,G>°) and
let m. : G — [0, 1] be given by

Que.0)E)
Vs Q(6.0)(@)

Then M.(C (w™,£)|Gr) (w) = me (£ & (W), ar (w)) and so m, can be reinterpreted as the market

belief about the states of nature next period.

me (€€, a) = =R (&) Qc(&,a)(¢) > 0.

The rest of this section is devoted to provide conditions on the market belief so that the conditional

equity premium either trends or reverts to the mean. Note that

*
7T7.

EPE (Rr,e| gl) = EMe ( Rr,e

G (17)

T,€

where m; e (W) = me (& (W) &1 (W), 1 (w)) and 7 (w) = 7 (& (w) [&1 (w)). When the ratio ﬂf—*
is identically equal to one, then the 7—period ahead conditional equity premium is equal to zero.

When the ratio J—T is different from one with positive probability, typically, the T7—period ahead
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conditional equity premium is different from zero. For example, if the ratio % is greater than one
when the return is positive and smaller than one otherwise, a situation where Wev say the market belief
is pessimistic about the return, then the 7—period ahead conditional equity premium is positive.

In the PO and CPO allocations we consider later, the sign of the return at any given period
depends only on the state of nature that period. The following definition gives a useful taxonomy of

states when that property holds.

Definition. A state of nature £’ is good news if, . —a.s , Re (§,a) (£') > 0. A state of nature &' is
bad news if, e — a.s, Re (§, ) (&) < 0.

Condition (17) makes clear that the sign of E¥ (R, .|G1) depends on ho

state of nature at 7. However, to understand trending and mean reversion what we actually need to
understand is how E*e (R | G1) changes as the conditioning information changes. With that purpose

in mind, we introduce the following definition.

Definition. The market is more pessimistic at state (€7, a™) than at state (£, a7~) if for every bad

news &',
w16 (1€)
Me (é‘/ ‘€+,Oé+) Me (5/ |§7,047)

“(¢']e)

. ™ . .
where the ratio N G denotes the market pessimism at (€, «) .

In the i.i.d. case, i.e. 7 (£’|€) is independent of £, the condition for the market belief to be more
pessimistic at (£7,a™) than at (£, a7) reduces to me (¢ [€7,a™) > me (£ [€7,a7).

The following definition let us move from the returns space to the state space. This is necessary
) (w) and

because Proposition 9 applies to random variables defined on the former while Ef (R, .

the market belief are defined on the latter.

Definition. State (£, &) is consistent with realisation R of Ry . if there exists a state (€, ) such that
Re (€,0) (€) = R and a(¢,0)(§) = a.

To grasp the difficulty in finding a sufficient condition for trending, consider the case in which,
given (&, ), the range of R, (£, ) (-) has only two elements, say R (§,«) (L) and R, (£, o) (H) and
H is good news. B (Ry | Ric) (w) trends at (R*, R™) if

m (LI H) R (H,o™) (L) + n* (H| H) R. (H,a™) (H)

= (LI L) R (Lo ) (L) + 7 (H| L) Re (L,a) (H) ~

for states (H, o) and (L, ™)

even if R, (H,a™)(¢') > R (L,a™) (¢') for all ¢’ € {L, H}, mean reversion might arise if 7* (L| H)
is sufficiently larger than 7* (L|L). So, we need to find an expression that relates trending with the
changes in 7* (L|§) and R, (§, «) (L) induced by changes in the state (£, @).

Since EMe (R4 1. G,) (w) = 0, then we can write

consistent with realisations BT and R~ respectively, of RLe. Note that

1—me (L |£T,a7)
me (L 167, ar)

Re (&, 0r) (L) = — Re (& a7) (H) (18)
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Therefore, using (18) (L&)
s T

E” (Ryy1.|G- —(1
(Brriel6r) me (L&, ar)

Thus, EP (Ry,c| R1.c) trends at (R, R™) if and only if
7*(L|H) 7 (L|L) —
(1= 522 ) Re (H,0%) (H) > (1= 558052 ) Re (Loa7) (H) (19)

for all states (H,a™t) and (L, ™) consistent with RT and R, respectively.

) Re (6. 0r) (H)

Definition. The recession bias effect at (at,a™) is
™ (LL) w (L H)
me (L|L,a=)  me(L|H,at)’

The recession bias effect will be useful to characterise the reaction of the conditional equity-

T, (a*,of)

premium in allocations where the market belief overestimates the likelihood of a recession at every
state (£, «). In those allocations, the recession bias effect is positive if and only if the market is more

pessimistic at the expansion state than at the recession state and it is negative otherwise.

Definition. The return inertia effect at (a*,a™) is
I (af,a”) =R. (H,a") (H) — R (L,a™) (H).

The return inertia effect is positive if and only if the highest return in the following period is larger
after expansions than after recessions. It follows from (19) that the conditions below are sufficient for
E": (Ry,c| Ry.c) to trend at (R, R™):

(i) Te (aT,a7) >0 (i) L (aT,a7) >0, (20)
where (H,a™) and (L, ) are consistent with realisations R* and R~, respectively, of Ry .. We refer

to conditions (i) and (ii) as positive recession bias and positive return inertia effects, respectively.

6 Financial Market Anomalies?

In this section we evaluate qualitatively and quantitatively the ability of CE and CESC allocations to
generate short-term momentum and long-term reversal.
Property A captures and intuitive relationship between short-term momentum, long-term reversal

and the persistency of expansions.

PROPERTY A: If the asset displays short- term momentum, then it also displays long-term reversal

if and only if expansions are not strongly persistent.

The following Theorem, see Beker and Espino [7], gives conditions for Property A to hold.'?

Theorem 11. Suppose A0 holds and either Al.a or A1.b holds for every agent. Property A holds in
(a) Any CE of a baseline growth economy where A2.a or A2.b holds for some agent.

(b) Any CESC of a baseline growth economy where every agent has homogeneous dogmatic beliefs
satisfying A2 and o, (1) = o, (2).

9For the sake of completeness we provide a proof in the supplementary material.
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6.1 Asset returns with Aggregate Growth

To facilitate quantitative analysis, in this section we define asset returns for a growth economy with
dogmatic beliefs. The particular form of the growth process we assume in (4) makes the state prices

in the growth economy, Q., independent of current output. Indeed,?°

Qul€ 0)(€) = B max {ma(¢'|¢) CELEDENT (e) 7 = Qu(€,a)(€)) 9(€) !
The price-dividend ratio in the growth economy, PP, is the solution to

PP(ga) = D Q& a)&)g(€) (1+ PP, al(&a)(¢)
-

Y Qe(6,0)(€) (14 PP(€,al(& a)(&)))
%

for all (¢, ). Therefore, the asset return can be written as

o _ L+ PP al(&,0) ()
RE(& a)(¢) = PP (&, a)

9(&").

