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1 Introduction

In competitive asset markets, consumers make intertemporal choices in an
uncertain environment. Their attitudes toward risk, production opportuni-
ties, and the nature of trades that they can enter into determine equilibrium
quantities and the prices of assets that are traded. The intertemporal choice
problem of a consumer in an uncertain environment yields restrictions for the
behavior of individual consumption over time as well as determining the form
of the asset pricing function used to price random payoffs.

2 Complete contingent claims

We begin by describing the simplest setup in which consumer choices are made
and asset prices determined, namely, a complete contingent claims equilibrium
for a pure endowment economy. In such an equilibrium, a consumer can trade
claims to contracts with payoffs that depend on the state of the world, for
all possible states. We initially consider economies with one date and a finite
number of states.

We initially consider economies with one date and a finite number of states.
To understand the nature of the trades that take place in a complete contingent
claims equilibrium, imagine that all agents get together at time 0 to write
contracts that pay off contingent on some state occurring next period. The
realization of the states is not known at the time the contracts are written,
although agents know the probabilities and the set of all possible states. Once
the contracts are signed, the realization of the state is observed by all agents,
and the relevant state-dependent trade is carried out.

We assume the following setup:

• There is a set of I consumers, {1, 2, . . . , I}

• Each consumer associates the probability πis to state s occurring, where
0 < πis < 1 and

S∑
s=1

πis = 1.

• There are M commodities.

• The notation cis,m denotes the consumption of agent i in state s of com-
modity m.

• A consumption vector for agent i is

ci ≡ {ci1,1, . . . , ciS,1, ci1,2, . . . , ciS,2, ci1,M , . . . , ciS,M},
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which is a vector of length S × M . Consumption is always nonnega-
tive and real so that cis,m ∈ <+. The commodity space is <SM+ . The
commodity space is the space over which consumption choices are made.
When there are a finite number of states (or dates) and a finite number
of commodities at each state (or date), we say that the commodity space
is finite-dimensional.

• The endowment of agent i is a vector of length S ×M ,

ωi = {ωi1,1, . . . , ωS,M}

The utility of consumer i is a function ui : <SM+ → <+,

ui(ci) =
S∑
s=1

πsUi(cis,1, . . . , c
i
s,M ) (2.1)

Notice that we assume that utility is additive across states, which is the ex-
pected utility assumption.

Here are some definitions.

• An allocation is a vector (c1, . . . , cI)

• An allocation is feasible is

I∑
i=1

[cis,m − ωis,m] ≤ 0 (2.2)

for s = 1, . . . , S and m = 1, . . . ,M . This holds for each commodity and
for each state.

• An allocation (c1, . . . , cI) is Pareto optimal if there is no other feasible
allocation (ĉ1, . . . , ĉI) such that

ui(ĉi) ≥ ui(ci) for all i (2.3)

and

ui(ĉi) > ui(ci) for some i. (2.4)

2.1 Contingent claims equilibrium

Imagine now that agents trade contingent claims - which are agreements of
the form that, if state s occurs, agent i will transfer a certain amount of his
endowment of good m to agent j. Since there are S states and M commodities
in each state, a total of S×M contingent claims will be traded in this economy.
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For each state and commodity, let ps,m denote the price of a claim to a unit
of consumption of the m’th commodity to be delivered contingent on the s’th
state occurring. The set of prices p ∈ <SM+ is a price system. The price
function p assigns a cost to any consumption ci and a value to any endowment
ωi; in our application p : <SM+ → <+ has an inner product representation:

p · c ≡
S∑
s=1

M∑
m=1

ps,mcs,m =
S∑
s=1

(ps,1cs,1 + . . .+ ps,Mcs,M ) . 1

The markets for contingent claims open before the true state of the world is re-
vealed. Afterwards, deliveries of the different commodities are made according
to the contracts negotiated before the state is realized and then consumption
occurs.

A complete contingent claims equilibrium (CCE) is a nonzero price function
p on <SM+ and a feasible allocation (c1, . . . , cI) such that ci solves

max
ci

ui(ci)

subject to

p · ci ≤ p · ωi (2.5)

for all i. The complete contingent claims equilibrium allows us to specify a
competitive equilibrium under uncertainty by assuming that prices exist for
consumption in each possible state of the world.

We can state the following results.

• The First Welfare Theorem: A complete contingent claims equilibrium
is Pareto optimal.

• The Second Welfare Theorem: A Pareto optimal allocation can be sup-
ported as an equilibrium.

To show the first result, suppose (c1, . . . , cI , p) is an equilibrium, and let
(ĉ1, . . . , ĉI , p̂) be an allocation with ui(ĉi) > ui(ci) for all i. Then p · ĉi > p · ci
for all i, which implies that

p ·
I∑
i=1

ĉi > p ·
I∑
i=1

ωi.

Otherwise, if ĉi had been affordable, it would have been chosen. But this
contradicts the feasibility of (ĉ1, . . . , ĉI), namely,

I∑
i=1

(ĉi − ωi) ≤ 0.

1Notice that p · (αx + βy) = α(p · x) + β(p · y) for any α, β ∈ < and x, y ∈ <SM so that
the price function is linear.
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The existence of equilibrium and the welfare theorems are discussed by
Debreu [92], who provides an introduction to competitive equilibrium when
the commodity space is finite-dimensional. Early proofs of the existence of a
competitive equilibrium are by Arrow and Debreu [20] and McKenzie [272].
Duffie [107, 109] provides a textbook treatment.

2.2 Computing the equilibrium

What is the problem of a consumer in a contingent claims equilibrium? Let
cis = (cis,1, . . . , c

i
s,M )′. The problem in Equation (2.5) can be written as:

max
{cis}S

s=1

S∑
s=1

πsU(cis)

subject to
S∑
s=1

M∑
m=1

ps,m[ωis,m − cis,m] ≥ 0.

Thus, consumer i chooses a vector of length S ×M to maximize his utility
subject to a budget constraint.

To analyze the consumer’s problem, we make the following assumption on
the utility function U(c).

Assumption 2.1 Let U : <S×M+ → <+ be concave, increasing, and thrice
continuously differentiable with U ′′′ > 0, and that

lim
c→0

U ′(c) = +∞, lim
c→∞

U ′(c) = 0.

By the Kuhn-Tucker Theorem, there exists a positive Lagrange multiplier λi

such that ci solves the consumer’s problem:

max
ci∈<+

ui(ci) + λi(p · ωi − p · ci).

We can write this equivalently as:

max
ci∈<+

S∑
s=1

πsU(cis) + λi
[
S∑
s=1

M∑
m=1

ps,mω
i
s,m − ps,c

i
s,m

]
.

Notice that the λi for i = 1, . . . , I are not state dependent. The first-order
condition is

0 = πs

(
∂U(ci)
∂cis,m

)
− λips,m for each s,m and i.

For each agent i, this can be written as

πs(∂U(ci)/∂cis,m)
λi

= ps,m for each s,m and i. (2.6)
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Define the function

g(x) = (U ′)−1(x),

which is well defined since marginal utility is strictly increasing in x. Hence,
given λips,m/πs, we can define the functions using the implicit function theo-
rem to show there is a solution

cis,m = gi(λips,m/πs)

for s = 1, . . . , S, m = 1, . . . ,M , and i = 1, . . . , I.
How do we solve for the competitive equilibrium? Now go back to the initial

budget constraint and substitute in the first-order condition. This yields

S∑
s=1

M∑
m=1

πs(∂U(ci)/∂gi(λips,m/πs))
λi

[ωis,m − gi(λips,m/πs)] = 0. (2.7)

For each i, this is an equation in the unknown λi, given the price system. Once
we solve for λi for i = 1, . . . , I from these equations as a function of the prices,
p, we can use the market-clearing conditions to solve for the prices.

To illustrate the solution procedure, suppose that the utility function U i(ci)
has the form:

U(c) =
c1−γ − 1

1− γ
, γ ≥ 0. (2.8)

Then U ′(c) = c−γ and g(x) = x−1/γ . Also specialize to the case of two states,
two consumers, and one commodity per state, S = 2, I = 2 and M = 1. Using
the four first-order conditions displayed in Equation (2.6), we have

cis = (λips/πs)−1/γ (2.9)

for s = 1, 2 and i = 1, 2.
Notice that there are four unknowns – λ1, λ2, p1, p2 – and four equations

– the budget constraints for consumers i = 1, 2 and the market-clearing con-
ditions for states s = 1, 2. Normalize the price of consumption in state 1 as
p1 = 1. We can substitute the expressions for the contingent claims prices and
the solutions for cis into Equation (2.7) as:

2∑
s=1

ps[ωis − (λips/πs)−1/γ ] = 0 i = 1, . . . , 2. (2.10)

These equations yield the solution for λi as

λi =

{
π

1/γ
1 + p

(γ−1)/γ
2 (1− π1)1/γ

ωi1 + p2ωi2

}γ
, i = 1, 2. (2.11)

We can substitute these conditions into the market-clearing conditions to solve
for the price of consumption in state 2, p2.
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A simpler approach is to use the solutions for cis defined by Equation (2.9)
in the market-clearing conditions as:

(λ1/π1)
−1/γ + (λ2/π1)

−1/γ = ω1,

(λ1p2/(1− π1))
−1/γ + (λ2p2/(1− π1))

−1/γ = ω2,

where ωs = ω1
s + ω2

s for s = 1, 2. Substituting for λi for i = 1, 2 using the
result in Equation (2.11) and taking the ratio of these conditions yields

p2 =
(

1− π1

π1

)(
ω1

ω2

)γ
. (2.12)

This says that the price of consumption in state 2 relative to consumption in
state 1 is a function of the ratio of the probabilities and endowments across
the two states. Notice that p2 is inversely related to the probability of state 1
and the endowment in state 2. If either π1 is high or ω2 is large, then there
will be less demand for goods delivered contingent on state 2 occurring, and
p2 will be small.

The approach that we have followed in this section of finding the com-
petitive equilibrium, namely, using the first-order conditions to solve for the
consumption allocations as a function of the prices and multipliers and using
the budget constraints and market-clearing conditions to solve for the prices
and multipliers as a function of the endowments and other exogenous variables,
will crop up in other contexts where we solve explicitly for the equilibrium.

2.3 Pareto optimal allocations

In this section, we show the equivalence between the competitive equilibrium
and Pareto optimal allocations. In later chapters, we describe how this equiv-
alence can be exploited to characterize competitive equilibrium in a variety of
settings.

Assume that U i are strictly increasing and concave for all i. The social
planner assigns weights ηi ∈ <+ to each consumer i and chooses allocations
ci ∈ <SM for i = 1, . . . , I to maximize the weighted sum of individual utilities
subject to a set of resource constraints for each state s and each commodity
m:

max
c1,...,cI

I∑
i=1

ηi

S∑
s=1

πsU(cis) (2.13)

subject to

I∑
i=1

cis,m =
I∑
i=1

ωis,m for all s,m. (2.14)
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Let µs,m denote the Lagrange multiplier for the resource constraint in each
state and for each commodity. The first-order conditions for this problem are

ηiπs

(
∂Ui
∂cis,m

)
= µs,m for each s,m and i. (2.15)

Suppose we set ηi = 1/λi and ps,m = µs,m, where λi are the agent-specific
Lagrange multipliers and ps,m are the contingent claims prices. Under these
assumptions, the first-order conditions above are identical to those for a com-
plete contingent claims equilibrium. (See the conditions in Equation (2.6).)
Since the allocations achieved under the contingent claims equilibrium and the
social planning problem both satisfy the resource constraints, they must be
equal.

3 Security market equilibrium

In actual asset markets, we observe individuals trading in securities that are
claims to random payoffs denominated in units of account, not in commodities.
We now describe how to formulate an equilibrium with such securities.

3.1 Definition

The primitives for a security market equilibrium are as follows:

• There are N securities.

• Each security n has the payoffs (denominated in the unit of account, say
dollars) xn,s for s = 1, . . . , S.

• We define X as the N ×S matrix of payoffs and q = (q1, . . . , qN )T in <N
denotes the vector of security prices.

• Securities are sold before the state s is realized so that their prices are
independent of the realized state.

• After the security markets close, agents trade in spot markets for the M
commodities.

• Let p̄s,m denote the unit price of the m’th commodity in state s and
define p̄s in <M as the vector of spot prices in state s.

A portfolio is a vector θi ≡ (θi1, . . . , θ
i
N ) in <N which has the market value

θ · q and the payoff XT θ. Some of the elements of θ may be negative. When
the total expenditure or portfolio weight on a security is negative (θk < 0), we
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say that security k has been sold short.2 If the portfolio weights satisfy θn ≥ 0
for n = 1, . . . , N , then we say that short selling is ruled out. In the security
market equilibrium, we will not rule out short sales on any of the securities.

The i’th agent chooses a portfolio θi ≡ (θi1, . . . , θ
i
N ) in <N of securities to

purchase and a consumption vector ci in <SM+ . Given the security and spot
prices (q, p̄), the i’th agent solves the problem:

max
ci,θi

ui(ci) =
S∑
s=1

πsUi(cis)

subject to

θi · q ≤ 0, (3.16)

p̄s · cis ≤ p̄s · ωis + θi · xs, s = 1, . . . , S, (3.17)

where θi ·xs is the dollar payoff on the portfolio in state s and cis in <M+ is the
consumption vector in state s.

Notice that the consumer faces a separate budget constraint for each state
of the world. The consumer’s wealth in each realized state s is given by his
endowment ωis in that state plus the payoff on his portfolio of assets. Unlike the
complete contingent claims equilibrium, the consumer cannot purchase claims
to consumption for each possible state subject to a single budget constraint
that constrains the value of his consumption to be less than the value of his
endowment across all possible states. Instead, his feasible consumption in
state s is constrained by his realized wealth at that state. Notice also that
the consumers’ utility does not depend on consumption in period 0. Hence,
without loss of generality, the value of his endowment at date 0 is also taken
as zero. This means that purchases of some securities are financed by sales
of others. This is known as a self-financing portfolio. In Section 1.2.1, we
consider a two-period economy in which the consumer receives endowment in
both periods of his life.

We define a security market equilibrium (SME) as a collection

((θ1, c1), . . . , (θI , cI), (q, p̄))

such that

(i) given prices (q, p̄), the allocation (θi, ci) solves the problem for agent i;
and

2When a security is shorted, the investor receives the current price of the asset in return
for a promise to make payments matching those on the security until the short sale is closed
by a payment equal to the prevailing price of the asset.
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(ii) markets clear:

I∑
i=1

θin = 0, n = 1, . . . , N, (3.18)

I∑
i=1

(cis,m − ωis,m) = 0, s = 1, . . . , S, m = 1, . . . ,M. (3.19)

Since spot markets open after securities trading has occurred, we can also refer
to this equilibrium as a security-spot market equilibrium.

Note also that the securities are in net zero supply in the economy. We
could instead assume that securities are in net positive supply and that con-
sumers have initial holdings of the securities denoted θ̄in for n = 1, . . . , N . In
this case, consumers choose bond holdings to satisfy

q · θi ≤ q · θ̄i

and the securities market-clearing condition becomes

I∑
i=1

θi =
I∑
i=1

θ̄i.

3.2 Attaining a CCE by an SME

In the complete contingent claims equilibrium, consumers choose allocations
subject to a single budget constraint. In the security market equilibrium, they
must choose consumption in each state subject to a budget constraint for that
state. This suggests that the consumption allocation in a security market
equilibrium may differ from the allocation in a complete contingent claims
equilibrium. In a singularly important result, Arrow [18] has shown that if
the number of securities equals the number of states, then the allocation in a
complete contingent claims equilibrium can be attained in a security market
equilibrium.

Denote the allocation and prices in a complete contingent commodity mar-
kets equilibrium by (c1, . . . , cI , p). Suppose that N = S and that the columns
of the payoff X are linearly independent. Then without loss of generality we
can define the dividend or payoff vector as:

xn,s =

{
1 if s = n
0 otherwise,

(3.20)

for s = 1, . . . , S and n = 1, . . . , S. Define the price of the s’th security such
that

qsp̄s,m = ps,m ∀s,m. (3.21)
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Then notice that the consumer confronted with these prices has the same range
of alternatives that are available under the contingent claims equilibrium. De-
fine the portfolio weights so that the number of units of the s’th security that
is held by consumer i is equated to the cost of the net consumption choice by
i in state s:

θis = p̄s · (cis − ωis). (3.22)

If the prices and allocations defined in this manner constitute a security market
equilibrium, then (θi, ci) must be feasible for consumer i in the security market
equilibrium. Thus,

θi · q =
S∑
s=1

M∑
m=1

(
ps,m
p̄s,m

)
p̄s,m(cis,m − ωis,m)

=
S∑
s=1

M∑
m=1

ps,m(cis,m − ωis,m) ≤ 0,

since (p, c1, . . . , cI) constitutes a contingent claims equilibrium. Likewise,

p̄s · cis = p̄s · ωis + θis = p̄s · ωis + θi · xs for s = 1, . . . , S

since xn,s = 1 only if s = n. Hence, given the prices (q, p̄), (θi, ci) satisfy
consumers’ budget constraints in the security market equilibrium.

To show that (θi, ci) solves the consumer’s problem, assume that (φ, ĉ)
also satisfies the budget constraints and ui(ĉ) > ui(c). Since ci is optimal
for consumer i in the complete contingent claims equilibrium, we have that
p · ĉ > p · ci; otherwise ci would not have been chosen. If (φ, ĉ) satisfies
the consumer’s budget constraints, then φs = φ · xs ≥ ps · (ĉs − ωis) and
φ · q ≥

∑S
s=1 ps(ĉs − ωis) since qsp̄s,m = ps,m. But p · ĉ > p · ci implies that

φ · q > 0 which contradicts Equation (3.16). Spot markets clear because
(c1, . . . , cI) is feasible. Security markets clear since

I∑
i=1

θis =
I∑
i=1

p̄s · (cis − ωis)

= p̄s ·
I∑
i=1

(cis − ωis) = 0, s = 1, . . . , S.

since (c1, . . . , cI) is feasible for the contingent claims equilibrium.
Recall that we defined each security to have a unit payoff if state s = n

occurs and zero otherwise. More generally, a complete contingent claims al-
location can be attained in a security market equilibrium with an arbitrary
payoff matrix X whose columns are linearly independent. When the columns
of X span <S , we say that markets are complete. With such spanning securi-
ties, a security market equilibrium can be converted into a contingent claims
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equilibrium. Since the complete contingent claims equilibrium allocation is
Pareto optimal, the allocation in the security market equilibrium will also be
Pareto optimal. In the absence of spanning, markets are incomplete and a
security market equilibrium may exist but the equilibrium allocation is not
necessarily Pareto optimal.

Now suppose there is only one commodity in each state so that M = 1.
Without loss of generality, assume that the spot price of consumption in each
state is unity, p̄s = 1. Notice from Equation (3.17) that θi · xs = cis − ωis.
Suppose we choose the security price qn as:

qn =
S∑
s=1

xn,sps, (3.23)

where ps is the price of a contingent claim that pays off in state s. It is
straightforward to show that (θi, ci) is feasible for consumer i following our
earlier argument. Notice that Equation (3.23) yields a simple representation
for the price of the n’th security in terms of the price function for the complete
contingent claims equilibrium. Specifically, it says that the price of any security
that has random payoffs xn,s in state s will be priced such that these payoffs
are valued by the contingent claims price in that state.

