MANCHESTER

1824
The University of Manchester

The University of Manchester Research

Essays in Empirical Asset Pricing

Link to publication record in Manchester Research Explorer

Citation for published version (APA):
Cho, S. (2007). Essays in Empirical Asset Pricing. Columbia University Press.

Citing this paper

Please note that where the full-text provided on Manchester Research Explorer is the Author Accepted Manuscript
or Proof version this may differ from the final Published version. If citing, it is advised that you check and use the
publisher's definitive version.

General rights

Copyright and moral rights for the publications made accessible in the Research Explorer are retained by the
authors and/or other copyright owners and it is a condition of accessing publications that users recognise and
abide by the legal requirements associated with these rights.

Takedown policy

If you believe that this document breaches copyright please refer to the University of Manchester's Takedown
Procedures [http://man.ac.uk/04Y6Bo] or contact uml.scholarlycommunications@manchester.ac.uk providing
relevant details, so we can investigate your claim.

OPEN ACCESS

Download date:23. Aug. 2022


https://www.research.manchester.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/essays-in-empirical-asset-pricing(37cabbff-21c6-4267-b61e-3cfb3f05307f).html
/portal/sungjun.cho.html
https://www.research.manchester.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/essays-in-empirical-asset-pricing(37cabbff-21c6-4267-b61e-3cfb3f05307f).html

Essays In Empirical Asset Pricing

Sungjun Cho

Sponsor: Robert Hodrick

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree
of Doctor of Philosophy

in the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

2007



Essays In Empirical Asset Pricing

Sungjun Cho

Submitted in partial fulfillment of the
requirements for the degree
of Doctor of Philosophy

in the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY

2007



(©2007
Sungjun Cho
All Rights Reserved



ABSTRACT

Essays In Empirical Asset Pricing

Sungjun Cho

This dissertation consists of two chapters, all of which attempt to shed some light
on what constitutes the time-varying risk premia in financial markets. The first chapter
demonstrates that monetary policy shocks identified from New-Keynesian dynamic stochas-
tic general equilibrium(DSGE) models explain the risk premia in stock markets. Indeed, the
implied ICAPMs explain the value and the industry premia for the periods of 1980 to 2004.
In particular, the permanent monetary policy shocks to inflation target capture the value
premium and part of industry risk premium once I account for the capital market imper-
fection endogenously in New-Keynesian models. The shocks to investment technology, as
a main determinant of the external finance premium, are also important for understanding
the value premium.

The second chapter examines determinants of stochastic relative risk aversion in con-
ditional asset pricing models by utilizing nonlinear state space model with GARCH spec-
ification. After imposing general version of the conditional CAPM or ICAPM, I develop
non-ad-hoc empirical models and search for valid specifications of relative risk aversion
along with appropriate hedging components. I discover that the surplus consumption ratio
implied by the external habit formation model is the most important determinant of time
varying relative risk aversion. The CAY of Lettau and Ludvigson (2001a) without a look-
ahead bias also captures part of relative risk aversion. The short term interest rate(RREL)
has explanatory power for hedging components. I use the implied conditional asset pric-
ing models in explaining the cross-section of average returns on either the Fama-French 25

size and book-to-market sorted portfolios alone or with 30 industry portfolios. I find that



the chosen conditional CAPM and ICAPM with time-varying relative risk aversion and a
hedging component are at least comparable to or better than the Fama-French three-factor

model for the sample periods 1957 to 2005.
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Chapter 1

Stock Returns and Monetary

Policy

1.1 Introduction

The stock market continuously watches and forms expectations about the Federal Reserve
Board(Fed) decisions. It seems that investors in Wall Street take it for granted that the
actions of the Fed have a considerable impact on stock market returns while there is con-
troversy on the issue among macro-economists. Two crucial monetary transmission mecha-
nisms have been suggested through which stock prices respond to monetary news. The first
is the interest rate channel, which relates to economic activity primarily through consump-
tion and investment since a cut in the borrowing cost should raise the quantity of funds
demanded for investment and promotes the current over future consumption, which leads
to an increase in economic activity. The second mechanism is the credit channel under
the capital market imperfection assumption. When credit markets are tight, unanticipated
monetary easing reduces the external finance premium which is a wedge between the ex-

ternal financing by issuing equity or debt and the internal financing by retaining earnings.



Bernanke and Gertler (1989) argue that the effect of the capital market imperfection are
largest in recessions, when weak balance sheets lead to higher costs of external finance,
resulting in lower investment demand and reduced economic activity.

In recent empirical asset pricing studies, several researchers have confirmed that mone-
tary policy shocks affect the future risk premium. Notably, Bernanke and Kuttner (2005)
find that monetary policy shocks are important for understanding the risk premium using
Campbell and Ammer (1993) type decomposition. Specifically, they find that unantici-
pated changes in monetary policy affect stock prices not so much by influencing expected
dividends or the risk-free real interest rate, but rather by affecting the perceived riski-
ness of stocks. By employing the long-horizon regression methodology, Patelis (1997) finds
that some portion of the observed predictability in excess returns in US stock market can
be attributed to shifts in the monetary policy stance. Patelis relates his findings to the
credit channel of monetary policy transmission (Bernanke and Gertler (1995)) and to the
financial propagation mechanism (Bernanke and Gertler (1989)). By estimating a vector
autoregressive(VAR) system that includes monthly equity returns, output growth, inflation,
and the federal funds rate, Thorbecke (1997) finds that monetary policy shocks, measured
by orthogonalized innovations in the federal funds rate, have a greater impact on smaller
capitalization stocks, which is in line with the hypothesis that monetary policy affects firms’
access to credit. Jensen, Mercer, and Johnson (1996) find that predictable variation in stock
returns depends on monetary as well as business conditions, with expected stock returns
being higher in tight money periods than in easy money periods. And business conditions
could predict future stock returns only in periods of expansive monetary policy.

While there seems enough time-series evidence of the effect of monetary policy on stock
returns, none of the papers investigates directly its implications on the cross-section of

stock returns® Fama (1991) conjectures that we should relate the cross-sectional properties

1Some empirical asset pricing studies(e.g.Hahn and Lee (2006)) using cross section of stock returns seem
to interpret that significant risk price of the short term interest rate or term spread exists since it is a proxy



of expected returns to the expected returns through time. In fact, since Merton (1973)’s
theoretical presentation of the ICAPM, it has been recognized that there exist state variables
that capture variations in future investment opportunities, and assets’ covariations with
such variables should be priced in the cross-section of average returns. Campbell (1996),
Brennan, Wang, and Xia (2004), and Petkova (2006) build their models based on Merton
(1973) in which only factors that forecast future investment opportunities or stock returns
are admitted. From the time-series evidence of return forecastibility of monetary policy
instruments, it seems natural to investigate the effects of monetary policy on cross-section
of stock returns.

In this paper, I examine whether monetary policy shocks extracted from New-Keynesian
dynamic stochastic general equilibrium(DSGE) models can explain the cross sectional vari-
ability of U.S. stock returns. 1 employ New-Keynesian models since we must carefully
identify monetary policy shocks. In fact, New-Keynesian models utilized in this paper have
become benchmarks of much of the recent monetary policy literature since they can explain
many stylized facts in monetary economics 2 In addition, these models provide many inter-
esting structural shocks. For example, a series of shocks to investment technology can be
identified as a major determinant of the external finance premium. Recently, the implica-
tion of the capital market imperfection on cross section of stock returns are investigated by
Hahn and Lee (2006). While they find that the size and the value premia are compensation
for higher exposure to the risks related to changing credit market conditions and interest
rates(monetary policy), their results should be cautiously interpreted since other hypothe-
ses might be developed consistent with their measure of risks(yield spreads). In this sense,

I can investigate directly whether the identified external finance premium shock is really a

for monetary policy.

2] summarize the stylized facts in monetary economics and the failure of models before New-Keynesian
models in appendix A



determinant for the size or value premium 2

I develop the whole estimation procedures in Bayesian methods. After dividing the
estimation steps into three blocks based on identifying assumptions frequently used in fi-
nance literature, I sequentially estimate each block by Bayesian Markov Chain Monte Carlo
method(MCMC) and repeat those steps until every parameter converges. In the first block,
I estimate New-Keynesian models using DYNARE-Matlab package. First, I use three differ-
ent versions of linearized Rational Expectations models consisting of AS, IS and monetary
policy rule equations proposed by Cho and Moreno (2006). Their models are parsimonious
yet rich enough to capture the macro dynamics of inflation, real GDP growth and the Fed-
eral funds rate® Second, I use an extended version of Smets and Wouters (2005) model
proposed by Graeve (2006) to precisely uncover the importance of the external finance pre-
mium and the permanent monetary policy shock. Finally, as a robustness check for my
analysis, I use the structural shocks estimated from factor-augmented vector autoregressive
model(FAVAR) of Bernanke, Boivin, and Eliasz (2005) since results from that model could
be robust to model misspecifications and small data set problems. In the second and the
third blocks, I estimate the posterior distributions of risks and the risk prices with identified
structural shocks. I also calculate the posterior densities of several diagnostic measures for
model comparison.

Several empirical findings emerge from this analysis using New-Keynesian models and
FAVAR model. First, I find that both the permanent monetary policy shock to inflation
target and a proxy of shock to the external finance premium successfully capture major

portions of the size and the value premia. While I use more structural methods to identify

3Lee told me, during one of private conversations, that some of researchers they met argue that the capital
market imperfection should not be an asset pricing factor since it has no implication for the aggregate stock
market. My results could be interesting in this venue since more direct measure of the external finance
premium could be developed to test this hypothesis

4Cho and Moreno (2006) show that their model with serial correlation is only marginally rejected at the
5 % level against vector autoregressive(VAR) model of inflation, real GDP growth and the federal funds rate
using the small-sample likelihood ratio test statistic.



proxies for the external finance premium and monetary policy shock, these results support
the findings of Hahn and Lee (2006) that innovations in the default and term spreads as
proxies for capturing revisions in the market’s expectation about future credit market con-
ditions and interest rates explain the size and value premium. They argue that small-sized
and high-book-to-market firms would be more vulnerable to worsening credit market con-
ditions and higher interest rates. The identified structural shocks for the external finance
premium and the monetary policy shock from my models indeed indicate that their conclu-
sions are valid with a structural investigation based on equilibrium models while additional
structural shock related to inflation seem also indispensable.

Second, the permanent monetary policy shock to inflation target can explain part of
industry risk premium once I correctly account for the capital market imperfection. In
particular, this shock is the only statistically significant variable to determine industry risk
premium after controlling for business cycle. This could reflect that while the credit channel
under the capital market imperfection is important for determining the value and the size
premia, interest rate channel would be more important for explaining industry premium.
Peersman and Smets (2005) show that there is considerable cross-industry heterogeneity in
the overall monetary policy effects. After exploring which industry characteristics can ac-
count for the cross-industry heterogeneity, they find that durability of the output produced
by the sector is an important determinant of its sensitivity to monetary policy changes.
They argue this fact as an evidence for interest rate/cost-of-capital channel since the de-
mand for durable products, such as investment goods, is known to be much more affected
by a rise in the interest rate through the cost-of-capital channel than the demand for non-
durables such as food. Recently, Gomes, Kogan, and Yogo (2007) argue that durability of
output is a risk factor since the demand for durable goods is more cyclical than that for
nondurable goods and services. Consequently, the cash flow and stock returns of durable-

good producers are exposed to higher systematic risk and thus investors request higher risk



premium. This study indicates that monetary policy shock is one of the fundamental shocks
behind this risk premium.

Third, temporary monetary policy shock extracted from several models is not statisti-
cally significant as a determinant for any risk premium. The stock market seems to respond
only to fundamental target changes, which by definition have persistent effects on the future
economy.

Finally, selected ICAPMs using New-Keynesian models are capable of explaining the
cross-section of the Fama-French 25 size and B/M sorted portfolios significantly (R?=72%)
and a part of risk premium for 55 portfolios with their 30 industry portfolios(R?=30%).
Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) criticize most of empirical asset pricing models because
they only explain the value premium but not any part of the risk premium of industry
portfolios. Based on empirical results, I argue that New-Keynesian models with more
appropriate firm heterogeneity could be developed to fully account for industry risk premium
with fundamental economic shocks™

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the structural New-
Keynesian models employed in this study. Section 3 outlines the empirical methods used to
extract structural shocks from the given models. Section 4 presents the data and discusses
the cross-sectional results of my empirical models for 25 size and B/M portfolios alone or

with 30 industry portfolios. Section 5 summarizes the main findings and concludes.

®Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) criticizes most of the cross-sectional asset pricing studies for the
choice of the Fama-French 25 portfolios.(Possible Data Snooping problem) Especially, they show that many
empirical asset pricing models could price only the Fama-French 25 portfolios(R? is above 75 %) but not the
55 portfolios including 30 industry portfolios.(R2 is typically below 10%) Therefore I check the robustness
of the proposed ICAPMs for the value premium and for the capability to explain the industry portfolios. I
argue that monetary policy shock is indeed important across different test assets.



1.2 Models

This section discusses the models to be estimated; the first subsection briefly explains the
discrete time asset pricing model implied by new Keynesian equilibrium models and the
second subsection presents three different Keynesian macro models to identify monetary

policy shocks implemented in this paper.

1.2.1 The Pricing Kernel implied by New-Keynesian macro models

Without imposing any theoretical structure, the fundamental existence theorem of Harrison
and Kreps (1979) states that, in the absence of arbitrage, there exists a positive stochastic
discount factor, or pricing kernel, My, 1, such that, for any traded asset with a gross return

at time t of R; 1, the following equation holds:
1 = Ey[My1(Rig+1)] (1.2.1)

where F; denotes the expectation operator conditional on information available at time t.
Standard New-Keynesian macro models employ the following external habit specification

in utility function built on Fuhrer (2000)8

= = L [FCio—1
B U (Ch F) =B Y p []
s=t

p l1—-0
where Cj is the composite index of consumption, F; represents an aggregate demand shifting
factor and usually denotes as H;G; where H is an external habit level and Giis a prefer-
ence shock.;1) denotes the subject discount factor and o is the inverse of the intertemporal
elasticity of consumption.

Bekaert, Cho, and Moreno (2005) derive the following pricing kernel implied by Fuhrer

(2000) assuming standard log-normality:

5T closely follow the representation given in Bekaert, Cho, and Moreno (2005)



mip1 =Y —oy1 + (0 + 1)y — (ger1 — gt) — Ta1 (1.2.2)

where my11 = In(Mpy1), Y41 is detrended log output, gi+1 = In(Giy1) and mpqq is the
inflation rate.

They express ([L2.2]) in terms of the structural shocks in the economy.

1
mi+1 = —it - iAIDA - Al€t+1 (123)

where A’ is a vector of prices of risks entirely restricted by the structural parameters of

New-Keynesian models and D is the covariance matrix of structural shocks.

1.2.2 A digestion of Risk premium and the New-Keynesian Pricing Ker-

nel

The pricing kernel (L2.3) is a linear combination of structural shocks to the overall economy.
Following Cochrane (2001), I can interpret (LZ3]) as an example of the ICAPMs.

One major problem of (I.2.3]) is that this pricing kernel assumes constant risk premium.
Bekaert, Cho, and Moreno (2005) articulate that without either heteroscedasticity of struc-
tural shocks or time-varying market price of risk, their model essentially imposes that
expectation hypothesis holds in bond market. In such a case, ICAPM implication would
be seriously challenged since time-varying risk premium implied by ICAPM is inconsistent
with this type of New-Keynesian pricing kernel.

One possible remedy is to adapt the external habit specification of Fuhrer (2000) to
that of Campbell and Cochrane (1999) and develop a pricing kernel with time-varying
risk aversion. Since time-varying risk aversion is emphasized in the finance literature, this
extension would be beneficial for explaining asset pricing facts. However, the real challenge

behind this scenario is to develop IS model consistent with this new utility function in order



to explain the stylized facts in monetary economics before it is implemented in asset market
research?

Another suggestion would be introducing heteroscedasticity in the pricing kernel and
structural shocks. While this specification naturally allows time-varying risk premium, typ-
ical log-linearization of New-Keynesian models is not valid anymore. At least second order
approximation of the models should be employed to estimate the models. Unfortunately,
an estimation of second-order approximated New-Keynesian models with likelihood-based
methods and particle filter have not been ripen in the literature because of computational
difficulties. Some steps in this direction have begun to be taken only recen‘cly.'sI The com-
mon practice is to estimate the log-linearized economy and plug the estimates into the
second-order approximation.

The easiest but ad-hoc solution of the problem is recently implemented by Rudebusch
and Wu (2004) and Hordahl, Tristani, and Vestin (2006) when they jointly estimate macro
models and term structure of yields. They simply ignore pricing kernel implications of their
IS equations and set them exogenously.

Sometimes empirical asset pricing studies in finance seem to have somewhat convenient
approximation mechanism similar to the ad-hoc approach presented above. For example,
Campbell (1996)’s ICAPM is derived under constant risk premium. Strictly speaking,
simple pricing kernel form implied by the homoskedastic version of the model combined
with the vector autoregression(VAR) pricing model recommended by Campbell (1996) is
inconsistent since it does not have any mechanism to generate time-varying risk premium.
However, actual implementation of Campbell ICAPM is usually done in the homoskedastic
form with the usual VAR. Recently, Petkova (2006) implements this homoskedastic VAR

to extract state variables and argue that her five factor "ICAPM” model is better than

"I defer the explanation of terminology and implications of New-Keynesian models employed in this paper
to the next section.

8Refer to An (2006) for bayesian estimation of this type of models
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Fama-French three factor model to explain the value premium.

There seems to be trade-off between developing complex models to estimate tightly
restricted models and estimating inconsistent but plausible mechanisms to extract economic
state variables. Even though it seems possible to modify the pricing framework in (23]
using one of the two approaches with time-varying price of risk or heteroscedasticity, I defer
these attempts to future work. Instead, I follow a convenient approach, for example, taken
by Rudebusch and Wu (2004) in this paper. I argue that this approximation is reasonable
in terms of obtaining appropriate monetary policy shocks since current studies in monetary
policy literature typically use models of the current study for explaining the stylized facts
in monetary economics. While it is convenient to extract state variables in this way, pricing
kernels should be interpreted as an approximation or exogenously re-specified to avoid
constant risk premium. Specifically, I extract the innovations of state variables from New-
Keynesian models and interpret (IL2.3) as an reasonable approximation of pricing kernel of
ICAPM since these New-Keynesian models imply structural VAR of the economy.

Recent research suggests that monetary policy shocks can be identified as a determinant
of market risk premium. It seems natural to check the implications of time-series relation-
ship between monetary policy shocks and stock returns for the cross-section of portfolio
returns in the spirit of ICAPM but to my knowledge, no one has investigated this issue
before. Furthermore, it seems to be critical to investigate this issue closely following recent
progress of the monetary policy literature @ In this sense, employing New-Keynesian frame-
work is important since most successful monetary policy analysis is done with log-linearized
models considered in this panper.tIZII I explicitly investigate the relationship between mone-

tary policy shocks and the cross-section of portfolio returns. Therefore, my approach seems

9In this sense, it is not clear that modification of ([Z3) with heteroscedasticity or time-varying risk
aversion would be better as macro models. To my knowledge, this type of research have not yet done much
in monetary economics

9Refer to first nine chapters in Woodford (2003) for detailed explanations.
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to capture critical but unexplored areas of empirical asset pricing.

Usual ICAPM intuition suggests that state variables should forecast the changing invest-
ment opportunity set in that economy. In this sense, reasonably identified state variables
from New-Keynesian models are natural candidates since these models capture the essen-
tial feature and satisfy the intuition of various aspects of the data. Specifically, impulse
response analysis implied by these models show that each shock explains the future course

of the economy consistent with the stylized facts in monetary economics™

1.2.3 New-Keynesian dynamic general stochastic equilibrium models(DSGE)
1.2.3.1 A summary of three-equation New-Keynesian Macro Models

In this section, I summarize three different versions of three equation New-Keynesian models
implemented by Cho and Moreno (2006 These models are simple but effective since they
find that their three-equation model augmented with autocorrelation is just marginally
rejected against a usual vector autoregression(VAR) of observed data using small-sample
likelihood ratio test statistics.

These models combine the rigor of the Real Business Cycle (RBC) approach, which is
characterized by the derivation of behavioral relationships from the optimizing behavior
of agents subject to technological and budget constraints and the specification of a well-
defined equilibrium concept, with the tractable introduction of nominal rigidities in order
to accommodate nontrivial roles for monetary policy. These models can avoid the Lucas
(1976) critique by a consistent treatment of expectations formation and rigorous treatment
of micro-foundations.

The first structural model(modell) proposed by Cho and Moreno (2006) contains three

equations: The aggregate supply(AS) equation, the IS equation and the monetary policy

HRefer to appendix A for a summary of the stylized facts in monetary economics and theoretical advances
before New-Keynesian macro models.

12For detailed review of microfoundation of these models, see Woodford (2003)
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rule.

First, the AS equation is a generalization of the Calvo (1983) pricing model:

m =0y + (1 — 5)7Tt—1 + Ay + EASt (124)

where m; is inflation between t-1 and ¢ and y; stands for the output gap between t-1 and ¢.
€as,t can be interpreted as marginal cost push shock, which is assumed to be independently
and identically distributed with homoskedastic variance 0124 g- Ey is the rational expectations
operator conditional on the information set at time t.