6.2 Calibration

We set S = 4 to allow for both aggregate and idiosyncratic risk while respecting symmetry across
agents. We specify the endowment process with four values for the income of each agent and two
values for the growth rate. Even and odd states correspond to high and low, respectively, growth
rates. Agent 1’s income share is high in state 1 and 2 and low otherwise. Because of symmetry, there
are 10 parameters to be selected: six for 7*, two for y; () and two for g (-). We calibrate these 10 free
parameters using the same 10 moments describing the US aggregate and household income data that
Alvarez and Jermann use (see Appendix C for the calibrated parameters.)

In Table 1 we report our computations of the annual averages of the risk-free interest rate and
equity-premium and also the 1%* and 2"¢ order empirical annual autocorrelations for the US stock

market using Mehra and Prescott [27] dataset .

Table 1

' . . . 15¢ — order 2nd — order
Period  Risk-Free Rate FEquity-Premium

autocorrelation  autocorrelation

1900-2000 0.8% 6.18% 13.94% -15.28%

If a model generates a time series of returns that displays both short-term momentum and long-
term reversal for some values of 8 and o, we say that it’s predictions are qualitatively accurate.
Afterwards, we set 8 and o to match the average annual risk-free rate of 0.8% and equity premium of
6.18%. If for those parameters the model can generate autocorrelations that are both of the same sign

and order of magnitude as those in Table 1, we say that it’s predictions are quantitatively accurate.

2ONote that (5) reduces to maxgs {B e mi(€ |§)g(§/)17(f} <1
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6.3 Standard Model I: CE Allocations

In this section we present our numerical solutions for CE. Figure 1 plots the 1% and 2"?-order auto-

correlations of returns for o € [0, 18].

/ = 1%* Order Autocorrelation \

0.0307

- 27? Order Autocorrelation

Autocorrelation coefficient

—0.0164
0 2 4 6 8 10 12
en

Figure 1: Autocorrelation coefficients in CE

The salient feature of Figure 1 is that, contrary to the conventional wisdom, the asset can actually
display short-term momentum and long-term reversal in CE. Indeed, the signs of the autocorrelations
are as in Table 1 if ¢ is below a threshold, which is close to 16 in our example.

To explain the sign of these correlations, we first recall that Theorem 11(a) shows that short-
term momentum implies long-term reversal. Thus, we need to explain the sign of the 1°¢ order
autocorrelations, i.e. why short-term momentum occurs, and, by Proposition 9, it suffices to argue
that trending and mean reversion occurs for low and high values, respectively, of o. Since returns in
CE depend only on the current state of nature and the growth rate, its range takes only two values
given the current state of nature. Therefore, we can use the decomposition we introduce in (20) to
explain why the conditional short-run equity premium trends.

We refer to events {1,3} or {2,4} as a recession (L) or an expansion (H), respectively. Note that,
under our assumptions, any expansion state is good news while any recession one is bad news.

We abuse notation and denote the risk-free rate by Rllfo(é , o) for € € {L, H}. Then,

-1

RE, (€ aco) = [8 (7" (L1€)g (L) 7 + " (H| &g (H) 7 )|

where 7 (L|L) = «* (1]1) + 7* (3|1) and #* (L|H) = 7* (1]2) + 7* (3|2). Since =* (L| H) >

7* (L| L), then the risk free rate is larger in recessions than in expansions for all o > 0. That is
Rl (L, os) = R}, (H, as0) if 0 = 0 and R}, (L, tos) > Ri(H, (o) if 0> 0

The market belief about a recession at (£, o) is

Mypo(LIE, ct0) = RE(€, aise) B T (LIE) g (L)~

and, therefore, market pessimism is inversely proportional to the risk-free rate.
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In Figure 2 we plot the recession bias (on the left-hand side) and the return inertia effects (on the

right-hand side) for different levels of risk aversion.
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Figure 2: Recession Bias and Return Inertia Effects in CE

Figure 2 shows the recession bias effect is negative and the return inertia effect is positive for all o.
For low levels of o, there is trending because the recession bias effect vanishes and the return inertia
effect is small but positive. For high levels of o, there is mean reversion because the recession bias
effect becomes strongly negative and outweighs the positive return inertia effect.

First, we explain the recession bias effect. For ¢ = 0, the recession bias effect is zero because
interest rates are state independent and so is the market pessimism. For ¢ > 0, the recession bias

effect becomes negative because market pessimism is a decreasing function of the risk-free rate which

implies that =~ (L|L) = (L) H)

f > 0.
Mpo (L1, ao0) Mo (L|H, 0me) 007

To explain the return inertia effect, we plot it together with the equity return and the risk-free

rate in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Determinants of the Return Inertia Effect in CE

Note that when o = 0, RS (-, o) (H) is larger after an expansion than after a recession while the
risk free rate is state independent. Therefore, Ry, (-, @oo) (H) is larger after an expansion than after a
recession for o = 0 and, by continuity, for low levels of o as well. As ¢ increases, the situation does not
change in spite of RY (H, as) (H)—R[, (L, aros) (H) being negative because RS, (L, cvoo)—Rb, (H, i)

is positive and larger in absolute value.
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The left and right hand sides of Figure 4 illustrates the equity premium and the values of

required to fit the risk-free rate of 0.8%, respectively, as a function of o (see Appendix C.1).
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Figure 4: Equity Premium and Calibrated 8 in CE

The left-hand side of Figure 4 shows that a high o, close to 14.5 in our calibration, is necessary
to obtain an equity-premium of 6.18% as Mehra and Prescott [27] pointed out. The right-hand side
of Figure 4 makes it clear that 8 has to be larger than 1, as put forward by Weil [36].

Figure 1 forcefully show that in spite of the conventional wisdom, CE allocations are able to
generate qualitatively accurate predictions. In particular, short-term momentum is due to positive
return inertia effect. However, for the values of § and o for which the model matches the historical
averages of the risk free rate and equity premium, the autocorrelations have the same sign as in Table
1 but they are negligible. Indeed, in Figure 1 we can see that for o close to 14.5 both magnitudes are
lower than 1% in absolute value. We conclude that the failure of CE to explain short-term momentum

and long-term reversal is only of a quantitative nature.

6.4 Standard Model II: CESC Allocations-Homogeneous Beliefs

In this section we report the results of our numerical simulations of CESC when both agents have
correct beliefs. Figure 5 shows the autocorrelations of asset returns in CESC for values of o € [2, 5]
when (3 is chosen to fit the average risk-free rate of 0.8%. In addition, it compares them with the

corresponding autocorrelations in the CE of the same economy.
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Figure 5: Autocorrelation Coefficients in CESC with correct beliefs.
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There are two important lessons to draw from Figure 5. First, the asset displays short-term momentum
(and long-term reversal) only for moderate levels of o. Indeed, the 15*-order autocorrelation is positive
only for ¢ < 4.3. Second, CESC allocations generate larger (in absolute value) autocorrelations, both
in the short-run as well as in the long-run, than CE allocations for moderate levels of ¢ while the
opposite occurs for large levels of 0. Indeed, the absolute value of the autocorrelations are larger in a
CESC than in a CE only for ¢ < 3.4.