4 Arbitrage and asset valuation

In the theoretical finance literature, the absence of arbitrage opportunities in
securities trading has been exploited by Ross [304], Harrison and Kreps [192],
Chamberlain and Rothschild [70], and others to show the existence of a pricing
function that is used to value random payoff streams and to characterize its
properties. We now illustrate their approach for the simple setup that we have
been studying. We assume that there is one date, S states, and one commodity
in each state. As a consequence, spot commodity prices can be normalized as
unity. We assume that there is one date, S states, and one commodity in each
state. As a consequence, spot commodity prices can be normalized as unity.
As before, we assume that there are S states of the world, and N securities
where N ≤ S. Hence, the number of securities may be less than the number
of states, implying that markets are incomplete.

The N × S matrix of payoffs on the N securities is given by:

X =

 x11 x12 · · · x1S
...

...
...

xN1 xN2 · · · xNS

 . (4.24)

Recall that θn is the units purchased on security n, and qn is the price of
security n.
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Example 2.1. Consider an economy with 1 date and 3 states. Suppose
there are 3 securities. Security 1 pays 1 in state 1 and zero otherwise. Security
2 pays 1 in state 2 and zero otherwise. Suppose that the third security is a
risk-free bond. What is the payoff matrix?

X1 =

 1 0 0
0 1 0
1 1 1

 . (4.25)

Notice that markets are complete since the rank of X is 3. Hence, consumers
can attain any pattern of state-contingent consumption by trading in the 3
securities. In fact, if they just hold the risk-free bond, they can guarantee a
consumption of 1 for each state.

Now suppose that there are only 2 states. In this case, one of the securities
is a redundant security, that is, a security whose payoff structure can be con-
structed by using the other securities in the market. In this case, the payoff
matrix becomes

X2 =

 1 0
0 1
1 1

 . (4.26)

The consumer can attain a consumption of 1 in each state by i) by holding 1
unit each in the first 2 securities or (ii) by holding a unit of the risk-free bond.
In the first case, the portfolio satisfies θ1 = (1, 1, 0)′ whereas in the latter case
it is given by θ2 = (0, 0, 1)′. A redundant security is thus a security whose
payoffs can be generated by holding a portfolio of the other securities. In this
case, holding the first portfolio yields exactly the same payoff as holding the
second portfolio.

We can also consider the case with 3 states and 2 securities. Suppose, in
particular, that only the 2 risky security are available. The payoff matrix is

X3 =

[
1 0 0
0 1 0

]
. (4.27)

Now there is no way for consumers to trade in securities to obtain consumption
in state 3. Hence, markets are incomplete as the number of securities is less
than the number of states.

To characterize behavior in securities markets, we need to make further
assumptions regarding the price of a portfolio and its payoff. These issues are
discussed next.

4.1 The law of one price

Recall that for any vector of security prices q in <N , a portfolio θ has market
value q · θ and payoff XT θ. We now make some additional assumptions. The
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first has to do with the notion of a payoff space. For the case of complete
markets with S states, the payoff space consists of <S . In this case, N = S
and investors can attain any payoff in <S by forming portfolios based on the
S linearly independent columns of X. When markets are incomplete, there
are only N < S linearly independent columns of X and the set of payoffs that
investors can obtain is X ⊂ <S .

We now make two additional assumptions regarding portfolio payoffs and
their prices.

Assumption 4.2 (Free Portfolio Formation)

XT
1 θ ∈ X , XT

2 φ ∈ X ⇒ XT
1 θ +XT

2 φ ∈ X .

This means that if investors can attain the payoff XT
1 θ ∈ X and the payoff

XT
2 φ ∈ X , then they can also attain the payoff XT

1 θ + XT
2 φ ∈ X . This

assumption rules out short sales constraints and transactions costs of various
types. In later chapters we discuss the role of such frictions in determining
equilibrium asset returns and allocations.

Assumption 4.3 (Law of One Price)

(aθ + bφ) · q = a(θ · q) + b(φ · q).

This says that the value of the new portfolio aθ + bφ, where a and b are
constants, must equal the value of its parts. Notice that this assumptions
rules out arbitrage opportunities of various types. For example, it says that
an investor who purchases a claim to the NYSE Composite Index at the price
q1 and sells it at the same price cannot make an instantaneous profit by buying
2 units of the claim and selling those two units for a higher price. Thus, if
θ = (−1, 0, . . . , 0) and φ = (1, 0, . . . , 0), then the value of 2θ + 2φ cannot
be greater than −2q1 + 2q1. (Notice we have allowed for short sales in this
instance. Thus, we also have free portfolio formation.)

Assumptions 2.1 and 2.2 also imply that the zero payoff must be available
and must have zero price. Otherwise, any payoff could be obtained at any
price.

Suppose an equilibrium exists. Notice that if S = N so that markets are
complete, the price of any security n is expressed as the discounted value of its
payoffs using the contingent claims prices ps. Hence, if markets are complete,
then the law of one price holds. The price of any security is expressed as a
linear function of its payoffs using the state-contingent prices:

q =
S∑
s=1

psxs =
s∑
s=1

πsmsxs

= E[mx], (4.28)
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where ms = ps/πs. We have that the stochastic discount factor is strictly
positive, m > 0. Take any payoff x = y + z ∈ X . Then its price is given by

q = E [xm] = E [(y + z)m] .

Even if markets are not complete, the linearity of the pricing function im-
plies that the law of one price holds. In this case, there may not exist a unique
discount factor that satisfies Equation (4.28). Nevertheless, the equilibrium
pricing function still exhibits the linearity property.

It is also possible to prove the converse of this result, namely, if the law
of one price holds, then there is a discount factor that can be used to price
payoffs. We have already demonstrated that the pricing function is linear.
The existence of a discount factor based on the law of one price derives from
the fact that any linear function on a payoff space X can be represented as an
inner product. In other words, the pricing function that is used to value any
payoff x ∈ X is a linear function and has the representation q = E[x?x] for
x? ∈ X . The existence of the discount factor x? is guaranteed by means of a
projection argument. Following a more general approach described by Hansen
and Richard [187], Hansen and Jagannathan [186] consider a payoff space X
that can be expressed in terms of N basis payoffs. Organize the basis payoffs
into the vector x = (x1, x2, . . . , xN ) and also their prices. They show that the
discount factor x? ∈ X that satisfies the law of one price has the form:

x? = q′E(xx′)−1x, (4.29)

where q denotes the price of the basis payoffs under x?, that is, q = E[x?x].
To show this, notice that the payoff space is generated as X = {c′x}.

The discount factor that we are seeking must be in the payoff space. Hence,
x? = c′x. Define c so that x? = c′x prices the basis payoffs. Hence, we require
that q = E(x?x) = E(xx′c). Hence, c = E(xx′)−1q provided the inverse
E(xx′)−1 exists. But this is guaranteed by the law of one price. Hence, the
discount factor is defined as in equation (4.29). The discount factor is a linear
combination of x so it is in the payoff space X . By construction it prices the
basis payoffs and it also prices any x ∈ X :

E[x?(x′c)] = E
[
q′E(xx′)−1xx′c

]
= q′c.

Finally by linearity we have that q(c′x) = c′q(x).
Note, however, that the discount factor is not guaranteed to be strictly

positive. For that we need to define stronger forms of the notion of absence of
arbitrage.

4.2 Arbitrage opportunities

Stronger forms of arbitrage opportunities can also be defined. We have two
definitions.
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An arbitrage of the first kind is a portfolio θ in <N with

q · θ ≤ 0 and XT θ > 0. (4.30)

An arbitrage of the second kind is a portfolio θ in <N with

q · θ < 0 and XT θ ≥ 0. (4.31)

An economy with an arbitrage opportunity of the first type is given by the
following example. Suppose there are three states of the world, S = 3, and
two securities, N = 2. Let the prices of the securities be q = (1, 1)′. Then

X =

[
1 −1 1
0 −1 1

]
. (4.32)

Notice that for any vector (θ1, θ2) where θ1 > 0, the payoff on the portfolio is
given by

XT θ =

 1 0
−1 −1

1 1

[ θ1
θ2

]
=

 θ1
−θ1 − θ2
θ1 + θ2

 . (4.33)

Thus, XT θ ≥ 0 only if θ1 + θ2 = 0, which is just the definition of an arbitrage
opportunity of the first type. Hence, choosing θ1 > 0 and θ1 = −θ2, the initial
outlay for the portfolio is zero but it yields positive profits in some state of
nature.

An arbitrage opportunity of the second type is as follows. Suppose that
there are two states of the world, S = 2, and two securities, N = 2. Let the
matrix of payoffs be equal to

X =

[
4 −4
1 −1

]
. (4.34)

Suppose that the vector of total purchases on the two assets is given by
θ = (1,−4). Then

XT θ =

[
4 1

−4 −1

] [
1
−4

]
=

[
0
0

]
. (4.35)

Notice that the payoff on the portfolio is zero in all states of nature. Let the
price of security 1 be equal to 1. As long as the price of security 2 is greater
than 1/4, the initial outlay is negative. For example, if q2 = 1, then,

q · θ = (1 1)

[
1

−4

]
= −3,

which means that the investor receives funds to hold the portfolio.
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Clearly, the existence of such arbitrage opportunities cannot be consistent
with a security market equilibrium. From the definition of the agent’s problem
in the security market equilibrium, we see that an arbitrage of the first kind
implies that a zero endowment yields a nonnegative, nonzero consumption
allocation. Consider the problem in Section 1.2.1 where the consumer max-
imizes date 1 utility by choosing a portfolio of assets subject to the budget
constraints in (3.16) and (3.17). If

q · θ ≤ 0,

then

p̄s · cs ≤ θ · xs

is satisfied with cs > 0 for some s if XT θ > 0, which is equivalent to θ · xs > 0
for some s.

Likewise, for the problem in Section 1.2.2 where the consumer derives
utility from consumption in date 0 and date 1, if

q · θ < 0 and XT θ ≥ 0,

then the agent can guarantee a strictly positive consumption at date 0:

c0 = −q · θ > 0.

Thus, we can show that if utility functions are strictly increasing (so that
there is at least one non-satiated consumer), an arbitrage does not exist in a
competitive equilibrium. Recall that in a security market equilibrium, security
prices can be expressed as the discounted value of their state-contingent pay-
offs, where the discounting is done using a strictly positive discount factor. In
the next section, we examine the converse statement, namely, in the absence
of arbitrage there exists a strictly positive state-price vector.

4.3 Existence of a state-price vector

The proof that there exists a strictly positive price vector that can be used
to price the payoffs on any security based solely on the absence of arbitrage
arguments is due to Ross [302]. In this section, we provide a simple proof for
an economy with a single date and a finite number of states.3

Define a state-price vector as a vector ψ in <S++ with q = Xψ. Notice that
it is a strictly positive price vector that is used to assign a price to the random
payoffs paid by each security n. If a complete contingent claims equilibrium
exists, then the state-price vector is defined as the price function p. Clearly, if
a state-price vector exists, then there is no arbitrage. We can also prove the
converse.

3See Kreps [234] for a proof with continuous time and a continuum of states.
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Theorem 4.1 There is no arbitrage if and only if there is a state-price vector.

Proof.
Partition the matrix X as:

X =

 X1

· · ·
X2

 (4.36)

such that the payoff of the first N1 securities are linearly independent with
payoff matrix X1 and the payoff on the other N2 = N − N1 securities are
linear combinations of the first N1 securities with payoff matrix X2. Then
there exists an N2 × N1 matrix K such that X2 = KX1. Thus, we can
decompose the payoff matrix X as

X = (XT
1 , X

T
1 K

T )T .

Let q1 be the price vector associated with the first N1 securities and q2 the
price vector associated with the other N2 securities. Then

q = (qT1 , q
T
2 )T .

First, we prove that if there is no arbitrage, then there must be a state-price
vector ψ ∈ <S++ such that q1 = X1ψ. Suppose not. We define

A ≡ {X1ψ : ψ ∈ <S++} (4.37)

and

B ≡ {λq1 : λ ∈ <+}, (4.38)

then A ∩ B is empty. It follows from the Separating Hyperplane Theorem,4

that there exists a nonzero θ1 ∈ <N1 such that

λθT1 q1 ≤ θT1 X1ψ ∀λ ∈ <+, ψ ∈ <S++. (4.39)

4We state a version that is applicable in <n. Define a linear functional F on Rn as a
function F : Rn → R satisfying

F (αx + βy) = αF (x) + βF (y), x, y ∈ Rn, α, β ∈ R.

We have the following theorem.

Theorem 4.2 (Separating Hyperplane Theorem) Suppose A and B are convex, disjoint sets
in Rn. There is some linear functional F such that F (x) ≤ F (y) for each x in A and y in
B. Moreover, if x is in the interior of A or y is in the interior of B, then F (x) < F (y).

For a more general version that is applicable in arbitrary vector spaces, see Luenberger [253,
p.133].
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This implies that θT1 q1 ≤ 0 and θT1 X1 ≥ 0. Since X1 has full rank, there
is no θ1 6= 0 such that θT1 X1 = 0 and thus we must have θT1 X1 > 0. Let
θT = (θT1 , 0)T , then

θT q = θT1 q1 ≤ 0 and θTX = θT1 X1 > 0, (4.40)

which implies that θ is an arbitrage.
Second, we prove that q2 = X2ψ, where ψ was proven to exist in the

previous paragraph. Suppose q2 6= X2ψ, then there exists a θ2 ∈ <N2 such
that θT2 (q2 −X2ψ) < 0. Let θ1 = −KT θ2 and θT = (θT1 , θ

T
2 ), then

θTX = θT1 X1 + θT2 KX1 = 0 and θT q = θT2 (q2 −X2ψ) < 0. (4.41)

Thus, θ is an arbitrage.
Therefore, we have that q = Xψ with ψ ∈ <S++. Finally it is easy to check

that if a state-price vector exists, then there is no arbitrage.
This theorem shows the existence of a strictly positive state-price vector

ψ.5 However, it says nothing about uniqueness. If N = S so that markets are
complete, then we know that the state-price vector is unique, and satisfies the
equation

q = Xψ = Xp,

where p = (p1 . . . pS)′ is the vector of contingent claims prices. Hence, the
state-prices ψs may be obtained as the (unique) solution to a set S linear
equations in S unknowns. However, if N < S, there may be many solutions
for ψ satisfying q = Xψ. Some of these solutions may not be strictly positive.
In the case of solutions for ψ which are are note strictly positive, that s, which
have some elements that are zero or negative, then we know that there will
exist arbitrage.

In general, depending on the nature of market incompleteness characteriz-
ing the underlying economy, the prices attached to payoffs in different states
of the world may differ from the state prices in a complete contingent claims
equilibrium. In later chapters, we discuss economies with alternative forms
of market incompleteness and study the nature of the equilibrium prices and
allocations that arise in them.

4.4 Risk-free asset

Suppose that a risk-free asset exists, say asset 0. Such an asset has the same
pay-off in all states of the world, i.e., x0,s is independent of s, or x0,s = x ∀s.

5An alternative proof of this result relies on Stiemke’s Lemma. See LeRoy and Werner
[244] or Duffie [109].
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Hence, the price of such an asset today is given by

pf =
S∑
s=1

ψsx

= x
S∑
s=1

ψs. (4.42)

Otherwise, there would exist an arbitrage opportunity. For x = 1, the price of
an asset today that pays off 1 unit in all states of nature next period is given
by

pf =
S∑
s=1

ψs. (4.43)

Suppose pf >
∑
ψs. Then an investor could sell the security at date 0 and

receive pf . At date 1, s/he would deliver 1 regardless of the state s. Since
the state prices ψs are strictly positive, the investor would make a profit of
pf −1 > 0. Conversely, if pf <

∑
s ψs, investors could make a profit by buying

the security at date zero for pf and obtaining the strictly positive payoff 1−pf
in period 1. A similar argument implies that the risk-free rate of return rf is
given by

rf =
1
pf

=
1∑S

s=1 ψs
. (4.44)

4.5 Risk neutral pricing

Notice that we can use the state-price vector to derive an alternative repre-
sentation of security prices. Given a state-price vector ψs, we can define the
risk-adjusted probability of state s as

π?s =
1∑S

s=1 ψs
πs

(
ψs
πs

)

=
ψs∑S
s=1 ψs

. (4.45)

where πs > 0 is the probability of state s occurring. Then we can express the
price of security n as

qn =
S∑
s=1

xn,sψs
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=
1
rf

S∑
s=1

rfπs

(
ψs
πs

)
xn,s

=
1
rf

S∑
s=1

π?sxn,s. (4.46)

Using the definition of the risk-adjusted probabilities, we can write this last
relation as

qn =
1
rf
E?(xn), (4.47)

where the expectation E?(·) is taken with respect to π?s for s = 1, . . . , S. This
asset valuation formula says that security prices are determined as the ex-
pected discounted value of future payoffs, with the risk-adjusted probabilities
being used to evaluate the expectation of the random payoffs for each secu-
rity n = 1, . . . , N . The relation in (4.47) can be interpreted as a certainty
equivalent approach to asset pricing. In other words, E∗(xn) computes the
market-adjusted certainty equivalent of the payoff xn. In general, different
utility functions will assign different certainty equivalents to the same risk
embodied in the random set of payoffs X. Since the price of the asset is
determined as a certainty equivalent, the time discounting is done using the
risk-free rate. This type of valuation is known as risk neutral valuation, and
it provides a convenient approach for pricing assets without having to specify
some underlying structural model of consumption and asset allocation.

Example 2.2 Suppose there 2 securities and 2 states of the economy.
Security 1 pays off 2 in state 1 and 1 in state 2 while security 2 pays off 1 in
state 1 and 2 in state 2. For simplicity, suppose that the prices are unity for
securities 1 and 2, that is, qi = 1 for i = 1, 2. The security prices and payoffs
satisfy the relation

q = Xψ ⇔
[

1
1

]
=

[
2 1
1 2

] [
ψ1

ψ2

]
. (4.48)

Since the number of securities equals the number of states, we can solve
uniquely for the state prices as

ψ =

[
ψ1

ψ2

]
= X−1q =

1
3

[
2 −1
−1 2

] [
1
1

]
=

[
1
3
1
3

]
. (4.49)

Given the state prices, the risk-adjusted probabilities are defined as

π?1 =
ψ1∑
s ψs

=
1/3
2/3

=
1
2

and π?2 =
1
2
. (4.50)

We can also compute the risk-free interest rate for this economy as

rf =
1
pf

=
1

ψ1 + ψ2
=

3
2
, (4.51)
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which implies that the (net) real interest rate is rf − 1 = 1.5− 1 = 0.5.
Suppose instead that there are 3 states of the economy. Suppose that

security 1 pays off 1 in state 3 while security 2 pays off 2. Now the payoff
matrix becomes:

X =

[
2 1 1
1 2 2

]
. (4.52)

The state prices satisfy the set of equations:

1 = 2ψ1 + ψ2 + ψ3 (4.53)

1 = ψ1 + 2ψ2 + 2ψ3. (4.54)

Since the number of states exceeds the number of securities, there exist mul-
tiple solutions for the state prices. Solving for ψ1 = 1 − 2ψ2 − 2ψ3 from the
second equation and substituting the result into the first shows that any set of
ψ2 and ψ3 that satisfies the relation 3ψ2 + 3ψ3 = 1 is a solution for the state
prices. One set of strictly positive state prices that satisfy these conditions is
given by ψ1 = 1

3 , ψ2 = 1
6 and ψ3 = 1

6 . Associated with these prices are the
risk-adjusted probabilities:

π?1 =
ψ1∑
s ψs

=
1/3
4/6

=
1
2

(4.55)

π?2 =
ψ2∑
s ψs

=
1/6
4/6

=
1
4

(4.56)

π?3 =
ψ3∑
s ψs

=
1/6
4/6

=
1
4
. (4.57)

The risk-free for this economy is given by:

rf = (pf )−1 =

(∑
s

ψs

)−1

= 1.5 (4.58)

as before. However, this is not the unique solution. Another set of state
prices is obtained by setting ψ3 = 0 and ψ1 = ψ2 = 1

3 . However, we know by
Theorem 4.1 that such a set of state prices would admit arbitrage.