To account for the observed persistence in aggregate inflation, this model assumes that
price-setting intermediate goods producers engage in multi-period, staggered price setting.
Since price-setting responds to movements in marginal costs, its persistence arises from
shocks to marginal costs if inflation is purely forward looking. In addition to that, Gali
and Gertler (1999) generate additional inertia in the Phillips curve by adding rule of thumb
price setters with backward-looking behavior. In their model, prices remain fixed in mon-
etary terms during stochastic intervals of time. But unlike the Calvo model, when prices
are adjusted, some prices are chosen optimally while others are adjusted according to a
backward-looking rule of thumb that introduces dependence upon lagged inflation.

Second, the IS equation is derived with representative agent model with the external

habit as in Fuhrer (2000):

Y = By + (1 — p)y—1 — o(re — Eymqr) + €15 (1.2.5)

where €75 is the preference shock, which is assumed to be independently and identically
distributed with homoskedastic variance O'%S. The monetary policy channel in the IS equa-
tion is captured by the contemporaneous output gap dependence on the ex ante real rate

of interest(r; — Eymit1).
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In this model, the effects of policy-induced changes on real interest rates directly affect
aggregate spending decisions. For example, the central bank with an inflation target in-
creases the short-term nominal interest rate if inflation is above the desired rate. Because
of price stickiness, the central bank directly influences the real interest rate through its in-
fluence on the short-term nominal interest rate. Then, by influencing the real interest rate,
aggregate demand is affected through consumption, via intertemporal substitution effects,
and investment, via the cost of capital effects.

Finally, the monetary policy equation is the forward looking rule proposed by Clarida,

Gali, and Gertler (2000):

re = ayp + pric1 + (1= p)[BEim1 +rye] +emp, (1.2.6)

where ajprp is a constant and ej7p,t is the monetary policy shock, which is assumed to be
independently and identically distributed with homoskedastic variance 012\4 p-

The policy rule exhibits interest rate smoothing with a weight of p on the past interest
rate. In this specification, the Fed reacts to high expected inflation and to deviations of
output from its trend.

Cho and Moreno (2006) extend their model with ad-hoc exogenous autocorrelation(model2)
or with both auto- and cross-correlation of structural shocks(model3) to accommodate the

persistence of the macro-dynamics.

1 = Fer +wepq (1.2.7)

where F' is a 3x3 stationary matrix, captures the correlation of structural shocks, and
is either diagonal(model2) or full matrix(model3), w;y; is independently and identically

distributed with diagonal covariance matrix D.
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1.2.3.2 A summary of an extended New-Keynesian DSGE

Cho and Moreno (2006) find that adding persistence to the baseline New-Keynesian model
improves the fit of the model. This might indicate the need for producing more complex
models to provide realistic macro-dynamics. Furthermore, their models have one critical
shortcoming by maintaining the assumption of frictionless capital markets. The seminal
paper by Bernanke and Gertler (1989) and a number of subsequent calibration studies
document how relaxing this perfect capital market assumption can generate additional
features observed in macroeconomic data. Since then, considerable interest has been placed
on the role of credit rather than money in determining business cycle fluctuations.

A series of papers proposed by Smets and Wouters(e.g.Smets and Wouters (2003)) in-
corporate a number of additional frictions to capture this persistence in the macro-economic
data and they also add an exogenous mechanism to impose capital market imperfection.
Their New-Keynesian models have become an standard approach in monetary policy lit-
erature™ This model contains three agents;Households consume, work, set wages, and
invest; firms hire labor and capital, produce goods and set the prices of those goods; and
the central bank sets the short-term interest rate in response to the deviation of inflation
from the inflation target and output gap. The model accommodates both real and nominal
frictions such as monopolistic competition in goods and labor markets with sticky nominal
prices and wages, partial indexation of prices and wages, costs of adjustment in capital
accumulation, external habit formation and variable capital utilization and fixed costs.

In order to endogenize capital market imperfection mechanism into standard New-
Keynesian models, Graeve (2006) extends the role of entrepreneurs in Smets and Wouters’s
economy by explicitly accounting for the external finance premium equation in the sense of
Bernanke, Gertler, and Gilchrist (1999). He finds that his measure of the external finance

premium is closely related to readily available proxies of the premium such as the corporate

13Refer to Smets and Wouters (2006) in order to fully understand micro-foundations of this model.
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bond spread(Baa-Aaa) and the high-yield bond spread(Bbb-Aaa).

This explicit capital market imperfection mechanism could be a significant channel for
understanding the effects of monetary policy shocks on the cross-section of stock returns.
Hahn and Lee (2006) investigate the role of yields spreads as proxies for this mechanism and
find that the size and the value premia are compensation for higher exposure to the risks
related to changing credit market conditions and interest rates(monetary policy) proxied
by changes in yield spreads. However, yield spreads can be interpreted in a number of
ways. Probably, other hypotheses could be developed consistent with these results from
their reduced form model. For example, risk aversion can be time-varying and is proxied by
two variables. In this sense, my paper can be interpreted as more structural investigation
of the roles played by the capital market imperfection and monetary policy in explaining
the cross-section of stock returns.

In Graeve’s model, nine equations are incorporated to capture the macro dynamics of
the economy. Most of the equations are just adopted from Smets and Wouters (2003) or
Smets and Wouters (2005) except for the role of entrepreneurs.

First, households’ maximization provides the aggregate consumption equation and wage
equation. In addition to the external habit specification as in Cho and Moreno (2006),
households have differentiated labor characteristics and some monopoly power over wages,
which introduce sticky nominal wages in the sense of Calvo (1983). Households act as price-
setters in the labor market and partial indexation of the wages is allowed. ”Hat” means the
steady state value.

The aggregate Consumption(é’t) in this model is determined by

R h - h A
- " ., + " _F
Cy 1+th1+1+h tCrr1 +

(1—h) -
(14 h)o.

o.—1

T L g (e~ Bebenn) =

t

Y This is the equation (1) of Smets and Wouters (2005).
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(1—h)

—— " (¢B _ EeB 1.2.
1+ h)o. (& t5t+1) ( 8)

where &P is interpreted as preference shock and follows a first-order autoregressive pro-

cess with an i.i.d normal error term; L; stands for the labor supply included as the non-
separability of the utility function of labor and consumption; Rt(f%,’} — Eymti+1) is the ex-ante
real interest rate, where R? is the nominal interest rate and 7;41) is the inflation rate; Fi-
nally, E; indicates conditional expectation given information up to time t.

Households set their wages with the following Calvo (1983) type staggered wage-setting
scheme proposed by Christopher, Henderson, and Levin (2000). In this model, the real
wage Wy is a function of expected and past real wages and the expected, current and past

inflation rates(#,) &

. . 1 . _ 1+ 8%, _ Yw . _
=——F — W1+ ——(F — 7)) — ————— (T —T1¢) — ———(Trp—1 —
Wt 1+3 twt+1+1+ﬂwt 1+1+ﬂ( (Tl — Tt) 143 (7rp —7t) 1+5(7rt 1—7t)
I (18801 —E&) | . 2 Oc A A AL w

_ g /8 (1 n (1+;\w)01)£w W — O'lLt — 1_ h(Ct — th_l) — & + T (129)

where 0}V is interpreted as a wage-markup disturbance. And &F represents the shock to
the labor supply and is assumed to follow a first-order autoregressive process with an i.i.d.
normal error term.

New-Keynesian economists emphasize the role of nominal rigidities(price stickiness)
based on microfoundations of imperfect competition. However, for these rigidities to have
important implications, it is necessary that wages do not respond much to fluctuations in
demand. The fall in output also results in a fall in labor demand which, in turn, would
drive down the equilibrium wage in the labor market and the firm’s marginal cost curves.

This may increase the gain from price adjustment significantly. Thus, for the lack of price

'5This is the equation (6) of Smets and Wouters (2005).
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adjustment to be a macroeconomic equilibrium, we need real rigidity in the labor market.
Staggered wage-setting equation is one of the mechanisms to generate this real rigidity in
labor market. In fact, Smets and Wouters (2003) use partial or full indexation of this kind
for both wages and prices, and find that this extension of the Calvo pricing model improves
the empirical fit of their models.

Intermediate goods firms’ optimizations in monopolistic competition markets yield the
following equations. First, Cobb-Douglas production function augmented with fixed costs
and variable capital utilization is given by 18

~ R ~ [ ~
Y = ¢éf 4+ ¢paK, 1 + (‘er + ¢(1 — @)Ly (1.2.10)

(8

where output(Y;) is produced using capital (K,_; ) and labor services (L; ). Total factor
productivity (4{ ) is assumed to follow a first-order autoregressive process.
The firm’s labor demand(L;) depends negatively on the real wage(i;) and positively on

the rental rate of capital(#F) by equalizing marginal costT?

1 N
Ly = —iy + (1 + a)ff + K1 (1.2.11)

Finally, price is determined following Calvo (1983) scheme 8

7Al't - 7_Tt == m(Etﬁ't_i_l - 7_Tt) + 1 _i:ypﬂ,-y (ﬁt_l - 7_Tt)
p
1 (1 B ﬁgp)(l — gp) ~K A ~A P
+ ar; + (1 —a)wy — €| + 1.2.12
14 By, & [ t ( )i t ] un ( )

where the deviation of inflation(7;) from the target inflation rate (7;) depends on past and

'8This is embedded in the equation (8) of Smets and Wouters (2005).
1"This is the equation (7) of Smets and Wouters (2005).
'8 This is the equation (5) of Smets and Wouters (2005).
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expected future inflation deviations and on the current marginal cost (o + (1 — a)iy — 7).
The stochastic component étA is assumed to follow a first-order autoregressive process and
ntP is an i.i.d. normal price mark-up shock.

Capital goods producers work in a perfectly competitive environment and their invest-

ment decision can be summarized asT2

1
A 1 A /8 A /SO N N
L= ——0L 1+ ——EL 1+ ——(Q¢+¢ 1.2.13
t 1 ﬁ t—1 1 ﬂ ttt—1 1 ﬁ(Qt t) ( )

where Qt is the real value of installed capital and ¢ is the investment adjustment cost
parameter. A positive shock to the investment-specific technology, é! increases investment
in the same way as an increase in the value of the existing capital stock Q. This investment
shock is also assumed to follow a first-order autoregressive process with an i.i.d normal error
term.

And the capital stock evolves asU

Kiy1 =0 — 1)Ky + 71 + 7l (1.2.14)

where 7 is the depreciation rate, I, stands for investment and é{ represents a shock to the
investment technology.

Unlike the forward-looking monetary policy used in Cho and Moreno (2006), the mon-
etary policy rule follows a generalized Taylor rule by gradually responding to deviations
of lagged inflation from an inflation objective and the lagged output gap. This reaction
mechanism contains two monetary policy shocks: a temporary i.i.d. normal interest rate

shock(nf?) and a persistent shock for changes in inflation target(#; — ﬁt).m

This is the equation (2) of Smets and Wouters (2005).
20This is the equation (4) of Smets and Wouters (2005).
21 This is the equation (9) of Smets and Wouters (2005)
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R = pR* |+ (1—p) {7_Tt + e (T — 7)) +ry (fft - Y/tP)} + raq (T — Tp—1)

+ray (fft —-VF - (Yt—1 - ffﬁl)) +1f! (1.2.15)

where R} is the federal funds rate, 7, is the inflation target set by the central bank and
potential output(f/tp ) is defined as the level of output that would prevail under flexible price
and wages in the absence of cost-push shocks and in frictionless credit market equilibrium.
Finally Y; is the actual real GDP and #; is the actual inflation rate.

The goods market equilibrium condition can be written as!é4

(RX —1+7) N

Vi = ¢,Cy + Thyl; + 5 + 0 P+ ky (R —R)(1— 7 (R{(+Qt_1 +f(t)
Yy
(1.2.16)

where ¢, and k, denotes the steady-state ratio of consumption and capital to output re-
spectively. And EtG is interpreted as government spending shock, which follows a first-order
autoregressive process with an i.i.d. normal error term.

Finally, entrepreneurs buy the capital stock K;;; from capital goods producers at a
given price @; with internal funds(net worth, N;y;) and bank loans. And they choose
capital utilization and rent out capitals to intermediate goods firms at a rate 7f 3

The aggregate expected real return to capital is given by:

1—71 7k

EQf\1 + R7Etfﬁ1 —Q (1.2.17)

EtRi;-(H T RE

22This is the equation (8) of Smets and Wouters (2005)

#This is modified equation (3) of Smets and Wouters (2005) without exogenous risk premium shock.
From now on, I closely follows page 8 and 9 of Graeve (2006)
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where RE denotes the steady state return to capital and 7 stands for the steady state rental
rate. The first term in the equation states the value of remaining capital(g—gEtQﬁl), the
second term indicates the return from renting out the capital(g—;EtQAfil) and the last term
indicates the paid price for the purchase of capital stock(@t).

While Graeve (2006) uses set of equations adopted directly from Smets and Wouters
(2005) for the equations described up to now, Graeve (2006) extends the Smets-Wouters
model by assuming that entrepreneurs cannot borrow at the risk-less rate because of capital
market imperfection. In that case, because of the asymmetric information between the
financial intermediary and entrepreneurs, the bank should pay a state verification cost for
monitoring entrepreneurs. In equilibrium, entrepreneurs borrow up to the point where the
expected return to capital equals the cost of external finance.

At equilibrium, Graeve (2006) argues that the external finance premium is given by:
EiRf, = —<E; [Ntﬂ Qi — K1 | + Ry (1.2.18)

where € measures the elasticity of the external finance premium to variations in entrepreneurial
financial health(E; Nt+1 — Qt — kt+1:| ), measured by net worth relative to capital expen-
ditures. Following Bernanke, Gertler, and Gilchrist (1999), he assumes that the premium
over the risk-free rate required by the financial intermediary is a negative function of the
amount of collateralized net worth. When entrepreneurs have sufficient net worth to finance
the entire capital stock, Graeve (2006) explains that his model reduces to the Smets and
Wouters model.
And Graeve (2006) sets the net worth equation of entrepreneurs by:

N _ K /- N A N
Nyt = vRE [N (R{( - Et_lRf) + B, RE + N, (1.2.19)

where 7 is the entrepreneurial survival rate and % is the steady state ratio of capital to net
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worth.

Graeve (2006) concludes that his model with the financial accelerator(endogenous ex-
ternal finance premium) performs substantially better in matching the macro-dynamics
relative to the Smets-Wouters model without that mechanism from examining the Bayes

factor.

1.2.3.3 Factor-augmented vector autoregressions(FAVAR)

Central banks increasingly pay attention to a much larger number of time-series in their fore-
casts than is commonly assumed by academic econometricians. For example, the US Fed is
thought to keep and evaluate thousands of series. Usual criticisms of the common VAR ap-
proach to monetary policy shock identification center around that a relatively small amount
of information is used by usual VARs with at most eight variables. The New-Keynesian
models discussed in the last section are also subject to the same criticism since they use at
most eight variables. This information set is very small available to the information sets of
actual central bankers who constantly watch even hundreds of data series.

Recently, Bernanke, Boivin, and Eliasz (2005) propose a solution to deal with this
critique on limited information problem by combining the usual VAR analysis and principal
component analysis to incorporate latent factors extracted with a large panel of economic
data. They argue that those latent factors can be interpreted as state variables of the
economy such as unobserved potential output or credit conditions.

In this paper, I use a series of monetary policy shock identified from FAVAR model
in order to investigate two issues. First, since this model provides monthly estimates of
structural shocks, we can examine the relationship between monetary policy shocks and
stock returns further at a higher frequency than quarterly horizon. Second, the size of the
data set used in estimating New-Keynesian models may be too small to extract monetary

policy shocks with 8 variables and 20 years of quarterly data. Since I use almost 40 years
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of monthly data to check for the effects of monetary policy on the cross-section of stock
returns, empirical results using this model would provide another testing ground for the
effects of monetary policy.

However, there is a criticism on using this type of models. Even though structural
vector autoregresions(VARs) are widely used to show the effect of monetary policy shocks
on the economy, these models typically use simple identifying restrictions consistent with
various models2d Following the standard structural VAR approach, FAVAR proposed by
Bernanke, Boivin, and Eliasz (2005) also focuses on specifications that identify the monetary
policy shock while remaining agnostic about the structure of the rest of the model and
the number of unobservable factors. Because this is not a true structural model based on
microfoundations, it is questionable whether the results are robust and not subject to Lucas
(1976) critique problems.

Bernanke, Boivin, and Eliasz (2005) propose the following state space model:

Transition Equation

=®(L) + v, ve ~ (0,Q)
Y Yioa
where Y; is an M x 1 vector of observable economic variables assumed to drive the dynamics

of the economy and F; is a K x 1 vector of “unobserved” factors such as unobserved potential

output or credit conditions.

Measurement equation

Xt = AFFt + Ay}/t + (&3
(Nx1) (NxK)(NxM)(Nx1)

24For example, Sims (1992) assumes that monetary policy only affects output with a lag.(money granger
causes output)
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where e; ~ N(0, R) and R is a diagonal matrix and e; and v; are independent. X; is N x 1
vector of economic variables useful to extract F;

In matrix forms, measurement equation can be expressed as the following;:

Xt Af Ay Ft €t
= +
Y; 0 I Y: 0

Following Bernanke, Boivin, and Eliasz (2005)’s empirical specifications, I extract three
latent factors from 120 monthly macro series and use the federal funds rate as the single
observed factor. In this case, Y; = R; and R; is monetary policy instrument.

Even though I use several complex models to identify monetary policy shocks, the models
presented here should be viewed only as approximations to the actual monetary transmission
mechanism. A realistic quantitative model still needs to incorporate additional complexi-
ties. Nonetheless, the basic elements of the optimizing model of the monetary transmission
mechanism used in this paper are interpreted as being representative of crucial elements of
a realistic model; and indeed, Smets and Wouters (2003) argue that the illustrative mod-
els discussed here have many elements in common with rational-expectations models of
the monetary transmission mechanism that are already being used for quantitative policy

evaluation at a number of central banks.

1.3 Empirical Specification

1.3.1 Baseline Empirical Models

This section provides a simple Bayesian framework for estimating and evaluating a version
of ICAPM based on the state variables estimated from several New-Keynesian models. In

order to estimate the models explained in the previous section, I present a Markov Chain
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Monte Carlo(MCMC) algorithm to encompass all of the estimation procedures 23

1.3.1.1 Assumptions and Estimation algorithm

First, I express the joint density of all the parameters by

f\ By02, 02, XIR,M)

where A denotes the risk price;3 is the risk(betas);o2 and o2 will be defined later; X is a
vector of state variables(structural shocks); R is a vector of portfolio returns;M is a vector
of macro variables.

I assume that structural shocks(X) are identified only from New-Keynesian models with
macro variables but not from stock market returns. However, this assumption might not
be innocuous. Modelling and identifying the interaction between monetary policy and the
stock market is complicated by endogeneity problem since the Federal Reserve may react
to movements in asset price returns while asset price returns are sensitive to the interest
rate set by the monetary authorities.(e.g.Rigobon and Sack (2003))

I argue why these assumption can still be valid with the following reasons. First, the
reaction of the Fed on stock market behavior might not be too big. For example, Bernanke
and Gertler (1999) augment an otherwise conventional Taylor rule with the lag of asset
price returns and find that the Fed does not react to the stock market. They argue that

the Fed with inflation target objective should respond only to inflation component of stock

25 Alternative classical approach can be specified following Brennan, Wang, and Xia (2004).In their ap-
proach, they first estimate an essential affine term structure models using maximum likelihood estimation
with Kalman filter and do the usual Fama-Macbeth two-step regressions. In this setup, GMM estimation
of all parameters is impossible because of Kalman filter, which is true in estimating New-Keynesian DSGEs
since it also involves Kalman filter. In fact, since I use diffuse priors for almost all parameters, we might
be able to interpret the estimation results similar to bootstrap estimation of all parameters in classical

approach.

26 . . . .

I suppress structural parameters in New-Keynesian models since these parameters are not primary
concerns.
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market volatility. Since inflation rate itself is included in estimation of New-Keynesian
models, adding stock market variables would not be that much important for estimation
results. Second, none of the standard New-Keynesian models include stock market data to
identify structural shocks for macro economy. Probably one notable exception is FAVAR
model, which includes stock market returns to extract latent factors from observed vari-
ables. Therefore, robustness checks using FAVAR models might be interesting to check
whether monetary policy shock is really important for explaining the cross-section of stock
returns. Finally, empirical asset pricing studies using macro-variables typically assume that
state variables extracted from some macro-models are exogenous to the stock market. For
example, Thorbecke (1997) include stock return as most endogenous variables in his struc-
tural VAR to investigate the time-series relationship between monetary policy shock and
stock returns.

This joint density can now be decomposed as:

fN B, 02,02 X, R) f(X|M) (1.3.1)

Furthermore, I assume that prior independence of parameters in f(X|M) and those in
f(\, B,0%,0%X,R). Then I can estimate posterior distributions of all parameters in sep-
arate blocks. Based on the given assumptions, I use unified MCMC scheme to estimate
all parameters by repeating estimation steps given below 22 T estimate the given models in
step 1 for burn-in period 2 And after burn-in period, I start to repeat step 1 through 3
and save series of identified structural shocks and calculate posterior distributions of corre-
sponding risks and risk prices. During the repetition, I calculate and save various statistics

for the comparison of different models. However, for the Fama-French three factor model

or CAPM, I skip the step 1 since factors are all observed.

2TIn fact, it becomes a sequential estimation of three blocks of MCMC using assumptions.