To explain the sign of these autocorrelations, we consider the CESC of a proxy economy that
differs from the original economy in that its minimum enforceable weights in states 2 and 4 are set
equal to those of the original economy in states 1 and 3. We use the symbol ~ above a variable when

the latter belongs to the proxy economy. That is,

Qi,cpo (5) = 9 cpo (5) if§ e {17 3} )
Ql,cpo (2) = Qcho (1) ’
QQ’cpo (4) = QQ,cpo (3) .

The numerical solutions for both economies are similar because the invariant distribution (see
Appendix C.2) places very little mass on o) .y, (2), 0 4o (1)) and (g epo (4) Qo epo (3)]. Since the
minimum enforceable weights of the proxy economy are measurable with respect to the growth rate,
both the market belief as well as the returns inherit that property. Furthermore, any expansion state
is good news and any recession state is bad news. Since the growth rate takes only two values, so does
the return given the current state, and so we are able to use the decomposition introduced in (20).

Note that the support of the invariant distribution of the (proxy economy) welfare weights consists
of (& cpo (1), 1=81 oo (1)) and (1—as oy (2) , @5 o (2)). Therefore, without loss in generality, returns
can be written as a function only of the state of nature. With some abuse of notation we denote the

the risk-free rate of the proxy economy in state of nature £ € {L,H} as
D, ~ & —0 ~ & —0 -1
RE(€) = 87 (7(LIOg (L)~ + 7(H|E)g (H) ")

where 7 (L| L) = 7* (1|1) +7* (3|1) a4y, 7 (L| H) = 7* (1] 2) + 7* (3] 2) 045 and the term 045 > 1,
defined in Appendix C.2, reflects the increase in the marginal valuation of consumption when, as
in Alvarez and Jermann [3], the enforceability constraint binds. Since the marginal valuation of
consumption is highest in a recession and the latter is more likely after an expansion has occurred,

ie. 7 (L|H) > 7 (L| L), then the risk-free rate of the proxy economy satisfies:

RE (L) > RE

cpo cpo

(H)

The market belief of the proxy economy adjusts upwards the probability of those states where the
enforceability constraint binds and it is always the agent who is rich in that state who is constrained.
Since the enforceability constraints that bind are those that correspond to states next period where

the income shares change with respect to the current one, the market belief of the proxy economy is
B RE,(€) 7 (€'1€) 9(€)™" ifer (&) = e (&)
BRE,(€) ™ (€1€) g(€)7 0as  ife () #e ()

meo (fl |£) =

23



Theorem 11(b) implies that it suffices to explain when short-term momentum occurs in the proxy
economy. By Proposition 9, it suffices to argue that trending and mean reversion occurs for low and
high values, respectively, of o.

Note that market pessimism in state of nature & € {L, H} is
) 1 L)
Mepo(LIE) — B(o)RE,(E) T(L[E)

where epo (L |L) = titepo (1]1) + epo (3]1) and miepo (L |L) = tirepo (2]2) + Miepo (4]2).

Figure 6 shows that the recession bias effect is negative and decreasing in o but the return inertia

g(L)°

effect is always positive.
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Figure 6: Recession Bias and Return Inertia Effects in CESC with correct beliefs

Consequently, for low o there is trending because the return inertia effect dominates. For high o,
there is mean reversion because the return inertia effect vanishes.

To understand why the recession bias effect is negative, note that since 7* (3|1) and 7* (4|2) are

“(Z€)

small, then L ( .
7r(L|

3 is close to one and so market pessimism is driven by the risk-free rate, that is

m(LIL) _ " (L|H)
mcpo (L |L) mcpo (L ‘H)

To understand why the return inertia effect is positive, we plot the return inertia effect together

with the equity return and the risk free rate in Figure 7.
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Figure 7: Return Inertia Effect in CESC with correct beliefs.
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Note that even though Rep, (-, ) (H) is larger after a recession than after an expansion, the differential

of the risk-free rate between a recession and an expansion is much larger and dominates.

The right-hand side of Figure 8 shows the values of 8 required to fit the risk-free rate of 0.8% for

different values of o. The left-hand side of Figure 8 shows how the equity premium changes with o.
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Figure 8: Equity Premium and Calibrated § in CESC with correct beliefs

The right-hand size of Figure 8 shows that f < 1. The left-hand side of Figure 8 shows that only
values of o close to 4.5 generate an equity-premium close to 6.18%.

Figure 5 makes clear that CESC allocations are able to generate predictions that are qualitatively
accurate. For those parameterizations, short-term momentum is due to a positive return inertia effect.
Figure 5 also shows that for the values of 8 and o for which the model matches the historical averages
of the risk free rate and equity premium, the model fails to generate short-term momentum and

long-term several. Consequently, the failure of CESC allocations is only of a quantitative nature.

6.5 CESC Allocations: Heterogeneous Beliefs

In this section we report the results of our numerical simulations for CESC when agents have hetero-
geneous beliefs. We first report the autocorrelations of returns for the calibrated economy and then
we explain the role played by belief heterogeneity.

We assume agent 1 has correct beliefs and agent 2 believes the transition function belongs to the

following family of transition matrices parameterised by € € (—7* (1|2),7* (2] 2)):

O 0 0 o0

. e —e 0 0
T +

O 0 0 o0

0 0 e —€

In this parameterization, agent 2 has (possibly) incorrect beliefs regarding the persistency of an
expansion, i.e. w3 (2|2) = m(4]|4) = 7% (2]2) — e = 0.682 — ¢, and correct beliefs otherwise. In
particular, he has correct beliefs regarding the idiosyncratic state. Clearly, this parameterization

satisfies assumption A3 for every € > 0.
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Figure 9 plots the 1°¢ and 2"%-order autocorrelations as a function of

value of m3(2[2), 8 and o are calibrated to match both the risk-free ra

agent 2’s beliefs. For each

te of 0.8% and the equity

premia of 6.18%. Pessimism generates autocorrelations of the same order of magnitude than those

in Table 1. For example, 1%* and 2"%-order autocorrelations are 0.14 and
72 (2]2) = 0.222, 0 = 2 and § = 0.767.

—0.083, respectively, when
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Figure 9: Autocorrelation Coefficients in the fully calibrated CESC - Heterogeneous beliefs.

One of the difficulties to explain the effect of belief heterogeneity on the autocorrelations of the

calibrated economy in Figure 9 is that as agent 2’s beliefs change, both o

isolate the effect of belief heterogeneity from that induced by the changes i

and 3 change. In order to

n o and 3, Figure 10 plots

the autocorrelations for fixed values of o and . In particular, we consider the high-3 parameterization

of Alvarez and Jermann [4], i.e., 0 = 3.5 and 8 = 0.7794. In that setting, Figure 10 underscores that

as agent 2 becomes more pessimistic, the asset displays autocorrelations
larger than those predicted by the previous models.
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To understand the effect of belief heterogeneity on the market belief, we first consider the role it plays

on the law of motion of the welfare weights. Figure 11 compares the law of motion of the welfare

weights of the heterogeneous beliefs economy (on the left, where m5(2|2) = 0.382) to that of the

homogeneous beliefs economy (on the right, where m2(2|2) = 75(2|2) = 0.682).
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Figure 11: Welfare Weights Law of Motion

L — g cpo(4, u™)

For simplicity, we only consider the law of motion evaluated on welfare weights of states 3 and 4.