4.6 The discount factor

Returning to the results of the previous chapter, we can use the existence of
the state-price vector to give an alternative representation for security prices.
For this purpose, define:

ms =
ψs
πs
, (4.59)
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where πs is the probability of state s. (Notice that this definition is consistent
with the existence of a complete contingent claims equilibrium in which the
contingent claims prices are equal to the probability-weighted intertemporal
MRS for any consumer i.)

Example 2.3 Consider the economy with 2 dates and 2 states in Example
2.2. For the security prices and payoff matrix is given in equation (4.48), the
state prices are given by ψ1 = ψ2 = 1

3 . Suppose the objective probabilities
of state 1 and state 2 are given by π1 = 0.1 and π2 = 0.9. Then the unique
(strictly positive) stochastic discount factor is given by

m1 =
ψ1

π1
=

1/3
1/10

=
10
3

(4.60)

m2 =
ψ2

π2
=

1/3
9/10

=
10
27
. (4.61)

If the state prices are not uniquely defined, there also exist multiple solutions
for the stochastic discount factor and some of them may not be strictly positive.

Using the definition for ms, we can derive an expression for security prices
as

qn =
S∑
s=1

ψsxn,s

=
S∑
s=1

πsmsxn,s

= E[mxn]. (4.62)

Notice that ms is the ratio of the state price of state s to the probability
of state s; hence, it is positive because state prices and probabilities are both
positive. As before, we refer to ms as the stochastic discount factor for state s.
We note that if ms is small, then state s is “cheap” in the sense that investors
are unwilling to pay a high price to receive wealth in that state. If we define
the risk-neutral probabilities, then the price of the asset is also proportional to
the expected value of the random payoffs. However, we note that the existence
of the stochastic discount factor as defined in Equation (4.59) does not depend
on the existence of any specific asset pricing model but only on the absence of
arbitrage opportunities.

5 Asset pricing relations

Consider a two-period version of the model under uncertainty with one com-
modity in which the state is revealed in the second period. The commodity
space is <S+1

+ . Let ci = (ci0, c
i
1, . . . , c

i
S) represent c0 units of consumption in
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the first period and cs represent units of consumption contingent on the state
s occurring, s ∈ {1, . . . , S}. Suppose preferences satisfy expected utility:

ui(ci) = Ui(ci0) +
S∑
s=1

πisVi(c
i
s), (5.63)

where πis > 0 denotes the probability of state s occurring and Ui and Vi are
strictly increasing, strictly concave, and differentiable functions.

5.1 Contingent claims equilibrium

Suppose (c1, . . . , cI , p) where p ∈ <S+1
+ is a complete contingent claims equi-

librium. In this case, the consumer maximizes (5.63) subject to the budget
constraint:

p0c
i
0 +

S∑
s=1

psc
i
s ≤ p0ω

i
0 +

S∑
s=1

psω
i
s. (5.64)

Without loss of generality, let us normalize p0 = 1. The first-order necessary
and sufficient conditions for ci to be an optimal plan are:

∂Ui(ci)
∂ci0

= λi, (5.65)

∂πsVi(ci)
∂cis

= λips, s = 1, . . . , S, (5.66)

where λi is a Lagrange multiplier. For any two states k and l, a consumer i
chooses consumption satisfying:

πikV
′
i (c

i
k)

πilV
′
i (c

i
l)

=
pk
pl
. (5.67)

This condition says that the ratio of the contingent claims prices for any two
states is equal to the ratio of the marginal utilities of consumption in those
states weighted by the probability of occurrence of those states. We can also
derive an expression for the price of a contingent claims contract that pays off
in state s as:

ps =
πisV

′
i (c

i
s)

U ′i(c
i
0)

. (5.68)

5.2 Security market equilibrium

Now consider the security market equilibrium. Suppose that there are N ≥ S
securities with payoffs xn,s for n = 1, . . . , N and s = 1, . . . , S. Without loss
of generality, assume that the spot price of consumption is unity for each
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s ∈ {0, 1, . . . , S}. The budget constraints for the consumer’s problem are
given by:

ci0 + θi · q ≤ ωi0, (5.69)

cis ≤ ωis + θi · xs, 1 ≤ s ≤ S. (5.70)

Let µi0 and µis, s = 1, . . . , S, denote the Lagrange multipliers for the con-
sumer’s budget constraints. The first-order conditions with respect ci0, c

i
s, and

θin are:

U ′(ci0) = µi0, (5.71)

πisV
′(cis) = µis, s = 1, . . . , S, (5.72)

µi0qn =
S∑
s=1

µisxn,s, n = 1, . . . , N. (5.73)

Assume that πis = πs for s = 1, . . . , S. Then, using these conditions, we can
express the price of the n’th security as:

qn =
S∑
s=1

πsV
′(cis)

U ′(ci0)
xn,s

= E

[
V ′i (c

i
s)xn,s

U ′i(c
i
0)

]
. (5.74)

5.3 The stochastic discount factor

In Section 1.2.2, we showed that a complete contingent claims equilibrium
allocation can be attained in a security market equilibrium in which the spot
price of consumption is normalized as one and the price of the n’th security
is defined in Equation (3.23). Equation (5.74) shows that the relation in
equation (3.23) holds provided the contingent claims prices ps are defined as
the probability-weighted intertemporal marginal rate of substitution (MRS)
in consumption for any consumer i. Define the quantity:

ms ≡
V ′(cis)
U ′(ci0)

∀i (5.75)

as the common intertemporal MRS in state s. Then, using the result in (5.74),
we can express the price of any security n as

qn =
S∑
s=1

πsmsxn,s

= E [mxn] . (5.76)
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The relation in (5.76) shows that the price of a security is determined as the
expected discounted value of its future payoff, the discount factor defined as the
intertemporal marginal rate of substitution (MRS) in consumption. Since the
individual MRSs are equated across consumers in a complete contingent claims
equilibrium, the discount factor used to price random payoffs in Equation
(5.74) or (5.76) is evaluated using the MRS for any consumer i. Based on
the representation in Equation (5.76), the intertemporal MRS in consumption
is sometimes called the stochastic discount factor. As we examine alternative
dynamic equilibrium frameworks and derive restrictions for individual choices,
we will also derive restrictions for the stochastic discount factor.

6 Multi-period contingent claims

Up to this point, we have considered simple one- or two-period economies with
a discrete number of states and commodities. We now consider complete con-
tingent claims equilibrium in economies with an infinite number of dates. We
describe how to price claims that have payoffs for all possible events that can
occur and discuss the implications of perfect risk sharing for such economies.

Assume agents live an infinite number of periods and that there is only one
commodity or M = 1. Uncertainty is defined in terms of a random variable
st that can take on S possible values in the set S̄. Thus, st ∈ S̄ at each
period. The state of the economy is given by the history st of realizations of
the random variable sr for r ≤ t, defined as

st ≡ (s1, . . . , st) = (st−1, st).

Let πt(st) ∈ [0, 1] denote the probability that st ∈ S̄t occurs. Notice that

∞∑
t=1

∑
st∈S̄t

πt(st) = 1.

We assume that st follows a first-order Markov process so that

π(sj | si) = Prob(st+1 = sj | st = si). (6.77)

denotes the probability of moving from state si to state sj in one period. Then

πt(st) = π(st | st−1)π(st−1 | st−2) . . . π(s2 | s1) (6.78)

is the probability of a time path st = (s1, . . . , st).
The endowment good is non-storable. Let ωi(st) denote the endowment of

agent i in state st, where the process is stationary and ω(st) is nonnegative
(so it might equal 0 in some periods). The consumption of agent i at time
t with history st is denoted cit(s

t). The t subscript is added to show that

25



st is a t-dimensional vector. Let pt(st) denote the time 0 price of a unit of
consumption at time t in history st. Agent i ∈ I maximizes

∞∑
t=1

∑
st∈St

βtU(cit(s
t)) (6.79)

subject to
∞∑
t=0

∑
st∈St

pt(st)[ωi(st)− ci(st)] = 0. (6.80)

Notice that the budget constraint requires that the expected discounted present
value of lifetime expenditures must equal the expected discounted present value
of lifetime endowment. It does not require that the agent’s budget must be
balanced for a particular history {st}∞t=0. The Lagrange multiplier for the
budget constraint λi is not indexed by time or state. The first-order condition
is

βtπt(st)U ′(cit(s
t))

λi
= pt(st). (6.81)

6.1 Implications of risk sharing

In the previous sections, we described some of the implications of the com-
plete contingent claims equilibrium for asset pricing. We now describe its
implications for the behavior of individual consumption in a heterogeneous
population. If there are 2 types of agents, A and B, we can show that

pt(st)
βtπt(st)

=
U ′(cat (s

t))
λa

=
U ′(cbt(s

t))
λb

. (6.82)

This condition says that the weighted marginal utility of consumption is
equated across consumers. We refer to this feature of the complete contin-
gent claims equilibrium as complete risk-sharing or full insurance. Wilson
[373] was one of the first to note that optimal sharing of risk by members of
a risk-averse group is equivalent to the existence of a set of individual-specific
weights such that individuals’ marginal utility satisfies a version of Equation
(6.82).6

When markets are incomplete, there do not exist claims that pay off for
each possible state of the world. In this case, consumers face a set of budget
constraints, one for each state (and date) of the world. As a result, marginal
rates of substitution in consumption across different states are not equated
across consumers and full insurance does not occur. Private information con-
siderations are typically given as the rationale for market incompleteness and

6See Wilson [373, pp. 123-24].
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the absence of full insurance opportunities. Individuals may have private in-
formation about their characteristics, which can give rise to adverse selection
due to asymmetric information. Alternatively, the private actions of individu-
als may affect the probability distribution of future outcomes. This is known
as moral hazard arising from the unobservability of actions and it is commonly
assumed to characterize delegated decision making, labor contracting, and in-
surance markets. In this case, it is not possible to issue claims that pay off in
each possible state of the world because such payments cannot be enforced.
Thus, markets are incomplete and the optimal risk-sharing rule defined by
Equation (6.82) no longer holds. Typically, the second-best risk-sharing rule
implies that some risk must be imposed on the privately informed party to
ensure that she will undertake the right action. We examine these issues in
later chapters.

The last equation can be rewritten to express the ratio of marginal utilities
as a function of the ratio of Lagrange multipliers:

U ′(cat (s
t))

U ′(cbt(st))
=
λa

λb
. (6.83)

This condition illustrates a property of efficient risk sharing that the marginal
rate of substitution across agents is equal to a constant across states.

To solve for the individual allocations, we can substitute in the goods
market-clearing conditions and apply the inverse function theorem to find
consumption as a function of the total endowment and the ratio of multipliers.
The unknown multipliers can then be found by substitution into the budget
constraint. If the endowment process is stationary, say follows a stationary
first-order Markov process, then the consumption of each type of agent is
stationary so that consumption of type A is a function ca(st).

6.1.1 Idiosyncratic risk

Some of the implications of the model are now examined. Suppose that there
are only 2 types of agents, A and B, and that the endowment always satisfies

ω = ωa(st) + ωb(st), (6.84)

where ω is constant. Hence, there is no aggregate risk in this economy, which
would occur if the aggregate endowment ω(st) were to vary as a functon of
the history st. Let π(st), the probability of the history st equal the share of
output that goes to agent A, so that

ωa(st) = π(st) (6.85)

and so ωb(st) = 1−π(st). For simplicity, we are assuming that the probability
is i.i.d., that is, π(st|st−1) = π(st). However, there is no difficulty keeping it
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Markov. Hence the only uncertainty in this economy is how the total endow-
ment is split between the 2 types of agents.

The first-order condition is

βtπ(st)U ′(cat (s
t))

λa
= pt(st) =

βtπ(st)U ′(cbt(s
t))

λb
. (6.86)

The goods market-clearing condition is

ω = cat + cbt . (6.87)

Using this condition in the first-order condition and rewriting,

U ′(ca(st))
U ′(ω − ca(st))

=
λa

λb
. (6.88)

Notice that the right side is constant over time and states. Also, since the total
endowment is fixed, the solution to this equation, if λa/λb were known, has
constant consumption ca. We can solve for the constant consumption using
the inverse function theorem. Suppose that the utility function for each agent
has the form in Equation (2.8). Then we can solve for the consumption of
agent A for history st as

ca(st) = c̄a =

[
1 +

(
λa

λb

)−1/γ
](

λa

λb

)−1/γ

ω.

It follows that the consumption of type B is also constant. Hence, if the only
risk is idiosyncratic and if markets are complete, then agents can completely
insure against endowment risk.

6.1.2 Aggregate risk

Of course the aggregate economy cannot diversify away aggregate risk. The
best that can be done is to shift risk to those best able to bear it. Our model
predicts that the marginal rate of substitution across agents at each point in
time and in each state will be equal to a constant. This is demonstrated in
Equation (6.88).

Suppose that the aggregate endowment fluctuates randomly but that type
A’s fraction of output is constant. In particular, assume that

ωa(st) = δω(st), 0 < δ < 1.

Assume again that the utility function for each agent has the form in Equation
(2.8). Then using Equation (6.88), we can solve for the consumption of agent
A for any given history of the shocks st as

ca(st) =

[
1 +

(
λa

λb

)−1/γ
](

λa

λb

)−1/γ

ω(st).
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Hence, we observe that the aggegate economy is affected. Even with complete
risk sharing, the allocations of individual agents vary with fluctuations in the
aggregate economy. If, as we have assumed, output is nonstorable, the econ-
omy cannot insure against aggregate fluctuations. The best it can do is share
the risk efficiently, which is achieved when the marginal rate of substitution
across agents is equal to a constant for all states.

The perfect risk sharing hypothesis has been used in a variety of applica-
tions in the recent macroeconomics literature. The assumption of complete
markets has been used to examine the implications of intertemporal models
of consumption and labor supply. It also underlies many of the tests of asset
pricing relations based on the Euler equations for a representative consumer’s
problem. Other papers have examined issues of international risk sharing, and
the interaction of risk sharing with specialization. We discuss this literature
in later chapters.

6.2 Sequential trading

The discussion above assumes that all of the contracts are negotiated at time 0.
Once time progresses and the economy moves along a sample path st, there will
be no need to renegotiate a contract and the state-contingent trades are carried
out. Suppose instead that consumers can trade one-period contingent claims
at each date. One could ask whether the resulting equilibrium is identical
to the one that is obtained with a time 0 trading scheme. To answer this
question, we examine the case with sequential trading.

The aggregate endowment fluctuates randomly and the uncertainty follows
a Markov process, as described in (6.77). We define q(st+1, st) as the time t
price in state st of a unit of consumption to be delivered in state st+1 at time
t + 1. Hence, q(st+1, st) denotes the price of one-period contingent claim.
Likewise, let zi(st+1, st) denote the number of units of the consumption good
that agent i receives (if zi > 0) or pays out (zi < 0) if state st+1 occurs.
This has been written as a function of both st+1 and st. However, to carry
out the state contingent trades, it will suffice to know the trade (amount and
the sign - plus or minus) that must be transferred in each state. Hence, a
vector {zi(1), . . . , zi(S)} summarizes the trades. Notice that this vector is
independent of the state which occured last period. So henceforth, we drop
the additional state variable. Agent i has a budget constraint in period t:

zi(st) + ωi(st) ≥ cit +
∑

st+1∈S̄
q(st+1, st)zi(st+1). (6.89)

Let zit denote the S-dimensional vector of contingent claims. Let λi(st) denote
the Lagrange multiplier. The first-order conditions are

U ′(cit) = λi(st) (6.90)

λi(st)q(st+1, st) = βπ(st+1 | st)λi(st+1). (6.91)
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Notice that we are picking state contingent trades, so that there is no expec-
tations operator in the second equation. Eliminating the Lagrange multiplier,
we have

U ′(ci(st))q(st+1, st) = βπ(st+1 | st)U ′(ci(st+1)). (6.92)

Rewriting, observe that

q(st+1, st) =
βπ(st+1 | st)U ′(ci(st+1)

U ′(ci(st))
(6.93)

for all agents.
How is this price, which is the price of a unit of consumption to be delivered

at time t + 1 in state st+1 determined in time t, conditional on the state st
occurring, related to the time 0 price in (6.81)? To answer this, solve (6.81)
for U ′(cit(s

t)) and substitute into (6.93) and then update by 1 time period and
substitute for U ′(cit+1(s

t+1)) to obtain

q(st+1, st) =

[
βπ(st+1 | st)pt+1(st+1)λi

βt+1πt+1(st+1)

] [
pt(st)λi

βtπt(st)

]−1

=
pt+1(st+1)
pt(st)

. (6.94)

Hence, we find that the one-period contingent claims price for state st+1 con-
ditional on st occurring in period t is a ratio of the contingent claims prices
that negotiated at time zero for the histories st+1 and st. If we assume that
there are 2 types of agents, A and B as before, it is straightforward to show
that the solution to the simple 2 agent problem at time 0 is also the solution
to the sequential trading problem. (To show this, we can use the relation
in Equation (6.94) to write the sequence of budget constraints as a lifetime
budget constraint. Thus, allocations which satisfy the first-order conditions
and sequence of budget contraints for the sequential problem also satisfy the
first-order conditions and budget constraint for the time zero problem.) An
important implication is that, after the contingent trades have been made at
time 0, there is no interest in renegotiating any trades. This is despite the fact
that the economy is moving along a particular sample path, whereas in the
time 0 trading model, the lifetime budget constraint holds in expected value
over all sample paths.

6.3 Implications for pricing assets

Why do we care? We don’t see trades like the contingent claims trades - or
while we do see some assets with contingencies such as options, there aren’t
many. So why is the contingent claims price system of interest? The reason is
that all asset prices will be a bundle of contingent claims prices.
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Consider the price of a claim to one unit of the consumption with certainty
next period. Let b denote the amount of the asset you buy and let Q(st) denote
the price. The budget constraint is

bt−1 + ωt ≥ ct +Q(st)bt.

The first-order condition is

U ′(ct)Q(st) = β
∑

st+1∈S̄
π(st+1 | st)U ′(ct+1).