281 use Brooks and Gelman (1998)’s convergence diagnostic to make sure actual convergence of algorithm
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Step 1. estimation of f(X|M) I estimate New-Keynesian or FAVAR models and obtain
the series of structural errors from given models after burn-in periods. In order to estimate
New-Keynesian models and FAVAR model, I utilize a Bayesian method. While maximum
likelihood estimation(MLE) is known to produce better results than generalized methods of
moments(GMM) in estimating DSGE models, several researchers(e.g.An and Schorfheide
(2005)) criticize MLE with ”dilemma of absurd parameter estimates” when applying MLE to
DSGE models and argue that Bayesian methods often produce more acceptable parameter
estimates combining prior information from micro-economic studies.

Specifically, I use the DYNARE package to estimate the Linearized DSGE models22
The Bayesian estimation methodology in DYNARE package contains the following steps.
First, the linearized rational expectations model is solved with the generalized Schur de-
composition(QZ) method0 , which leads to results in a state equation in the predetermined
state variables. Second, the model is written in the state space form by adding a measure-
ment equation that links the observable variables to the vector of state variables. Third, the
likelihood function is derived using the Kalman filter. Finally, after the posterior density is
formed by combining the likelihood function with a prior distribution over the parameters,
a Random-Walk Metropolis(tRWM) algorithm is utilized to generate draws from the pos-
terior distribution of parameters. The RWM algorithm belongs to the more general class
of Metropolis-Hastings algorithms which generate Markov chains with stationary distribu-
tions that correspond to the posterior distributions of interest BT 1p order to get appropriate
starting values, DYNARE estimates the posterior mode with Sims’ ”c¢minwel” function and

the inverse of the Hessian is computed at that posterior mode. Since it is well known that

29T estimate New-Keynesian models I employ DYNARE version 3.5, by S. Adjemian, M. Juillard and
O.Kamenik. I appreciate for their kindness to make this phenomenal toolbox available. For FAVAR, I utilize
Matlab programs downloaded from Jean Boivin’s website. I also thank him for sharing his programs and
data

307 refer to Klein (2000) for a reference of the QZ method

317 refer to Chib and Greenberg (1995) for an excellent introduction to Metropolis-Hastings algorithms.
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the posterior distribution of each parameter is asymptotically normal, a Gaussian approx-
imation around the posterior mode and a scaled asymptotic covariance matrix is used as
the proposal distribution. And the scale parameters are chosen to obtain approximately
35 % acceptance rate. The debugging features of DYNARE are used to determine if the
optimization routines have found the optimum and if enough draws have been executed for
the posterior distributions to be accurate.

Before developing step 2, I state the implied ICAPM in the form of the fundamental

asset pricing equation and the corresponding beta-regression.

E (M Ry [dy) =0 (1.3.2)

where R ;is an N-vector of excess returns(test assets) to a short term risk-free from t
to t+1; M4 is the asset pricing kernel(or stochastic discount factor) given in (L23]); 1
denotes the information at time t. By plugging (L2.3]) into (L3.2), implied ICAPM model
can be intuitively expressed by (expected return = risk price(A)*risk(53)).

Since I use non-return factors implied from New-Keynesian models, I can not obtain the
risk price(\) and risk(f) simultaneously. Therefore, I assume that we can estimate A and

B in two steps with the Fama-MacBeth analogy. Now, I can express (L3.)) by:

f(A\ 0018,02, X, R) f(B, 071X, R) f(X| M) (1.3.3)

where \ and o2 are the parameters in cross-sectional regression; 3 and o2 are the parameters

in time-series regression.

Step 2. estimation of risk(8) with f(3,0%|X,R) If I assume that the econometri-
cian has access to both excess returns and the historical values of the true state vari-
ables(structural shocks) given from the first step, then the second step in this estimation

scheme is a multivariate time-series regression of excess returns(r’) on the state variables
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or structural shocks from the first step(X?):

rt= X3+ ¢ fori =1,2,..,m (1.3.4)

where 7 is a T x 1 vector of the T observations of the dependent variable(portfolio returns),
X%is a T x p' matrix of independent variables(state variables or structural shocks), 3 is
a p' x 1 vector of the regression coefficients(betas), and e is the vector of errors for the T
observations of the ith regression.

In matrix forms,

F=XB+eé (1.3.5)
where
rt Xt o0 0 Bt el
A r? - 0 X2 .0 5= 32 . e? ,éwN(O,Z@IT)
r 0 0 xm om e™

As the above remarks indicate, 7 are asset returns and the independent variables, X are
factors(structural shocks) in asset pricing models, (3 are risks of factors. Since the set of
factors is the same across all equations, i.e., (X = X' = X2 =,..., X™), we can interpret
(C3X) as a seemingly unrelated regressions(SUR) model with the same independent vari-
ables. Typically, we assume ,in linear factor models, that > is diagonal, i.e., ¢! = N (0, 01-2)
and cov (ei, el ) = 0 for i# j. Since generalized least square(GLS) estimation is numerically
equal to OLS estimation in this case, we can estimate each equation in the above system
with Bayesian estimation of ordinary least squares regression.(r’ = X" + €’ for all i)

Based on the given models, I can utilize simple Bayesian regression method with non-

informative priors. If r|3%, 02, X' ~ N (X’ﬂi, 02[) and p (ﬂi, log ag) oo o2 then it follows
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that the conditional posterior distribution p (/3%3; X, R) can be written as:
i) 2 o N A i yi\ !
p (802X, R) ~ NypyN (X X) X', o (X X) (1.3.6)

The posterior distribution of o2 can be written as:p (¢Z|data) ~ Inv x*(n — k, s?). Us-
ing Gibbs-sampling technique, I can estimate (§ with previous returns data with state
variables(X) from the step 1. However, it is well known that in this case, the following
marginal distribution of 4 holds: p (8|data) ~ MVT,,_j (ﬁi,, SZXHXrl). Therefore, T just

use modes of multivariate t distribution as estimates of (3.

Step 3. estimation of risk price(\) with f(),02|3,02,X,R) Finally, I estimate risk
prices(\) using [ as independent variables for each time. In classical approach, Fama-
MacBeth approach suggests that I should run this cross-sectional regressions each quarter,
generating time-series of estimates for risk prices(\). Means, standard errors, and t-statistics
are then computed from these time series and inference proceeds in the usual manner, as
if the time series are independently and identically distributed. It is well known that secu-
rity returns are cross-sectionally correlated, due to common market and industry factors,
and also are heteroscedastic. As a result, the usual formulas for standard errors are not
appropriate for the OLS cross-sectional regressions(CSR). Fama-Macbeth approach is inter-
preted as a remedy for this phenomenon. Since the true variance of each quarterly estimator
depends on the covariance matrix of returns, cross-sectional correlation and heteroskedas-
ticity are reflected in the time series of quarterly estimates. Following this argument, I run
Bayesian cross-sectional regression every time using (L3.6]). However, its independent vari-

ables become () instead of X?, and A become a vector of coefficients from this regression

p (N|o2; data) ~ Nypyn ((ﬂi'ﬂ’) T gt o2 (ﬁi’ﬂ’i) _1> (1.3.7)

where [ is obtained from the previous step.
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However, estimates given in step 2 provide some information about covariance matrix
for error terms in cross-sectional regressions since intercept terms in time-series regressions
are related to error terms in cross-sectional regression. In fact, Cochrane (2001) argues,
in classical sense, that while GLS is asymptotically more efficient, estimation results may
not be trustworthy for large portfolios since GLS meaning OLS on transformed portfolios
and it pays attention to uninteresting but low residual variance or near riskless portfolios.
Therefore, consistent with previous studies using OLS, I use either Bayesian Gibbs sampling

using (L.3.7) or use modes of multivariate t distribution as before.

POVX,R) ~ MVT, i (3, 525i’5i‘1) . (1.3.8)

The whole procedure can be interpreted as usual integrating-out of nuisance parameters.
After simulating the posterior distribution of parameters, simulated parameters can then

be used to construct the posterior distribution of risk prices by the following form:

fIN = / / / / f(\, B,02,02,X| M,R )do2dBdo?dX

Any function of estimated parameters can also be constructed with same logic. For
example, I construct Jagannathan and Wang (1996)’s adjusted R? to judge the goodness of

fit of the suggested empirical models.

where 0'% represents the in-sample cross-sectional variance, R is a vector of average excess

returns, and € stands for the vector of average residuals in cross-sectional regression.
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1.4 Data and Empirical Results

1.4.1 Data

In this study, I use three different macro data sets. First, in order to estimate three versions
of Cho and Moreno model, I download their data set from the website of Journal of Money,
Credit, and Banking® They use U.S. quarterly time series for three variables: output
gap, inflation rate using GDP deflator and the quarterly average of Federal funds rate from
1980:Q4 to 2004:Q4 53 They choose this sample period after several parameter stability tests
and report their results are robust across several output gap measures with the Consumer
Price Index(CPI) and the 3 Month T-Bill rate. I estimate their models using linearly-
detrended output gap and inflation rate using GDP deflator and the Federal funds rate.
Perhaps, this sample period explicitly shows the relationship between monetary policy and
stock returns because Fed has responded more vigorously to inflation variations since 1979.

Second, I estimate Graeve (2006)’s model using his data and DYNARE program 5,
His data set consists of real GDP, consumption, investment, real wages, hours worked,
price(GDP deflator) and the short-term interest rate of Smets and Wouters (2006) from
1947:Q1 to 2004:Q4 5% Nominal variables are deflated by the GDP-deflator and aggregate
real variables are expressed in per capita terms. All variables except for hours, inflation
and the interest rate are linearly detrended. Following Smets and Wouters (2006) and
Graeve (2006), I estimate Graeve’s model using full sample data. But for comparison,

I use extracted structural shocks only from 1980:Q4 to 2004:Q4 for explaining the cross-

321 thank Cho and Moreno for sharing their data set and JMCB for its data policy.

33They use data from 1980:Q1 to 2000:Q1 in their main estimation but extend their data set for robustness
check. Their data is annualized and in percentages. Federal funds rate data was collected from the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve website. Real GDP and the GDP deflator were obtained from the National
Income and Product Accounts (NIPA). I refer to Cho and Moreno (2006) for the details.

341 greatly appreciate for his sharing of his program and data

35For data description, I refer to data appendix of Smets and Wouters (2006).
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section of stock returns. Even though sample period used in estimation is different, identified
structural shocks are similar across different models. For example, any measure of monetary
policy shocks from models 1,2 and 3 of Cho and Moreno (2006) has a correlation above 80
% of temporary monetary shocks from Graeve (2006)’s model. This might indicate the
robustness of this Smets-Wouters model over simple three equations of New-Keynesian
models since parameter instability of simple models would be endogenously incorporated in
this complex model.

Finally, I download data from the website of Jean Boivin to estimate FAVAR model 58
They use Federal funds rate and other monthly macro-economic data from January 1959
through August 2001 and extract latent factors from a balanced panel of 120 monthly
macroeconomic time series, which is transformed to induce stationarity. Probably, one
characteristic of their data is noteworthy to be mentioned. Unlike New-Keynesian mod-
els using only macro variables, Bernanke, Boivin, and Eliasz (2005) include stock prices
data(NYSE and S&P stock index, dividend yield, price-earning ratio) to extract their la-
tent factors. I use structural shocks from this model to check the relationship between
monetary policy and stock returns for full sample period.

In cross-sectional analysis, I use ,as test assets, the returns on Fama-French 25 portfolios
sorted by size and book-to-market and 30 industry portfolios. Even though the 25 portfolios
have become the benchmark in testing competing asset pricing models, Lewellen, Nagel, and
Shanken (2006) show that the 55 portfolios are the more appropriate to rigorously compare
the models. All the portfolio returns and the Fama-French three-factors -the returns of the

market portfolio(Rmrf), HML, and SMB are downloaded from French’s website.

36T thank him for sharing his data and program. I refer to the data appendix of Bernanke, Boivin, and
Eliasz (2005) for the description of the data set and their detrending methods.
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1.4.2 Priors and estimation results for New-Keynesian models

The Bayesian approach facilitates the incorporation of prior information from other macro
as well as micro studies. As is well known from Bayes rule, the posterior distribution of a
parameter is proportional to the product of its prior distribution and the likelihood function
of the data. This prior distribution describes the available information prior to observing
the data used in the estimation. The observed data is then used to update the prior, via
Bayes theorem, to the posterior distribution of the parameters. However, Bayesian analysis
is often criticized for its subjectivity bias from prior selections. In this study, I employ
non-informative priors whenever possible. Especially, for the second and the third blocks of
estimation, readily available non-informative Jeffrey priors are used.(p (ﬁi, log Jg) 0 0.2)
In specifying the prior density, I assume that all parameters in each block are indepen-
dently distributed of other parameters in the other blocks. This assumption simplifies my
estimation since all blocks of estimation can be now separately done along with identifying
assumptions given in the previous section.

For the first block estimation of New-Keynesian models, however, informative priors
seem to be indispensable. While maximum likelihood estimation(MLE) or Bayesian esti-
mation with non-informative priors is known to produce better results than the generalized
methods of moments(GMM) in estimating DSGE models, several researchers(e.g.An and
Schorfheide (2005)) criticize MLE with ”"dilemma of absurd parameter estimates” when
applying the MLE to DSGE models and argue that Bayesian methods often produce more
acceptable parameter estimates. For the estimation of Graeve (2006) and FAVAR, I exactly
follow their selections of prior distributions22 However, I need to select prior distributions
of the parameters in Cho and Moreno (2006)’s models since they use MLE in their paper.
First, I choose distributional assumptions following Graeve (2006) in the sense that if some

parameters have positivity restrictions(e.g.Calvo parameter), I impose beta distribution

371 refer to their papers for the details on their prior selection.
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and I use usual inverted gamma distribution for variance parameters. However, in order to
minimize biases caused by the selection of prior distribution and obtain consistent results
with Cho and Moreno (2006), I choose almost non-informative priors. For example, with
DYNARE, I can check whether posterior modes are uniquely identifiable with given prior
density and likelihood function. I set the variance of prior density as large as possible if
unique mode is identified.

In Bayesian analysis, monitoring the convergence of parameters is critical since without
it, we are not sure whether estimated parameters can be considered as a valid sample from
the posterior distribution 23 Therefore, in order to ensure convergence, I do several checks.
First, I simulate samples from each New-Keynesian model at least 200,000 draws from five
different chains and after discarding 50 % of them in each chain as burn-in replications, I
calculate the convergence diagnostics of Brooks and Gelman (1998) offered in DYNARE
package. I find every parameter converged with this statistics. When I also draw one long
chain of 1,000,000 draws from each model with 500,000 as burn-in periods, I obtain similar
results.

While all of the parameter estimates are similar to those presented in Cho and Moreno
(2006) and Graeve (2006) B2 1 report the estimated structural shocks omitted from the tables
of Cho and Moreno (2006) and Graeve (2006). Several points deserve to be mentioned 20
First, in Table [T, model 2(M2) and model 3(M3) are extended versions of model 1(M1)
with autocorrelation alone or cross-correlation together. We expect that even though es-
timated shocks are similar across the models, autocorrelations of model 2 and of model 3

will be much lower than that of model 1. These facts are confirmed in the table. Correla-

38For FAVAR model, I exactly follow the suggestions given in Bernanke, Boivin, and Eliasz (2005) and
obtain similar estimates using their original programs.

39T omit results of parameter estimation and refer to the tables in each paper for the details since there is
no additional information provided from reporting the same estimates.

40T also omit results of FAVAR and just show Figure [[3] for overall picture since these results are not
primary concerns in this paper.
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tions of estimated shocks are above 90% in every case, but autocorrelations of shocks are
significantly lower in model 2 and model 3 compared with that of model 1. This pattern
is also confirmed in Figure [ Il Table and Figure reports the sample statistics and
patterns of estimated structural shocks from Graeve’s model.

Two facts deserve special attention for understanding the risk premium reported in the
next section. In Graeve’s model, there are two monetary policy shocks;permanent shock to
inflation target(GE_PIE_BAR) and temporary monetary policy shock(GETA_R). Table [[3]
reports correlation between these two shocks and monetary policy shocks identified from
Cho and Moreno’s models. Interestingly, monetary shocks of Cho and Moreno’s models
seem to capture mostly temporary monetary shock. Correlation between Cho and Moreno’s
monetary policy shocks and Graeve’s temporary monetary policy shocks are around 75% but
with permanent shocks, correlation is just 30%. Therefore, I interpret Cho and Moreno’s
monetary policy shocks as temporary shocks. Finally, I do not report here but confirm an
important result from the table 4 of Graeve (2006). He calculates which structural shock is
important for explaining the external finance premium for several different horizons using
variance decomposition. In this estimates, the shock to investment technology corresponds

to almost 85 % of the external finance premium especially for horizons over two years.

1.4.3 Cross-sectional implications of New-Keynesian models

In this section, I examine the pricing performance of the full set of state variables from
New-Keynesian models over the period from 1980:Q1 to 2004:Q4. The full set of shocks of
the state variables consists of the price mark-up shock(AS), the preference shock(IS) and the
temporary monetary shock for models 1,2 and 3 proposed by Cho and Moreno (2006). For
Graeve’s model, I choose 4 structural shocks in order to investigate the source of risk pre-
mium more precisely. For consistent comparison with Cho and Moreno’s models, I choose

price mark-up shock(Price-Markup), permanent shock to inflation target(Monetaryl) and
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temporary monetary shock(Monetary2). In addition, I select a shock to investment tech-
nology (Investment) as a main determinant for the external finance premium 2 These state
variables derived from New-Keynesian models are risk factors in the ICAPM model. The
objective is to test whether assets’ loadings with respect to these risk factors are important
determinants of its average returns.

I repeat the following estimation steps for at least 200,000 for each model. After burn-in
periods, estimated structural shocks from the first step estimation of New-Keynesian models
are saved. In the second block of Bayesian estimation, I regress the portfolio returns on these
structural shocks saved from the first block to obtain the risk prices(betas). As in Lettau
and Ludvigson (2001b), the full-sample loadings, which are the independent variables in the
second stage regressions, are computed in this multiple time-series regression using marginal
posterior density of parameters. With diffuse priors, I just can use modes of parameters in

multivariate t-distribution instead of using Gibbs sampling®< The following regression is

specifically used.

Rit — Ry = o+ Bi1 X+ Bio X1 + i3 Xz +€iy

where R;; is portfolio returns;Ry; is treasury bill returns; Rys; is market returns; Xj;
for i=1,2 and 3 are structural shocks extracted from the first block of estimation. For
unconditional CAPM and the Fama-French three factor model, usual Rmrf, HML, SMB
are used as state variables.

Finally, in the third block of estimation, the posterior means of betas from the previous
regressions are subsequently used as independent variables in this cross-sectional regression

for all time period. Following Fama-Macbeth analogy, I estimate means and standard

41This shock corresponds to 85% of the external finance premium using variance decomposition reported
in the table 4 of Graeve (2006)

42Details of this Bayesian estimation methods are given in the previous section.



37

deviation of risk prices(\) for each time using risks(betas) as independent variables from

the previous step. The following forms are used in cross sectional regressions.

CAPM: R;; — Ry; = a; + A\;Rmrf

FF3: R;; — Ry; = a; + A Rmrf 4+ ASMB + A3HML

Modell,2 and 3: R;; — Ry = o + AMAS + XIS + AzMonetary

GRAEVE: R;; — Ry = «a; + AlInvestment + AsMonetaryl + Agprice mark-up +

Ll

AsMonetary?2
5. FAVAR: R;; — Ry; = a; + Alatentl + Aolatent2 + Aglatent3 + AyMonetary?2

where definition of models and variables are reported in the tables of 4,5 and 6.

After burn-in periods in the first and the second steps of MCMC estimation of models,
I save samples of the risk prices and ,using only the last 1,000 samples, I calculate means
and standard deviations of them& To judge the goodness of fit of the suggested empirical
models, I use the posterior modes of cross-sectional R? measure employed first by Jagan-
nathan and Wang (1996). This R? represents the fraction of cross-sectional variation in

average returns explained by the model. This measure is calculated asZd

R) — o.(e)
ot(R)

where O'% represents the in-sample cross-sectional variance,R is a vector of average excess

2 TR

returns, and éstands for the vector of average residuals in cross-sectional regression.

I also report the root mean square of pricing errors(«) in cross-sectional regression(RMSE)

as another intuitive diagnostic to compare the models. T use

“3Following Bernanke, Boivin, and Eliasz (2005), I also use medians of parameters to obtain qualitatively
the same results in cross-sectional implication of models.

41Usual model comparison using Bayes factors are not employed for the following reasons. First, I use
non-informative or diffuse priors on many parameters in order to minimize possible biases from selections of
prior distribution. However, with these diffuse priors, closed form of marginal densities are hard to obtain.
Furthermore, New-Keynesian models involve one more step to estimate structural shocks than unconditional
CAPM and the Fama-French three factor model. It is unclear whether usual comparison is still valid in this
case.
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all the models. Cochrane advocates this measure by arguing that even though Hansen-
Jagannathan(HJ) distance measure is invariant to portfolio formation, this simple RMSE
could be more informative if the original portfolios were primary concerns and the second
moment matrix of the test assets is quite close to singulai®® since the HJ distance places
too much weight on pricing near-riskless portfolios rather than pricing the original assets.

Table [[4] reports the posterior modes of coefficients, standard errors and the degrees
of freedom-adjusted R? of Jagannathan and Wang (1996) and the RMSE for the cross-
sectional regressions using the excess returns on 25 portfolios sorted by book-to-market and
size. In this table, structural shocks are identified from New-Keynesian models. First, in
most cases, the market factor(Rmrf) receives a negative and statistically insignificant risk
premium consistent with the findings of Fama and French (1992). Even though it appears
to be a severe problem for the CAPM, the negative market risk premium has not been
understood yet. Since the issue is beyond the scope of this paper, I defer it to the future
studies. Second, there is a mixed evidence for the value premium in the data. Even though
the HML in the Fama-French three factor itself is not priced in the cross section of average
returns, inclusion of the HML tends to increase the cross-section R? (R? is above 80%).
Third, model 1 of Cho and Moreno is even worse than CAPM in terms of R? and RMSE.
Their models 2 and 3 are comparable to or slightly better than CAPM. Among other things,
monetary shock(Monetary) is not statistically significant while aggregate supply shock,i.e.,
price mark-up shock(AS) and IS shock are statistically significant.