There are two similarities with the case of homogeneous beliefs. First, if one transits from an state

where agent i has low income share to an state where agent ¢’s has high income share, i’s enforceability

constraints bind at those states and so it is always agent —i who is unconstrained.?! Second, if one

transits from an state where agents have homogeneous beliefs (states 1 or 3) to an state with the same

income share as today’s, then the welfare weight does not change and no enforceability constraint

binds.?? The difference with the case of homogeneous beliefs arises when one transits from an state

where there is belief heterogeneity (states 2 or 4) to a state with the same income shares (states 1 or 3,

respectively).?? This is because belief heterogeneity makes the welfare weights of the agent who puts

lower probability on tomorrow’s state to decrease and so it might make his enforceability constraint

to bind. Most importantly, it is always the agent who puts higher probability on tomorrow’s state

who is unconstrained. In particular, when the transition is from an expansion to a recession (with no

reversal of income shares) and € > 0, it is always agent 2 who is unconstrained.

Figure 12 plots the conditional invariant distribution of the welfare weights for different values of

21That is, the enforceability constraints of states 3 and 4 bind if the current state is 1 or 2 and that of states 1 and 2

bind if the current state is 3 or 4.

22For our parameterization of agent 2’s pessimism, the support of the invariant distribution does not include the

intervals (o (4), a4 (3)) and (o (2), 4 (1)) since they are not contained in the range of the law of motion. Therefore,

our discussion of the law of motion refers always to welfare weights outside those sets.

23That is, from states 2 or 4 to states in {1,2} or in {3,4}, respectively.
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agent 2’s pessimism. The existence of an invariant distribution follows by Proposition 4.
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Figure 12: Invariant Distribution of CPO Welfare Weights

As agent 2 becomes more pessimistic, the conditional invariant distribution not only becomes non-
degenerate but it also places more mass on larger values of agent 1’s welfare weights.

Figure 13 plots the distribution of the conditional equity premium.
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Figure 13: Distribution of the Conditional Equity Premium in CESC.

A direct implication of the fact that the conditional invariant distribution of the welfare weights is
non-degenerate is that the distribution of the conditional equity premium is non-degenerate as well.

Figure 13 underscores that belief heterogeneity increases not only the support but also the volatility
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of the conditional equity premium. Most importantly, E* (R2,Cpo|E1,Cpo) trends with probability
close to one for moderately optimistic, correct and pessimistic beliefs and becomes larger as agent 2
becomes more pessimistic.

To understand why pessimism exacerbates trending, we approximate the conditional equity pre-
mium, EFe (R27Cpo|§17cpo) (w), by

T (LI &) Ripo (€1, Ao (€0, @) (€2))(1) + 7 (H| €1) R0 (€15 o (S0, @) (€2))(2) if &1 € {1, 2}

T (L&) RE(€1, o (§0,0) (61))(3) + 7% (H| &) RE, (€15 0o (€0,0) (61))(4) if &1 € {3,4}
where 7 (L| &) = (7* (1| &) + 77 (3] &1)) and 7#* (H| &) = (7% (2] &) + 7 (4] &1)). This approxima-

tion let us use the decomposition we introduce in (20) to explain trending.
To understand the impact of heterogeneous beliefs on the recession bias effect, note that for the

recession states, £’ € {1,3}, the (inverse of) market pessimism is

Mepo (&€, 0) _ | BRapo (€',0) g (L) a5 (£'18, ) (7;((2'8) Pon ({6 0) He(d)=cl) &4
™ (£'€) BRE,, (€' a) g(L)"70a; (€' |E a) oW

where 045 (§1,«) > 1 and Oy (§'|€, @) < 1 are defined in Appendix C.3.

The market pessimism has four distinct ingredients: (1) the term 645 (£ ]¢, ) that corrects
upwards the market belief of state £’ to reflect the increase in the marginal valuation of consumption
when, as in Alvarez and Jermann [3], the enforceability constraint binds due to a reversal in income

shares; (2) the risk-free interest rate, RE (&', a); (3) the ratio % that adjusts the market belief

cpo
to reflect the incorrect belief of agent 2; (4) the term Opp (€' |€, ) that reflects the update in agent
2’s welfare weight induced by belief heterogeneity. We underscore that agent 2’s belief enters directly
only in (3) and (4).

Figure 14 plots the distribution of the recession bias effect for some pessimistic beliefs of agent 2.
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Figure 14: Distribution of the Recession Bias Effect in CESC.
When beliefs are homogeneous, the recession bias effect is negative. Agent 2’s pessimism shifts the
distribution of the recession bias effect to the right. For 7 = 0.382 most of the mass is on the positive
values and more than 45% is on the upper bound of the support. These changes can be explained in
terms of the effect of agent 2’s pessimism through the aforementioned ingredients (3) and (4).
First, since pessimism affects the persistency of expansions only, it means that both s (1]2)

and 7 (3]4) increase while 7o (1|1) and 73 (3]3) remain constant. Consequently, the direct effect
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.. . . . . ero(1]2 ero(3]4 .
of pessimism is to increase the recession bias effect because only ”;‘f(l(pl)) and mwf(?i 4|)) are directly

affected. Second, pessimism makes the welfare weights of agent 2 in states 1 and 3 to increase with
respect to those in states 2 and 4, respectively. Consequently, pessimism induces a decrease in the
marginal rate of substitution between any expansion state and the state next period with the same
income share, decreasing the market belief about states 1 and 3 after states 2 and 4, respectively.
This is captured by the new term Opp (¢'|¢, ) < 1. This second effect reduces the recession bias
effect. Third, pessimism makes the interest rate to increase in expansions which makes the positive
differential in the interest rates between recessions and expansions to shrink and, so, it increases the
recession bias effect. When these three effect are added up, it turns out that the first and third
ones dominate and this explains why the market belief about a recession, Mmepo (1) + Mepo (31€),
increases more at an expansion than at a recession as agent 2 becomes more pessimistic. Since the

. . . * 1 ’ * 3 7 .
latter property implies that the ratio mﬂcpg (Jfg))iﬁmcg l(gll) decreases more at an expansion than at a

recession as agent 2 becomes more pessimistic, it explains why the market becomes more pessimistic
at expansions than at recessions as the beliefs of agent 2 become pessimistic enough.