Using the results of this section, we can express the price of the asset as

Q(st) =
∑

st+1∈S̄
q(st+1, st). (6.95)

Hence, once we have the contingent claims prices, we can construct any kind
of security price.

7 A Model with Idiosyncratic Risk

In this chapter and the next, we will discuss models in which there exist mar-
ket incompleteness and other market frictions. There are several reasons for
examining such models. We have already seen that different versions of the rep-
resentative consumer model have been unable to rationalize such asset pricing
anomalies as the equity premium puzzle, the average real risk-free rate puzzle,
and the behavior of the term premiums. In a representative agent model, all
asset returns are driven by a common stochastic discount factor which sug-
gests that, to some extent, stocks and bonds should tend to move together.7

Yet the empirical evidence appears to be at odds with this requirement. By
introducing market incompleteness, borrowing constraints, and other sorts of
frictions, this close link can be broken.

The first topic we consider in this chapter is analyzing the equilibrium al-
locations and prices in an economy with idiosyncratic risk. We examine two
cases: one in which markets are complete and the other in which borrowing
constraints with asymmetric information so that markets are incomplete. Our
discussion follows Scheinkman and Weiss [325]. We examine the complete mar-
kets case to highlight the role that ex ante heterogeneity plays in the economy.
In the borrowing constraint model, idiosyncratic income risk is nondiversifiable
because these shocks are not publicly observed. Hence agents have limited op-
portunities to borrow against future income and cannot totally insure against
all types of risks. Using this framework, we characterize the equilibrium in a
model with heterogeneous consumers and borrowing constraints.

7This point has been explored by Barsky [27], among others.
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This model also has implications for the behavior of individual consump-
tion and leisure/labor supply allocations. Even in the absence of aggregate
shocks, the model generates random fluctuations in aggregate output, the labor
input, and the relative price of the asset that is traded in equilibrium. An-
other implication is that the cross-sectional distribution of nonhuman wealth
is an important determinant of aggregate economic activity. By contrast,
representative consumer models imply that fluctuations in aggregate unem-
ployment arise solely from the intertemporal substitution of labor and have
been rejected in alternative tests based on aggregate data. (See, for example,
Mankiw, Rotemberg and Summers [265], Eichenbaum, Hansen and Singleton
[119], and Altug [10], among others.)

7.1 The model

We start our discussion with the paper by Scheinkman and Weiss [325]. For
consistency with the remainder of the material, we present a discrete-time
version of their model. Because we wish to appeal to the law of large numbers
in describing the aggregate properties of individual risk, we will introduce
individual risk based on Feldman and Gilles [133].

Assume that there is a countable infinity of agents and that the index set
of agents is A = {1, 2, . . .}. Let ν denote the probability measure defined over
A such that ν(A) = 1. Let B ⊂ A be an infinite subset consisting of type 1
agents8 and assume that ν(B) = α where α is the proportion of agents that
are type 1. Let Bc be the infinite subset of agents that are type 2 such that
ν(Bc) = 1− α.

Uncertainty is introduced through a productivity shock. A stochastic pro-
cess is a collection of random variables {s(t, ω), t ∈ T} defined on the same
probability space (Ω,F , P ), where T = {0, 1, 2, . . .} and s : T × Ω → S. For
a fixed ω ∈ Ω, s(·, ω) is the sample path or the realization. For a fixed t ∈ T ,
s(t, ·) is a random variable. Let F be the transition probability function which
is assumed to have the Feller property. Let the state space be S = {1, 2}. To
conserve on notation, we let st(ω) = s(t, ω).

We now relate the aggregate uncertainty and individual risk through the
productivity shock. Each agent, whether a type 1 or type 2, has time-additive
preferences over consumption and leisure streams. An agent can produce one
unit of the consumption good per one unit of labor when he is productive,
but he may suffer random spells of nonproductivity. In the absence of ex ante
heterogeneity, agents become differentiated from each other as a result of their
histories of productivity. Define a function θ : S → {0, 1} indexed by a ∈ A.

8Examples of infinite subsets are the set of even numbers {2, 4, 6, . . .} or a Fibonocci
sequence {1, 2, 3, 5, . . .} in which the (i+1) element equals the sum of elements i and i-1.
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Assume that if st(ω) = 1, then

θa,t(s) =

{
1 if a ∈ B
0 otherwise,

(7.96)

while if st(ω) = 2, then

θa,t(s) =

{
1 if a ∈ Bc

0 otherwise.
(7.97)

The production function for an agent of type i is

yi = θi`i, (7.98)

where `i is the labor supply.
A typical type i consumer has preferences over stochastic sequences {ci,t, `i,t}

of the form

U i = E0

{ ∞∑
t=0

βt[U(ci,t)−W (`i,t)]

}
. (7.99)

We make the following assumptions on preferences.

Assumption 7.4 (i) Let U : <+ → <+ be concave, increasing, and thrice
continuously differentiable with U ′′′ > 0, and that

lim
c→0

U ′(c) = +∞, lim
c→∞

U ′(c) = 0.

Also assume that −U ′′(c)c/U ′(c) ≤ 1 and −U ′′′/U ′′ is decreasing.
(ii) Let W : [0, L)+ → <+ be continuous, strictly increasing, thrice continu-
ously differentiable, and convex with W (0) = 0, W ′(0) = 0 and lim`→LW

′(`) =
∞.

The assumption that −U ′′(c)c/U ′(c) ≤ 1 ensures that the substitution effect
is greater than the income effect. The assumption that −U ′′′/U ′′ is decreasing
implies that the utility function U displays decreasing absolute risk prudence.
The concept of absolute risk prudence is studied by Kimball [230]. Decreasing
absolute risk prudence implies increasing absolute risk aversion when agents
are strictly risk averse.

When a type i agent is productive, he chooses the labor input to maximize
his expected discounted present value of utility, trading the gain in the utility
of consumption made available by producing against the disutility of labor.
An unproductive agent chooses ` = 0 to avoid any disutility from labor.
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7.2 Complete contingent claims equilibrium

We will discuss the complete markets case in two ways. First, we describe the
equilibrium allocations under the assumption that all trades are made at time
zero. In the second case, we provide a sequential definition of the equilibrium.
For the sequential equilibrium, we describe several schemes. The first is to
allow borrowing while the second is to treat each type of individual as a firm
issuing claims on its output stream.

In our discussion below, we assume that W (`) = `. In equilibrium, all
agents of the same type will be identical and so we will describe the behavior
of the representative type i agent. All variables are expressed as per-capita.

At time zero, all agents trade in the market for claims to consumption and
labor supply contingent on state ω at time t. In other words, define {Ft}∞t=1 as
an increasing sequence of σ–algebras generated by {ss(ω), s ≤ t}. Agents trade
for claims contingent on a given history {ss(ω), s ≤ t} for all w ∈ Ω. Here
(Ω,F ,P), Ω is the set of sample points, F ⊃ Ft for all t is the set of possible
events, which are subsets of Ω. F is closed under the taking of complements
and countable unions.

Define pt(ω) as the price of a right to delivery of 1 unit of consumption in
state ω at time t for all t and for ω ∈ Ω. In a complete markets equilibrium,
a representative type i consumer maximizes

E[U i|F0] =
∞∑
t=0

∫
Ω
βt[U(ci,t(ω))− `i,t(ω)]P(dω) (7.100)

subject to the single budget constraint
∞∑
t=0

∫
Ω
[pt(ω)(ci,t(ω)− θi,t(ω)`i,t(ω))]P(dω) ≤ 0, (7.101)

and the constraints that ci,t(ω) ≥ 0 and elli,t(ω) ≥ 0. Notice that in (7.100)
and (7.101), we integrate over all possible realizations ω and sum over time.

The equilibrium allocations must also satisfy the market-clearing condi-
tions, which indicate that the consumption of the two types of individuals at
any given date and in a given state must equal the total amount produced at
that date and in that state. More precisely,

αc1,t(ω) + (1− α)c2,t(ω) =

αθ1,t(ω)`1,t(ω) + (1− α)θ2,t(ω)`2,t(ω). (7.102)

Now let us characterize the complete markets equilibrium. Let λi denote
the Lagrange multiplier associated with the budget constraint for a type i
agent. The first-order conditions with respect to ci,t(ω) and `i,t(ω) for an
agent of type i are

βtU ′(ci,t(ω)) = λipt(ω), (7.103)

βt = λiθi,t(ω)pt(ω). (7.104)
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When θi,t(ω) = 1, the first-order conditions for agent i imply that λi =
βt/pt(ω), and U ′(ci,t(ω)) = 1. Define the function g as

g(x) = (U ′)−1(x),

which is well-defined because marginal utility is strictly concave. Define c̄ as
c̄ ≡ g(1). The consumption of an agent i with θi,t(ω) = 1 (a productive agent)
equals c̄. When st(ω) = i, the price satisfies pt(ω) = βt/λi. Notice that λi
does not vary over time or over realizations ω.

An unproductive agent (one with θj,t(ω) = 0) chooses `j,t(ω) = 0 and
sets consumption to satisfy βtU ′(cj,t(ω)) = λjpt(ω). Substituting in the price
pt(ω), which we related earlier to the multiplier for the productive agent λi,
we have

βtU ′(cj,t(ω)) = βtλj/λi, (7.105)

so that the consumption of the unproductive agent satisfies

ĉj,t = g(λj/λi). (7.106)

We now look at the market–clearing conditions. For any t, ω such that
θ1,t(ω) = 1,

αc1,t(ω) + (1− α)c2,t(ω) = αg(1) + (1− α)g(λ2/λ1)

= α`1,t(ω). (7.107)

For any t, ω such that θ2,t(ω) = 2, market-clearing requires

αc1,t(ω) + (1− α)c2,t(ω) = αg(λ1/λ2) + (1− α)g(1)

= (1− α)`2,t(ω). (7.108)

To proceed further, we make a simplifying assumption. Assume that the
random variable st(ω) is i.i.d and that the probability that st(ω) = 1 is π so
that the probability that st(ω) = 2 is 1 − π. The expected present value of
lifetime earnings of a type 1 agent are

∞∑
t=0

∫
Ω
pt(ω)θ1,t(ω)`1,t(ω) =

1
1− β

π`1
λ1

,

where we have substituted pt(ω) = βt/λ1 for t ≥ 0. The expected present
value of the type 1 agent’s consumption stream is

∞∑
t=0

∫
Ω
pt(ω)c1,t(ω) =

1
1− β

πg(1)
λ1

+
1

1− β

[
(1− π)
λ2

g(λ1/λ2)
]
.

Equating the two expressions and using the market-clearing condition (7.107)
to solve for `1 − g(1), we have(

1− α

α

)
g

(
λ2

λ1

)
=
(

1− π

π

)(
λ1

λ2

)
g

(
λ1

λ2

)
. (7.109)
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We can repeat the same steps for a type 2 agent; this results in(
α

1− α

)
g

(
λ1

λ2

)
=
(

π

1− π

)
λ2

λ1
g

(
λ2

λ1

)
.

Define x ≡ λ1/λ2; then the equilibrium condition (7.109) becomes(
1− α

α

)
g

(
1
x

)
=
(

1− π

π

)
xg(x). (7.110)

We now consider an important case corresponding to the complete market
equilibrium studied in Scheinkman and Weiss. Suppose that π = 1/2 and that
α = 1/2. Then each period half of the agents are productive and each type of
agent expects to be productive with the same probability as any other agent.
Under these assumptions, a stationary solution is λ1 = λ2 = 1. In this case,
individual a ∈ A consumes a constant amount equal to c̄ at all dates and in
all states. Output is constant and equal to 2c̄. Prices are also constant and
the real interest rate r satisfies

Et

(
pt+1

pt

)
=

1
1 + r

= β.

This is the case of complete insurance in which the opportunities to pool
risks enable all agents to consume a fixed amount regardless of the particular
realization ω which determines their earnings stream.

Suppose now that π = 2/3 but retain the assumption that α = 1/2. Then
each period, one half of the agents are productive just as before. But now
notice that the expected present value of the lifetime earnings for a type 1
agent is greater than that of a type 2 agent. Equation (7.110) now becomes

1
2
g(x)x = g

(
1
x

)
. (7.111)

Suppose utility displays constant relative risk aversion so that U ′(c) = c−γ .
Then the solution is x = (1

2)
γ

2−γ . The real interest rate r1 when type 1 agents
are productive (st(ω) = 1) is

1
1 + r1

= πβ + β(1− π)x,

and the real interest rate r2 when type 2 agents are productive ( st(ω) = 2) is

1
1 + r2

= πxβ + β(1− π).

Hence both agents experience fluctuations in consumption over time, depend-
ing on the realization of the random variable. The economy experiences aggre-
gate fluctuations in output, prices and real interest rates because agents are
no longer indentical in expected present value of expected lifetime earnings.
There is no market incompleteness here and risks are pooled.
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When agents have the same discounted present value of labor income, then
they can borrow and lend to smooth consumption to an extent that the agent’s
consumption is no longer dependent on the particular time path of his wealth.
When agents are no longer identical in expected present value, the ability of
each agent to smooth consumption is affected. When π = 2/3, agent 1 is
better off with fluctuating consumption than in the case where consumption
is constant at c̄. The same result would hold if π = 1/2 and α 6= 1/2. In that
case, although any individual agent expects to be productive with the same
probability as any other agent, the proportion of agents that are productive
varies so that aggregate output fluctuates because of the concentration of the
productivity shock.

7.3 Sequential equilibrium

Instead of assuming that all trades take place at time 0 in terms of contin-
gent claims, imagine instead that agents make their consumption and labor
decisions sequentially. We discuss two cases. First we permit borrowing and
lending. This can take place through a financial intermediary or by transac-
tions among individual agents. We then look at the case where a household
issues an equity share which is a claim to some portion of its earnings. When
the household is productive, it pays a dividend to shareholders while when it
is not productive, no dividend is paid.

In all cases, we search for a stationary equilibrium.
Borrowing and Lending
Suppose that borrowing and lending are permitted. Assume that there is a
durable and nondepletable asset that is fixed in per-capita supply at one unit.
The asset is bought and sold at a real price qt at time t. Let za,t, where a ∈ A,
denote the asset holdings of agent a at time t. If a ∈ B then agent a is a
type 1 and a type 2 otherwise. Let xi,t denote the holdings of the asset by the
representative type i agent at the beginning of time t.

The supply of the asset is fixed at unity. Thus, market-clearing requires
that

αx1,t + (1− α)x2,t = 1 (7.112)

We can determine x2 if we know x1 so that we need only keep track of the
per-capita asset holdings of one type of agent. We will find it convenient later
on to let x be the vector (x1, x2) and to let the state of the system be described
by the pair (x, s).

The representative type i agent, for i = 1, 2 chooses stochastic sequences
{ci,t, `i,t} to maximize

E0

{ ∞∑
t=0

βt[U(ci,t)− `i,t]

}
, (7.113)
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subject to the set of constraints

zi,t+1 − zi,t = (yi,t − ci,t)/qt, (7.114)

yi,t = θi(st)`i,t, (7.115)

`i,t ≥ 0, ci,t ≥ 0, (7.116)

and given the initial distribution of the asset, which satisfies

1 = αx1,0 + (1− α)x2,0.

We will assume that all agents of the same type are identical so that in equi-
librium za = x1 if a ∈ B and za = x2 otherwise. We allow z and x to be
negative; this can be interpreted as a debt (or borrowing). Let ξi,t be the
multiplier associated with the constraint. The state variables clearly consist
of s and the vector x. The state of an individual agent depends on his asset
holdings za and the system state variables, (x, s).

We now set this up as a dynamic programming problem. The problem is

Vi(z, x, s) = max
{c,`,z′}

[U(c)− `+ β

∫
S
Vi(z′, x′, s′)F (s, ds′)] (7.117)

subject to the constraints (7.114)–(7.116) and the law of motion for x. We
assume that z ∈ Z = [−z̄, z̄] where 1 < z̄ < ∞, ` ∈ [0, L] where L < ∞,
and c ∈ [0, Ȳ ] where Ȳ < ∞. The upper bound Ȳ can be justified by setting
Ȳ = 2L which is the maximum possible output that could be attained. Also
assume that xi ∈ Z for i = 1, 2. Define S ≡ Z × S. Let Q be the set of
functions q : S → <+ such that {q : 0 < q(x, s) <∞, (x, s) ∈ S.

Notice that if q(x, s) is strictly positive, then the set of values {c, `, z′}
satisfying (7.114 – 7.116) can be denoted φ(z, x, s); this set is compact and
convexed-valued. If q is continuous, then under assumption (7.4), φ is contin-
uous in s. Let V be the space of bounded, continuous, real-valued functions
Vi(z, x, s) on Z × S with the norm ‖Vi‖ = sup |Vi(z, x, s)|. Given any con-
tinuous, strictly positive price, it is straightforward to show that there exists
a unique value function satisfying (7.117). This summarizes the information
we need for the individual agent a ∈ A. Let us define an equilibrium for this
economy.

Definition 7.1 A stationary equilibrium is a set of functions q̂ : Z×S → <+,
ĉi(z, x, s), ˆ̀

i(z, x, s), and ẑi(z, x, s), defined on Z × S and measurable with
respect to Ft, such that
(i) ĉi(z, x, s), ˆ̀

i(z, x, s), and ẑi(z, x, s) solve (7.117) subject to the constraints
(7.114), (7.115) and (7.116);
(ii) markets clear:

1 = αẑ1(z1, x, s) + (1− α)ẑ2(z2, x, s), (7.118)
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and

αŷ1 + (1− α)ŷ2 = αĉ1(z1, x, s) + (1− α)ĉ2(z2, x, s), (7.119)

where ŷi = θi(s)ˆ̀i(zi, x, s), and
(iii) the laws of motion for the system variables x evolve as

x′i = ẑi(xi, x, s), i = 1, 2. (7.120)

Recall that if we know x1, then we can determine x2 from the market–clearing
condition (7.112). Without any loss of information, we can define ξi(xi, s) as
the equilibrium multiplier on the constraint (7.114) for the representative type
i agent when the average holdings of the durable asset by the type i agents at
the beginning of the period is xi. The pair (xi, s) completely describes the state
of the system. Similarly, let ci(xi, s) denote the equilibrium consumption for
the representative type i agent, and let `i(xi, s) denote the equilibrium labor
supply. Finally, let ϕi denote the partial derivative of the value function with
respect to its first argument, or ϕi(xi, s) = V ′i (xi, x, s).

The equilibrium first-order conditions for the representative type i agent
are

U ′(ci(x, s)) =
ξi(xi, s)
q(x, s)

(7.121)

1 =
θi(s)ξi(xi, s)
q(x, s)

(7.122)

ξi(xi, s) = βEs[ϕi(x′i, s
′)]. (7.123)

The envelope condition is ϕi(xi, s) = U ′(ci(xi, s))q(x, s).
If θi(s) = 1, then ξi(xi, s)/q(x, s) = 1 and ci(xi, s) = c̄, where c̄ was defined

earlier. Suppose that agents of type i are productive while type j agents are
not. Then the first-order condition for the representative type j agent is

U ′(cj(xj , s)) = ξj(xj , s)/q(x, s) =
ξj(xj , s)
ξi(xi, s)

,

where we have substituted q(x, s) = ξi(xi, s). It becomes apparent when we
compare the first-order conditions for the sequential equilibrium with the con-
tingent claims equilibrium, that ξi = λi and that the price of the asset equals
the Lagrange multiplier for the productive agent, which is independent over
dates and alternative states of the economy.