Parameter estimates of Graeve’s model will shed some lights on why Cho and Moreno
models fail to fully explain risk premium. This is mainly because Graeve’s model is a

significant extension of Cho and Moreno’s models and provides more precise description

“*Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) suggest that Fama-French 25 size and B/M sorted portfolios have
essentially three degree of freedom.

46 Jagannathan and Wang (1996) and Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b) also report negative estimates for the
market risk premium, using monthly or quarterly data.
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of the structural shocks. Specifically, Graeve’s model uses two monetary policy shocks.
Only the loading with respect to permanent monetary policy shock to inflation target is an
important determinant of average returns. Since Cho and Moreno’s monetary shock can
mostly be interpreted as temporary monetary shock, we can conclude that investors in the
stock market primarily respond to the persistent shock from the Fed decision. This seems
natural since target changes, by definition, have persistent effects on the future economy.
Second, the loading on a shock to investment as the main proxy of the external finance
premium is also an important cross-sectional determinant of average returns. The value
premium has been an important yet controversial subject in the asset pricing literature.
In fact, Fama and French (1993) argue that HML and SMB represent compensations for
risk consistent with Merton (1973)’s ICAPM. While several models have been developed to
explain these premiums, Hahn and Lee (2006) find that the size and value premiums are
compensation for higher exposure to the risks related to changing credit market conditions
and interest rates(monetary policy). They argue that small-sized and high book-to-market
firms would be more vulnerable to worsening credit market conditions and higher interest
rates since small firms tend to be young, poorly collateralized, and have limited access to
external capital markets (Gertler and Gilchrist (1994)) and high book-to-market firms tend
to have high financial leverage and cash flow problems. However, there is some controversy
over the interpretation of Hahn and Lee (2006)’s findings since they use term spreads and
default spreads as proxies for the external finance premium and monetary policy. Other
hypotheses might well be developed to explain their results. My empirical results suggest
that their hypotheses are indeed valid for explaining part of the size and value premium
since my empirical proxies are obtained from equilibrium models more precisely and the
loadings on both components price Fama-French 25 portfolios significantly.

Finally, the loading on price mark-up shock is statistically significant from models of

either Cho and Moreno or Graeve. This shock determines the major component of the
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inflation rate. Even though stocks are claims on real asset, in the short run, they are not
good hedges against inflation ™ One possible hypothesis is that volatile inflation tends to
accompany with volatile levels of real output, which induces inflation risk premium in asset
markets. Using reduced form models, Brennan, Wang, and Xia (2004) also find that portion
of risk premium is related to the inflation rate.

Figure [[4] plots the realized versus predicted returns of the models examined. The
closer a portfolio lies on the 45-degree line, the better the model can explain the returns of
the portfolio. It can be seen from the graph that the ICAPM implied from Graeve’s model
explains the value effect comparable to Fama-French three-factor model: In general, the
fitted expected returns on value portfolios (larger second digit) are higher than the fitted
expected returns on growth portfolios (smaller second digit).

Recently, Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) argue that the proposed models for the
value premium do not seem to explain premium of industry portfolios. Typically, they
find that most of the models are even worse than the Fama-French three factor model in
explaining industry premium. Therefore, Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) recommend
that when three factors explain nearly all of the time-series variation in returns of size-B/M
portfolios, we should augment them with 30 industry portfolios which don’t correlate with
SMB and HML as much for correct comparison of the models. Furthermore, since there are
essentially three degrees of freedom in Fama-French 25 portfolios, Cochrane (2006) suggests
that asset pricing models with more than three factors, should be carefully investigated even
though those models tend to explain Fama-French 25 portfolios.m Following the suggestions
of Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006), I test the robustness of the proposed empirical
models by examining the ability of the competing models to price industrial portfolios. I

expect that if we have meaningful asset pricing models, my proposed models should describe

47T refer to the chapter 11 of Siegel (2002) for the details

48Brennan, Wang, and Xia (2004) also tests their model with this 55 portfolios and finds that their model
is statistically rejected. However, they don’t report any intuitive statistics.
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these asset returns better than the Fama-French model does.

Table reports the cross-sectional regression results on the 55 portfolios returns. Now
ICAPMs implied from New-Keynesian models perform clearly better than unconditional
CAPM or the Fama-French three factor model, in explaining the test assets in terms of
the intuitive measures(both R? and RMSE). Therefore, suggested models clearly satisfy
the robustness criteria of Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) since they have a higher
explanatory power in terms of the 55 portfolios than all the other models. The plots of
Figure also confirm these facts. However, while permanent monetary policy shock to
inflation target prices industry portfolios significantly, all other structural shocks fail to
explain industry risk premium. This could reflect that while the credit channel under the
capital market imperfection is important for determining the value and the size premia,
interest rate channel would be more important for explaining industry premium. Peersman
and Smets (2005) show that there is considerable cross-industry heterogeneity in monetary
policy effects and find that durability of the output produced by the sector is an important
determinant of its sensitivity to monetary policy changes. They argue these facts as evidence
for interest rate/cost-of-capital channel since the demand for durable products, such as
investment goods, is known to be much more affected by a rise in the interest rate through
the cost-of-capital channel than the demand for non-durables such as food. Recently, Gomes,
Kogan, and Yogo (2007) argue that durability of output is a risk factor since the demand for
durable goods is more cyclical than that for nondurable goods and services. Consequently,
the cash flow and stock returns of durable-good producers are exposed to higher systematic
risk and investors request higher risk premium for that. This study might indicate that
monetary policy shock is one of fundamental shocks behind this risk premium.

New-Keynesian models employed in this paper use at most eight variables in the esti-
mation. However, this information set is very small compared to the information sets which

the Fed uses for its conducts monetary policy. Since FAVAR model uses principal com-
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ponents of 120 monthly macro data including stock market variables for extracting state
variables of the economy, the result would be robust to possible omitted variable problems
in New-Keynesian models. I report the cross-sectional regression results on the 25 and 55
portfolios returns using structural shocks from FAVAR model in Table and Figure

In summary, identified monetary policy shock is a significant risk factor with same
negative sign for 25 and 55 portfolios of monthly returns. This indicate that monetary
policy shocks are indeed important for determining risk premium and this result is quite
robust to model misspecification. While other structural shocks can be risk factors for
explaining part of the value and the size premia, once confronted with industry portfolios,

all the factors except for monetary policy shock lose their statistical significance.

1.5 Conclusion

This study contributes to the asset pricing literature in several respects. While there seems
to be ample time-series evidence of the effects of monetary policy on stock returns, it has
not been clear whether monetary policy shocks affect the cross section of stock returns.
Even though some research(e.g.Hahn and Lee (2006)) find that connection between the
policy shocks and stock returns using indirect measure of the capital market imperfection
and monetary policy, many researchers seem to be reluctant to accept the results since they
are established from reduced form empirical models.

In this paper, I employ a more direct measure of the capital market imperfection and
monetary policy utilizing the recent advance in monetary economics literature. In fact,
the present study is the first application of New-Keynesian models to explain the cross-
section of stock returns with two monetary transmission mechanisms. I show that empirical
models suggested in this study provide more structural interpretation using direct measure
of structural shocks.

Two empirical findings emerge from this analysis using quarterly data from 1980 to 2004
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and monthly data from 1960 to 2001. First, I find that both the permanent monetary policy
shock to inflation target and the shock to the external finance premium successfully capture
major portions of the size and the value premia. These results support the findings of Hahn
and Lee (2006) that state variables reflecting revisions in the market’s expectation about
future credit market conditions and interest rates explain the size and the value premia.
They argue that small-sized and high-book-to-market firms would be more vulnerable to
worsening credit market conditions and higher interest rates.

Second, the permanent monetary policy shock to inflation target explains part of indus-
try risk premium once I correctly account for the capital market imperfection. This may
well reflect that while the credit channel with the capital market imperfection is important
for determining the value and the size premia, interest rate channel would be more impor-
tant for explaining industry premium. Peersman and Smets (2005) show that there is a
considerable amount of cross-industry heterogeneity in the overall monetary policy effects.
Specifically, they find that the durability of the outputs produced by industry sector is an
important determinant of its sensitivity to monetary policy changes. Recently, Gomes, Ko-
gan, and Yogo (2007) argue that the demand for durable goods is more cyclical than that for
nondurable goods and services. Consequently, the cash flow and stock returns of durable-
good producers are exposed to higher systematic risk and thus investors request higher
risk premium. This study shows that monetary policy shock is one of crucial fundamental
shocks behind this risk premium.

Finally, selected ICAPMs using New-Keynesian models are capable of explaining the
cross-section of the Fama-French 25 size and B/M sorted portfolios significantly (R?=72%)
and part of risk premia for 55 portfolios with their 30 industry portfolios(R?=30%). This
result satisfy the robustness criterion of Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) that criticize
most of the empirical asset pricing models because they only explain the value premium

but not any part of the risk premia of industry portfolios.
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While the present study uses a reasonable approximation to the economy, several refine-
ments can be done in the future studies. First, the current study uses exogenous pricing
kernel to investigate risk premium since it mainly focuses on obtaining reasonable structural
shocks frequently used in monetary economics literature. It would be interesting to see how
more consistent pricing kernels using either Campbell and Cochrane (1999) type conditional
models or heteroskedasticity based models could explain both the stylized facts in monetary
economics and in finance. Second, New-Keynesian models with more extensive form of firm
heterogeneity can be developed to explain the industry risk premium since current models
seem to capture only part of it. Third, Bekaert, Cho, and Moreno (2005) extend the mod-
els of Cho and Moreno (2006) with term structure information. This extension could also
be valuable for correct inferences since term structure information links the long-term and
short-term interest rates and that link is regarded as a crucial channel for gauging the real
effects of monetary policy on aggregate demand equation. Finally, Dedola and Lippi (2005)
find sizable and significant cross-industry differences in the effects of monetary policy, using
disaggregated data on twenty-one manufacturing sectors, from five industrialized countries.
This fact indicates that the international New-Keynesian models could be developed to

explain the risk premia in international stock markets.
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This figure plots the quarterly time series of smoothed structural shocks implied by three-equation New-
Keynesian DSGE of Cho and Moreno(2006) Note: EAS or W1 is the estimated aggregate shocks(AS);EIS
or W2 is the estimated IS shocks;EMP or W3 is the estimated monetary policy shocks;M1 stands for their
baseline New-Keynesian models;M2 stands for M1 augmented with autocorrelation in structural shocks;M3
stands for M2 augmented with cross-correlation in structural shocks. Shared areas indicate NBER business
recessions.

Figure 1.1:  Estimated modes of Smoothed Structural Shocks from Cho and
Moreno(2006,1980:4-2004:4)
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This figure plots the quarterly time series of smoothed structural shocks implied by the extended New-
Keynesian DSGE of Graeve(2006) Note: GE_A is the estimated technology shocks;GE_B is the estimated
preference shocks;GE_G is the estimated government spending shocks;GE_I is the estimated shocks to in-
vestment technology; GE_L is the estimated labor demand shocks;GE_PIE_BAR is the estimated shocks
to inflation target set by the Federal reserve(permanent monetary policy shocks);GETA_P is the estimated
price mark-up shocks;GETA_R is the estimated temporary monetary policy shocks;GETA_W is the estimated
wage mark-up shocks. Shared areas indicate NBER business recessions.

Figure 1.2: Estimated modes of Smoothed Structural Shocks from Graeve(2006)(1980:4-
2004:4)
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This figure plots the monthly time series of smoothed structural shocks implied by Factor-augmented VAR
of Bernanke,Boivin and Eliasz(2005) Note: FAVARI is the estimated shocks from the first latent factors;
FAVAR2 is the estimated shocks from the first latent factors;FAVARS3 is the estimated shocks from the first
latent factors; MONETARY is the estimated monetary policy shocks. Shared areas indicate NBER business
recessions.

Figure 1.3: Estimated modes of Smoothed Structural Shocks from FAVAR(1960:3-2001:8)
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(e) GRAEVE (f) Fama-French Three-factor model

The plot shows realized average returns (in percent) on the vertical axis and fitted expected returns (in
percent) on the horizontal axis for 25 size and book-to-market sorted portfolios. The first digit refers to the
size quintile (1 being the smallest and 5 the largest), while the second digit refers to the book-to-market
quintile (1 being the lowest and 5 the highest). For each portfolio, the realized average return is the time-
series average of the portfolio return and the fitted expected return is the fitted value for the expected return
from the corresponding model. The straight line is the 45-degree line from the origin. All models are defined

in section [[L4.3]

Figure 1.4: Fitted Expected Returns Versus Average Realized Returns for the Fama French
25 portfolios(1980:4-2004:4)
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(f) Fama-French Three-factor model

The plot shows realized average returns (in percent) on the vertical axis and fitted expected returns (in
percent) on the horizontal axis for 25 size and book-to-market sorted portfolios and 30 industry portfolios.
For each portfolio, the realized average return is the time-series average of the portfolio return and the fitted
expected return is the fitted value for the expected return from the corresponding model. The straight line
is the 45-degree line from the origin.All models are defined in section [[LZ.3]

Figure 1.5: Fitted Expected Returns Versus Average Realized Returns for the Fama French

25 portfolios and 30 Industry portfolios(1980:4-2004:4)
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(e) Fama-French Three-factor model(25) (f) Fama-French Three-factor model(55)

The plot shows realized average returns (in percent) on the vertical axis and fitted expected returns (in
percent) on the horizontal axis for 25 size and book-to-market sorted portfolios and 30 industry portfolios.
For each portfolio, the realized average return is the time-series average of the portfolio return and the fitted
expected return is the fitted value for the expected return from the corresponding model. The straight line
is the 45-degree line from the origin.All models are defined in section [[LZ.3]

Figure 1.6: Fitted Expected Returns Versus Average Realized Returns for the Fama French
25 portfolios and the 55 portfolios with 30 Industry portfolios(1960:3-2001:8)
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Table 1.1: Summary Statistics for Cho and Moreno(2006)

Summary statistics for structural shocks from Cho and Moreno(2006) from 1980:4 to 2004:4. The Auto(1)
give the first autocorrelation. Note: EAS or W1 is the estimated aggregate shocks(AS);EIS or W2 is the
estimated IS shocks;EMP or W3 is the estimated monetary policy shocks;M1 stands for their baseline New-
Keynesian models;M2 stands for M1 augmented with autocorrelation in structural shocks;M3 stands for M2
augmented with cross-correlation in structural shocks.

M1EAS MIEIS MIEMP M2EAS M2EIS M2EMP M3EAS M3EIS M3EMP

Panel A: Correlation Matrix

MI1EAS 1.000
MI1EIS -0.074 1.000

MI1EMP -0.271 0.322 1.000
M2EAS 0.945  -0.108 -0.354 1.000
M2EIS -0.113 0.954 0.286 -0.153 1.000
M2EMP -0.245 0.267 0.975 -0.316 0.251 1.000
MS3EAS 0.889  -0.030 -0.322 0.963  -0.036 -0.288 1.000
MB3EIS -0.109 0.840 -0.042 -0.156 0.907 -0.046 -0.072 1.000
M3EMP -0.232 0.292 0.970 -0.272 0.283 0.991 -0.232  -0.032 1.000

Panel B:Univariate Summary Statistics

Mean -0.045 0.004 -0.122 -0.071 0.001 -0.095 -0.103 0.028 -0.118
Skewness -0.088  -0.181 -0.805 -0.059  -0.409 -1.360 -0.134  -0.032 -1.516
Std. Dev. 0.507 0.396 0.715 0.609 0.226 0.692 0.681 0.208 0.686
Kurtosis 2.798 4.003 6.498 2.947 4.180 9.617 3.132 3.452 10.276

Auto(1) -0.438 0.179 0.189 -0.192  -0.095 0.028 -0.097  -0.128 0.034
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Table 1.2: Summary Statistics for Graeve(2006)

Summary statistics for structural shocks from Graeve(2006) from 1980:4 to 2004:4. The Auto(1) give the
first autocorrelation. Note: GE_A is the estimated technology shocks;GE_B is the estimated preference
shocks;GE_G is the estimated government spending shocks;GE_I is the estimated shocks to investment
technology; GE_L is the estimated labor demand shocks;GE_PIE_BAR is the estimated shocks to inflation
target set by the Federal reserve(permanent monetary policy shocks);GETA_P is the estimated price mark-
up shocks;GETA_R is the estimated temporary monetary policy shocks;GETA_W is the estimated wage
mark-up shocks.

GE.A GEB GEG GEI GEL GEPIEBAR GETAP GETAR GETAW

Panel A: Correlation Matrix

GE_A  1.000
GE.B -0.019 1.000
GE.G  0.389 0.000  1.000
GEI -0.209 0.100 -0.055 1.000
GELL 0.242 0.006 0.301 0.196 1.000

GE_PIE.BAR -0.041 0.644 -0.062 0.082 -0.031 1.000
GETA_P -0.067 -0.230 0.148 -0.317 -0.013 0.077 1.000
GETA_R 0.185 0.409 0.327 0.307 0.658 -0.017 -0.200 1.000
GETA_W  0.002 -0.109 -0.316 -0.269 0.030 0.063 -0.081 -0.273 1.000
Panel B:Univariate Summary Statistics
Mean -0.008 -0.045 -0.022 0.073 -0.529 -0.011 0.041 0.029 -0.038
Std. Dev. 0.405 0.282 0.524 0.522  1.666 0.026 0.152 0.148 0.276
Skewness -0.033 -1.402 0.168 -0.084 0.025 -1.138 0.364 0.302 0.684
Kurtosis  4.826 8976  4.653 2461 4.594 6.768 2.405 4.528 4.444
Auto(1) -0.127 -0.183 -0.305 -0.020  0.202 0.454 -0.023 0.084 0.018
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Table 1.3: Correlation Matrix of Identified Monetary Policy Shocks

This Table reports correlation matrix of identified monetary policy shocks from Cho and Moreno(2006)
and Graeve(2006) from 1980:4 to 2004:4. Note: M1EMP is the estimated monetary policy shocks from
model 1; M2EMP is the estimated monetary policy shocks from model 2;M3EMP is the estimated monetary
policy shocks from model 3;GE_PIE_BAR is the estimated shocks to inflation target set by the Federal
reserve(permanent monetary policy shocks);GETA_R is the estimated temporary monetary policy shocks.

M1EMP M2EMP M3EMP GE_PIE.BAR GETA_R

M1EMP 1.000
M2EMP 0.975 1.000
M3EMP 0.970 0.991 1.000
GE_PIE_.BAR 0.302 0.357 0.376 1.000

GETA_R 0.770 0.737 0.740 -0.017 1.000
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Table 1.4: Cross-Sectional Tests of Asset Pricing Models on Fama French 25 size-B/M
portfolios(1980:4-2004:4)

The table presents the estimated results of the second step cross-sectional regression using the excess re-
turns on 25 portfolios sorted by book-to-market and size. The full-sample factor loadings, which are the
independent variables in the regressions, are computed in one multiple time-series regression following the
suggestions of Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b). The Adjusted R? follows the specification of Jagannathan
and Wang (1996). The standard errors are obtained from posterior distribution of estimated parameters.
The last column reports the root mean squared pricing errors of the model. Note: Rmrf, SMB, and HML
are the Fama and French (1993)’s market and size and B/M factors;Model 1, 2 and 3 are defined in section
[[2:3T] which use aggregated supply shock(AS), IS shock and monetary policy shock from Cho and Moreno
(2006); GRAEVE use investment shock as a proxy for the external finance premium, price mark-up shock,
permanent monetary policy shock or shock to the inflation target(monetaryl) and temporary monetary
policy shock(monetary?2).

Models  Variables Statistics
CAPM  constant Rmrf Adj.R2 RMSE
0.058 -3.252 0.574  0.0063
S.E. 0.011 1.405
Fama-French  constant Rmrf SMB HML Adj.R2 RMSE
0.089 -6.845 -0.029 1.233 0.795  0.0042
S.E. 0.015 1.745 0.607 0.838
Modell  constant AS IS Monetary Adj.R2 RMSE
0.035 -0.577 -0.473 -0.382 0.508  0.0065
S.E. 0.008 0.205 0.157 0.357
Model2  constant AS IS Monetary Adj.R2 RMSE
0.038 -0.691 -0.231 -0.246 0.579 0.006
S.E. 0.008 0.255 0.059 0.314
Model3  constant AS IS Monetary Adj.R2 RMSE
0.038 -0.829 -0.201 -0.266 0.644  0.0055
S.E. 0.008 0.293 0.053 0.318
Graeve  constant Investment Monetaryl price-markup Monetary2 Adj.R2 RMSE
0.042 -0.619 -0.029 -0.094 -0.035 0.721  0.0048

S.E. 0.008 0.205 0.011 0.048 0.051
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Table 1.5: Cross-Sectional Tests of Asset Pricing Models on Fama French 25 size-B/M and
30 industry portfolios(1980:4-2004:4)

The table presents the estimated results of the second step cross-sectional regression using the excess returns
on 25 portfolios sorted by book-to-market and size together with 30 industry portfolios. The full-sample
factor loadings, which are the independent variables in the regressions, are computed in one multiple time-
series regression following the suggestions of Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b). The Adjusted R? follows the
specification of Jagannathan and Wang (1996). The standard errors are obtained from posterior distribution
of estimated parameters. The last column reports the root mean squared pricing errors of the model. Note:
Rmrf, SMB, and HML are the Fama and French (1993)’s market and size and B/M factors;Model 1, 2 and 3
are defined in section [[2:3T] which use aggregated supply shock(AS), IS shock and monetary policy shock
from Cho and Moreno (2006); GRAEVE use investment shock as a proxy for the external finance premium,
price mark-up shock, permanent monetary policy shock or shock to the inflation target(monetaryl) and
temporary monetary policy shock(monetary?2).