Now we turn to study the impact of return inertia effect. Figure 15 plots the distribution of the
return inertia effect for different pessimistic beliefs of agent 2.
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Figure 15: Distribution of the Return Inertia Effect in CESC.
When beliefs are homogeneous, the return inertia effect is degenerate, positive and small. As agent 2
becomes pessimistic, its distribution becomes nondegenerate and shifts to the right.
We conclude from Figures 14 and 15 that agent 2’s pessimism makes both the recession bias and
the return inertia effects stronger and that explains why the asset return displays larger trending than

in the economy with homogeneous beliefs.

7 Our Model at Work: Final Discussion

In this section we present a final discussion about the role played by belief heterogeneity to ex-
plain short-term momentum and long-term reversal. The columns of Table 2 below summarise our
main findings for short-term momentum (S7T'M), long-term reversal (LT R), average equity premium
(E(RF — RF)) and the average risk-free rate (E(RF)). The (’s are calibrated to match the historical

average risk-free rate of 0.8% in the corresponding economy. The first row presents the U.S. data.
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Table 2
STM LTR E(RE - RF) E(RF)

U.S. Data (1900-2000) 13.9% —15.3% 6.18% 0.8%
CE

(i) o =8.9, B =1.109 3%  —0.43% 2.57% 0.8%
(ii) o = 14.55, B = 1.107 1.31%  —0.18% 6.18% 0.8%
CESC-AJ

(i) o = 2.7, B = 0.860 2.14%  —0.30% 1.02% 0.8%
(ii) 0 = 4.5, 3 = 0.648 —0.07%  0.09% 6.24% 0.8%
CESC-HB

(i) 7 (2]2) =0.382, 0 =3, B=0.756 | 9.74% —7.65% 6.18% 0.8%
(i) ™ (2]2) = 0222, 0 =2, B=0.767 | 14.18% —8.37% 6.20% 0.8%

The second and third row report the prediction of CE for two cases. The first case uses the value of
o that delivers the largest STM. Since the signs of the autocorrelations are as in Table 1, the failure
of the CE is only quantitative because it produces correlations of an order of magnitude lower than
those observed in the data for STM (3% vs. 13.9%) and LTR (—0.43% vs. —15.3%). Not surprisingly,
the CE equity premium (2.57%) falls short at explaining the average equity premium of 6.18%. The
second case calibrates o to match the average equity premium. In that case, the failure to explain
STM and LTR is only quantitative but is exacerbated.

The fourth and fifth row report the prediction of the CESC with homogeneous correct beliefs
(labelled CESC-AJ) for two cases where ¢ is chosen using the same criteria described above for CE.
The row labeled CESC-AJ (i) shows the predictions when o is set to deliver the largest value for
STM. Once again, the failure of CESC with homogeneous beliefs is only quantitative since it produces
autocorrelations with the correct signs but one order of magnitude lower than those observed in the
data for STM (2.14% vs. 13.9%) and LTR (—0.30% vs. —15.3%). Moreover, the predicted equity
premium is far from the target. In the row labelled CESC-AJ (ii), o is set to match the average equity
premium of 6.18%, the failure to explain these two anomalies is even starker than before since not
even the signs are correct.

Finally, the sixth and seventh rows consider CESC models with heterogeneous beliefs (labelled
CESC-HB) for two values of agent 2’s pessimism. In CESC-HB (i), both o and 8 are calibrated to
match the equity premium and the risk-free rate when agent 2’s pessimism is relatively moderate,
i.e. m2 (2]2) = 0.382 compared to 7* (2| 2) = 0.682. For a reasonable degree of relative risk aversion,
o = 3, the model predicts STM of 9.74% and LTR of —7.65%, a significant improvement with respect to
CE (ii) and CESC-AJ (ii). In CESC-HB (ii) we make agent 2’s pessimism stronger, 5 (2|2) = 0.222.
The model predicts STM of 14.18% and LTR of —8.37% while the corresponding calibrated sigma o

is quite moderate, i.e. 0 = 2.
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Appendix A
In this Appendix we prove the results in Section 3. We begin with some definitions.
Let f: S x RL x PIT) = Ry, [|f[| = supg o | F(€ap): e AT ] and

F o= {f:SxRL xPIl )—>R+ f is continuous and ||f| < oo}.

Fy

{fGF f& a, ) Zai (&, p;) >0 for all (¢, , u), HOD 1 w.r.t. a}

where HOD 1 stands for homogeneous of degree one. Fp is a closed subset of the Banach space F'
and thus a Banach space itself. Continuity is with respect to the weak topology and thus the metric
on F is induced by |||

The following Lemma characterises the utility possibility set and follows from a reasoning analo-

gous to the one in Lemma 14 in Beker and Espino [5].

Lemma A.1. u € UP (&, 1) if and only if u; > U (€, i) for all i and

>
O{rel]%r} v (&, a,p) — ZazuZ 0.

Given (&, a,p) € S % ]Rj_ x P(II), we define the operator T on Fy as follows

(Tf) (€ o p) = max Zal i(ci) + B(E i) Zm, ¢&1e) wi(€) ¢, (21)
subject to
¢ >0, ici:y(f), (22)
wi(es) + B(E, ) ij (2’ 1€) wi(€') = Ui, pa), (23)
wi(&') > Ui(¢, py(& m)(€))  forall €, (24)
;
52%55 FE a1 (& m)(& ga >0  forall¢ (25)

and o/ (&) solves (25).

Theorem 1 follows from Propositions A.2 and A.3. We say that f € Fy is preserved under T if
F(&a,p) <(TF) (& a,p) for all (&, a,p).

Proposition A.2. If f € Fy is preserved under T, then (Tf) (§, o, ) < 0*(&, e, ) for all (&, ).

Proof. Let f € Fy and define W(&, u)(f) as the constraint correspondence defined by (22)-(25)
evaluated at f and (&, p).
Let (éo, (Wi (&), 6/1(5’)) ) e W(E, p)(f). Since f is preserved under T, it follows from (25) that

Za Wiy (1) < fs1,01(s1), ) < (Tf)(s1, & (51), psr) (26)
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where the first inequality follows from (25) and the second one from the hypothesis. The second
inequality implies that there exists some (61 (s1), (Wh(s1,&"), &h(s1, 5’))5,) € W(s1, ts1)(f) such that

;1 (s1) = ui(Ci (s1)) + B(s1, pst) Zﬂui,sl (&' ]s1) Wi 5(s1,€") for all i
5/

Following this strategy, one can construct a collection of functions {¢ (s') 1w, (s)} for all s* and
t > 1. Define, {c;}2, € C(§) as follows:

co = Co, ¢t (8) =264 (st) for all sand t > 1,

wy (8) = Wy (st) for all s and t > 1.
Since {c:}2, is feasible by construction, we show it is enforceable. By construction, we have that
Uilei)(s') =@y (s < B|D_mu, 0 (€ lse) (Uilei)(s',€') =) ,(s",€)))
E/
< Bsup |Ui(e:)(s",€") — @i, (s",€)]|
EI

< B sup
(€] -€)

Ui(ci)(st’glla gl/c) - @g,t(8t7£1a gl/c)| .