In the discussion above, the borrowing and lending takes place between
individuals of different types. Instead of borrowing and lending, suppose that
agents act as if they were firms and issue equities shares that are claims to
their earnings stream. We will show that the allocation is the same as that
under the borrowing and lending.
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Equities trading
We assume that there is one outstanding claim to each earnings stream. Let
zji (st) denote the shares to the jth earnings stream in state st held by agent
i. The share sells at the price Qjt . The sum of shares satisfies

αxji,t + (1− α)xjj,t = 1, i, j = 1, 2. (7.124)

An agent of type i buys shares of the equity issued by agents of type j.
The type i agent also issues shares and pays dividends. Agent i maximizes
(7.113) subject to the current period budget constraint

ci,t +Qitx
i
i,t+1 +Qjtx

j
i,t+1 ≤ (Qit + di,t)xii,t

+ (Qjt + dj,t)x
j
i,t + θi,t`i,t − di,t(αxii,t + (1− α)xij,t). (7.125)

We have written this constraint assuming that the representative type i also
buys and sells claims to his own earnings stream. To be consistent, we also
assume that dividends equal output, or di,t = θi,t`i,t. We will see shortly
that many of these terms will drop out. To start, we look for a stationary
equilibrium in which xji,t = xji,t+1 and (7.124) is satisfied. There may be other
stationary solutions, but we examine only this one because, as we will show it
has a natural interpretation. Under these assumptions, the budget constraint
becomes

ci,t ≤ di,tx
i
i,t + dj,tx

j
i,t. (7.126)

Let ξi,t denote the multiplier associated with the constraint (7.125) for
consumer i. If st = i, then θj(st) = 0 for j 6= i, and no output is produced
by type j agents so that dj,t = 0. The first-order conditions imply that when
st = 1, type 1 agents consume c̄, and type 2 agents consume g(ξ2,t). Recall
that in the contingent claims equilibrium, the share of output consumed by a
type 1 agent when θ1 = 1 was c̄/θ1`1 and the share consumed by type 2 agents
was

1− α

αθ1`1
g(λ2/λ1).

When θ2 = 1, the share of output consumed by a type 2 agent was c̄/θ2`2 and
the share consumed by type 1 agents was

α

1− αθ2`2
g(λ1/λ2).

Setting the equity shares equal to the consumption shares,

x1
1 =

g(1)
θ1`1

, x1
2 =

1− α

α

g(λ2/λ1)
θ1`1

,

x2
1 =

g(1)
θ2`2

, x2
2 =

α

1− α

g(λ1/λ2)
θ2`2

.
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One can verify that this allocation is market-clearing and satisfies the first-
order conditions. To show that these distribution of shares, together with the
implied consumption and labor supply allocations, can be used to replicate
the complete markets equilibrium, merely set ξi,t(ω) = λipt(ω) for each ω ∈ Ω.

The first-order conditions can be used to find expressions for equity prices
as9

Qjt = Et

[
βU ′(ci,t+1)
U ′(ci,t)

(Qjt+1 + dj,t+1)

]
, i, j = 1, 2. (7.127)

Under the complete markets assumption, consumers set their intertemporal
MRS’s equal to the common ration pt+1(ω)/pt(ω). Since this ratio varies with
ω, the price of a claim to type i’s earning stream is the expected discounted
value of that stream. We could introduce aggregate uncertainty into this setup,
and allow for a production technology that yields an exogenous output stream
{dt}. Then the price of a claim to this output stream would be determined
as in (7.127), with the common intertemporal MRS used as the stochastic
discount factor.

We already studied the pricing of such claims in the representative con-
sumer pure exchange economy of Chapter 2. There the stochastic discount
factor is equal to the random intrtemporal MRS of the representative con-
sumer and can be evaluated using a parametric specification of preferences
and aggregate or per-capita consumption data.10 With incomplete markets,
there is in general no common stochastic discount factor, and asset pricing re-
lations based on an intertemporal MRS evaluated with aggregate or per-capita
consumption data are not valid. Likewise, market frictions such as short sales
constraints and bid-ask spreads will alter the relationship between individual
intertemporal MRS’s and the common stochastic discount factor used to value
random payoffs. The results of Luttmer [254] and He and Modest [198] suggest
that we can construct volatility bounds for stochastic discount factors in the
presence of various forms of market frictions, provided there exist a complete
set of contingent claims. We describe their methods in a later section. For the
incomplete markets case, we address the issue of characterizing the stochastic
discount factor by analyzing a specific model with frictions.

7.4 Borrowing constraints

From our review of the empirical evidence based on representative consumer
models, we know that such models fail to account for the temporal behavior of
asset returns due to the lack of correlation of aggregate consumption growth

9In this case, we use the budget constraint (7.125) with the last two terms equal to each
other, and differentiate with respect to xj

i,t for i, j = 1, 2.
10The Euler equation tests that we described in Chapter 4 typically assume ex ante het-

erogeneity among consumers but rely on the aggregation conditions specified by Rubenstein
[309] in order to derive representations involving aggregate or per-capita consumption.
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with asset returns. Thus, explaining the empirical facts requires that the link
between the intertemporal MRS and asset returns be loosened. As we noted
before, market incompleteness and borrowing constraints are frictions that
can potentially accomplish this. In a later section, we discuss other types of
frictions, such as transactions costs, that may have the same effect.

Several authors, including Bewley [34] and by Mankiw [262], have noted
that introducing market frictions can help to explain the equity premium.
Mankiw uses a two-period model in which the risk-free rate is fixed and shows
how the concentration of idiosyncratic shocks throughout the population af-
fects the equity premium. Under certain circumstances, an econometrician
who uses per-capita consumption series and a representative agent framework
will overpredict the degree of risk aversion required to generate an equity pre-
mium of the magnitude observed. Hence, a potential explanation of the eq-
uity premium puzzle is that it is an artifact of the representative agent model.
Problem 3 below is based on the Mankiw paper. This point has been fur-
ther studied by Weil [365] who also models the risk-free rate. Kahn [227] also
develops a two-period model with moral hazard and imperfect risk sharing.

There is a recent literature studying these issues using infinite-lived agent
models. While the results are very preliminary, there appear to be some gen-
eral conclusions. In a model with no aggregate uncertainty and with i.i.d.
shocks for individuals, Aiyagari and Gertler [7] have found in simulations that
the borrowing constraints did not generate enough volatility of asset returns.
To improve their results, they also included transactions costs. This is simi-
lar to the results of the papers by Heaton and Lucas [199], who work with a
three-period model and incorporate transactions costs, short sales constraints
and borrowing constraints. Telmer [354] develops a model in which there is
both aggregate and individual uncertainty. While he is unable to prove for-
mally existence and uniqueness of equilibrium, he does have a computational
algorithm which allows him to simulate the model. He finds that introducing
a risk-free asset allows the agents to do a great deal of consumption smooth-
ing.11 Constantinides and Duffie [80] have pointed out that in most of these
models, the idiosyncratic labor income shocks are i.i.d. and hence, transient
so that the permanent income of agents is almost equal across agents despite
imperfect risk sharing. Hence, the consumption smoothing opportunities af-
forded by a risk-free bond are almost enough to allow risk sharing and that
this is the reason transactions costs and short sales constraint are needed.

We now study equilibrium with incomplete markets and borrowing con-
straints. We first describe how to prove existence and uniqueness of the com-
petitive equilibrium for this model, and then study some of its implications.
To construct the equilibrium, we start by fixing the marginal valuation func-
tion for the asset, which is equal to the Lagrange multiplier on the budget

11Other related papers are by Brown [56] and Danthine, Donaldson, and Mehra [88].
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constraint. We then determine the price that clears the market, holding the
Lagrange multiplier fixed. The market-clearing price that results is then held
fixed as we solve for the marginal value function. The method of proof in this
step follows that of Deaton and Laroque [90]. We then show that the marginal
value functions are increasing and concave in the market-clearing price. In the
final step, we show that there exists a unique price function that clears the
market that is also used to construct the marginal valuation function.

All variables are measured as per-capita. We retain the assumption that
there is one unit of the durable asset. We will search for a stationary equilib-
rium. The state of the system at time t is described by the Markov process st
and the distribution of the durable asset across the type 1 and 2 agents. As
before, we assume that agents within a class – type 1 or type 2 – are identical.
The proportion of each type of agent in the population is fixed. Let xi denote
the amount of the asset held by the average type i agent and let x be the
vector (x1, x2). At the beginning of the period, the distribution of the durable
asset across agents satisfies

1 = αx1 + (1− α)x2. (7.128)

The state of the economy is summarized by (x, s).
The representative type i agent, for i = 1, 2, chooses stochastic sequences

{ci,t, `i,t} to maximize

E0

{ ∞∑
t=0

βt[U(ci,t)−W (`i,t)]

}
, (7.129)

subject to the set of constraints

zi,t+1 − zi,t = (yi,t − ci,t)/qt, (7.130)

yi,t = θi(st)`i,t, (7.131)

the nonnegativity constraints

zi,t+1 ≥ 0, `i,t ≥ 0, ci,t ≥ 0, (7.132)

and initial conditions xi,0 = zi,0 with 1 = αx1,0 + (1− α)x2,0.
There are two features worth noting about this problem. First, it rules out

complete insurance of idiosyncratic risk by ruling out the existence of prices
to consumption contingent on any possible history {ss(ω), s < t}. This can be
described in terms of the underlying probability space. One possible reason
for idiosyncratic risk to be uninsurable may be that the shocks to individuals’
productivity are not publicly observable. Second, the above problem assumes
that individuals in this economy face borrowing constraints. The borrowing
constraints are introduced through the constraint that the asset holdings of
the consumer must be nonnegative at all dates and all states; i.e., zi,t+1 ≥ 0.
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Notice that if the agent is productive, he chooses both consumption and labor
supply. Otherwise, he chooses only consumption. Also, when the agent is
unproductive, he is able to consume a positive amount by running down his
asset holdings.

We now study the consumer’s problem as a dynamic programming prob-
lem. The average type i agent who begins the period with asset holdings z
solve

Vi(z, x, s) =

max
{c,`,z′}

[
U(c)−W (`) + β

∫
S
Vi(z′, x′, s′)F (s, ds′)

]
(7.133)

subject to the constraints (7.130)– (7.132) and the law of motion for x. We
assume that z ∈ Z = [0, z̄] where 1 < z̄ < ∞, ` ∈ [0, L] where L < ∞, and
c ∈ [0, Ȳ ] where Ȳ <∞. Also assume that xi ∈ Z for i = 1, 2.

The equilibrium price is a function q : S → <+ such that {q : 0 < q(x, s) <
∞, (x, s) ∈ S}. Notice that if q is strictly positive, then the set of values
{c, `, z′} satisfying (7.130 – 7.132), denoted φ(z, x, s), is compact and convex-
valued. If q is continuous, then under Assumption 7.4, φ is continuous in s.
Let V be the space of bounded, continuous, real-valued functions Vi(z, x, s) on
Z × S with the norm ‖Vi‖ = sup |Vi(z, x, s)|. Given any continuous, strictly
positive price q, it is straightforward to show that there exists a unique value
function satisfying (7.133). This summarizes the information we need for the
individual agent a ∈ A. Let us define an equilibrium for this economy.

Definition 7.2 A stationary equilibrium is a set of functions q̂ : Z×S → <+,
ĉi(z, x, s), ˆ̀

i(z, x, s), and ẑi(z, x, s), defined on Z × S and measurable with
respect to Ft, such that
(i) ĉi(z, x, s), ˆ̀

i(z, x, s), and ẑi(z, x, s) solve (7.133) subject to the constraints
(7.130)–(7.132);
(ii) markets clear:

1 = αẑ1(z1, x, s) + (1− α)ẑ2(z2, x, s), (7.134)

and

αŷ1 + (1− α)ŷ2 = αĉ1(z1, x, s) + (1− α)ĉ2(z2, x, s), (7.135)

where ŷi = θi(s)ˆ̀i(zi, x, s), and
(iii) the laws of motion for the system variables x evolve as

x′i = ẑi(xi, x, s), i = 1, 2. (7.136)

Recall that if we know x1, then we can determine x2 from the market-clearing
condition (7.128). Without any loss of information, we can define ξi(xi, s)
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as the equilibrium multiplier on the constraint (7.130) for the representa-
tive type i agent when the average holdings of the durable asset by the type
i agents at the beginning of the period is xi. The pair (xi, s) completely
describes the state of the system. Similarly, let ci(xi, s) = ĉi(xi, x, s) de-
note the equilibrium consumption for the representative type i agent, and
let `i(xi, s) = ˆ̀

i(xi, x, s) denote the equilibrium labor supply. Finally, let ϕi
denote the partial derivative of the value function with respect to its first
argument, or ϕi(xi, s) = V ′i (xi, x, s).

The equilibrium first-order conditions for the representative type i agent
are

U ′(ci(xi, s)) =
ξi(xi, s)
q(x, s)

, (7.137)

W ′(`i(xi, s)) =
θi(s)ξi(xi, s)
q(x, s)

, (7.138)

ξi(xi, s) = βEs[ϕi(x′i, s
′)] + µi, (7.139)

where µ is the multiplier on the nonnegativity constraint for zi,t+1 so that µi =
0 only if zi,t+1 > 0. The envelope condition is ϕi(xi, s) = U ′(ci(xi, s))q(x, s).
When θi = 1, the agent always produces enough so that zi,t+1 > 0 and µ = 0.
When θi = 0, the maximum that the agent can consume is ci = ziq. Hence
the multiplier ξi obeys

ξi(xi, s) = max
[
U ′(xiq(x, s))q(x, s), βEsξi(x′i, s

′)
]
. (7.140)

Define the function h by

h(k) ≡ (W ′)−1(k)

for k ≥ 0 so that h : <+ → [0, L]. Recall that the definition of the function
g is g ≡ (U ′)−1so that g : <+ → [0, Ȳ ]. Given (x, s), for fixed ξi ≥ 0 and
q > 0, equations (7.137–7.138) are four equations (i = 1, 2) in four unknowns
(c1, c2, `1, `2) which are the value of the functions ci(xi, s) and `i(xi, s) when
ξi = ξi(xi, s) and q = q(x, s). The values (ci, `i) satisfy ci = g(ξi/q) and
`i = h(θξi/q). For notational convenience, define the function H as

H(k, θ) ≡ θh(θk)− g(k).

Proposition 7.1 Under Assumption 7.4, H1 > 0 and H1,1 < 0, where Hi de-
notes the partial derivative with respect to the ith argument. Also, limk→0H(k, θ) =
−B = −∞ and limk→∞H(k, θ) = L.

It is straightforward to verify these properties under Assumption 7.4. Notice
that g is a function satisfying U ′(g(k)) = k such that g′(k) = (U ′′)−1 < 0
and g′′(k) = −U ′′′/(U ′′)2 < 0. The function h satisfies W ′(h(k)) = k. The

45



solution (ci, `i) for i = 1, 2 to equations (7.137–7.138) can be used in the
budget constraints (7.130) to solve for the average asset holdings next period
x′i of type i agents.

So far we have established that for fixed (x, s) and given q > 0 and ξi ≥ 0,
equations (7.130) and (7.137–7.138) form a system of six equations in six
unknowns. We now fix only the functions ξi and determine the value of the
price q such that markets clear; essentially we are adding one more equation
and one unknown. Substituting for x′i into (7.134)and using `i = `i(xi, s),
ci = ci(xi, s) and θi = θi(s), the market-clearing price satisfies

1 = α

[
θ1`1 − c1

q
+ x1

]
+ (1− α)

[
θ2`2 − c2

q
+ x2

]
= 1 + α[θ1`1 − c1] + (1− α)[θ2`2 − c2]

Subtracting 1 from both sides and substituting H and taking as given the
values ξi = ξi(xi, s) for fixed xi, s, the market-clearing price q > 0 satisfies

αH(ξ1/q, θ1) = −(1− α)H(ξ2/q, θ2). (7.141)

We have the following result.

Theorem 7.3 Under Assumption 7.4, for fixed xi ∈ Z and s ∈ S and given
ξi = ξi(xi, s) such that ξi > 0, there exists a unique solution q̂ : Z × S ×<+ ×
<+ → <+ that is strictly positive and continuous.

Proof.
Under Assumption 7.4, limq→0H(ξ/q, θ) = L and limq→∞H(ξ/q, θ) = −B.
From Proposition 7.1, it follows that the left-side of (7.141) is decreasing
in q and the right-side is increasing. At q = 0, limψ→∞ h(ψ) = L and
limψ→∞ g(ψ) = 0 so that limψ→∞ h(ψ) − g(ψ) = L. As q increases, h − g
decreases. For each s ∈ S, either θ1 = 0 or θ2 = 0 so that the labor supply is
constant at zero for one type of agent. Hence, there exists a unique q solving
(7.141). Because H is continuous in ξ, it follows that q is continuous in ξ.

It is straightforward to show by differentiation that q̂ is increasing in both
ξ1 and ξ2. Given ξi(xi, s), define q(x, s) ≡ q̂(x, s, ξ1(x1, s), ξ1(x1, s)).

Next we hold q fixed such that 0 < q ≤ ∞. In our discussion below, we
drop the index of the agent type for convenience. Let S ≡ Z × S and define
C(S) denote the space of continuous bounded functions defined on the state
space and let D(S) ∈ C(S) be the subspace of continuous functions that are
nonincreasing in their first argument. The space D(S) is a Banach space.

We have the following lemma.

Lemma 7.1 Let ξ ∈ D(S) so that ξ is nonincreasing in its first argument.
Fix q ∈ <+ such that 0 < q < ∞. Let ψ ∈ <+ and let the function G :
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<+ × S → <+ be defined by

G(ψ, x, s) ≡

max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ

(
x+

1
q
H(ψ/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
. (7.142)

Then G is nonincreasing in ψ and x. Furthermore, limψ→0G(ψ, x, s) = ∞
and limψ→∞G(ψ, x, s) = G ≥ Ū > 0.

Proof.
The assumptions on ξ and q ensure that G is nonincreasing in its first ar-
gument. An increase in ψ increases H(ψ/q, θ) which decreases ξ, hence G
is nonincreasing in its second argument. As ψ → 0, H(ψ, θ) = −B and as
limψ→∞ H(ψ, θ) = L. As ψ →∞, H(ψ, θ) = L. Hence,

G(x, s) ≡ lim
ψ→∞

G(ψ, x, s) = β

∫
S
ξ(x+ L/q, s′)F (s, ds′) ≥ 0.

Let q be fixed as before and let f be a solution to

f(x, s) = G(f(x, s), x, s) (7.143)

= max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ

(
x+

1
q
H(f(x, s)/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
Define T1 as the operator that assigns the solution f to the function G so that
f = T1G. We have the following lemma.