Models  Variables Statistics
CAPM  constant Rmrf Adj.R2 RMSE
0.038 -1.546 0.167  0.0079
S.E. 0.009 1.298
Fama-French  constant Rmrf SMB HML Adj.R2 RMSE
0.037 -1.628 -0.105 1.03 0.184 0.0076
S.E. 0.009 1.257 0.595 0.808
Modell  constant AS IS Monetary Adj.R2 RMSE
0.028 -0.119 -0.202 -0.063 0.165 0.0077
S.E. 0.008 0.109 0.121 0.241
Model2  constant AS IS Monetary Adj.R2 RMSE
0.029 -0.118 -0.094 -0.139 0.206  0.0075
S.E. 0.008 0.144 0.063 0.237
Model3  constant AS IS Monetary Adj.R2 RMSE
0.029 -0.198 -0.069 -0.154 0.253  0.0073
S.E. 0.008 0.177 0.057 0.237
Graeve  constant Investment Monetaryl price-markup Monetary2 Adj.R2 RMSE
0.031 -0.173 -0.014 0.016 -0.003 0.3 0.007
S.E. 0.008 0.182 0.005 0.037 0.042
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Table 1.6: Cross-Sectional Tests of Asset Pricing Models on Fama French 25 size-B/M or
55 portfolios with 30 industry portfolios(1960:3-2001:8)

The table presents the estimated results of the second step cross-sectional regression using the excess returns
on 25 portfolios sorted by book-to-market(Panel A) or 55 portfolios with 30 industry portfolios.(Panel B)
The full-sample factor loadings, which are the independent variables in the regressions, are computed in one
multiple time-series regression following the suggestions of Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b). The Adjusted R?
follows the specification of Jagannathan and Wang (1996). The standard errors are obtained from posterior
distribution of estimated parameters. The last column reports the root mean squared pricing errors of
the model. Note: Rmrf, SMB, and HML are the Fama and French (1993)’s market and size and B/M
factors; Latent 1,2 and 3 are extracted structural shocks from FAVAR model. Monetary stands for identified
monetary shock from FAVAR.

Panel A. 25 portfolios
CAPM constant Rmrf Adj.R2 RMSE
0.014 -0.624 0.214  0.0019
S.E. 0.004 0.432
Fama-French constant Rmrf SMB HML Adj.R2 RMSE
0.013  -0.756 0.129 0.439 0.752 0.001
S.E. 0.003 0.394 0.134 0.146
FAVAR constant latentl latent2 latent3 Monetary Adj.R2 RMSE
-0.001  -0.035 0.057 0.21 -0.539 0.508 0.0014
S.E. 0.003 0.022 0.029 0.093 0.192
Panel B. 55portfolios
CAPM constant Rmrf Adj.R2 RMSE
0.009  -0.228 0.03 0.0018
S.E. 0.003 0.349
Fama-French constant Rmrf SMB HML Adj.R2 RMSE
0.009 -0.347 0.113 0.249 0.244 0.0016
S.E. 0.003 0.335 0.147 0.137
FAVAR constant latentl latent2 latent3 Monetary Adj.R2 RMSE
0.003  -0.007 0.004 0.051 -0.194 0.146  0.0017
S.E. 0.003 0.01 0.016 0.043 0.099
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Chapter 2

Asset Pricing Models with

Stochastic Risk Aversion

2.1 Introduction

Investors demand compensation for holding assets with uncertain payoffs. The degree of
risk aversion determines the amount of this compensation or risk premium. Since time-
varying risk premia in financial markets are a stylized fact, time-varying risk aversion is
equally emphasized in asset pricing literature. Notably, the external habit formation model
of Campbell and Cochrane (1999) uses the surplus consumption ratio to proxy for time-
varying risk aversion and their model successfully matches the historical equity premium.
Furthermore, Wachter (2006) and Verdelhan (2006) extend the Campbell and Cochrane
(1999) model to the bond market and the foreign exchange market, respectively, to ex-
plain the expectation hypotheses puzzle. The relationship between the stock and the bond
markets has also been modeled with a latent time-varying risk aversion process in Bekaert,
Engstrom, and Grenadier (2006).

While time-varying risk aversion is proxied by the surplus consumption ratio in con-
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sumption asset pricing literature, most of the empirical asset pricing studies in finance
use financial market variables as instruments for time-varying risk aversion. Although
these studies typically motivate their specifications of time-varying risk aversion using the
external habit specification of Campbell and Cochrane (1999), it seems rather arbitrary
that they choose any return forecasting variables as proxies in an attempt to improve
pricing performances of their models. Moreover, each candidate model employs one or
two variables as proxies even without any specification test® the surplus consumption ra-
tio(Duffee (2005)), the consumption wealth ratio(Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b)),the divi-
dend price ratio(Duffee (2005) and(Ferson and Harvey (1999)), the yield spread(Brennan,
Wang, and Xia (2004) and(Ferson and Harvey (1999)),the default spread(Jagannathan and
Wang (1996) and(Ferson and Harvey (1999)), the inflation rate(Brandt and Wang (2003)),
the real GDP growth(Hodrick and Zhang (2001)), the stochastically detrended short term
interest rate(Ferson and Harvey (1999))2

The first goal of this paper is to develop direct time series specification tests of time-
varying risk aversion under the generalized versions of conditional CAPM framework, which
allow several nonlinear features and heteroscedasticity. I examine whether empirically pro-
posed variables in previous studies are indeed significant determinants of time-varying risk
aversion and compare them with the theoretically motivated surplus consumption ratio.
In order to check the hypothesis, I construct the surplus consumption ratio data following
Duffee (2005) and Wachter (2006). Since many empirical asset pricing models motivate
time-varying risk aversion with the surplus consumption ratio, it would be illuminating
to investigate how previously proposed variables sustain their explanatory powers on risk
aversion once I include the surplus consumption ratio along with those variables.

Recently, in a closely related paper to the present study, Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006)

'Return forecastibility is the major concerns to select these proxies in empirical asset pricing studies.

2See the data appendix for the detailed explanation about construction and definition.
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use semi-parametric techniques to investigate time-varying risk aversion hypothesis. They
find that risk aversion is constant once they include CAY of Lettau and Ludvigson (2001a)
as proxy for hedging components in the ICAPM. In fact, the same variables used in the
conditional CAPMs with time-varying risk aversion are often selected as proxy variables
for hedging components in the ICAPM. In this sense, conditional CAPMs are usually in-
terpreted as alternative models for the ICAPMs. Since Merton (1973)’s theoretical presen-
tation of the ICAPM, it has been recognized that there exist state variables that capture
the variation in future investment opportunities, and assets’ covariations with such vari-
ables should be priced in the cross-section of average returns. Recently Campbell (1996),
Brennan, Wang, and Xia (2004), and Petkova (2006) build the models based on Merton
(1973), in which only the factors that forecast future investment opportunities or stock re-
turns are admitted. Therefore, the same predictive variables proposed for time-varying risk
aversion have been also included as the ICAPM factors. Without appropriate treatment of
this ICAPM intuition,i.e., the hedging components, time-varying risk aversion might be a
spurious fact indicated as in Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006).'3]

In this paper, I present a testing ground based on a generalized version of CAPM
and ICAPM in order to extract meaningful relative risk aversion. Specifically, I develop
econometric models which allow both the positivity of risk aversion and the conditional
heteroscedasticity. I also estimate several volatility models and risk aversion specifications
to check the robustness of my results. Furthermore, in order to elaborate on the results, I
investigate the implications of my models for the cross-section of stock returns. I examine
how selected CAPMs and ICAPMs are capable of explaining the cross-section of the Fama-

French 25 size and B/M sorted portfolios alone or with 30 industry portfolios @

37 Could it be because of the time-varying relative risk aversion or the changing investor opportunities?”.
Cochrane (2001) criticizes most of the ICAPM studies for the ad-hoc choice of multiple factors(”fishing
license” argument). I would argue that without correct identification of time-varying risk aversion, the
ICAPM is still subject to this ”fishing license” problem.

4Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) criticizes most of the cross-sectional asset pricing studies for the
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My empirical findings from both time series and cross-sectional investigations unequiv-
ocally suggest that time varying relative risk aversion are important for explaining the
risk-return relation in the stock market. I find, among other things, that only consumption
related variables are significant determinants for relative risk aversion while other return
forecasting variables frequently suggested in finance literature lose their statistical signifi-
cance once I include those variables along with the surplus consumption ratio. Therefore,
even though consumption CAPM model might not be useful to understand stock return
behavior, I argue that we must include these consumption variables in conditioning in-
formation sets. And these results are quite robust across six different time-series model
specifications and the two cross-sectional tests.

I summarize the main findings as follows. First, I uncover that the surplus consumption
ratio has the most explanatory power,along with correct negative sign, for time varying
relative risk aversion. Typically low surplus consumption ratio is interpreted as the indicator
of recession. Negative estimates imply that during the bad times, investors’ sensitivity to
risk increases since those are the time when investors’ marginal utility is the highest and
they are eager to increase their consumption and avoid the risky investment.

Secondly, I construct the consumption wealth ratio without a look-ahead bias(CAYA) to
re-evaluate its significance on time-varying relative risk aversion and hedging components.
While Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b) suggest that consumption wealth ratio(CAY) is a
crucial variable for time-varying risk aversion, several papers have questioned the usefulness
of CAY because it uses the whole sample data to construct the data and that information
is not available when investors try to use it. In spite of the criticisms on CAY, I find that

the consumption wealth ratio without a look- ahead bias still captures part of time-varying

choice of the Fama-French 25 portfolios.(Possible Data Snooping problem) Especially, they show that many
empirical asset pricing models could price only the Fama-French 25 portfolios(R2 is above 75 %) but not the
55 portfolios including 30 industry portfolios.(R2 is typically below 10%) Therefore I check the robustness
of the proposed CAPMs and ICAPMs for the value premium and for the capability to explain the industry
portfolios.
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relative risk aversion. My results support empirical specifications of Lettau and Ludvigson
(2001b) while they do not support the interpretation of Guo and Whitelaw (2006) that
CAY mostly explains the hedging component.

Thirdly, only the stochastically detrended short term interest rate(RREL) has some
explanatory power on hedging components. This result confirms the suggestion of Mer-
ton (1973) that the interest rate should be the main determinant of hedging components.
However, other possible candidates such as the dividend price ratio, the default spread, the
inflation and the real GDP growth do not have any incremental impact on either compo-
nents while some of the variables are critical to explaining the volatility of stock returns.
Even though some of the variables are capable of explaining one of the components alone,
they lose statistical significance in the presence of the surplus consumption ratio, CAYA,
or RREL.

Finally, I compare the proposed CAPMs and ICAPMs from the time series tests with
Fama-French three factor model on the ability to explain the cross-section of the average
returns. I find that the selected conditional ICAPM with both time-varying relative risk
aversion and hedging components is not only comparable to Fama-French three factor model
in explaining the value premium but also satisfy the robustness criteria of Lewellen, Nagel,
and Shanken (2006) since they have a higher explanatory power for the 55 portfolios than
all the other models do.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the ICAPM framework of
this study and outlines the empirical methods used to identify time-varying risk aversion and
hedging components. Section 3 presents the data and examines the time series specification
test results of the conditional CAPM and ICAPM. Section 4 discusses the cross-sectional
implications of my empirical models for 25 size and B/M portfolios alone or with 30 industry

portfolios. Section 5 summarizes the main findings and concludes.
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2.2 Models

This section discusses how I develop empirical models; the first subsection discusses discrete
time ICAPM and CAPM frameworks and the second subsection presents the implied time

series econometric models.

2.2.1 The general ICAPM framework

The analysis in this paper assumes that asset returns are governed by a variant of pric-
ing kernels motivated by Merton (1973) to deduce the following empirical asset pricing

implications.

/
T4l = 00 + V4+10m,t+1 + Q12 + €441

Yir1 = ¢o + P17V + Poxe + v

where e;11]1y ~ N(0,hit1), hir1 = w + Brhe + Bog?, vy ~ N(0,02), riy1 is the market
excess return(Ry, 141 — Ry¢41) and oy, 441 is the conditional variance of the market excess
return given information up to time t. (VAR Ry, +41]). Y41 stands for relative risk aversion
and z; and x; are state variables for hedging components and risk aversion respectively.

In the next section, I briefly explain how I get my empirical specifications by extending
the ICAPM proposed by Guo and Whitelaw (2006). Their ICAPM is convenient since
they specify hedging components as linear function of exogenous variables using Campbell
(1996)’s ICAPM. This simplification can avoid the complex joint estimation of multivariate

GARCH models and nonlinear state space models®

5T am currently working on this specification for my next paper
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2.2.1.1 A simple illustration of discrete time version of Merton ICAPM

Most ICAPM papers specify their versions of discrete ICAPM without much explanation.
Probably most illustrations given in the following sections would be common sense in finance
community. However, I could not find any reference showing them step by step. So, I decide
to derive and explain each step from the basic argument.

I show how we can get a discrete version of Merton ICAPM from his original continuous
model as a basic framework to deduce my empirical models.

First, I assume that the value function associated with the investor’s problem in a
continuous-time setting is a function of wealth W; and the state variables z; that forecast
future expected market returns or changes in the investment opportunity set. State variables
in the ICAPM arise because investors desire to hedge against adverse changes in available
investment opportunities.

The stochastic discount factor of ICAPM is given by8

At == e_ptVW(Wt, Zt) (221)

where p is the subjective discount rate and Vjy is the value function with subscripts denoting
partial derivatives.

By applying Ito’s Lemma,

dA¢ — _pdt + WiViww Wy ze) dWy  WiViy, (W, zt)

—_— = dz 2.2.2
Ay VW(Wm Zt) Wi VW(Wta Zt) ! ( )

where the second derivative terms have been dropped since they will not affect the asset
pricing equation.

The elasticity of marginal utility with respect to wealth is the coefficient of relative risk

51 closely follow the terminology and the derivation of continuous time asset pricing formula given in
chapter 9 of Cochrane (2001). And I present a simple derivation of multi-period pricing kernel in order to
help the intuition behind it in Appendix B.
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aversion from the first order condition or the envelop theorem(Uc = Viy). Because utility
function of risk averse investor implies Viyr > 0 and Viyw < 0, the model suggests a positive

relative risk aversion.

WtVWW(Wt, Zt)
Vw(Wt7Zt)

Y=

The following continuous time asset pricing model formula is given in Cochrane (2001).

dpis] D dA; dp;
E, [p’t] + 20t Rlat = —E, [t p ’t] , (2.2.3)
Dit Dit Ay Dit

where % denotes the return of asset ¢ and % is the dividend yield of asset 1. R{ stands for
risk free rate. Finally, F; indicate the rational expectation conditional on the information

up to time t.

By substituting (Z2.2]) into ([2:2.3)), the price of asset ¢ follows in continuous time,

dp; D; dW; dp; \% dp;
E, [pt] 4 Dt Rl =B, [ ! p“t} _ Wer g [dzt p”t} , (2.2.4)
Dit Dit Wi pig Viv,e Dit

Since there is no difference between second moments and covariances in continuous time
(Ey = Covy), we can use the following form as an approximation of Merton’s ICAPM in

discrete time.

FE; [Ri,t—i-l] — R{_H = 7YtCOV¢ (Ri,t—i-l’ AWt+1/Wt) + AZ,tCOVt (Ri,t—l-l, Azt+1) (2.2.5)

\%
Where A, ; = —% being the risk prices for the innovations in the state variables z.

Finally, the growth in wealth(AW;41/W}) is approximated by the stock market portfolio
return(R,, ;) as usual, and by the same reasoning, the changes in the hedging factors can

be approximated by the returns on the corresponding factor-mimicking portfolios.
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Since equation (Z.2.5) must hold for any asset, the conditional excess market return(E; [Ry, 141]—
R{ +1) can be written as a function of its conditional variance (var; (R ¢+1)) and its covari-

ance with changes in state variables.

Et [Rm,t—H] — Rl{-ﬁ-l = 7¢varg (Rm,t—i-l) + )\Z,tCOVt (Rm,t+1a AZH_l) (2.2.6)

Under certain conditions, Merton (1980) argues that hedging component is negligible
and the conditional excess market return is proportional to its conditional variance. This

form is interpreted as the conditional CAPM because every result of the CAPM is preserved.

Et [Rm,t-i-l] - RI{+1 = Ygvar (Rm,t-i-l) (227)

In its most general form, all of the terms in (2.2.6]) of the ICAPM could be time-varying.
In this paper, however, I only assume that the coefficient of relative risk aversion is time-
varying but hedging coefficients(\, ;) are constant since the present study mainly focuses
on the source of time varying relative risk aversion and the current literature mainly use
this fact to explain various empirical puzzles in finance.

To my knowledge, none of the papers have estimated the full version of the conditional
ICAPM and CAPM with time-varying risk aversion except for Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006).
Recent empirical asset pricing studies such as Scruggs (1998) and Scruggs and Glabadanidis
(2003) use a version of (2.2.7) and elaborate only hedging components with multivariate
GARCH-M model with constant risk aversion. However, they find that extension to that
direction could be problematic for explaining the risk-return trade off in asset markets.

In order to model hedging components appropriately, I follow the approach taken by Guo
and Whitelaw (2006). They propose to model hedging component with alternative linear
specifications motivated by Campbell’s ICAPM instead of multivariate GARCH model.

In the next section, I briefly summarize how Campbell’s ICAPM motivate this alterna-
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tive specification with hedging components as a linear function of a vector of state variables

Zt.

2.2.1.2 Specification of hedging components implied by Campbell ICAPM

Campbell (1996) proposes a discrete time multi-period asset pricing model in the spirit
of Merton (1973). This model uses a loglinear approximation to the budget constraint
to substitute out consumption from a standard intertemporal asset pricing model. Risk
premia are related to the covariances of asset returns with the market return and with news
about the discounted value of all future market returns. This is a discrete-time analogue
of Merton (1973) continuous-time model in which assets are priced using their covariances
with certain ”hedge portfolios” that index changes in the investment opportunity set.

Campbell uses the following recursive utility function.

1—p 1—y 1-p _1
Up=(1=0)C; "+ BIE(Upy )] 7)1 (2.2.8)
where [ is the subjective discount rate and ~y is the coefficient of relative risk aversion and
finally p is the elasticity of intertemporal substitution.

The stochastic discount factor is then defined from (Z28) as

Mo = oSy (U e
b im0

By replacing the certainty equivalent utility with the value of the market portfolio,

Cit1

1
—p10 1-6
&) )

M1 = [B(

where § = 121

RS}

This pricing kernel implies the following Euler equations for the market portfolio( Ry, 141)

and individual asset ¢’s return.(R; +41)
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Ct+1

1
c )" /0 Ry p1}Y) (2.2.9)
t

1 = E[{B(

C 1 1
1= Et[{ﬂ(%tl)’ /U}a{m

HOR; 1] (2.2.10)

Campbell first log-linearizes ([Z.2.9]) and (2.2.10)) under the assumption of conditionally
lognormal and homoskedastic asset returns, and combines them with log linearized budget
constraint.( Wiy1 = Ry, 141 (We —C})) to get an asset pricing formula without any reference
to consumption but relating assets’ returns to their covariances with the market return and

news about future market returns@

V.
Ewrigr1 — 11 + % = VWi + (7 — 1)VirB (2.2.11)

where lower case returns(r; ;41 and r ,t+1 mean log returns and Vj; = Cov(rip1—Eri 1, Tip41—
Eirit1) and Vi, = Cov(rigyr — Erigr1,Tmit1 — Eyrmes1) and Vi, = Cov(riper —
Erigi1s (B — Be) 3252 pPPrmyer145) and p = 1 — exp(c — w).

In order to obtain innovations of the state variables, he suggests a vector autoregressive
factor(VAR)-pricing model. Specifically, he assumes that the return on the market can be
written as the first element of a K-element state vector z;11 and the other elements are
variables that are known to the market by the end of period ¢t + 1 and are relevant for

forecasting future returns on the market.

zer1 = Az + €141

This VAR pricing model for stock market returns can be used as a motivation for

"His model can be generalized to the case in which asset returns are conditionally heteroscedastic under
certain conditions.(Campbell (1996) for the details)

8In Campbell’s ICAPM, relative risk aversion is constant.
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alternative specification of hedging components since it implies hedging components might
be a linear function of return forecasting variables(z;). Following Guo and Whitelaw (2006),

I model hedge components as a linear function of a vector of state variables motivated by

Campbell’s ICAPM.

COVt(RmﬂH_l, A2t+1) = o + 05/122t (2212)

This model has several differences from discrete time Merton’s ICAPM. First, in imple-
mentation of Campbell model, researchers typically omit volatility terms in VAR specifica-
tion. However, we can include a measure of volatility directly in (2.2.12)) and interpret this
model as GARCH-in-mean combined with VAR. In addition to that, time-varying relative
risk aversion or hedging coefficients are not possible in Campbell’s framework.

Finally, Campbell derives the multi-factor asset pricing model using information from

VAR.

K

V.