Since U (s¢, pi,st) < i, < ||f|| < oo for all 7 and ¢ and U (-) is uniformly bounded, it follows that

|Ui(ei)(s") — wi,(s")| < lim sup {Bk sup |Ui(ci)($t,€1,~-€§€)@Q,t(st,ﬁi,m&ﬂ}

’ k—o0 (€],..-€})
= 0.

and consequently U;(c;)(s") = wj,(s") for all 7 and all s*. Finally, since by construction @; ,(s") >
Ui(st, p; st) for all 7, we can conclude that {c;};2, is enforceable.

We conclude that for any arbitrary « € Rfr

I
D ai | uil@io) + B i) Y mu, (616) W] (€)
7

1=1
I I

= Y aleio) + Y B (pio wi;)
=1 1=1

I T I
= > wB" (Z Pt “i(ci’t)> + 2B (piry wiri)
i=1 =0 i=1
I . i
< D> BN (D pipuilein) | 8 |-
i=1 t=0

where the inequality follows from the first inequality in (26). Taking limits, we obtain

I

I s}
Zai ui(Gi0) + B(&, ws) Z’R—IM (fl 1£) ﬁ’é,l(fl) < ZaiEPi (Z Pit “z(czt)> <0 (& a, p).
134 i=1 t=0

i=1

where the first inequality follows because weak inequalities are preserved under limits and 8 € (0, 1)

and the last one because {¢;}2, is enforceable.
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Since (@, (}(€), &5 (€))e,) € W(E p)(f) is arbitrary,
I

D i | wil@o) + B pa) Y mu(€1€) @1 (€) | < v (& a,p),
z

i=1

for all (2, (@ (&), 3 (€)e) € W(E #)(f). Therefore,

Tf( a,p) = Zaz ui(ei) + B(E, i) me\fs €)

(e EW(e. " 4
< v ).

as desired. 0
Proposition A.3. v* € Fyy is preserved under T and v*(&, o, p) = (Tv*) (§, a, p) for all (€, o, ).
Proof. Given (£, , ), take any u € UF (&, ) and let ¢ € C(¢) denote the corresponding enforceable
feasible allocation. For each &', ¢r¢; € C(¢) given by

eci(sh) =¢;(€, ") for all t > 1,

denotes the £’ —continuation of ¢;. For every ¢t > 1, let
Pi(C(s))

Pi (sh) = )
o) = o s

and note that

I I
Z%:Uipi (ci) = ZOM, ui(cio) + BE pi) Zﬁm (3 |§))Uipi’€, (erci)
i=1

i=1 ¢

I
Since (Uipi’gl (5,Ci)>i:1 eU(E, 1/ (& p)(E)) for all &, it follows by Lemma A.1 that

ZQU P (o) < vt(EL (& p)(€), ) for all ¢ and o e AT-1

and so

ZaU (¢i) v*) (€, a,p) for all ¢ and o/ € AT

We conclude that v* is preserved under T since

v*(&, a, pu) = sup ZaZ < (Tv*) (&, a,p) for all (&, a, ).

cEYoc

It follows from Proposition A.2 that (Tv*) (§, o, 1) < v*(§,a, 1) and so v*(§, o, 1) = (Tv*) (&, , )
for all (&, v, ). O

Proof of Theorem 1. Since Proposition A.3 shows that v* is a fixed point of T, the rest of the proof
is analogous to that of Theorem 2 in Beker and Espino [5]. O
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Proof of Proposition 3. Note that T™ is a monotone operator for all n > 1 (i.e., if f > g then
T"f > T"g.) Let T be the operator when the enforceability constraints are ignored. Theorem 2 in
Beker and Espino [5] show that T has a unique fixed point, say 0.

Let {v, }52, be the sequence of functions defined by vg = v and v,, = T (v,,—1) for all n > 1. Next
we show that v, > v,41 > v* for all n. Indeed, since T (0) < T(f}) = 0, it follows that v; < vy and

Vpp1 = T @) = T (To) =T"(v1) <T"(vg) =v, foralln,

Vpy1 = T (o) > T (v*) = for all n.

Since {vy, }52 is a monotone decreasing sequence of uniformly bounded functions bounded below
by v*, there exists a uniformly bounded function v, > v* such that lim,, ;. v, = Vs,. To show that
Voo < v* we argue that vy, is preserved under T and apply Proposition A.2.

Given (&, , 1), veo(& a0, ) < vp(€, a,p) for all n and so there is (En, (w, (&), d;(f’)%) €
W (&, 1) (vy,) such that

I
v (& o, p) = Zai wi(Cin) + B(&, i) Zwu(fl 1€) @i, (&) |, foralln. (27)
i=1 ¢
Since (cn,( (&), an (& ))§,> lies in a compact set, it has a convergent subsequence with limit point
(&8 )
Note that

—
a3
Q
—~~
A
=
~
—~
Iy
~—
—
AaS
=
~
—
My
~
~—
(]~
Q\
=
B
3
—
My
~—
Y
=

%

for all n and all £'. Since weak inequalities are preserved in the limit

M

Voo (fla O/(ga :u)(g/)’

V

w:(gl) l(gaﬂz) = Oa

and, therefore, (é, (11/(5’)707’(5’))5,) € W(&, 1) (vso). Consequently,

I
(Toso) (€ 0,p) > Y aq | wil@(€)) + B ) D mu(€1€) @i(€)
i=1 &2

Voo (fa «, /1’)

where the equality follows by (27) and continuity. O

The following Lemma will be used in the proof of Proposition 4

Lemma A.4. If Al and A8 holds, there exists N and o* such that (§n(w), an(w)) = (§*, a*) for all
w € {W: &(w) =& for t even, & () =& for t odd, 1 <t < N}.
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*

P'r‘oof Let (5 = 771(5*‘5**)71_1(5**

— — 5*). Consider the case in which § > 1. Note that without loss of
ma(€¥]€77) ma (g g*%

enerality we can assume “>x—>+ > 1. Let o] = max o oo, ™) (E). Let N* be the
g y ma (£ |€%) 1 QEA(ET ™) l,cpo(f H )(g )
smallest n € NU {0} satisfying

(Sn Ql(f*)lu’ﬂ-) > a:{ > 6n—1 Q1(§*7l’(‘ﬂ-> .