Lemma 7.2 Assume that ξ ∈ D(S) so that G as defined in (7.142) satisfies
the conditions of Lemma 7.1. For fixed q such that 0 < q <∞, let f : S → <+

be the solution to (7.143). Then:
i) There exists a unique f? ∈ C(S) satisfying (7.143).
ii) The solution function satisfies f? ∈ D(S) so that T1 : D(S) → D(S).
iii) If G1 ≥ G2 for all (ψ, x, s), then T1G1 ≥ T1G2.

Proof.
Under the conditions of Lemma 7.1, G(ψ, x, s) − ψ is continuous and strictly
decreasing in ψ. For a fixed (x, s), H(ψ/q, θ) is increasing in ψ. For G ∈ D(S),
let ψ satisfy

ψ = G(ψ, x, s)

= max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ

(
z +

1
q
H(ψ/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
. (7.144)

Clearly the left-side is increasing in ψ which, under the assumption that G ∈
D(S), implies that the right-side is decreasing in ψ. As ψ → 0, the left-side
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tends to 0 and the right-side tends to ∞. As ψ increases the left-side increases
and the right-side tends to G. Hence, there exists a unique ψ that satisfies
(7.144).

It also follows that

max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ

(
z +

1
q
H(ψ/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
− ψ

is continuous and strictly decreasing in ψ. Therefore, f? is continuous and
f?(x, s) is decreasing in its first argument.

Suppose that G1 ∈ D(S) and G2 ∈ D(S) and that G1 > G2 where

Gi(ψ, x, s) ≡

max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξi

(
z +

1
q
H(ψ/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
,

for i = 1, 2.
Let ψ1 be the solution to the equation [0 = G1(ψ1, x, s) − ψ1] and let ψ2

be the solution to [0 = G2(ψ2, x, s)− ψ2]. It follows that

G1(ψ2, x, s)− ψ2 ≥ G2(ψ2, x, s)− ψ2 = 0

so that

ψ1 − ψ2 ≥ G1(ψ1, x, s)−G2(ψ2, x, s).

Therefore, f?1 = TG1 ≥ TG2 = f?2 .
For a fixed 0 < q <∞, let the operator T2 : D(S) → D(S) be defined by

ξn+1(x, s) = (T2ξ
n)(x, s) (7.145)

= max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξn
(
x+

1
q
H

(
T2ξ

n

q
, θ

)
, s′
)
F (s, ds′)

]
.

We have the following theorem.

Theorem 7.4 Let 0 < q < ∞ be fixed and let T2 : D(S) → D(S) be defined
by (7.145). Under Assumption 7.4, T2 is a contraction.

Proof.
For an initial guess ξ0 ∈ D(S), it is clear that

β

∫
S
ξ0
(
x+

1
q
H(ψ/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

is an element of D(S) for fixed ψ such that 0 ≤ ψ <∞. Under the conditions
of Lemma 7.2, the solution

f?(x, s) =

max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ0
(
x+

1
q
H(f?(x, s)/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
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is an element of D(S).
Let ξ1, ξ2 ∈ D(S) and assume that ξ1 > ξ2. For fixed ψ, it follows that

max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ1

(
x+

1
q
H(ψ/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
≥

max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ2

(
x+

1
q
H(ψ/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
.

Under the conditions of Lemma 7.2, it follows that

T2ξ1(x, s) =

max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ1

(
x+

1
q
H(T2ξ1/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]

≥ max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ2

(
x+

1
q
H(T2ξ2/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
.

Hence, T2ξ1 ≥ T2ξ2 so that T2 is monotone.
Let 0 < a <∞. To show that H has the discounting property, notice that

β

∫
S
(ξ + a)

(
x+

1
q
H((ξ + a)(x, s)/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

≤ β

∫
S
(ξ + a)

(
x+

1
q
H(ξ(x, s)/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

≤ β

∫
S
ξ

(
x+

1
q
H(ξ(x, s)/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′) + βa,

so that T2 has the discounting property. Hence, T2 has a unique fixed point
ξ?.

To find the equilibrium, the first step is to study the behavior of ξ? as a
function of q. Before we can do this, we show that if U ′ is convex and W ′

is concave, then ξ? is convex in x. The argument is basically as follows. We
have established that there exists a unique fixed point in the space D(S). If
we start in the subspace of D(S) consisting of nonincreasing convex functions
and show that the operator T2 maps those functions into other functions in
the same subspace, then, because of uniqueness, we know that the fixed point
is a function that is convex in x.

Proposition 7.2 If U ′′′ > 0 and W ′′′ < 0, then ξ? is convex in x.

Proof.
Fix q such that 0 < q < ∞. Suppose that ξ ∈ D(S) and that ξ is convex in
its first argument. Then the function G defined in (7.142)

G(ψ, x, s) = max
[
U ′(xq)q, β

∫
S
ξ

(
x+

1
q
H(ψ/q, θ), s′

)
F (s, ds′)

]
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is convex in (ψ, x). For fixed (ψ, s), it is straightforward to verify convexity in
x. To show that G is convex in ψ, notice that

β

q2

∫
S

[
ξ11(x′, s′)H ′(ψ/q, θ) + ξ1(x′, s′)

1
q
H ′′(ψ/q, θ)

]
F (s, ds′) > 0,

where the convexity of U ′ and concavity of W ′ are used to show that H ′′ < 0.
Because G is convex in (ψ, x), the solution to [G(ψ, s)−ψ = 0] is also convex.
Recall that T2ξ is the solution ψ to the equation G(ψ, x, s) − ψ = 0. Let
λ ∈ [0, 1] and let x1, x2 ∈ X. Define ψ1 = T2ξ(x1, s) and ψ2 = T2ξ(x2, s).
Then G(ψ1, x1, s)− ψ1 = G(ψ2, x2, s)− ψ2 = 0. Because G is convex,

G(λT2ξ(x1, s) + (1− λ)T2ξ(x2, s), λx1 + (1− λ)x2)

− [λT2ξ(x1, s) + (1− λ)T2ξ(x2, s)] ≤ 0.

Since G is decreasing in its first argument, it follows that T2ξ is convex in x if
ξ is convex in x.

For fixed x, s, notice that x′ = x + (1/q)H(ξ?/q) is a function of q; for
notational convenience, we write x′ = a(x, q, s). It follows that the fixed point
ξ? is also a function of q; to emphasize this, we will write ξ? = Ω(q). If we can
show how x′ changes as q varies, we can determine how Ω changes as q varies.
The results are summarized in the next proposition.

Proposition 7.3 Let 0 < q < ∞ and let Ω(q) = ξ?q be a fixed point of T2

where T2 is defined in (7.145). Then ξ?q is continuous, increasing and concave
in q.

Proof.
For a fixed 0 < ψ <∞, notice that

∂a(x, q, s)
∂q

= − 1
q2

[
H(ψ/q) +

ψ

q
H(ψ/q)

]
< 0.

For this to be true for the unproductive agent, we have used the condition
−U ′′c/U ′ < 1 in Assumption 7.4. It follows that ξ? is increasing in q.

Next,

∂2a(x, q, s)
∂q2

=
1
q3

[
ψ

q

(
H ′ +

H ′′ψ

q

)
+H +

2H ′ψ

q

]
> 0

because, under Assumption 7.4,

H ′ +
H ′′ψ

q
=

W ′

(W ′′)2

[
W ′′

W ′ −
W ′′′

W ′′

]
− U ′

(U ′′)2

[
U ′′

U ′
− U ′′′

U ′′

]
> 0.

Hence x′ is decreasing and convex in q. Because ξ? is nonincreasing and convex
in x′ and

∂

∂q

[
∂ξ?1(x

′, s)
∂x′

∂x′

∂q

]
= ξ?11a1(q, x, s) + ξ?1a11(q, x, s),
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it follows that ξ? is nonincreasing and concave in q; or Ω′ > 0 and Ω′′ < 0.

Although we have found a fixed point ξ?q for a given q and determined the
market clearing price q̂ for given ξ1 and ξ2, we have not shown that q = q̂. In
fact, we must address the issues of whether a solution exists and if it exists,
whether it is unique. Fix (x, s) and define the function Ωi(q) = ξ?i,q, which
expresses the fixed point ξ? as a function of q. Define the function ν : [0,∞) →
[0,∞) as the solution to

α

[
H

(
Ω1(q)
ν(q)

, θ1

)]
+ (1− α)

[
H

(
Ω2(q)
(q)

, θ2

)]
= 0. (7.146)

For notational convenience, let H ′
i denote the partial derivative with respect

to the first argument of H for an agent of type i. We have the following
proposition.

Proposition 7.4 Let ν be as defined in (7.146). Under Assumption 7.4, ν is
increasing and concave.

Proof.
Differentiating (7.146) with respect to q and solving for ν ′, we have

ν ′(q) =
[
αH ′

1

Ω1(q)
ν(q)

+ (1− α)H ′
2

Ω2(q)
ν(q)

]−1

×

αH ′
1Ω

′
1(q) + (1− α)H ′

2Ω
′
2(q) > 0. (7.147)

For notational convenience, define Ai ≡ Ω′i(q)−Ωi(q)ν ′(q)/ν(q). Then (7.147)
can be written as αH ′

1A1 + (1 − α)H ′
2A2 = 0. Differentiating the preceding

equation with respect to q and simplifying, we have

α
[
H ′′

1 (A1)2 +H ′
1Ω

′′
1

]
+ (1− α)

[
H ′′

2 (A2)2 +H ′
2Ω

′′
2

]
=[

αH ′
1

Ω1

ν(q)
+ (1− α)H ′

2

Ω2

ν(q)

]
ν ′′(q).

Because H ′′
i < 0 and Ω′′i < 0, the left-side is negative. The coefficient on ν ′′ is

positive. Hence ν ′′ < 0.
We have the following proposition.

Proposition 7.5 Under Assumption 7.4, there is a unique fixed point q =
ν(q).

Proof.
Notice that if

α

[
H

(
Ω1(q)
q

, θ1

)]
+ (1− α)

[
H

(
Ω2(q)
q

, θ2

)]
> 0,
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then ν(q) < q, while if

α

[
H

(
Ω1(q)
q

, θ1

)]
+ (1− α)

[
H

(
Ω2(q)
q

, θ2

)]
< 0,

then ν(q) > q. Recall that U ′(xq)q is increasing in q and that

(1/q)H(ψ/q)

is decreasing in q. Because U ′ is unbounded, we can show that for all c ≤ c?,
cU ′(c) ≥ U and U > 0. Notice that ξ is bounded below by 0 and bounded
above by some ξ̄. Hence as q → 0, ξ? → U . Then, for some 0 < ε < ∞, as
limq→0, we have

lim
q→0

[α
[
H

(
Ω1(q)
q

, θ1

)]
+ (1− α)

[
H

(
Ω2(q)
q

, θ2

)]
= [α [H (U/0, θ1)] + (1− α) [H (U/0, θ2)] = αL > 0.

Hence ν(0) > 0. As q → ∞, ξ? is bounded and limq→∞ U ′(xq)q = ∞. Recall
that as ν →∞, H(ν) → L. We show that

lim
q→∞

[α
[
H

(
Ω1(q)
q

, θ1

)]
+ (1− α)

[
H

(
Ω2(q)
q

, θ2

)]

= [α
[
H

(
L

∞
, θ1

)]
+ (1− α)

[
H

(
L

∞
, θ2

)]
= −2B < 0.

Hence there is some Q such that for q ≥ Q,

α

[
H

(
Ω1(q)
q

, θ1

)]
+ (1− α)

[
H

(
Ω2(q)
q

, θ2

)]
< 0.

Hence, ν(q) < q for q ≥ Q. Because ν(0) > 0, ν ′ > 0, ν ′′ < 0 and there exists
some Q such that ν(Q) < Q, a fixed point exists and is unique.

The fixed point ν(q) = q was constructed holding the state (x, s) fixed,
so that we can define the function q(x, s). This function has the properties
that markets clear and the fixed point of the marginal valuation function
was constructed holding the function q fixed. This is the unique stationary
equilibrium for which we have been searching.

We now wish to study some of the implications of the equilibrium. Notice
that in equilibrium, the first-order condition of a type i agent with respect to
asset holdings can be written

1 = βEs

[
U ′(ci(x′, s′))
U ′(ci(x, s))

q(x′, s′)
q(x, s)

]
,

which can be rewritten as

βEs

[
U ′(ci(x′, s′))
U ′(ci(x, s))

]
=

q(x, s)
Es(q(x′, s′))

×

[
1− Covs

(
β
U ′(ci(x′, s′))
U ′(ci(x, s))

,
q(x′, s′)
q(x, s)

)]
.
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The covariance of the asset return with an agent’s intertemporal marginal rate
of substitution will depend on what type the agent is, and there is no reason
to believe that agents will set the ex ante intertemporal MRS equal. This
occurs because we have not introduced a risk-free asset into the model. As
Scheinkman and Weiss note, introducing additional assets into the model may
change this result. It is still the case, however, that the ex post MRS will be
different across agents because of the limits to pooling risk resulting from the
borrowing constraints.

Another feature of the equilibrium is that the borrowing constraints do not
bind in equilibrium. The argument goes as follows. Recall that we assumed
limc→0 U

′(c) = ∞. For a fixed price 0 < q < ∞, suppose that the constraint
was binding for some agent so that ξ(x, s) = U ′(xq)q, implying that c = xq.
Then the multiplier next period when there is no savings and the agent is
unproductive, which is always a possibility, is equal to

ξ(0, s′) = max[U ′(0)q′, βEs′ξ(0, s′′)] = ∞.

In that case, βEsξ(0, s′) = ∞ so that ξ(x, s) = ∞. If ξ(x, s) = ∞, then for
the first–order conditions to hold,

U ′(c) =
∞
q

so that c = 0, which is a contradiction. Thus, the solution to equation (7.139)
is satisfied with µi = 0 and

ξi(x, s) = βEs[U ′(ci(x′i, s
′))q(x′, s′)]. (7.148)

This feature also arises in the models considered by Bewley [33] and Deaton
[89]. Nevertheless, the nonnegativity constraint on the accumulation of non-
human wealth alters the ensuing equilibrium because, as we showed in Section
7.1.2, allowing unrestricted borrowing yields allocations that are identical to
the complete markets equilibrium.

The intertemporal MRS of both agents are used to price the asset in equi-
librium. An econometrician using aggregated consumption data would not be
able to evaluate the equilibrium Euler equation. One of the model’s impli-
cations is that the distribution of asset holdings across consumers affects the
asset price and output. Using this implication may provide a way of testing
the model’s restrictions. We postpone discussion of some of these issues until
the next chapter.

8 Volatility Bounds for MRSs

In the previous sections, we derived restrictions from the optimal portfolio
choice problem of some representative or average consumer and showed how
such restrictions could be tested by making parametric assumptions about the
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form of the utility function. We now describe how to derive restrictions for
the unconditional mean and variance of the intertemporal MRS without mak-
ing such parametric assumptions. Such unconditional moment restrictions are
described in terms of the mean-standard deviation frontier for intertemporal
MRSs, which is related to the mean-standard deviation frontier for asset re-
turns derived by Chamberlain and Rothschild [70]. Here we describe a similar
approach that Hansen and Jagannathan [186] develop. We derive volatil-
ity bounds assuming that there are no short sales constraints, transactions
costs, and other frictions. Volatility bounds with such frictions are studied by
Luttmer [254] and He and Modest [198].

We describe the construction of the volatility bounds using a setup that
is based on Hansen and Jagannathan, although we have described versions of
this framework in Chapters 1 and 2. There are multiple consumers who trade
in securities markets and who may differ in terms of their preferences and
information sets. Trading takes place at time 0 and the assets or securities
pay off in date τ . We let Ij denote the information set of consumer j at time
0 and I = ∩Ij , where the intersection is taken over the consumers in the
economy who trade securities. We assume that consumers can trade in assets
at time zero that have payoffs p denominated in the numeraire good at time τ .
Let P denote the set of portfolio payoffs that are traded by consumers. The
first-order condition for the portfolio choice problem of consumer j is given
by:

πI(p) = E(pMj |Ij), p ∈ P. (8.149)

In this expression, Mj is the intertemporal marginal rate of substitution in
consumption (MRS) for consumer j and πI(p) is the price at time 0 of a
portfolio that pays p units of the numeraire good at date τ . Since consumers
know the prices of securities that are traded at time zero, prices are represented
as a function πI(p) mapping P into I. We can also define a functional π
that maps portfolio payoffs into the expected value of prices; that is, π(p) =
E[πI(p)].

It follows from an iterated expectation in Equation (8.149) that

πI(p) = E
[
E(pMj |Ij)|I

]
= E(pMj |I), p ∈ P, (8.150)

since security prices are observed by all consumers. Notice that this rela-
tionship holds for all consumers j provided they engage in securities trading.
Hence, we will drop the j superscript and refer to the intertemporal MRS as
M.

We can study the implications of the asset pricing relation in Equation
(8.150) by assuming that the payoff space P is defined from a subset of the
asset payoffs that are traded by consumers. Suppose first that the asset payoffs
at date τ consist of an n-dimensional vector x. The time zero prices of these n
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payoffs is represented with an n-dimensional vector q. In this case, the asset
pricing relation in Equation (8.150) can be represented as:

q = E(xM|I). (8.151)

We can also define the payoff space P ≡ {c ·x : c ∈ Rn} by taking all possible
independent linear combinations of the vector x. The prices of payoffs in P
are given by the corresponding linear combinations of the prices q; that is,

πI(c · x) ≡ c · πI(x) = c · q.

Since q is an element of the common information set I, πI maps P into I while
π maps P into the real line R. Later we also consider payoffs which are found
by taking nonlinear combinations of the payoffs in P .

We can express the restrictions in Equation (8.151) by using an iterated
expectation argument as follows:

E(q) = E(xM). (8.152)

This is just the unconditional counterpart of Equation (8.151). If consumers
are nonsatiated in the numeraire good at time τ , then it must be the case that

M > 0. (8.153)

Notice that this condition is sufficient to imply the absence of arbitrage op-
portunities: if M > 0, then nonnegative payoffs that are strictly positive with
positive probability conditioned on I have positive prices.

We first derive the implications of the condition in Equation (8.152) for the
behavior of intertemporal MRSs denoted M. We begin by constructing ran-
dom variables in P that have the same mean as M and that have the smallest
variance among all random variables satisfying the unconditional moment re-
striction in Equation (8.152). We denote such random variables by M?. Since
P is assumed to contain a finite vector of asset payoffs, we can write M? as
M∗ = x′α0 where α0 is in Rn. Using Equation (8.152), we solve for α0

α0 = E(xx′)−1E(q), (8.154)

since E(xx′) is nonsingular. Thus, given asset market data on the payoffs x
and prices q of n assets, we can construct the random variable M∗.