Eyripr = rresn+ o =V + (0 =1) Y MV (2.2.13)
k=1

where A measure the importance of each state variable in forecasting future returns on the
market and Vi, = Cov(rii41,€k¢+1) and €g 441 are kth residual from VAR estimation.

In this model, if some variables do not forecast returns, they will have zero risk prices
and can be omitted from the model. Therefore, Campbell ICAPM shares the intuition of
Merton ICAPM and suggests that variables correlated with changes in future investment

opportunities should be risk factors that explain the cross-section of portfolio returns.

2.2.1.3 The source of Time-Varying Relative Risk Aversion(RRA)

Merton (1973) model allows time-varying relative risk aversion without economic justifica-
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tion To be worse,Campbell (1996) just assumes constant relative risk aversion1d

Many empirical asset pricing models use an external habit specification in utility function
to motivate time-varying risk aversion™ As a reference, I summarize briefly the asset
pricing model proposed by Campbell and Cochrane (1999). They develop a version of
consumption asset pricing model in which investors’ preferences exhibit an external habit
formation. The habit feature of this model generates the time-varying RRA.

They use the following utility function.

U(Cy, Hy) = 1—17(@ — H)'™ (2.2.14)

where H; represents the habit level of the representative investor.

And the implied pricing kernel from (2Z.2.14))is denoted as

where [ is the subjective discount factor and surplus consumption ratio(S;) is defined as

Cy—H,
S = Gt

In this model, the relative risk aversion can be expressed as the following.

Ny = — WtVWW(Wt, Zt) _ _aln(VW(Wt, Zt)) _Gln(UC(Ct, Ht)) 8ln(C’t)) _CtUCC(Cta Ht) 81n(C’1

VW(Wt,Zt) 81n(Wt) - aln(Ct) aln(Wt) B Uc(Ct,Xt) aln(w

With given utility function,

9Return forecasting variables are main candidates to determine time-varying RRA in the ICAPM

10T actual implementation of this model, implied conditional version is freely assumed and estimated but
in that case, simple VAR model can not be used to get state variables which are developed under constant
risk aversion.

Since I use three different pricing kernels to motivate my empirical models, model inconsistency might
exist. However, this type of empirical models are common in the empirical asset pricing literature. It seems
that there is a tension between internally consistent but empirically problematic models and seemingly
reasonable and practical pricing models.
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TS, am(Wy)

In various asset pricing papers, this external habit model is often credited to the rational
interpretation of the source of time varying relative risk aversion. For example, Lettau and
Ludvigson (2001b) motivate their conditional CAPM with this specification and suggest to
use the consumption wealth ratio as a proxy to capture the changing information set.

In this paper, I follow their idea and presume that main source of time-varying RRA
is motivated from the Campbell and Cochrane (1999) model. Rather than using CAY,
however, I construct the direct measure of the surplus consumption ratio following Duffee
(2005) and Wachter (2006).

Recently, several empirical studies(for example, Ferson and Harvey (1999)) just incor-

porate return forecasting variables for modeling time-varying risk aversion as the following.

Y = do + P

where z; are return forecasting variables

Since this specification is purely empirical, it would be interesting to check which vari-
ables would be the primary source of time-varying RRA under one common empirical frame-
work. In the following section, I develop an econometric tool to directly compare different

empirical models.

2.2.2 Empirical Specification

From the theoretical considerations given in the previous sections, I propose to use a specific

version of empirical ICAPMs.
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2.2.2.1 Baseline Empirical Models

Ter1 = Q0 + Vet 10m+1 + Q1 Z¢ + €41 (2.2.15)

Vi1 = Po + P17t + 0 Xy + vig1 (2.2.16)

where ey1[tr ~ N(0,hey1), b1 = w + Brhe + B2e?, vy ~ N(0,02), 441 is the market
excess return(Ry, 41 — Ry¢41) and oy, 41 is the conditional variance of the market excess
return given information up to time t. (VAR;[Ry, 1+1]). Vi+1 stands for relative risk aversion
and z; and x; are state variables for hedging components and risk aversion respectively.

I suggest six different models to check the robustness of empirical results since , at
quarterly frequency, it is not clear which model will capture heteroscedasticity or time-
varying RRA accurately.

Usually, simple versions of the models in (Z2.15) are estimated by univariate or multi-
variate GARCH-in-mean models at weekly or monthly horizon.(see Scruggs and Glabadani-
dis (2003) and references therein) GARCH models at quarterly horizon are not rare ei-
ther.(Duffee (2005)) However, at quarterly horizon , it is known that GARCH models are
not so successful to characterize conditional heteroscedasticity since GARCH effect typically
seems to vanish at that horizon™ This phenomenon could be problematic to get correct
estimates of the relative risk aversion and hedging components. In fact, several GARCH-in-
mean studies using monthly return series even find negative relative risk aversion. Harvey
(2001) concludes that incorrect specification of volatility could be one of the main causes
behind this phenomenon.

Recent progress in time series literature introduces new models of stock return volatility.

12¥ou can check it in several tables presented in empirical results section. In most of the case, persistence
parameter is below 0.6 and estimated parameters are marginally significant.
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Andersen and Bollerslev (1998) shows that the use of high frequency data should give us
a better and less noisy measure of volatility. This ”realized variance” approach has since
become very popular for modeling volatility. However, it is not clear how microstructure
noises such as jump characteristics of high frequency asset market data affect the estimates
of realized variance. Probably, quarterly frequency provides a reasonable balance between
efficiency and robustness of constructed realized variance to microstructure noise ™

Given the insights from the aforementioned studies, I propose to estimate a general ver-
sion of the conditional ICAPM by utilizing both GARCH and ”realized variance” approach.

Model 1 uses only realized variance and I call this "realized variance-in-mean with time-
varying relative risk aversion” model. When I estimate the realized variance, I follow the
approach taken by Guo and Whitelaw (2006) and include all return-forecasting variables
in realized variance equation as (u;). Specifically, log volatility model is specified since I

find that the logarithms of realized variance series confirms to normality assumption better

than the level of realized variance does.

. 1 . .
Omt+1 = he1 = exp(Ey(In Gy 1) + 50727), In G 1 = 0o+ 01106y + Sus + e (2.2.17)

where 741 ~ N(0, 0,27) and 0, ¢ is the measure of realized variance defined in data appendix.

Guo and Whitelaw (2006) argue that,from the stock return predictability literature, cer-
tain variables might just explain time-varying heteroscedasticity(realized variance) but not
hedging components. By including possible variables for hedging components in realized
variance equation, they argue that they can obtain the correct hedging components @ Same

criticism can be applied to the models of time varying risk aversion. Following their argu-

133ee Andersen, Bollerslev, Diebold, and Wu (2005) and Guo and Whitelaw (2006) and references therein
for other recent applications of quarterly realized variance in the asset pricing literature.

1411 actual implementation, they just include RREL and CAY without any specification test in either
realized variance or hedging components.
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ments, I project realized variance on these variables and extract all the (linear)information
about future volatility(realized variance) contained by them. The residual predictive power
that these variables have for expected returns should be due either to risk aversion or to
hedge components.

Since GARCH-in-mean models are standard in this literature, I also report results using

GARCH-in-mean model(Model2).

Omit1 = hes1, ey = w + Bihy + Boc? (2.2.18)

Finally model 3 is a hybrid of realized variance-in-mean and GARCH in error terms.
Although both terms should be same in theory, this model will clarify in which dimension

GARCH fails to explain the data.

R 1
Omitr1 = exp(Ey(InGppi1) + 503), hiy1 = w + Brhy + Bog? (2.2.19)

In order to guarantee that RRA has the positive sign, I suggest a nonlinear specification
for relative risk aversion in each of the models 1,2 and 3. I denote them as models 4,5 and
6 respectively.

Usually, an ad-hoc approach is used to identify time varying relative risk aversion by
projecting it into various instruments.(see Ferson and Harvey (1999)) But this approach is
valid only if the econometrician knows the full set of state variables available to investors.
Conditional models are attractive to capture time-varying risk premiums. But, they can be
misspecified with the wrong conditioning variables™ Therefore , I allow possible misspeci-

fication of risk aversion with an autoregressive specification.

15Model 7 with endogeneity consideration is also derived and presented in appendix C for completeness

Tn a related research, Ghysels (1998) finds that conditional models are fragile and may have bigger
pricing errors than unconditional models.
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Te41 = ap + exp(Ve)Om.t+1 + Q4 2t + €441 (2.2.20)

In this paper, I examine whether empirically proposed variables in previous studies
are indeed significant determinants of time-varying RRA, in comparison with the theoret-
ically motivated surplus consumption ratio. I use several candidates (z;) for time-varying
risk aversion. Each candidate model employs one or two variables as proxies without any
specification test; the surplus consumption ratio(Campbell and Cochrane (1999) and Duf-
fee (2005)), the consumption wealth ratio(Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b)),the dividend
price ratio(Duffee (2005) and(Ferson and Harvey (1999)), the yield spread(Brennan, Wang,
and Xia (2004) and(Ferson and Harvey (1999)),the default spread(Jagannathan and Wang
(1996) and(Ferson and Harvey (1999)), the inflation rate(Brandt and Wang (2003)), the real
GDP growth(Hodrick and Zhang (2001)), the stochastically detrended short term interest
rate(Ferson and Harvey (1999) 1

These instruments(z;) for time-varying RRA are also well known to be forecasting vari-
ables for stock or bond returns from return predictability literature. Some representa-
tive researches are as follows:a measure of the surplus consumption ratio(Li (2001)), the
consumption-wealth ratio(Lettau and Ludvigson (2001a)), the dividend-price ratio(Fama
and French (1988)), the term spread and the default spread(Fama and French (1989)), the
stochastically detrended interest rate(Campbell (1991)), the inflation(Brandt and Wang
(2003) and the real GDP growth(Ang, Piazzesi, and Wei (2006)).

Guo and Whitelaw (2006) and Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006) find that the correct spec-
ification of hedging component is crucial for estimating relative risk aversion correctly.
Especially, Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006) argue that after including CAY into hedging com-

ponents T they can not reject constant relative risk aversion hypothesis. In order to check

17See the data appendix for the detailed explanation about construction and definition.

18They just include CAY but not other variables
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this possibility, I include all the instruments for relative risk aversion as candidates of the
proxies hedging components.

In particular, Merton (1973) suggests that ”one should interpret the effects of a changing
interest rate.. in the way economists have generally done in the past: namely, as a single
variable representation of shifts in the investment opportunity set.” Therefore, interest rate
variables such as short-term interest rate or yield spread would be natural instruments for

hedging components.

2.2.2.2 Nonlinear State-Space Model with GARCH

My empirical specification is characterized as the following state space formulation. For sim-
plicity, I just present an estimation method for the most complex model(model6). Therefore,

I put (0441=06¢+1) in the mean but (oy4+1)=h¢+1) in the variance specification respectively.

Measurement equation:

~ /
Tep1 = 0 + f(Ye1)Tmer1 + Q12 + €041

where ;1 is the market excess return(R,, 41— Ry 41) and 0y, 141 is expectation of realized
variance of the market excess return given information up to time t.(VAR¢[Rp, t41]), €141 ~
N(0, hit1), hit1 stands for the GARCH, z; are lagged exogenous variables. And f(vi4+1)
is y¢4+1 for models 1,2 and 3 but exp(v+1) for models 4,5 and 6. Finally, v;41 stands for

time-varying RRA.

Transition equation

Vi1 = G0 + 1yt + Poxe + Vi

197 follow the ICAPM specification of Hodrick and Zhang (2001),Guo and Whitelaw (2006) and Guo, Wang,
and Yang (2006) and use contemporaneous values of the predictive variables rather than their innovations.
Recently, Petkova (2006) advocates to use innovations.
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where z; are lagged exogenous variables.

The estimation of this model is cumbersome since I have both nonlinear measurement
equation and GARCH type heteroscedasticity. Furthermore, I need to address the generated
regressors problem once if I jointly maximize this state space model and realized variance
equation for o, ¢11.

Following Kim and Nelson (2005), I combine the approximation method of Harvey, Ruiz,
and Sentana (1992) with extended Kalman filtering technique to develop a filtering method
and to construct the likelihood function Finally, I explain the joint maximum likelihood
estimation techniques developed to solve generated regressor problem based on the original
ideas of Pagan (1984).

For the easy exposition, I first explain the estimation methods in case where generated
regressor problem does not exist. Then, in the following step, I describe joint maximum
likelihood function based on Pagan (1984) and the chapter five of Kim and Nelson (1999)

to account for generated regressor problem.

2.2.3 Extended Kalman Filtering with GARCH disturbances

In this section, I explain how to approximate nonlinear measurement equation with Ex-
tended Kalman filtering technique, which is a Taylor expansion of latent variables(y:41)
around previous state variable estimates (7t+1\t)' And then I simply extend the state-space
model with ARCH disturbances proposed by Harvey, Ruiz, and Sentana (1992) to my non-

linear model.

2.2.3.1 Extended Kalman Filtering

First, I use extended Kalman filtering technique to linearize measurement equation. After

denoting exp(Vi+1)0m,t+1 s f(Gm+1:7i+1), I take a Taylor series expansion of the non-

20Following Kim and Nelson (2005) I also develop the most complex model specification(model 7) with
endogeneity issues, which is presented in the appendix C
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linear function(f(Gm+1 : y+1)) around yi11 = Yeq1pe- In this expression, v, indicates
E[v¢+1|¥¢] where ¥, denotes the information set available up to time t.

After linearization, I get the following measurement equation:

. Of (Gmt+1 t Y41
Te41 = f(Ompt+1 : Yet1) + ( ma;r 1 - )(%H ) + b+ e (2.2.21)
t+
where f (& : = 5 Of (Gmtr1:7t41) — -
41t Yer1) = eXP(Veq 1)) Tmt41, Fvett = eXP(%+1\t)0m,t+1

By redefining some of variables, I get the following linearized measurement equation

Yie1 = Xpg1%is1 + &hz + €1 (2.2.22)

where Yi 1 = 7141 —exXP(Vey 1)) O t+1+HXP(Ver 1)) Omt+1 Vet 1) and Xep1 = exp(Vep1)e) O t+1

Without heteroscedasticity, I could use the usual Kalman filtering to construct a maxi-
mum likelihood estimator. However, I must address how to estimate GARCH specification.
2.2.3.2 GARCH approximation

In order to estimate GARCH in g441, [ include ;41 in transition equation following Harvey,

Ruiz, and Sentana (1992) 2 In matrix forms,

S Ye+1
Yig1 = [Xt+1, 1} + oz
Et+1
Yer1 Po + P $1 0 Y Vi1
= + + ,
Et41 0 0 0 Et Et+1ft
Vit1 0 Ug 0
Et+1 0 0 ht—i—l

21Gee Kim and Nelson (1999), chapter 3 and 6 for the more detail explanation.
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I use the following compact forms to explain modified Kalman filtering algorithm.

Yir1 = Xey1Bi41 + 2

Bir = pusr + FBr + D1, By ~ (0, Quir)

i . N Vi1 b0 + Poxt o1 0|
where X1 = {Xt+17 1} , Brr1 = y Ht+1 = , Fr= y Ut+1 =
Et+1 0 0 0
2
Vi1 ~ o, 0
and Qi1 =
Et4+1 0 hita

At each iteration of the Kalman filter, I obtain a linear approximation of the model

around 7yi4+1 = Y41t and calculate Y;41 and Xt+1 for the following Kalman filter.

Bt-i—l\t = FBt|t + i1

Pesife = Fpy ' + Q11

N1 = Yit1 — Xt’+1ﬂt+1\t — oz

Hypap = X| 1o Xew

/ét+1\t+1 = BtJrl\t +pt+1|tXt+1H;_11|t77t+l|t

- e
Pea1jt+1 = Pegfe — Pearfe X1 Hy gy Xer1Pegge

where W;is the information set up to time t, Btﬂlt is conditional estimate of Bt+1 on in-
formation up to t(E[B41]%,]), Bt+1|t+1 is conditional estimate of 841 on information up
to t+1 (E[Be1|Vs41]), P41t is covariance matrix of Bi41 conditional on information up to
t(E[(Br1 — Bt+1|t)(/ét+l - Btﬂ‘t)’]), Pt41[t+1 is covariance matrix of Bis1 conditional on in-
formation up to t+1(E[(By41 _Bt+1|t+1)(ﬁ~t+l _Bt+1\t+1)/]) and H, ), is conditional variance

of prediction error(E[n? 1)

t41)¢

In order to process the above Kalman filter, I need €7 term in order to calculate

GARCH(hs11) in Q41 matrix. As in Harvey, Ruiz, and Sentana (1992), the term &7 is

approximated by E[eZ|W;], where ¥, is information up to time t.
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In order to get the form of E[e?|W,], Harvey, Ruiz, and Sentana (1992) use the following
definition.

et = Elet|We] + (er — Elet|W4])

After straightforward calculation, it can be shown that:
2
B[=3|W,] = Bl W)* + B | (¢} - E[=319,)’]

where FE [e4| U] is obtained from the last element of Bt‘t and its mean squared error F |(¢y — E [€t|\11t])2]
is given by the last diagonal element of py;.

As by-products of the above Kalman filter, I obtain the prediction error 7, and
its variance H; ;. Based on this prediction error decomposition, the approximate log

likelihood can easily be calculated as

T T
. 1 1 / _
I L(Yet1|0mer1) = =5 > " In((2m)|Hyppl) — B > "7t+1\th+11‘t77t+1\t (2.2.23)
t=1 t=1

2.2.3.3 Generated regressor problem

In this subsection, I explain how to estimate &,,:4+1 and log likelihood function given in
2223) jointly. While previously I assume 6,41 is given as data, only a proxy for
Om,t+1 is available. In fact, I use constructed conditional expectation of realized variance.
This implies that I have classical generated regressor problem and without joint estimation,
I would get biased standard errors. Furthermore, all Kalman filter algorithm should be
revised in this case since the usual Kalman filter assumes that there is no endogeneity

issue 23 Therefore simple two step estimation with standard error correction is impossible.

22See Kim and Nelson (1999), chapter 5 for the more details.
ZRefer to Kim (2006) for this issue



80

Based on Pagan (1984) and Kim and Nelson (1999), I suggest the following joint maximum

likelihood estimation.

F(Yis1, 0mer1) = F(Yerilomer1) F(omit1)

where F stands for a density function.

After taking logs, I get

INF(Yii1,0mir1) = INF(Yig1|om 1) + InF(om e41)
where InF(Y;11|6m+1) is given in (2.2.23)) and InF'(op, 141) has the following.

T

T
L=~ S n(@n)od)) — 5 3 ) oy (), (2.2.24)

t=2 t=2

N | =

where 741 = NG 41 — 0o — 01N — Oyuy

Then I replace 04,441 in Z223) with Exp(E¢(Ing) + 0.5 « Vary(Ind)) to correct for

Jensen’s inequality terms. Finally, I jointly maximize the sum of log likelihood values of

(Z223) and (Z224) with respect to all parameters2J

2.3 Data and Empirical Results

2.3.1 Data

In this study, I use quarterly data for the period 1957:1 to 2005:42 The beginning of the

period is set to 1957:1 to get the surplus consumption ratio data(SURP). In addition to

211 experiment with several starting values for each empirical model to ensure global convergence of the
parameters. I use the GAUSS 7.0 and Optmum or CML procedure to numerically maximize the joint
likelihood function with BFGS as base optimization algorithm and utilize various numerical techniques such
as transformation function techniques and penalty algorithms to limit the boundaries of parameters. I also
apply parameter rescaling techniques for numerical stability to attain fast convergence.

25Gee the data appendix for the details on the construction and the definition of the data
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the surplus consumption ratio, I consider the following variables; the dividend price ratio
on NYSE-AMEX-Nasdaq value-weighted stock return from CRSP(DP); the default pre-
mium(DEF), defined as the difference in yields between BAA and AAA corporate bonds;
Lettau and Ludvigson (2001a)’s CAY without a look ahead bias(CAYA); the difference
between the risk-free rate and its average in the previous 4 quarters(RREL); the term pre-
mium, denoted as the yield spread between 10-year Treasury bonds and 3-month Treasury
bills(TERM); the inflation, measured by GDP deflator(INFLA); the real GDP growth with
seasonal adjustment(REGD).

Figure [Z1] plots these return predictors, with the shaded areas denoting business reces-
sions dated by the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER). Several facts deserve
to be noticed. First, all the variables except for REGD are quite persistent and exhibit
strong cyclical patterns. While RREL,REGD, and SURP tend to decrease during business
recessions, the other variables move countercyclically. The summary statistics presented in
Table 2.1l also confirm these facts. Most of the variables are highly serially correlated, with
the autocorrelation coefficients above 85 %. Secondly, Figure 2.1] presents the consumption
wealth ratio(CAY) of Lettau and Ludvigson (2001a) along with the similar variable without
a look ahead bias(CAYA). Two variables have a similar time series patterns and their cor-
relation is around 76 %. Thirdly, SURP and CAYA have a negative correlation. According
to Campbell and Cochrane (1999), logarithm of the surplus consumption ratio(SURP) is

defined as the following autoregressive specification 28

SURPt+1 =u-+ ¢SURP; + )\(SURPt)Et+1

where ¢ is the habit persistent parameter, and A(SURP;) is the sensitivity function, and
€¢+1 is the innovation in consumption growth.

Campbell and Cochrane (1999) show that A(SURP;) is inversely related to surplus

26Here I follow the summary of Li and Zhong (2006).
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consumption ratio and that when surplus consumption ratio falls, the sensitivity function
A(SURP;) and expected excess returns rise. Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b) suggest that
consumption-wealth ratio may be a good proxy of A(SURP;). So, SURP and CAYA seem
to have a negative correlation as it is confirmed in the data.