I—ay(&pm) ~ 1-af L —a; (&%, 1)
For any o € A(£*, u™) such that oy < of
o€ mE) [ el €0 E) ()
1- O/l,cpo(g*v «, :U’ﬂ)(g**) 1- all,po(g*v «, Nﬂ)(g**) 11— (&3] (E**a :u'ﬂ)

and 50 ) ., (£, a, u™)(E7) > af 1,0 (E%, o, p™)(§7%). Tt follows that

O epol €7 Al (€, 0 TN ENHTNE) el (€70, 8T (E), 1TN(EY)
L= 0 (6, 0l (6 g ) E) i) (€]~ 1= 0f g (€, g (€%, v pm) (€7), ) (E)
E€7) o (€0 um)(E)

E1E) T af (€% 0, um) (€7
1) m(EE) m
&lem) mal€ e T—

(€51

™1

2

1

— e~

2

1-— (65} '
Let N = 2(N* 4+ 1). Consider w € Q* = {@ : &(@) = £* for t even, &(w) = & fort odd, 1 <t <
N}. The sequence {a1,(w)} generated by ar,, satisfies oy (§*, 1u™) < a14(w) < of and, therefore,
0q442(w) > dag 1 (w) for all even t such that 2 <t < N. Thus, for any even ¢ such that 2 <t < N

t—2 al’g(w) Oé’iK }

> min {67
o (w) > mln{ o) 1]

and so it follows by the definition of N* that ay(w) = a*.

If § < 1, we define af = AI(I?H )a’l epo(& 5, ™) (§7) and the proof is analogous to the case
NG N

o> 1 O

Proof of Proposition 4. The existence of a unique invariant distribution that is globally stable

follows by Theorem 11.12 in Stokey and Lucas [33]. It suffices to show that F,,, satisfies the following

condition:

Condition M: There exists ¢ > 0 and an integer N > 1 such that for any A € .7, either PN (s, A) > e,
all s € S, or PN (s,A°) > ¢, alls€ S.

Define N and o* as in Lemma A.4 and € = (mgnﬂ*(f**|§))(W*(f*‘f**)ﬁ*(f**|f*))]\[ >0.Let A€

and (&, ) € Q be arbitrary. If a* € A, then PV ((¢,a), A) > PN((£,a),a*) > € by Lemma A.4. If
a* € A°, then PV ((¢,a), A°) > PN ((€,a),a*) > e by Lemma A.4 . To show the invariant distribution
is not degenerate note that «f must be part of the support. If of ¢ A(&**,u™), the result follows
trivially. If o] € A(™, u™), either o (£, @™, u™)(€") # ™ or o ., (§", o, u™)(§*") # ™. O
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Proof of Proposition 5. Since risk-free rates are assumed to be positive and (&, «, ) lies in a com-
pact set, it follows by continuity of RY that RL, = ming 4 ) RF(§, o) > 1. Let m (&' €, a,pn) =
Q& a, 1) (€")RY (€, o, 1) be the equivalent martingale measure.

Let f € F and consider the operator T; defined by

N e m (&€, a, ) F(E, (&, p)(€1), 1/ (€, 1) (€)))
RF (&, a,p) '

(Tzf)(fa Q, U) = Ci<§7 Oé) - yz(f)

Step 1: We check that T; : FF — F.
Suppose that f € F. Since o’ and p’ are both continuous, then

ZE’ m (6/ |€a a, :u) f(glv aé’po(f? a, M)(€/)7 ﬂ’,(fﬁ :u))
RF(&,a, p) ’

is continuous in (&,«,pu). Also, (28) is bounded because f and RY are both bounded. Since

(28)

lei(€, @) — yi(€)] is uniformly bounded, we can conclude that (T;f) € F.

Step 2: We check that T; satisfies Blackwell’s sufficient conditions for a contraction mapping.

Discounting. Consider any a > 0 and note that

+ Zg’ m (5/ |£7 Q, 1“’) f(gla O/cpo(gv Q, :U’)(gl)v N’I(ga ,U,)(f/)) a

T’Z(f + a)(évahu) = Ci(éva) - yz(g)

< (T + (RE,)
Monotonicity. If f(& a,u) > g(& a,p) for all (& a,p), it is immediate that (T;f)(&, a,p) >
(T39) (&, a, p) for all (&, a, p).

Thus, we can apply the Contraction Mapping Theorem to conclude that T; is a contraction with

RF (&, a,p) * RF (&, a,p)

a unique fixed point A; € F and that the fixed point is the unique solution to (11) for each ¢. Finally,
the same arguments used in Espino and Hintermaier [17] show that there exists ag = (5o, 11o) € Ri

such that A;(sg, g, to) = 0 for all 4. O
Proof of Theorem 6. Given ¢q and B;, we argue that (¢;, a;) satisfies (CESC 1).

First, we argue that (¢;, a;) is in agent #’s budget set. Note that the solvency constrains are satisfied
by construction. Since aff_l = 0 for all ¢, it follows by construction of (¢;,a;) and the definition of A;
that the sequential budget constraint is satisfied.

Next, we argue that (¢;, a;) is optimal given ¢ and B;. Notice that (13) implies that

€ (6) — max N / U%(Ch,tﬂ(sl))} - / ¢ g
o 0) = {3 o) 7 (€ 1) B ED e e 0 (), (@)

;i (Cier1(s"))
> P gt ! o
= B(stﬂl’t%é )ﬂ—/'l"i,st (6 |St) ug(cm(s))
for all ¢ (with equality if U;(¢;)(s*) > Ui(ss, i st-1)). Consider any alternative plan (¢;,d;) in agent
1’s budget set. It follows by concavity that
uicie) = ui@i) > uj(ci) (cie — i) (30)

while

’

Cia(s) = Gaals) = affy (5) = @y (5) + Y af (5) (5, () = afi(5)) = =bia(s) + b} (s),
~
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where b; 0 = 0 and

bie(s) = &f,tt—1(3) - af,tt—l(s) = d?,ti—l(s) — A(st, o (s), pst) = &;‘Sft—l(s) - Bfft—1(5) for t > 1,

bia(9) = Y af () (a,(5) = af(s)) for t > 0,
E/

Note that

’

wiea( b, = uileinls) Y af (5) (a5,(5) = afo(s)
E/
= Y uilesels)af (5) (af(s) — af ()
El

> B [Buj(cig1)biea| Fi - (31)
where the inequality follows from (29). For T < oo, let A = EF (ZtT:O pr (uwi(ei) — ui(éi,t))). Then,
T
A > FE" (Z prus(cie) (cix — 5i,t)>
t=0
T
= EPL' (Z ptu;(ci,t) (—bi7t + b::t))
t=0

A 7] r T
=—E" > prj(cin)bie| + BT Zpt“;:(civt)bzt]
Lt=0 | Lt=0

rT 1 - T
= _ph Zptu;(ci,t)bi,t + EF Z pr BT [u;(ci,t)b;t| ft]]
L t=0 i =

r T T T
—EP ST prd(ci)bie | + B D EP u;(ci7t+1)bi7t+1|ft]]
Lt=0 i Lt=0

v

rT 1 T
=-EF Zptué(ci,t)biq& + EP ZPt+1U;(Ci,t+1)bi,t+1] ,
Li=0 ] L =0

where the first line uses (30), the fourth and last lines follows from the law of iterated expectations
and the inequality in the fifth line follows from (31). Since b; g = 0,

> o (uilcig) — uil@iy))

t=0

A=E" > B [pryrui(ciria (s)biria] -

Now we argue that b;; is uniformly bounded. Since P(II¥) is compact (in the weak topology),
the continuous functions «, (&, u) and A4;(§, a, u) and, therefore, Bf/t is uniformly bounded for all ¢’
So it suffices to show dfjt is uniformly bounded for all £’. Note that dfjt(s) is bounded below by Bf;(s)
and market clearing implies it is bounded above by —Bf-:t(s) for j #i.