We now consider two cases, when there exists a riskless payoff p in P
such that p = 1 and when there does not. In the former case, Equation
(8.152) implies that E(M∗) = π(1) = E(M), where π(1) is the price of the
sure payoff. Since both M and M∗ satisfy Equation (8.152), we have that
E[x(M−M∗)] = 0, which means that the discrepancy between M and M∗ is
orthogonal to the random vector x. Thus, M∗ is the least-squares projection
of M onto P , which implies that

σ2(M) = σ2(M∗) + σ(M−M∗)2.
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This yields the first volatility result, which can be expressed as:

σ2(M) ≥ σ2(M∗), E(M∗) = E(M). (8.155)

Now suppose there does not exist a riskless payoff in P . Let xa denote
the (n + 1)-dimensional random vector formed by augmenting x with a unit
payoff. Since E(xx′) is nonsingular, E(xaxa′

) is also nonsingular. Define the
augmented payoff space P a to contain a unit payoff by using xa in place of x.
To proceed as before, we must assign a number ν to the expected price of the
hypothetical unit payoff; that is, to π(1). Such price data may not be available.
Thus, we have to examine the implications of Equation (8.152) for an array of
such prices. Let ν be a candidate for π(1) and πν the expected pricing function
that corresponds to P a. Let us construct a random variable Mν in P a such
that E(xMν) = E(q) implies E(Mν) = ν. We get this result because Mν

satisfies Equation (8.152) with the unit payoff. Consider any random variable
M that has mean ν and satisfies Equation (8.152). As before, we can show
that Mν is the least-squares projection of M on P a so that:

σ2(M) = σ2(Mν) + σ(M−Mν)2,

which implies that

σ2(M) ≥ σ2(Mν). (8.156)

We can replicate the above analysis to construct a set of random variables
Mν that satisfy Equation (8.152) and have means ν for all real numbers ν.
Define the region:

S = {(ν, w) ∈ R2 : w ≥ σ(Mν)}. (8.157)

This set is the set of random variables that have mean ν and variance at
least as great as Mν . Since this set contains the mean and standard devia-
tion for intertemporal MRSs that satisfy the condition in Equation (8.152),
its boundary is called the mean-standard deviation frontier for intertemporal
MRSs.

Let us now derive an expression for Mν . From Equation (8.152), we know
that E(xMν) = E [(x− Ex)(Mν − ν)] + νE(x) = E(q). By definition, Mν

is a linear combination of a unit payoff and the entries of x and E(Mν) is ν so
that Mν = (x− Ex)′βν + ν for some βν in Rn. Substituting this expression
above yields βν = Σ−1[E(q)− νE(x)] where Σ = E[(x−Ex)(x−Ex)′]. The
standard deviation of Mν is given by:

σ(Mν) = E
[
(Mν − ν)2

]1/2
=

[
(Eq − νEx)′Σ−1(Eq − νEx)

]1/2
. (8.158)
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For a given ν, σ(Mν) depends only on the means of x and q and the covariance
matrix of x and can be computed from asset market data. Suppose M is
equal to the value of ν in all states of the world so that there is risk-neutral
pricing. Then Equation (8.152) implies that expected prices are proportional
to expected payoffs, E(q) = νE(x). The result in Equation (8.158) can be
interpreted as saying that for a fixed Σ, the bounds on the variability of M
will be larger for economies with more risk averse agents.

We can extend this analysis to construct minimum variance random vari-
ables among the class of nonnegative random variables satisfying the positivity
constraint in Equation (8.153) by considering random variables that can be
interpreted as either European call or put options on payoffs in P . Recall that
when the payoff on the underlying portfolio is p and the strike price is k, a
European call option entitles an investor to the payoff max{p − k, 0} and a
put option to the payoff max{k − p, 0}. These payoffs are nonnegative but
they may be nonlinear functions of the payoff vector x. There are again two
cases, the case when a riskless payoff exists and when it does not. In the
former case, finding the minimum variance nonnegative random variable M̃
satisfying Equation (8.152) is equivalent to finding a vector α0 in Rn such
that

E
[
x(x′α0)+

]
= E(q), (8.159)

where M̃ = (x′α0)+. If the constructed M̃ is positive with probability one,
then the volatility bound cannot be sharpened further. This occurs only if M̃
coincides with M?.

Define R = {p ∈ P : π(p) = 1}. When q is nonrandom, R is the collection
of (gross) returns on portfolios in P . We cannot solve Equation (8.159) to
obtain α0 because it is a nonlinear function of α0. However, we can solve the
problem of finding a payoff r in R whose (positive) truncation has the smallest
second moment:

min
r∈R

‖r+‖2, (8.160)

where ‖r‖ ≡ [E(r2)]1/2. We scale r̃+ as M̃ = r̃+/‖r̃+‖. It can be shown
that ‖r̃+‖ must be strictly positive as long as there is one random variable M
satisfying Equations (8.152) and (8.153). It is easy to show that M̃ satisfies
Equation (8.152).

In the case when there does not exist a unit payoff in the payoff space P ,
the payoff space must be augmented with a unit payoff to form the augmented
payoff space, P a. As before, assign alternative, strictly positive numbers ν to
π(1) and define Rν as the set of payoffs with expected prices equal to one. The
counterpart to Equation (8.160) is:

δν ≡ inf
r∈Rν

‖r+‖2, (8.161)
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If this problem has a solution with δ > 0, denote the minimum variance,
nonnegative random variable with mean ν that satisfies Equation (8.152) by
M̃ν . The counterpart to the region S given in Equation (8.157) is:

S+ ≡
{
(ν, w) : δν > 0 and w ≥ σ(M̃ν)

}
. (8.162)

Figure 3.1 plots the mean-standard deviation frontiers S and S+ using data
on all the firms in the New York Stock Exchange and the American Exchange
for which we have monthly returns between January 1926 and December 1990.
Notice that the impact of imposing the strict positivity constraint on the MRS
is to reduce the admissible mean-standard deviation region.

The mean-standard deviation region can be used as a diagnostic tool by
plotting the unconditional means and standard deviations for the intertempo-
ral MRS implied by alternative asset pricing models and examining whether
these means and standard deviations fall within the admissible region implied
by data on asset returns. As an example, the intertemporal MRS for the model
with time-additive, CRR preferences is given by:

Mt ≡ β

(
ct+1

ct

)−γ
, γ ≥ 0.

Suppose we are given a sample of observations on consumption {ct}Tt=1. For
any value of the unknown parameters entering the relevant expression for Mt,
we can calculate the sample means and sample standard deviations of Mt to
determine the set of parameters of the underlying economic model that are
consistent with data on asset returns. Hansen and Jagannathan [186] and
Cochrane and Hansen [74] calculate the mean-standard deviation region for
intertemporal MRSs as a way of examining the implications of alternative asset
pricing models.

9 Volatility Bounds with Frictions

In Chapter 4, we described how to derive the mean-standard deviation region
for intertemporal MRS’s that are used to price random payoffs in dynamic
asset pricing models. We now extend this discussion to account for short sales
constraints, transaction costs and borrowing constraints. As in in our earlier
discussion, the volatility bounds we derive here can be used as a diagnostic
tool for determining the class of asset pricing models that are consistent with
asset market data.

We derive restrictions for intertemporal MRS’s with various forms of fric-
tions by using a sequential interpretation of the complete contingent claims
equilibrium that we described in Section 7.1. Let’s define q̃t+1(ω)z̃t+1(ω) as
the payoff on securities purchased at time t that is realized at time t + 1.
We assume consumers can purchase securities that pay off for each possible
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realization of the economy. Portfolios with such payoffs can be purchased at
the price pt+1(ω)/pt(ω) in period t. Using this notation, notice that the sin-
gle budget constraint facing agent i can be written in terms of a sequence of
one-period constraints:

ci,t(ω) + Et

[
pt+1(ω)
pt(ω)

q̃t+1(ω)z̃t+1(ω)
]
≤ `i,t(ω) + q̃t(ω)z̃t(ω), (9.163)

for t ≥ 0 where Et(·) denotes expectation conditional on the history of shocks,
{ss(ω), s ≤ t}. We obtain the single budget constraint (7.101) by solving
(9.163) forward, where we implicitly impose a condition that the value of
limiting portfolio payoff goes to zero.

Volatility bounds with frictions have been derived by Luttmer [254] and
He and Modest [198] who consider different types of constraints. Luttmer
considers a solvency constraint of the form:

q̃t+1(ω)z̃i,t+1(ω) ≥ 0. (9.164)

According to this constraint, any contingent contract that allows debt in some
state of the world is prohibited. A weaker version of the constraint is employed
by He and Modest who require that

Et

[
pt+1(ω)
pt(ω)

q̃t+1(ω)z̃i,t+1(ω)
]
> 0. (9.165)

This states that the value of the portfolio payoff today must be nonnegative. It
does not preclude q̃t+1(ω)z̃i,t+1 from being negative in some states of the world.
We refer to it as the market-wealth constraint. We can show that the borrowing
constraint in Scheinkman and Weiss is a market-wealth constraint. Consider
the Kuhn-Tucker condition for the nonnegativity constraint, zi,t+1 ≥ 0 given
by µi,tzi,t+1 = 0. Using the first-order conditions (7.137 -7.139), this can be
expressed as

Et[βU ′(ci,t+1)qt+1 − U ′(ci,t)qt]zi,t+1 = 0.

Using the above result, we can substitute for qtzi,t+1 in the budget constraint
zi,t+1 − zi,t = (θi,t`i,t − ci,t)/qt as

ct + Et

[
βU ′(ci,t+1)
U ′(ci,t)

qt+1zi,t+1

]
= θi,t`i,t + qtzt.

Since qt is strictly positive, the requirement that zi,t+1 ≥ 0 is equivalent to the
form of the market-wealth constraint (9.165) postulated by He and Modest.

Now we analyze the implications of these constraints for individuals in-
tertemporal MRS’s with complete markets. Let ξi,t(ω) denote the multiplier
on the single-period budget constraints (9.163). Using the same preferences as
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in Section 10.1.1, the first-order condition with respect to the portfolio weights
zi,t+1(ω) imply that

Et

[
−pt+1(ω)

pt(ω)
qt+1(ω)ξi,t(ω)− q̃t+1(ω)ξi,t+1(ω)− µi,t(ω)

]
= 0,

where the elements of the vector µi,t(ω) equal zero if and only if the corre-
sponding elements of z̃i,t+1(ω) are strictly positive. Substituting for ξi,t(ω),

Et

[
βU ′(ci,t+1(ω))
U ′(ci,t(ω))

q̃t+1(ω)

]
≤ Et

[
pt+1(ω)
pt(ω)

q̃t+1(ω)
]
. (9.166)

Let Mi denote the individual intertemporal MRS in the above expression
and ℘ the ratio of the contingent claims prices. Since we assumed complete
markets in the construction of the payoffs of the traded securities, and given
that both Mi and ℘ are nonnegative, we also have that

Mi ≤ ℘. (9.167)

Thus, with solvency constraints, the individual intertemporal MRS is down-
ward biased relative to the market-determined stochastic discount factor that
is used to value payoffs on one-period securities. For certain classes of utility
functions (including exponential and power utility functions), we can show
that the intertemporal MRS evaluated with per-capita consumption data also
inherits this downward bias:

Ma ≤ ℘ (9.168)

where Ma ≡ βU ′(c̄t+1(ω))/U ′(c̄t(ω)), and U is a function of the average sub-
sistence levels, γ̄, and per-capita consumption, c̄t. (See Problem 7.5 at the end
of the chapter.)

Now let us consider the implications of the less restrictive market-wealth
constraint. Consumers can now form portfolios in addition to those described
above. Let Z denote the set of one-period security payoffs with zero market
prices, or equivalently, the set of excess returns. Any payoff in Z satisfies the
market-wealth constraint. Furthermore,

Et[Miz] = Et[℘z] for z ∈ Z. (9.169)

The payoffMi−℘Et(℘Mi)/Et(℘2) has a zero market price, that is, Et[℘(Mi−
℘Et(℘Mi)/Et(℘2))] = 0. Using this payoff for z in relation (9.169), we have

Mi = ψi℘ for ψi = Et(℘Mi)/Et(℘2). (9.170)

Furthermore, (9.166) implies that 0 < ψi ≤ 1. For the the power utility
function, we can show that

Ma = ψa℘, (9.171)
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where 0 < ψa ≤ 1. (See Problem 10.5.) Recall that the market-wealth con-
straint is less restrictive than the solvency constraint. As the above results
demonstrate, the less restrictive constraint imposes the more stringent pro-
portionality requirement on the aggregate intertemporal MRS.

Cochrane and Hansen [74] describe in detail how to compute the boundary
of the mean-standard deviation region for intertemporal MRS’s or stochastic
discount factors that satisfy (9.168) and (9.171) in the case of two limited
liability securities. They consider quarterly value-weighted stock returns on
the NYSE and T-bill returns. Let x denote a random vector formed by stacking
these two returns, and let P+ denote the cone of random variables or limited-
liability payoffs that can be constructed from constant-weighted portfolios of
these returns:

P+ ≡ {p : p = c · x for c ∈ <2, p ≥ 0}.

Define the region of stochastic discount factors that satisfy (9.168) by B+.
It turns out the region B+ is an expanded version of the region S+ that we
calculated in Chapter 4 for any intertemporal MRS or stochastic discount
factor satisfying the the asset pricing relation without a solvency constraint,
or short sales constraints. We can also construct a region, denoted W+ for the
set of random random variables Ma such that the proportionality restriction
in (9.171) holds. W+ is also an expanded version of S+, but it is smaller than
B+.

The mean-standard region for random variables or stochastic discount fac-
tors that satisfy (9.168) can be constructed by using two so-called edge port-
folios, denoted p1 and p2. Any other payoff in P+ is a convex combination of
these edges with nonnegative portfolio weights. Since the original two returns
have nonnegative payoffs, each edge has a positive portfolio weight on one of
the securities and a nonpositive weight on the other. Let us normalize these
edge payoffs so that their price is one, that is, E(℘p1) = E(℘p2) = 1, and
order them so that E(p1) ≥ E(p2).

The boundary of B+ has three segments. To see how the first segment
arises, notice that for any constant discount factor Ma such that 0 ≤ Ma ≤
1/E(p1), the inequalities in (9.168) are satisfied, that is,

E(Mapi) ≤ E(℘pi) = 1, i = 1, 2,

Let σ(M) denote the standard deviation of some stochastic discount factor
M. Then there is a horizontal segment at σ(Ma) = 0 from E(Ma) = 0 to
E(Ma) = 1/E(p1). Furthermore, as long as the constant discount factor Ma

is strictly less than 1/E(p1), the inequalities in (9.168) will be strict. When
Ma = 1/E(p1), (9.168) will hold with equality for p1. The second segment
begins at this point.

Now consider the mean-standard region region for the set of (strictly posi-
tive) stochastic discount factors that correctly price p1. Following the notation
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of Chapter 4, we denote this region S+
1 . Notice that the point (1/E(p1), 0)

is on the boundary of this set because the constant discount factor 1/E(p1)
prices p1 correctly. Also, it is easy to see that any other frontier random vari-
able for S+

1 will also be on the boundary of B+ provided (9.168) is satisfied for
p2. In other words, any M1 on the boundary of S+

1 such that 1 = E(M1p1)
will also be on the boundary of B+ provided E(M1p2) ≤ E(℘p2). Thus, we
follow the right boundary of S+

1 until we find a frontier discount factor that
prices p2 correctly.

The third segment of the boundary for B+ coincides with the mean-
standard deviation region of stochastic discount factors, S+, which correctly
price both p1 and p2. Thus, we can find the minimum variance random vari-
ables M such that E(Mpi) = 1 for i = 1, 2. For these random, (9.168) will
hold with equality for all possible payoffs in P+.

To construct the boundary of W+, multiply both sides of (9.171) by some
payoff x. Taking expectations (first conditional on the information set at
time t, and then unconditionally), we obtain E(Max) = E(ψa)Q̃ where
0 < E(ψa) ≤ 1 and Q̃ is the price of the random payoff x. Thus, for any
Ma satisfying (9.171), we can find a stochastic discount factor Ma/E(ψa)
that prices the payoffs x correctly. Since the mean and standard deviation of
random variables that are scale multiples the same scaling, we can construct
the stochastic discount factors in W+ by scaling the discount factors in S+ by
arbitrary numbers between zero and one.
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tificau Academiae Scientiarum Scropta Varia, No. 28, Vatican.

79



[234] Kreps, D. (1981). “Arbitrage and Equilibrium in Economies with In-
finitely Many Commodities,” Journal of Mathematical Economics 8, 15-
35.

[235] Kreps, D. and E. Porteus (1978). “Temporal Resolution of Uncertainty
and Dynamic Choice Theory.” Econometrica 46, pp. 185–200.

[236] Kreyszig, E. (1978). Introductory Functional Analysis with Applications.
New York: John Wiley and Sons.

[237] Kupiec, P. (1991). “Noise Traders, Excess Volatility, and a Securities
Transactions Tax,” Unpublished. Fed. Working Paper No. 166, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System.

[238] Kupiec, P. (1992). “On the Ramifications of a Securities Transactions
Tax for the Function and Efficiency of Capital Markets,” Working Paper,
Board of Governors fo the Federal Reserve System, Washington, D.C.,
1992.

[239] Kydland, F. and E. Prescott (1982). “Time-to-Build and Aggregate Fluc-
tuations.” Econometrica 50, pp. 1345–1370.

[240] Labadie, P. (1989). “Stochastic Inflation and the Equity Premium.”
Journal of Monetary Economics 24, pp. 277–298.

[241] Lambert, R. (1983). “Long-Term Contracts and Moral Hazard.” Bell
Journal of Economics 14, pp. 441–452.

[242] Lancaster, K. (1966). “A New Approach to Consumer Theory.” Journal
of Political Economy 47, pp. 132–157.

[243] LeRoy, S. and R. Porter (1981). “The Present-Value Relation: Tests
Based on Implied Variance Bounds.” Econometrica 49, pp. 555–574.

[244] LeRoy, S. and J. Werner (2001). Principles of Financial Economics.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

[245] Lintner, J. (1965). “The Valuation of Risky Assets and the Selection of
Risky Investment in Stock Portfolios and Capital Budgets.” Review of
Economics and Statistics 47, pp. 13–37.

[246] Lucas, R. (1967). “Adjustment Costs and the Theory of Supply.” Journal
of Political Economy 75, pp. 321–334.

[247] Lucas, R. (1978). “Asset Prices in an Exchange Economy.” Econometrica
46, pp. 1429–1445.

[248] Lucas, R. (1982). “Interest Rates and Currency Prices in a Two-Country
World.” Journal of Monetary Economics 10, pp. 335–359.

80



[249] Lucas, R. (1984). “Money in a Theory of Finance.” Carnegie-Rochester
Conference Series on Public Policy 21, pp. 9–45.

[250] Lucas, R. (1988). “On the Mechanics of Economic Development.” Jour-
nal of Monetary Economics 22, pp. 3–42.

[251] Lucas, R. (1990). “Liquidity and Interest Rates.” Journal of Economic
Theory 50, pp. 237–264.

[252] Lucas, R. and N. Stokey (1987). “Money and Interest in a Cash-in-
Advance Economy.” Econometrica 55, pp. 491–513.

[253] Luenberger, D. (1969). Optimization by Vector Space Methods. New
York: John Wiley and Sons.

[254] Luttmer, E. (1993). “Asset Pricing in Economies with Frictions.” Un-
published Manuscript, Northwestern University.

[255] Mace, B. (1991). “Full Insurance in the Presence of Aggregate Uncer-
tainty.” Journal of Political Economy 99, pp. 928–956.