In time series analysis, my stock return measure is the standard value-weighed return of
NYSE-AMEX-NASDAQ index from CRSP. To compute excess equity returns, I subtract
the lagged 3 month continuously compounded T-Bill yield earned over the same period.
Consistent with quarterly data, I calculate the realized variance using the daily CRSP
value-weighted stock returns and the pseudo daily risk-free rate by assuming that risk-
free rate is constant within a quarter. The daily excess market return is the difference
between the daily risk-free rate and the daily market return. Realized stock market variance
(REVOL) is defined as the variance of daily excess stock market returns in a quarter. And
in order to check the robustness of my results, I construct four different measures of realized
variance series. For example, I replace the largest value in realized variance series with the
second largest value following Guo and Whitelaw (2006) and I use auto-correlation corrected
measure of the realized variance following French, Schwert, and Stambaugh (1987).

Table summarizes descriptive statistics for this four different versions of realized
variance series. All series have similar sample statistics and their correlations are around
85%. Figure plots 4 versions of realized variance along with the estimated GARCH(1,1)
seried?d The shaded areas also denote recessions dated by the National Bureau of Economic
Research. The figure shows that volatility moves countercyclically and also tends to increase
dramatically during several crises such as the 1962 Cuban missile crisis, the 1987 stock
market crash, the 1997 East Asia crisis and the 1998 Russian bond default. For comparison
with realized variance, I also estimate simple GARCH(1,1) model using only quarterly data.

Even though all four versions have similar sample characteristics, Figure suggests that

2TEstimated models are given in Table
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only REVOL2 and REVOL2auto have comparable magnitude with the estimated GARCH
series. It seems reasonable since GARCH models estimate current quarterly volatility with
the past information set. However, REVOLI1 estimates the volatility of the current quarter
with daily data in that quarter only which might get too extreme values in crash periods.
REVOL2 removes the effects of this outlier.

In cross-sectional analysis, I use ,as test assets, the returns on Fama-French 25 portfolios
sorted by size and book-to-market and 30 industry portfolios. Even though the 25 portfolios
have become the benchmark in testing competing asset pricing models, Lewellen, Nagel, and
Shanken (2006) show that the 55 portfolios are the more appropriate to rigorously compare
the models. All the portfolio returns and the Fama-French three-factors -the returns of the

market portfolio(Rmrf), HML, and SMB are downloaded from French’s website.

2.3.2 Asset pricing models with time-varying RRA

In this section, I report estimation results for six different model specifications. Previous
research just assumed one or two variables could serve as the proxy for time-varying RRA
without time-series specification tests. However, this practice might be warned against
possible data snooping biases. I argue that the empirical results presented here are rele-
vant since I compare different specifications of time-varying RRA under a unified empirical
framework.

For models using realized variance, I report the estimation results only with one measure
of realized variance(Revoll) since all other measures provide qualitatively similar results.
All the exogenous variables are normalized to have mean of zero and standard deviation
of one to facilitate the interpretations. Finally, I don’t want to entertain a ”kitchen sink”
regression, including all of the variables in the specification and searching for the correct
form. Moreover, I find that the estimation with all the variables has a difficulty to get

convergence since many variables capture the similar recession state. Instead, using an
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educated guess from theoretical arguments from Campbell and Cochrane (1999), I take
"SURP” as the single crucial variable against which other variables are compared since the
external habit formation specification addressed with this variable is the main theoretical
motivation for conditional CAPMs.

Table 2.3 shows estimation outcomes for the realized-volatility-in model(modell). I

restate this version of conditional CAPM here as a reference.

. 1
M1 = 00 + Ve By (In Gy 1 + 5072;) + €141

Vi1 = ¢o + 01 X1t + P2 Xop + Vg1
NG t41 = 0 + 61 In Gt + Shur + Met1

where €141 ~ N(0, Ey(In6p, 141 + %0727)) , Vi1 ~ N(0,02), mg1 ~ N(O,a%) and wu; are
entered in the following order(CAYA;,DP;,TERM;,DEF; INFL; )

Since SURP, REGD and RREL in volatility equation(Inéy,+1) and ag and ¢ are
not statistically significant in the preliminary estimation, I re-estimate the model and re-
port results without these variablesZ8First, in volatility equation, CAYA (y1), DEF(J24)
and INFL(d25) have statistically significant negative signs while past market volatility(dy),
DP(d22) and TERM(d23) have statistically significant positive signs. These results are quite
robust across the models that use realized volatility and also consistent with the results
of previous research. Lettau and Ludvigson (2002) show that past volatility is positively
related to future volatility and CAY is negatively related to it. And even though it is
not directly related to the stock return case, Bansal, Khatchatrian, and Yaron (2005), in
a related research, report that dividend price ratio positively affect consumption growth

volatility.

28] re-estimate and report results in this way for all models presented in this section. Furthermore, the
value of o, is too small and causes convergence problem in the models. So except for modell, I fix o, as
0.01 for identification.
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Second, after the estimating univariate specification for relative risk aversion, I re-
estimate the same model with SURP and one of other possible candidates given from uni-
variate specification tests in order to evaluate the importance of each conditioning variables.
While SURP, CAYA,TERM and RREL are statistically significant in univariate specifica-
tion tests, SURP drives out TERM and RREL in bivariate tests. Only CAYA retains
statistical significance with positive sign. The implied risk aversion is countercyclical with
positive coefficient of SURP and negative coefficient of CAYA since low surplus consump-
tion ratio and high CAYA is typically interpreted as an indicator of recession or other bad
states.

Table24lreports estimation results for the hybrid model(model2) with realized-volatility-
in-mean and GARCH in error terms. In this model, I modify modell by assuming the
conditional variance of ;11 as hyy1.

For realized volatility parameters, the results of Table are preserved such that the
signs and magnitudes of coefficients are quite similar. For GARCH parameters, I summarize
the results as follows. First, the estimated parameters from GARCH model are typically
less persistent than we usually obtain from estimations of monthly or weekly data. The
persistence parameter(f;) is just around 0.5. Furthermore, 5 is marginally significant with
typical t-statistics around 1.8. and these results hold in other model specifications using
GARCH. These results confirm prior assertion that GARCH-in-mean models are probably
not a good description of stock returns at quarterly horizon. For relative risk aversion
specification, I find that consistent with Table 2.3 SURP, CAYA,TERM and RREL are
statistically significant and have the same signs as before. However, with bivariate analysis,
both CAYA and TERM survive the competition with SURP for relative risk aversion.

Finally, Table shows the estimation results for model 3. In this model, I replace
Ei(In6pm 41 + %a%) with Ay, 1. GARCH parameters are similar to those in Table 2.4]

and in relative risk specification, SURP and RREL are the two significant variables in
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this GARCH-in-mean specification. However, these results seem unreliable since one of
the GARCH parameter(32) is not statistically significant across all different models. Even
though the same insignificant GARCH phenomenon exists in model2, the model 3 seems to
have more severe problems. In model 2, we can think that only heteroscedasticity is badly
modeled while in model3, both the mean and the volatility terms are problematic with this
inaccurate GARCH specification.

I summarize my findings as follows. First, realized volatility specification seems better
than GARCH specification because in most estimations, all the estimated parameters in
realized volatility equations are quite significant and robust but GARCH parameters are
either marginally significant or insignificant at all. Second, the surplus consumption ratio
is always statistically significant with correct negative sign no matter which models I use.
Third, CAYA seems to capture additional explanatory power on relative risk aversion ex-
cept for unreliable GARCH-in-mean with time-varying relative risk aversion case(model3).
Several financial variables seem to forecast just volatility terms even though there is some
evidence for bond market variables such as TERM and RREL as proxies for relative risk
aversion. TERM and RREL can also be interpreted as recession state variables. In reces-
sions, premia on long-term bonds tend to be high and yields on short bonds tend to be low.
Therefore, increase in the term spread and decrease in the short term interest rate indicates
more serious recessions, implying higher sensitivity to their risk.

For models 1,2 and 3, I do not impose the positivity of relative risk aversion even though
theory clearly requires it. In order to check the robustness of the results, I augment each
version of the model with positivity restriction on relative risk aversion. I restate this

version of conditional CAPM here as a reference.

N 1
rui+1 = o + exp(Ver1) By (In G i1 + 503) + €41

Vir1 = ¢o + P1. X1t + P2 Xop + V1
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In G p41 = 0o + 01 In Gt + Sour + M1

where €141 ~ N(0, E¢(Gmt41)) 5 Vtg1 ~ N(0,02), i1 ~ N(0, 0%) and u; are entered in the
following order(CAYA;,DP;, TERM,;,DEF; INFL; )

Table and [Z77 show the estimation outcomes for the realized-volatility-in model
with positivity restriction(modeld). First, in volatility equation, consistent with model 1
and model 2, CAYA(d2;),DEF(d24) and INFL(d25) have statistically significant negative
signs while past market volatility(d;), DP(d22) and TERM(d23) have statistically significant
positive signs. These results are robust across the models even with positivity restriction.
Second, for relative risk aversion, Table indicates all the variables are significant except
for REGD. However, once these variables are included in risk aversion equation along with
SURP, only CAYA and TERM are statistically significant in Table 271 All three variables
have signs consistent with the results without positivity restriction such that the implied
risk aversion is countercyclical with positivity restriction.

Table 2.8 and 2.9 report the estimation results for the hybrid model(model5) with pos-
itivity restriction. In other words, I modify model4 by specifying the conditional variance
of €441 as heyq. The estimation outputs for volatility equations precisely resemble those of
model2. The signs and magnitudes are quite similar with and without positivity restriction.
However, for relative risk aversion specification, almost all variables show statistical signif-
icance except for REGD. Table indicates that CAYA and INFL are significant against
SURP while all the other variables lose statistical significance. In this estimation, inflation
has a statistically significant negative coefficient. When aggregate risk aversion is high,
consumers demand greater real returns on holding risky securities. Therefore, when real re-
turns are unexpectedly high with unexpectedly low inflation, aggregate risk aversion should
fall due to the implied good news about inflation. While the negative coefficient seems
to betray this basic understanding, I don’t investigate this issue further since coefficient

become insignificant once I put INFL with SURP and CAYA.
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Finally, Table 210l shows the estimation results for model 6. In this model, I replace
Ei(In6pm 41 + %ag) in model 5 with A, 1+1. GARCH parameters are similar to those in
Table 2§ and in relative risk specification, all variables except for TERM are statistically
significant while SURP is the only significant variable when I include other variables with
it. As with model 3, the estimates obtained from model 6 seem unreliable since one of
GARCH parameter((32) is not statistically significant across all estimations.

I summarize findings with positivity restriction. First, realized volatility specification is
still better than GARCH since all the estimated parameters in realized volatility equations
are quite significant and robust while GARCH parameters are insignificant in several cases.
Second, once I impose the positivity constraint on relative risk aversion, almost all fore-
casting variables are statistically significant. Since those variables exhibit strong cyclical
patterns and it is well known that the sensitivity of risk does vary with recession, positivity
restriction seems to provide more sensible estimates of the relative risk aversion. Consistent
with the results in models without positivity restriction, the surplus consumption ratio is
always statistically significant with correct negative sign. Third, CAYA captures additional
explanatory power on relative risk aversion except for the unreliable GARCH-in-mean with
time-varying relative risk aversion case(model6). Several financial variables just forecast
volatility terms.

Several interesting points are raised for empirical asset pricing models at this point.
With direct comparison, first, only consumption related variables are important determi-
nants of relative risk aversion and financial market variables typically used in conditional
asset pricing studies do not look as primary instruments for it. Especially, the surplus con-
sumption ratio motivated from the external habit formation model is the most important
determinant for explaining the time varying nature of relative risk aversion. These results
seem to suggest a warning for asset pricing studies without consumption related variables.

For example, typical bond market research imposes that market prices of risks or relative
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risk aversion for bond market are a function of yield variables only. My estimates suggest
that the estimation of market price of risk or relative risk aversion might be difficult to be

identified if we use only yield variables since TERM and RREL are marginally significant.

2.3.3 Robustness checks with hedging components

Merton (1973) points out that in addition to the stock market variance, hedging demand
for time-varying investment opportunities is also an important determinant of the expected
stock market risk premium. In empirical investigation of that idea, Scruggs (1998) and Guo
and Whitelaw (2006) find that ignoring hedge components in the ICAPM might introduce
a downward bias in the estimated risk-return relation(or the relative risk aversion) because
the volatility and the hedge demand could be negatively correlated. This is classical omit-
ted variable bias problem in which the set of predictor variables is misspecified. Especially,
Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006) argue that relative risk aversion is constant once we correctly
model the ICAPM with CAY. In order to test this hypothesis, I include each return fore-
casting variable as a proxy for hedging component and test that relative risk aversion is
constant or not. Here I use the ICAPM specification of Hodrick and Zhang (2001),Guo
and Whitelaw (2006) and Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006) and use contemporaneous values of
the predictive variables rather than their innovations. I extend previous models with the
following specification.

For the parameters of realized volatility equation and GARCH, I don’t discuss results
further since their signs and magnitudes are quite close to the corresponding models pro-
vided in conditional CAPMs.

Table 2T report the estimated results for model 1 with additional hedging component.
Since SURP seems robust as a proxy for relative risk aversion, I include all the other
variables except for SURP and check the robustness of the results. In summary, the surplus

consumption ratio is always statistically significant and has a correct negative sign even after
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I include additional variables as hedging components. However, CAYA does not provide
consistent results. First, three out of seven cases are significant at 5 % but are marginally
significant for other three cases. Especially, with CAYA in hedging components, both terms
lose statistical significance Finally, none of the variables has any statistical significance
as a hedging component.

For other models without positivity restrictions, two results are noteworthy. First, Table
indicates that RREL is statistically significant as the hedging component. Second,
CAYA seems to lose its significance as a proxy for relative risk aversion with any variable as
the hedging component but CAYA in model 3 again recoverers its statistical significance as
a proxy for relative risk aversion. Furthermore, it is significant even when I include CAYA
as the hedging component.

Since positivity restriction might help to identify hedging components more precisely,
I estimate models 4,5 and 6 with additional hedging components. Table 2.14] shows that
both SURP and CAYA retain statistical significance and the same signs but CAYA also
loses its significance when I put CAYA as the hedging component. Now RREL becomes
marginally significant with SURP and CAYA as proxies for relative risk aversion. In Table
215 only two different results strike out compared with Table 2.14l Now CAYA in relative
risk aversion specification is still significant even when CAYA is also included as a hedging
component. Finally, RREL is statistically significant at 5% with both SURP and CAYA
are included as proxies for relative risk aversion. Finally, none of the variables in a hedging
component are significant in model 6.

In summary, several points deserve to be mentioned. First, these tables strongly indicate
that relative risk aversion is indeed time-varying with or without a correct modeling of
hedging components. Among other things, the surplus consumption ratio(SURP) is almost

always statistically significant with the negative sign. Second, the consumption-wealth ratio

29In unreported tables, if I put just SURP in relative risk aversion specification, then CAYA in a hedging
component becomes marginally significant.
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without a look ahead bias,(CAYA) captures only relative risk aversion and not hedging
components. Often CAY is used as proxy for relative risk aversion(Lettau and Ludvigson
(2001b)) but hedging components interpretation is also utilized(Guo and Whitelaw (2006)).
The estimated results in this paper support strongly relative risk aversion interpretation.
Third, RREL has some explanatory power as a proxy for hedging components. Guo and
Whitelaw (2006) also include RREL as a proxy for investment opportunities. Fourth, TERM
is insignificant in most cases even though it is widely used either a conditioning variable
or a proxy for a hedging component. In fact, several recent studies find that the yield
spread(TERM) is not a very good predictor of economic activity after 1985. Notably, Ang,
Piazzesi, and Wei (2006) after imposing no arbitrage restrictions, find that the short term
interest rate, not the term spread is the main forecasting instrument to future economic
activity. Also, Ang and Bekaert (2006) confirms that after extensive statistical analysis, only
the short term interest rate or RREL strongly negatively predicts excess returns among
chosen predictability variables. Since Merton (1980), it has been well known that the
interest rate accurately describes the changing investor opportunity set. Finally, other
return forecasting variables do not have any statistical power to explain both relative risk

aversion or hedging components while some of the variables forecast market Volatﬂity.IBIII

2.3.4 The filtered estimates of Relative Risk Aversion

In this section, I report the filtered estimates of the relative risk aversion from the two models
with positivity restriction since qualitative implications are similar across the models with
slight difference in magnitudes=T

Since relative risk aversion relates to SURP and CAYA, both of which are strong cyclical

3OWithout time-varying relative risk aversion, some of variables are statistically significant in unreported
results. This seems natural since these are return forecasting variables by definition.

31Gince I am using complex nonlinear state space model with GARCH, I can not use simple Kalman
smoothing algorithm. So, I just report filtered estimates of relative risk aversion
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indicators of economic conditions, it is reasonable to suspect a business cycle pattern in risk
aversion. Figure 23] plots estimates of relative risk aversion from the conditional CAPM
with SURP and from the conditional [CAPM with SURP and CAYA as instruments for risk
aversion and RREL as a proxy for hedging components along with shade indicating NBER
business cycle contraction. I find that the relative risk aversions implied by both models are
mostly countercyclical even though they miss the short recessions around 1970 and 1974.
Intuitively, we expect periods of strong economic conditions to be associated with low or
falling risk aversion, while recessions are associated with high or rising risk aversion. Table
217 presents that the filtered relative risk aversion is around 2 on average with a standard
deviation of 3, which is consistent with sensible estimates that many economists are willing
to accept. It appears to capture the turbulent financial markets during 1990s in which the
relative risk aversion could be high not because of the recession but because of extremely

volatile movements in international financial markets 22

2.3.5 Cross-sectional comparison of the conditional Asset pricing models

I have shown that the relative risk aversion identified with the surplus consumption ratio and
the consumption wealth ratio moves countercyclically and such a relation is still statistically
significant even after I control for the hedging component and time-varying market volatility.
These results appear to be robust because I reach the same conclusion using several different
specifications. However, in time series asset pricing analysis, I extract all the implications
from just one variable, excess returns estimation. Without further verification, it looks
premature to conclude that time-varying relative risk aversion is really important for asset
pricing applications.

To further elaborate on the results, in this section, I follow Lettau and Wachter (2006)’s

32Recently Chue (2005) shows that the time-varying relative risk aversion with surplus consumption ratio
could be important to understand the financial crises or contagion.
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suggestion and investigate the models’ implications for the cross-section of stock returns3

Fama (1991) conjectures that we should relate the cross-section properties of expected
returns to the variation of expected returns through time. Usually, two different approaches
have been suggested. We can use conditional versions of unconditional single factor models,
such as conditional CAPM or conditional consumption CAPM while unconditional multi-
factor models are also frequently used. From my time-series specification tests, I find
that probably we need both terms to fully understand the risk premium in stock market.
Consumption-related variables are significant determinants for relative risk aversion but the
short term interest rate has some explanatory power as the hedging component.

Conditional models are appealing because unconditional models may not capture time-
varying risk premiums appropriately. Theoretically, Hansen and Richard (1987) show that,
even if the unconditional versions of some models fail, the corresponding conditional models
with correctly specified information sets could be perfectly valid for capturing the dynam-
ics of risk premiums and they will outperform the unconditional versions of the models.
However, as Ghysels (1998) argues, if the model’s implied time-varying risk premiums are
misspecified due to the wrong conditioning variable without any specification test, then these
conditional models may have bigger pricing errors than their counterparts in unconditional
specification. In this sense, current risk-return trade-off research seems to have problems
since they just focus on time-series information. Therefore, cross-sectional verifications of
my time-series models should be implemented.

In this paper, as test assets, I use Fama-French 25 portfolios. It has become standard
practice in the cross-sectional asset-pricing literature to evaluate models based on how well
they explain average returns on size- and book-to-market-sorted portfolios. In addition to
that, I use 55 portfolios with Fama-French 25 portfolios and 30 industry portfolios. As

Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) suggest, many models are proposed to capture the

331 follow precisely the testing methods suggested in Petkova (2006) to compare empirical models.
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value premium but they typically fails to match the risk premium implied by 55 portfolios.
Here I show that my empirically chosen models are comparable to the Fama-French three
factor model in explaining the value premium and furthermore seem to capture part of this
industry premium better than the Fama-French three factor model does.

I compare the conditional asset pricing models proposed in the present study directly
with the purely empirical Fama-French three-factor model. Fama and French (1993) ar-
gue that HML and SMB represent compensations for risk consistent with Merton (1973)’s
ICAPM. However, it is still not clear whether the HML and SMB factors have specific eco-
nomic interpretations. Cochrane (2001) argues that asset pricing models that use portfolio
returns as factors may be successful in describing asset returns, but those models will never
be able to explain portfolio returns in economic sense since these models leave unanswered
the question of what explains the return-based factors themselves. Therefore, I expect
that the conditional ICAPM suggested in this paper might shed some lights on this issue
since part of premium could be attributed to time-varying relative risk aversion or hedging
components.

Here I interpret the results in this section with a caution. Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken
(2006) show that all the comparison measures utilized in this paper can be misleading in
some cases. However, I follow several remedies proposed by them and report my empirical
results with several diagnostics to minimize those problems=2

In order to determine whether the suggested empirical models can account for the cross
section of returns on the 25 Fama-French size and B/M sorted portfolios for the period
from 1957:1 to 2005:4, I utilize the Fama and MacBeth (1973) procedureB3 T use this

Fama-Macbeth type beta pricing approach for the following reasons. The excess returns

34Gee their Table 1 for the details. Almost all recently suggested models are not better than Fama-French
three factor model after extensive simulations and various robustness checks.