It follows from the Dominated Convergence Theorem that
T

> o (wilcig) — uil@ig))

t=0

EP

Zpt (ui(Ci,t)—ui(6i7t))] = lim EP

T—o0
t=0

> lim B [priquf(ciri1)birii]
T—o0

= 0.

since B(&, 1) < B € (0,1) for all (¢, ). Consequently, given q and B;, (¢;,a;) solves agent i’s problem.
Finally, note that {a;} satisfies (CESC 2) since Zle A (& a,p) =0 for all (€, a, ) (see (12)). O
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Appendix B

In this Appendix we prove the results of Section 5.

Theorem B.1 (Stout [34] and Jensen and Rahbek [19]). Assume {z},o, is a time homogeneous
Markov process with transition function F on (Z,Z). If there exists a unique invariant distribution
Y Z = [0,1], then for any 2o € Z , any integer k and any continuous function f : ZF — R,

T
o1 . - -
Th_f)lgof E [ (s ey 2t4) =g ) (f (2o, -y Zk)) P (29,") — a.s.

t=1

Proof of Theorem 8. For the case of CPO allocations when agents have dogmatic priors, the result
follows directly from Proposition 4. So we only deal here with the case of PO. Under our assumptions
PO allocations can be parameterized by welfare weights. Let agent h be some agent whose prior
satisfies A2. A straightforward extension of Beker and Espino [5] to handle Markov uncertainty can
be used to show that the welfare weights associated with a PO allocation satisfy that for every agent
1 and every path s € §°°
a;0 P (s)
i (s) = IOéz‘,o Pia(s) IOéh,o Pt (s)
> et @0 Pji(s) aio Piy(s)
=1 ano Ph(s)

and so the limit behaviour of the welfare weights depends on the limit behaviour of the likelihood

ratio
a0 Piy(s)

ano Pny(s)

If h’s prior satisfies Al.a then one can use Sandroni’s results to show that, P™ — a.s.,

aio Pit(s) o, Qi p ()
ano Pri(s)  apopn (%)
while if A’s prior satisfies Al.b then one can use Phillip and Ploberger’s [28, Theorem 4.1] results to

show that, P™ — a.s.,
a;0 Piyi(s) a0 fi (%)
— )
ano Phni(s) — ano fn(m*)

It follows that ot (s) = Qoo P™ —a.s.

Since every agent’s prior satisfies A1, it is well known that there exists some 7 = (71, ..., 77) where
7; € II¥ such that i st converges weakly to p™ for P™ —almost all s € §°° and 7; is the element of
1’s support which is closer to 7* in terms of entropy. By assumption A.2, 7w, = 7*.

Since convergence almost surely implies convergence in distribution, we conclude that, P™ —a.s.,

the marginal distribution over welfare weights and beliefs converges to a mass point on (s, ™). O
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Proof of Proposition 9. We need to show that

E" [Rie E™ (Rye|Rie)] (w) >0 if EP (R; | Ryc) trends,
Er- [ELC EP- (RTVG|E17G)] (w) <0 if BP. (R776|E176) reverts to the mean.

Let O = {&: Ry (®) >0} and @~ = {@: Ry (©) < 0}. Note that

E" [Rie B (Rre|Rie)] (w) = Po(QF) EP [Rie B™ (Ree|Rie)| Q7] +
P.(Q7) E™ [Rie B (Rre|Rie)| Q7]
and so B [Ry, EP (R..|Ry.)] (w) is bounded below by
P () B% (Rie|QF) inf B™ (RrelRae) (@) +
P. () EP (R.|Q7) &seus%)_EPe (Rre|Rie) (@)

and above by

P. () E" (Ri| Q%) sup E™ (R, .| Rye) (@) +

weQt
P. () E (Ry|Q7) ~i%f EP (R, | Ry.) (@)
well™
If EF- (Rﬂe|§1’e) (w) trends, then

inf B (Ryc|Ry.) (@) > sup BT (R, | Ri) (@)

weQt HeQ-

and so (32) holds because

B [Rie B (Rrel Rie)] (@) > (Pe(QF) BT (Rie| Q7)) sup B (Rre| Rue) (&) +
e~

(P.(Q7) EP (Ry|Q7)) S;I;EPC (Rre|Rie) (@)

= E" (Ry.) sup B (R, .| Ri.) (@)
oeN—
= 0.

If EF- (RT,C| El,e) (w) reverts to the mean, then

sup EFe (RT’6|E1,E) (@) < inf EF- (Rr,e|E1,e) (w)
went weN—

and so (33) holds because
EY [Rye B (Rre|Rie)] (w) < (P.(QF) E™ (E1,6|Q+))®161}2f7EP6 (Rre| Rie) (@) +
(Pe (27) EP (Ru[ Q7)) inf B (Ree Rie) (@)
= E%(Rie) inf B™ (Rro|Bic) (@)

= 0.
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Appendix C

Calibrated parameters:

s; Endowments Growth Rates
0.1414 0.8200 0.0309 0.0077

1 0.6438 0.9602
0.2637 0.6820 0.0486 0.0057

2 0.6438 1.0402
0.0309 0.0077 0.1414 0.8200

3 0.3562 0.9602
0.0486 0.0057 0.2637 0.6820

4 0.3562 1.0402

C.1 Standard Model I: CE Allocations

-1
The calibrated 3 is given by 1455 > ¢ Yo (§) (Zg/ (& |§)g(§/)7g> :

C.2 Standard Model 1I: CESC allocations - Homogeneous Beliefs

The invariant distribution is

State Probability
[1, (Ql,cpo (1,,u ) 1= cpo (1, /,L’T*))] 0.1370
(2, (@1 0po (2,17 ) 1= @y po (2,47))] 0.0098
(2, (@1 epo (L™ ) s 1= @y o (L™ )] 0.3532
3, (1 = gepo (3, 1™ ) 5 g o (3,14 ))] 0.1370
4, (1= g, 0p0 (4 7) s e (4,07))] | 0.0098
[4, (1= g po (3 1™ ) Qg epo (3,17 )] 0.3532

o - (00
AJ —

Ql,cpo (lwuﬂ*) ) > Lor 6(5/) ?é e(f)

C.3 CESC allocations - Heterogeneous Beliefs

(Sl YTy g 1k e (3.4) (&) #e(©)
bas (€ 160) = ¢ (F22e®) T o1 g =3k e (1,2} (c(€) £€(©)

1 0.W.

and

: s 1—0 po(L™)\]1 77 .
[min (22 gy )] T <1 =18 E=2 () =€(€)

72 (3]4)

HBH (6/ ‘5701) = 11—« 3.7 —a
[min (G )| <1 i =3 & e =1 (e(€) = €(©))
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