[256] Macklem, T. (1991). “Forward Exchange Rates and Risk Premiums in
Artificial Economies.” Journal of International Money and Finance 10,
pp. 365–391.

[257] MaCurdy, T. (1981). “An Empirical Model of Labor Supply in a Life-
Cycle Setting.” Journal of Political Economy 89, pp. 1059–1085.

[258] MaCurdy, T. (1983). “A Simple Scheme for Estimating an Intertemporal
Model of Labor Supply and Consumption in the Presence of Taxes and
Uncertainty.” International Economic Review 24, pp. 265–289.

[259] Malcomson, J. and F. Spinnewyn (1988). “The Multiperiod Principal-
Agent Problem.” Review of Economic Studies 55, pp. 391–408.

[260] Malliaris, A. and W. Brock (1982). Stochastic Methods in Economics
and Finance. Amsterdam: North-Holland.

[261] Mandelbrot, B. (1963). “The Variation of Certain Speculative Prices.”
Journal of Business 36, pp. 394–419.

[262] Mankiw, N. (1986). “The Equity Premium and the Concentration of
Aggregate Shocks.” Journal of Financial Economics 17, pp. 211–219.

[263] Mankiw, N., D. Romer, and M. Shapiro (1985). “An Unbiased Reexami-
nation of Stock Market Volatility.” Journal of Finance 40, pp. 677–689.

81



[264] Mankiw, N., D. Romer, and M. Shapiro (1991). “Stock Market Fore-
castability and Volatility: A Statistical Appraisal.” Review of Economic
Studies 58, pp. 455–477.

[265] Mankiw, N., J. Rotemberg, and L. Summers (1985). “Intertemporal Sub-
stitution in Macroeconomics.” Quarterly Journal of Economics 100, pp.
225–252.

[266] Margiotta, M. and R. Miller (1993). “Managerial Compensation and
the Cost of Moral Hazard.” Unpublished Manuscript, Carnegie-Mellon
University.

[267] Mark, N. (1990). “Real and Nominal Exchange Rates in the Long Run:
An Empirical Investigation.” Journal of International Economics 28,
pp. 115–136.

[268] Marsh, T. and R. Merton (1986). “Dividend Variability and Variance
Bounds Tests for the Rationality of Stock Market Prices.” American
Economic Review 76, pp. 483–498.

[269] Marshall, D. (1992). “Inflation and Asset Returns in a Monetary Econ-
omy,” Journal of Finance 47, 1315–1342.

[270] McCallum, B. (1976). “Rational Expectations and the Natural Rate Hy-
pothesis: Some Consistent Estimates.” Econometrica 44, pp. 43–52.

[271] McCallum, B. (1986). “On ‘Real’ and ‘Sticky-Price’ Theories of the Busi-
ness Cycle.” Journal of Money, Credit, and Banking 18, pp. 397–414.

[272] McKenzie, L. (1959). “On the Existence of General Equilibrium for a
Competitive Economy.” Econometrica 27, pp. 54–71.

[273] Mehra, R. (1988). “On the Existence and Representation of Equilibrium
in an Economy with Growth and Nonstationary Consumption.” Inter-
national Economic Review 29, pp. 131–135.

[274] Mehra, R. and E. Prescott (1985). “The Equity Premium: A Puzzle.”
Journal of Monetary Economics 15, pp. 145–161.

[275] Merton, R. (1973). “An Intertemporal Capital Asset Pricing Model.”
Econometrica 41, pp. 867–887.

[276] Miller, M. (1977). “Debt and Taxes.” Journal of Finance 32, pp. 261–
275.

[277] Miller, R. (1984). “Job Matching and Occupational Choice.” Journal of
Political Economy 92, pp. 1086–1120.

82



[278] Mirman, L. and I. Zilcha (1975). “On Optimal Growth Under Uncer-
tainty.” Journal of Economic Theory 11, pp. 329–339.

[279] Mirrlees, J. (1975). “The Theory of Moral Hazard and Unobservable
Behavior – Part I.” Unpublished Manuscript, Nuffield College, Oxford.

[280] Modigliani, F. and M. Miller (1958).“The Cost of Capital, Corporation
Finance, and the Theory of Investment.” American Economic Review
48, pp. 261–297.

[281] Mussa, M. (1982). “A Model of Exchange Rate Dynamics.” Journal of
Political Economy 90, pp. 74–104.

[282] Mussa, M. (1986). “Nominal Exchange Rate Regimes and the Behav-
ior of Real Exchange Rates: Evidence and Implications.” Carnegie-
Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy 25, pp. 117–213.

[283] Myers, S. (1977). “Determinants of Corporate Borrowing.” Journal of
Financial Economics 5, pp. 147–175.

[284] Naylor, A. and G. Sell (1982). Linear Operator Theory in Engineering
and Science. New York: Springer-Verlag.

[285] Nelson, C. (1976). “Inflation and Rates of Return on Common Stocks.”
Journal of Finance 31, pp. 471–483.

[286] Nelson, D. (1991). “Conditional Heteroskedasticity in Asset Returns: A
New Approach.” Econometrica 59, pp. 347–370.

[287] Newey, W. and K. West (1987). “Hypothesis Testing with Efficient
Method of Moments Estimation.” International Economic Review 28,
pp. 777–787.

[288] Novales, A. (1990). “Solving Nonlinear Rational Expectations Models:
A Stochastic Equilibrium Model of Interest Rates.” Econometrica 58,
pp. 93–111.

[289] Obstfeld, M. and A. Stockman (1985). “Exchange-Rate Dynamics.” In
R. Jones and P. Kenen (eds.), Handbook of International Economics,
Vol. 2. Amsterdam: North-Holland, pp. 917–977.

[290] Ogaki, M. (1993). “Generalized Method of Moments: Econometric Ap-
plications.”In G. Maddala, C. Rao, and H. Vinod (eds.), Handbook of
Statistics, Vol. 11: Econometrics. Amsterdam: North-Holland.

[291] Papoulis, A. (1984). Probability, Random Variables, and Stochastic Pro-
cesses. New York: McGraw-Hill.

83



[292] Pratt, J. (1964). “Risk Aversion in the Small and in the Large.” Econo-
metrica 32, pp. 122–136.

[293] Priestley, M. (1988). Non-Linear and Non-Stationary Time Series Anal-
ysis. London: Academic Press.

[294] Quenoille, M. (1956). “Notes on Bias in Estimation.” Biometrika 43, pp.
353–360.

[295] Radner, R. (1974). “A Note on Unanimity of Stockholders’ Preferences
Among Alternative Production Plans: A Reformulation of the Ekern-
Wilson Model.” Bell Journal of Economics 5, pp. 181–184.

[296] Robinson, P. (1977). “The Estimation of a Nonlinear Moving Average
Model.” Stochastic Processes and Their Applications 5, pp. 81–90.

[297] Rogerson, R. (1988). “Indivisible Labor, Lotteries and Equilibrium.”
Journal of Monetary Economics 21, pp. 3–16.

[298] Rogerson, W. (1985). “Repeated Moral Hazard.” Econometrica 53, pp.
69–76.

[299] Roll, R. (1977). “A Critique of the Asset Pricing Theory’s Tests. Part 1.
On Past and Potential Testability of the Theory.” Journal of Financial
Economics 5, pp. 129–176.

[300] Roll, R. (1989). “Price Volatility, International Market Links, and Their
Implications for Regulatory Policies,” Journal of Financial Services Re-
search 3, 211–246.

[301] Romer, P. (1986). “Increasing Returns and Long-Run Growth.” Journal
of Political Economy 94, pp. 1002–1037.

[302] Ross, S. (1976). “The Arbitrage Theory of Capital Asset Pricing.” Jour-
nal of Economic Theory 13, pp. 341–360.

[303] Ross, S. (1977). “The Determination of Financial Structure: The
Incentive-Signalling Approach.” Bell Journal of Economics 8, pp. 23–
40.

[304] Ross, S. (1978). “A Simple Approach to the Valuation of Risky Streams.”
Journal of Business 51, pp. 453–475.

[305] Ross, S. (1989). “Using Tax Policy to Curb Speculative Short-Term
Trading: Commentary,” Journal of Financial Services Research 3, 117–
120.

[306] Rothschild, M. and J. Stiglitz (1970). “Increasing Risk I: A Definition.”
Journal of Economic Theory 2, pp. 225–243.

84



[307] Rothschild, M. and J. Stiglitz (1971). “Increasing Risk II: Its Economic
Consequences.” Journal of Economic Theory 3, pp. 66–84.

[308] Rothschild, M. and J. Stiglitz (1976). “Equilibrium in Competitive In-
surance Markets: An Essay on the Economics of Imperfect Information.”
Quarterly Journal of Economics 90, pp. 630–649.

[309] Rubinstein, M. (1974). “An Aggregation Theorem for Securities Mar-
kets.” Journal of Financial Economics 1, pp. 225–244.

[310] Rubinstein, M. (1981). “A Discrete-Time Synthesis of Financial Theory.”
Research in Finance 3, pp. 53–102.

[311] Rubinstein, M. and J. Cox. (1985). Options Markets. Englewood Cliffs,
NJ: Prentice-Hall.

[312] Runkle, D. (1991). “Liquidity Constraints and the Permanent-Income
Hypothesis: Evidence from Panel Data.” Journal of Monetary Eco-
nomics 27, pp. 73–98.

[313] Rust, J. (1987). “Optimal Replacement of GMC Bus Engines: An Em-
pirical Model of Harold Zurcher.” Econometrica 55, pp. 999–1033.

[314] Salyer, K. (1990). “The Term Structure and Time Series Properties of
Nominal Interest Rates: Implications from Theory.” Journal of Money,
Credit, and Banking 22, pp. 478–490.

[315] Sandmo, A. (1969). “Capital Risk, Consumption and Portfolio Choice.”
Econometrica 37, pp. 586–599.

[316] Sargan, J. (1958). “The Estimation of Economic Relationships Using
Instrumental Variables.” Econometrica 26, pp. 393–415.

[317] Sargent, T. (1980). “‘Tobin’s q’ and the Rate of Investment in General
Equilibrium.” Journal of Monetary Economics 12 (Supplement), pp.
107–154.

[318] Sargent, T. (1987). Dynamic Macroeonomic Theory. Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press.

[319] Sargent, T. and C. Sims (1977). “Business Cycle Modeling Without Pre-
tending to Have Too Much A Priori Economic Theory.” In New Methods
in Business Cycle Research: Proceedings from a Conference. Minneapo-
lis, MN: Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, pp. 45–109.

[320] Shanken, J. (1982). “The Arbitrage Pricing Theory: Is It Testable?”
Journal of Finance 37, 1129–1140.

85



[321] Shanken, J. (1985). Multi-Beta CAPM or Equilibrium APT? A Reply,”
Journal of Finance 40, 1189–1196.

[322] Sharpe, W. (1964). “Capital Asset Prices: A Theory of Market Equilib-
rium Under Conditions of Risk.” Journal of Finance 19, pp. 425–442.

[323] Shavell, S. (1979). “On Moral Hazard and Insurance.” Quarterly Journal
of Economics 93, pp. 541–562.

[324] Shea, G. S. (1989). “Ex-Post Rational Price Approximations and the
Empirical Reliability of the Present-Value Relation,” Journal of Applied
Econometrics 4, 139–159.

[325] Scheinkman, J. and L. Weiss (1986). “Borrowing Constraints and Ag-
gregate Economic Activity.” Econometrica 54, pp. 23–45.

[326] Schwert, G. (1990). “Stock Market Volatility,” Financial Analysts Jour-
nal, 46 23–34.

[327] Schwert G. and Seguin, R. “Securities Transaction Taxes: An Overview
of Costs, Benefits and Unresolved Questions,” Midamerica Intsitute Re-
search Project, 175 W. Jackson Boulevard, Suite 1801, Chicago, Il.
60604.

[328] Shiller, R. (1979). “The Volatility of Long-Term Interest Rates and Ex-
pectations Models of the Term Structure.” Journal of Political Economy
87, pp. 1190–1219.

[329] Shiller, R. (1981). “Do Stock Prices Move Too Much to be Justified by
Subsequent Changes in Dividends?” American Economic Review 71,
pp. 421–436.

[330] Shiller, R. (1990). “The Term Structure of Interest Rates.” In B. Fried-
man and F. Hahn (eds.), Handbook of Monetary Economics, Vol. 1.
Amsterdam: Elsevier Science Publishers.

[331] Siegel, J. (1972). “Risk, Information, and Forward Exchange.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics 86, pp. 303–309.

[332] Sill, K. (1990). “An Empirical Examination of Money Demand in an
Intertemporal Optimizing Framework.” Unpublished Manuscript, Uni-
versity of Virginia.

[333] Singh, K. (1981). “On the Asymptotic Accuracy of Efron’s Bootstrap.”
Annals of Statistics 9, pp. 1187–1195.

[334] Singleton, K. (1980). “Expectations Models of the Term Structure and
Implied Variance Bounds.” Journal of Political Economy 88, pp. 1159–
1176.

86



[335] Singleton, K. (1985). “Testing Specifications of Economic Agents’ In-
tertemporal Optimum Problems in the Presence of Alternative Models.”
Journal of Econometrics 30, pp. 391–413.

[336] Skinner, Douglas, J. (1989). “Options Markets and Stock Return Volatil-
ity,” Journal of Financial Economics 23, 61–78.

[337] Stiglitz, J. (1989). “Using Tax Policy to Curb Speculative Short–Term
Trading,” Journal of Financial Services Research 3, 101–115.

[338] Stock, J. (1990). “A Comment on ‘Unit Roots in Real GNP: Do We
Know and Do We Care?’ ” Carnegie-Rochester Conference Series on
Public Policy 32, pp. 63–82.

[339] Stockman, A. (1980). “A Theory of Exchange Rate Determination.”
Journal of Political Economy 88, pp. 673–698.

[340] Stockman, A. and H. Dellas (1989). “International Portfolio Nondiversi-
fication and Exchange Rate Variability.” Journal of International Eco-
nomics 26, pp. 271–289.

[341] Stockman, A. and L. Svensson (1987). “Capital Flows, Investment, and
Exchange Rates.” Journal of Monetary Economics 19, pp. 171–201.

[342] Stokey, N. and R. Lucas, with E. Prescott (1989). Recursive Methods in
Economic Dynamics. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

[343] Stoll, Hans R. (1978). “The Supply of Dealer Services in Securities Mar-
kets,” Journal of Finance 33, 1133–51.

[344] Stoll, Hans R. (1989). “Inferring the Components of the Bid-Ask Spread:
Theory and Empirical Tests,” Journal of Finance 44 115–134.

[345] Stoll, H. and R. Whaley (1993). Futures and Options: Theory and Ap-
plications, Ohio: South-Western Publishing.

[346] Stroud, A. (1971). Approximate Calculation of Multiple Integrals. Engle-
wood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

[347] Summers, L. (1986). “Some Skeptical Observations on Real Business
Cycle Theory.” Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis Quarterly Review
10, pp. 23–27.

[348] Summers, L.H. and V.P. Summers (1986). “When Financial Markets
Work Too Well: A Cautious Case For a Securities Transactions Tax,”
Journal of Financial Services Research 3, 261–286.

87



[349] Svensson, L. (1985). “Currency Prices, Terms of Trade, and Inter-
est Rates: A General Equilibrium Asset-Pricing, Cash-in-Advance Ap-
proach.” Journal of International Economics 18, pp. 17–42.

[350] Svensson, L. (1985). “Money and Asset Prices in a Cash-in-Advance
Economy.” Journal of Political Economy 93, pp. 919–944.

[351] Tauchen, G. (1986). “Finite State Markov-Chain Approximations to
Univariate and Vector Autoregressions.” Economics Letters 20, pp. 177–
181.

[352] Tauchen, G. and R. Hussey (1991). “Quadrature-Based Methods for
Obtaining Approximate Solutions to Nonlinear Asset Pricing Models.”
Econometrica 59, pp. 371–396.

[353] Tauchen, G. and M. Pitts (1983). “The Price Variability-Volume Rela-
tionship on Speculative Markets.” Econometrica 51, pp. 485–505.

[354] Telmer, Chris I. (1990). “Asset Pricing Puzzles and Incomplete Mar-
kets,” Carnegie-Mellon Working Paper.

[355] Thomas, J. and T. Worrall (1990). “Income Fluctuation and Asymmetric
Information: An Example of a Repeated Prinicipal-Agent Problem.”
Journal of Economic Theory 51, pp. 367–390.

[356] Tong, H. and K. Lim (1980). “Threshold Autoregression, Limit Cycles,
and Cyclical Data.” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B,
42, pp. 245–292.

[357] Townsend. R. (1994). “Risk and Insurance in Village India.” Economet-
rica 62, pp. 539–591.

[358] Treadway, A. (1969). “On Rational Entrepreneurial Behavior and the
Demand for Investment.” Review of Economic Studies 36, pp. 227–239.

[359] Turnbull, S. and F. Milne (1991). “A Simple Approach to Interest-Rate
Option Pricing.” Review of Financial Studies 4, pp. 87–120.

[360] Umlauf, S. (1993). “Transactions Taxes and Stock Market Behavior: The
Swedish Experience,” Journal of Financial Economics 33, ?? .

[361] Vayanos, D. and J. Vila (1993). “Equilibirium Interest Rate and Liq-
uidity Premium Under Propertional Transactions Costs,” Unpublished.
Working Paper, MIT.

[362] Watson, M. (1993). “Measures of Fit for Calibrated Models.” Journal of
Political Economy 101, pp. 1011–1041.

88



[363] Weil, P. (1989). “The Equity Premium Puzzle and the Riskfree Rate
Puzzle.” Journal of Monetary Economics 24, pp. 401–421.

[364] Weil, P. (1990). “Nonexpected Utility in Macroeconomics.” Quarterly
Journal of Economics 105, pp. 29–42.

[365] Weil, P. (1992). “Equilibrium Asset Prices with Undiversifiable Labor
Income Risk.” Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 16, pp. 769–
790.

[366] Weitzman, M. (1979). “Optimal Search for the Best Alternative.” Econo-
metrica 47, pp. 641–654.

[367] West, K. (1988). “Dividend Innovations and Stock Price Volatility.”
Econometrica 56, pp. 37–61.

[368] White, H. (1980). “A Heteroskedasticity-Consistent Covariance Estima-
tor and a Direct Test for Heteroskedasticity.” Econometrica 48, pp. 817–
838.

[369] White, H. (1982). “Maximum Likelihood Estimation of Misspecified
Models.” Econometrica 50, pp. 1–25.

[370] Whittle, P. (1983). Prediction and Regulation by Linear Least-Squares
Methods, 2nd ed. Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota Press.

[371] Wilson, C. (1977). “A Model of Insurance Markets with Incomplete In-
formation.” Journal of Economic Theory 16, pp. 167–207.

[372] Wilson, G. (1973). “The Estimation of Parameters in Multivariate Time
Series Models.” Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, Series B, 35,
pp. 76–85.

[373] Wilson, R. (1968). “The Theory of Syndicates.” Econometrica 36, pp.
119–132.

[374] Zeldes, S. (1989). “Consumption and Liquidity Constraints: An Empir-
ical Investigation.” Journal of Political Economy 97, pp. 305–346.

89