35Gee chapter 12 of Cochrane (2001) for the detailed explanation. Alternative GMM approaches are nicely
explained in chapter 11.
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on the test assets commonly chosen in empirical work often exhibit high contemporaneous
correlations. This can make some of the numerical calculations of the standard GMM
approach unstable for a large cross-section of assets typically with small span of data set.
This instability has been a main concern of many recent papers on conditional pricing
models that use versions of the beta pricing approach.(Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b)

In the first stage time series regression, I regress the portfolio returns on the market
excess return, and several additional variables specified from the model to obtain the betas.
As in Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b), the full-sample loadings, which are the independent
variables in the second stage regressions, are computed in one multiple time-series regression.

The most general form of the conditional ICAPM in this paper is as follows 28

Riy — Rpy = o + Bie(Rare — Ryy) + BioSURPy_q * (Rare — Ry )

+B8:i3CAYA 1 * (Ryy — Ryt) + BiuCAYA 1 + BisRREL;_1 + €4 (2.3.1)

where R;; is portfolio returns; Ry is treasury bill returns; Ry is market returns;

(2310 needs to be estimated from GLS since portfolio returns typically have at least
heteroscedasticity. However, we can interpret (2.3.I]) as an seemingly unrelated regression
system with same independent variables. In this case, it is well known that ordinary least
squares results are the same as more efficient general least squares estimates with general
covariance structure of errors.

Estimated betas from the first-stage regressions are subsequently used as independent
variables in the second-stage cross-sectional regression for all time periods. Hence, the risk
premium estimates in the second-stage regression are subject to an errors-in-variables bias.

To correct for this problem, I adjust the standard errors from the second stage regressions

36T use the usual market excess return as the market factor rather than the lagged realized variance
employed by Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006) in order to do direct comparison with the results of other asset
pricing studies. I need to use estimated expected value of realized variance instead of the lagged realized
variance. This might cause another source of errors in variable problem.
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as proposed in Shanken (1992). However, I also report the Fama-MacBeth standard errors
since Jagannathan and Wang (1998) show that with conditional heteroscedasticity, the
standard errors produced by the Fama-MacBeth procedure do not necessarily overstate
the precision of the risk premium estimates®2 The second-stage regression for @37 is

presented as follows.
Ris — Ry = Ao+ AuiBint + Aafiz + AaBis + MaBia + AsBs + wie i =1,....,25, (2.3.2)

where ) stands for the risk price.

Following Fama and MacBeth, I run this cross-sectional regressions each quarter, gener-
ating time-series of estimates for risk prices(\). Means, standard errors, and t-statistics are
then computed from these time series and inferences proceed in the usual manner, as if the
time series are independently and identically distributed. It is well known that security re-
turns are cross-sectionally correlated, due to the common market and industry factors, and
also heteroscedastic. As a result, the usual formulas for standard errors are not appropriate
for the OLS cross-sectional regressions(CSR). Fama-Macbeth approach can be interpreted
as a remedy for this phenomenon. Since the true variance of each quarterly estimator de-
pends on the covariance matrix of returns, cross-sectional correlation and heteroskedasticity
are reflected in the time series of quarterly estimates.

My empirical asset pricing models are based on the time series analysis in previous
section and the first-stage regression for each model is presented =8

. CCAPM1: R;; — Ry = o + Bine (R — Ryyp) + BioSURPy_ x (Rary — Ry )

. CCAPM2: CCAPM1 + B;3CAYA; 1 * (Rary — Ryy)

1
2

3. CCAPM3: CCAPM2 + B;4sCAYA;_,
4. CICAPM1: CCAPM1 + BiuCAYA; 4

37 find only weak evidence of remaining GARCH effect for the quarterly excess returns in the first-stage
regression(unreported)

381 omit SURP since this variable does not seem to add any expansibility on cross-sectional regressions.
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5. CICAPM2: CCAPM1 + B;isRREL;_;
6. CICAPM3: CCAPM2 + 34RREL;_;
7. CICAPM4: CCAPM2 + (3;4#CAYA; 1 + BisRREL;_1

where CCAPM denotes the conditional CAPM; CICAPM denotes the conditional
ICAPM.

To better evaluate the performances of the conditional CAPMs and ICAPMs, I also estimate
and report results for the simple unconditional CAPM, the unconditional ICAPM, and the

Fama-French three-factor model.

1. CAPM: Ry — Ryy = a; + ﬂiM(RM,t — Rth)
2. ICAPM: CAPM + B;sCAY As_1 + BisRREL;_1 + BisTERM;_1
3. Fama-French three factor model: CAPM + B;0SM B; + B;sHM L,

To judge the goodness of fit of the suggested empirical models, I use the cross-sectional
R? measure employed first by Jagannathan and Wang (1996). This R? shows the fraction
of cross-sectional variation in average returns that is explained by the model. This measure

is calculated as

where o2 represents the in-sample cross-sectional variance,R is a vector of average excess
returns, and € stands for the vector of average residuals in cross-sectional regression.

I also report the root mean square of pricing errors(«) in cross-sectional regression(RMSE)
as another intuitive diagnostic to compare the models. T use % ia? = 4/ %a’a for
all the models. Cochrane advocates this measure by arguing that ;:fen though Hansen-
Jagannathan(HJ) distance measure is invariant to portfolio formation, this simple RMSE

could be more informative if the original portfolios were primary concerns and the second
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moment matrix of the test assets is quite close to singulai® since the HJ distance places
too much weight on pricing near-riskless portfolios rather than pricing the original assets.

Finally, Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) suggest to report Shanken (1985)’s Hotelling
T? statistics since the cross-sectional R? is not invariant to portfolio formation. Following
Petkova (2006), I compute and report the transformed Hotelling 72 statistic which is ad-
justed for the errors-in variables problem and has an approximate F-distribution in small
samples. The transformed test statistic is computed as

_Tévle

(1+c¢)
where T is the number of time-series observations, € stands for the average residual vector in
the cross section, and 3 is the estimated covariance matrix of the residuals in the first-stage
time series regression and c is the Shanken correction term.

Table[2Z I8 reports the estimated coefficients, Fama-MacBeth(FM) and Shanken-corrected
standard errors and the degrees of freedom-adjusted R? and the RMSE and F-statistics for
the cross-sectional regressions using the excess returns on 25 portfolios sorted by book-to-
market and size.

First, in most cases, the market factor receives a negative and statistically insignificant
risk premium consistent with the findings of Fama and French (1992)@] While it appears
to be a severe problem for the CAPM, the negative market risk premium has not been
understood yet. Since that issue is beyond the scope of this paper, I defer it for future
studies, for that issue is beyond the scope of this paper.

Second, the proposed conditional CAPMs(CCAPM1, CCAPM2 and CCAPM3) seem
to indicate clear improvements over CAPM. CCAPM1 and CCAPM2 deliver much higher

39 ewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) suggest that Fama-French 25 size and B/M sorted portfolios have
essentially three degree of freedom.

40 Jagannathan and Wang (1996) and Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b) also report negative estimates for the
market risk premium, using monthly or quarterly data.
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cross-sectional R? of 40 % and 60%, respectively and smaller RMSE than CAPM does.
Especially, CCAPM3 provides remarkable improvement(R? is 70%). These results show
that it is likely for CAPM to hold conditionally since as Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b)
argue, if the CAPM holds conditionally, but not unconditionally, better performance may
obtain if the CAPM is scaled by variables that capture relevant conditioning information.
However, the take-away point is that a large number of macroeconomic variables can be
added to ad-hoc linear factor models(M;+1 = a — bf;41) in this way to price the Fama-
French 25 portfolios. Here I want to emphasize the difference of my conditional CAPM from
the models proposed by Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b) or Ferson and Harvey (1999). In
this paper, I get conditioning variables with non-ad-hoc time-series specification tests with
several robustness checks while Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b) use just simple intuition
to use CAY and Ferson and Harvey (1999) do not try differentiate hedging components
with risk aversion components or volatility components. Therefore, while my unconditional
model still might be subject to this data snooping issue, I argue that my models are subject
to it clearly in a lesser degree than other models do.

Third, the results from the conditional ICAPM(CICAPM4 and CICAPMS5) show that
the cross-sectional R? is around 70% and RMSE is around 0.0036. These performances are
a little bit lower than or comparable to those from the Fama-French model, while these
ICAPM models offer comparable performance over the conditional CAPM.

Fourth, unconditional ICAPM with CAYA,TERM, and RREL is not bad for this ap-
plication. It has comparable R? of 68% and RMSE(0.0036). Finally, with Shanken (1985),
all models are statistically rejected at 1% level even though Figure 2.4] shows some success
to capture the variations across the portfolios. This rejection is largely from the smallest
growth portfolio(11) as usual. It is unclear that this portfolio should be interpreted as an
outlier.

Figure 24 plots the realized versus predicted returns of the models examined of the
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selected models. The numbers on the x-axis are the portfolios’ names. The first digit
number in a portfolio name is the size group it belongs to, and the second digit is the B/m
group it belongs to. Both the size groups and the B/M groups are in ascending order.
The closer a portfolio lies to the 45-degree line, the better the model explains the returns
of that portfolio. It can be seen from the graph that the conditional ICAPM(CICAPMS5)
explains the value effect comparable to Fama-French three-factor model: In general, the
fitted expected returns on value portfolios (larger second digit) are higher than the fitted
expected returns on growth portfolios (smaller second digit).

The value premium has been an important but controversial subject in the asset pricing
literature. Consistent with Fama and French’s ICAPM conjecture, Liew and Vassalou (2000)
find that the value premium forecasts output growth. Brennan, Wang, and Xia (2004) and
Petkova (2006) also show that the value premium is correlated with their measures of
investment opportunities. However, there are alternative explanations in the conditional
CAPM literature for the value premium. In particular, Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b) find
that the conditional CAPM with CAY helps explain the value premium and argue that the
Fama-French factors are mimicking portfolios for risk factors associated with time-variation
in market price of risk(or risk aversion) 2l

The estimation results in Table 218 shed light on the on-going debate about the value
premium since I develop the cross-sectional asset pricing models based on more thorough
time-series specification tests. First, the selected conditional CAPM with SURP and CAYA
indeed explains the strong value premium for 1957 to 2005. Likewise, once augmented
with proxies for hedging components, the proposed models also seem to capture the value
premium comparable to the Fama-French three-factor model. Therefore, just for explaining
the value premium, either conditional CAPM or conditional ICAPM looks good. In fact,

many models have been successfully developed to explain this value premium.

417hang (2005) also develops equilibrium model with adjustment costs for investment to explain the value
premium when relative risk aversion is high
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Recently, Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) argue that the proposed models for the
value premium do not seem to explain premium of industry portfolios. Typically, they
find that most of the models are even worse than the Fama-French three factor model in
explaining industry premium. Therefore, Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) recommend
that when three factors explain nearly all of the time-series variation in returns of size-B/M
portfolios, we should augment them with 30 industry portfolios which don’t correlate with
SMB and HML as much for correct comparison of the models. Furthermore, since there are
essentially three degrees of freedom in Fama-French 25 portfolios, Cochrane (2006) suggests
that asset pricing models with more than three factors, should be carefully investigated even
though those models tend to explain Fama-French 25 portfolios 2 Following the suggestions
of Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006), I test the robustness of the proposed empirical
models by examining the ability of the competing models to price industrial portfolios. I
expect that if we have meaningful asset pricing models, my proposed models should describe
these asset returns better than the Fama-French model does.

Table reports the cross-sectional regression results on the 55 portfolios returns.
Now the conditional CAPM(CCAPM3) and ICAPM(CICAPM4) appear to perform strictly
better than all the models, including the conditional CAPM, the Fama-French three factor
model and unconditional ICAPM, in explaining the test assets in terms of the intuitive
measures(both R? and RMSE). The plots of Figure also confirm these facts.

In summery, the carefully selected conditional CAPMs and ICAPMs with time-varying
relative risk aversion and hedging components are not only comparable to Fama-French
three factor model in explaining the value premium but also clearly satisfy the robustness
criteria of Lewellen, Nagel, and Shanken (2006) since they have a higher explanatory power
in terms of the 55 portfolios than all the other models. However, none of the models seems to

price industry portfolios even though my models are clearly better than the Fama-French

42Brennan, Wang, and Xia (2004) also tests their model with this 55 portfolios and finds that their model
is statistically rejected. However, they don’t report any intuitive statistics.
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three factor models. Several researches(for example, Lettau and Wachter (2006) argues
that the external habit formation model need an extra hedging component(cash flow state
variables) to explain asset returns. In this paper, while I include RREL as a candidate
for that, it seems not clear whether we have any incremental explanatory power with this
specification. My paper can be interpreted as a first step to find the complete empirical
models since I obtain the determinants of relative risk aversion with extensive empirical
analysis. In my future study, I will try to incorporate other variables for explaining hedging

components more accurately.

2.4 Conclusion

This paper contributes to the asset pricing literature in several respects. Recent applications
of the ICAPM try to avoid ”fishing license problem” by employing return forecasting vari-
ables. However, without understanding the nature of the forecastibility, it seems possible
to use either the conditional CAPM or the ICAPM. I develop novel time series methods of
identifying the determinants of stochastic risk aversion and hedging components separately
under the unified framework of Merton (1973) ICAPM.

First, I find that only consumption related macroeconomic variables are needed to ex-
plain the time-varying relative risk aversion. Both the surplus consumption ratio and the
consumption wealth ratio without a look ahead bias motivated from the external habit
formation model have the most successful explanatory power, with correct signs, on time
varying relative risk aversion. Other return forecasting variables including dividend price
ratio, default spread, term spread, short term interest rate, inflation and real GDP growth
lose their statistical significance especially in the presence of the surplus consumption ratio.
Consistent with Lettau and Ludvigson (2001b) CAY seems to capture only part of rela-
tive risk aversion but not the hedging component suggested by Guo and Whitelaw (2006).

Without careful decomposition of volatility, relative risk aversion and hedging components,
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we can’t determine whether certain variables are a proxy for relative risk aversion, volatil-
ity or hedging components. Second, only RREL captures part of the changing investment
opportunities argued by Merton (1973). Other return forecasting variables only explain the
time-varying volatility and become statistically insignificant in the presence of consumption
related variables(SURP and CAYA) if I put those variables into relative risk aversion or
hedging components specification.

In addition, I also compare the cross-sectional implication of the selected conditional
CAPMs and ICAPMs with several bench mark asset pricing models including Fama-French
three-factor model. The models are compared on a common set of returns: either the Fama-
French 25 size and B/M sorted portfolios alone or with 30 industry portfolios. I find that the
carefully selected conditional CAPMs and ICAPMs with time-varying relative risk aversion
and hedging components are not only comparable to Fama-French three factor model in
explaining the value premium but also meet the robustness criteria of Lewellen, Nagel, and
Shanken (2006) since they have a higher explanatory power in terms of the 55 portfolios than
all other models do. However, I find that stochastic risk aversion and a hedging component
with RREL is not enough to explain industry risk premium. Results reported in this paper
suggest several implications to develop models to price industry premium. Among other
things, correct identification of relative risk aversion by consumption variables is crucial for
the success of that model.

Recently, Guo (2006) employs a simpler version of Guo, Wang, and Yang (2006) to check
the risk-return trade off in the international stock markets. The time-varying relative risk
aversion identified in the present study is expected to clarify some of the issues in that area.
In fact, the cross-sectional implication of the changing risk aversion or hedging components
would be more interesting. Since Fama and French (1998) present the value premium in the
international stock markets and cast the doubt on the validity of the traditional international

asset pricing models, several conditional and unconditional models have been suggested and
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estimated to explain it without thorough specification tests. Notably, Zhang (2006) finds
that the world CAPM augmented with both exchange rate risk and the conditioning variable
for describing world business cycle(industry production) is the best performing model. I
am currently working on the extension of the empirical models employed in this paper to
this context and expects that those models could illuminate the precise nature of the risk

premium in the international stock market.
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Note: CAY is the consumption-wealth ratio; CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio without a look ahead
bias; DEF is the yield spread between Baa- and Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is the deseasonalized
dividend over price ratio; INFL is the quarterly inflation rate measured by GDP deflator; REGD is the
quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference between the 3 month treasury bill rate and its average
in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus consumption ratio; and TERM is the yield spread between
10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury bills. Shared areas indicate NBER business recessions.

Figure 2.1: Exogenous Variables and Business Cycles(1957:2-2005:4)
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Note: Realized volatility(REVOL1) is defined in the data appendix; REVOL2 replaces a data point(1987:4)
in REVOL1 with the second largest one; REVOL1auto is the autocorrelation-corrected measure of REVOL1;
REVOL2auto replaces a data point(1987:4) in REVOLlauto with the second largest one; rar¢+1 is the
CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasure bill rate. GARCHI1 is estimated with
simple GARCH(1,1) model of the market excess return(Modell); GARCH2 is estimated with the conditional
ICAPM model with surplus consumption ratio(SURP) and RREL(Model2). All exogenous variables(SURP,
RREL, and u;) are normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one. Shared areas indicate
NBER business recessions.

Modell : rare41 = y1het1 + €t41,

Model?2 : TMt+1 = exp('yt.H) exp(Et(ln &m,t+1) + %O’%) + al(RREL)t + Et41,

Yt+1 = ¢1(SURP)¢ + veg1,
Inémi41 =60+ 01 Indm,: + Shug + Net1

where Et+1|’(/)t ~ ]V(O7 ht+1), Vi1 ~ N(O, 0-01)77]t+1 ~ N(0,0’%) s ht+1 =w+ ﬁlht + ﬂz&?

Figure 2.2: Realized Volatility and GARCH(1957:2-2005:4)
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This figure plots the quarterly time series of relative risk aversion series(exp(7¢+1)) implied by conditional
CAPM with the surplus consumption ratio(Modell) and conditional ICAPM with the surplus consumption
ratio and the consumption-wealth ratio as instruments for relative risk aversion and RREL as a proxy for the
hedging component(Model2). All exogenous variables(SURP,RREL, and u;) are normalized to have means
of zero and standard deviations of one. Shared areas indicate NBER business recessions.

Modell : rart+1 = exp(ve+1) exp(Ee(Iném t41) + %U%) + et41,

Model2 : TMt+1 = exp(*yt_H) exp(Et(ln 5’m,t+1) + %0'3) + al(RREL)t + &t41,

Y41 = ¢1(SURP) + viy1,
InGm, 41 = 60 + 6110 6m,¢ + Sous + Met1

where e¢1[¢r ~ N(0, heg1), vegr ~ N(0,0.01),me41 ~ N(0,07) , hiy1 = w + Bihe + Paei

Figure 2.3: Time-series of relative risk aversion.(1957:2-2005:4)
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(e) ICAPM (f) Fama-French Three-factor model

The plot shows realized average returns (in percent) on the vertical axis and fitted expected returns (in
percent) on the horizontal axis for 25 size and book-to-market sorted portfolios. The first digit refers to the
size quintile (1 being the smallest and 5 the largest), while the second digit refers to the book-to-market
quintile (1 being the lowest and 5 the highest). For each portfolio, the realized average return is the time-
series average of the portfolio return and the fitted expected return is the fitted value for the expected return
from the corresponding model. The straight line is the 45-degree line from the origin. All models are defined
in section

Figure 2.4: Fitted Expected Returns Versus Average Realized Returns for the Fama French
25 portfolios(1957:2-2005:4)
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The plot shows realized average returns (in percent) on the vertical axis and fitted expected returns (in
percent) on the horizontal axis for 25 size and book-to-market sorted portfolios and 30 industry portfolios.
For each portfolio, the realized average return is the time-series average of the portfolio return and the fitted
expected return is the fitted value for the expected return from the corresponding model. The straight line
is the 45-degree line from the origin.All models are defined in section

Figure 2.5: Fitted Expected Returns Versus Average Realized Returns for the Fama French
25 portfolios and 30 Industry portfolios(1957:2-2005:4)



Summary statistics for data used in the paper.

Table 2.1: Summary Statistics
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Data is sampled quarterly from 1957:2 to 2005:4. The
Auto(1) give the first autocorrelation. Note: EXCESS is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus
lagged 3-month treasury bill rate;CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio without a look ahead bias; DEF
is the yield spread between Baa- and Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is the deseasonalized dividend price
ratio; INFL is the quarterly inflation rate measured by GDP deflator; REGD is the quarterly real GDP
growth;RREL is the difference between the 3 month treasury bill rate and its average in the previous 4
quarters; SURP is the surplus consumption ratio; and TERM is the yield spread between 10-year treasury
bonds and 3-month treasury bills.

EXCESS CAYA DEF DP INFL. REGD RREL SURP TERM
Panel A: Correlation Matrix
EXCESS 1.000
CAYA -0.140 1.000
DEF 0.120 0.171 1.000
DP 0.061 0.641  0.527  1.000
INFL -0.126 0.194 0.435 0.563 1.000
REGD 0.026 -0.088 -0.238 -0.097 -0.227 1.000
RREL -0.179  -0.091 -0.358 -0.002  0.162 0.289 1.000
SURP -0.154 -0.038 -0.138 -0.152 0.303 0.084 0.193 1.000
TERM 0.167 0.141 0.260 -0.081 -0.300 0.117 -0.441 -0.196 1.000
Panel B:Univariate Summary Statistics
Mean 0.011 -0.004 0.975 0.008 0.036 0.032 0.000 0.006 1.421
Std. Dev. 0.085 0.019  0.411  0.003 0.024 0.036 0.003 0.001 1.185
Skewness -0.850  -0.863 1.367 -0.115 1.161  -0.390 -0.342 0.109 -0.074
Kurtosis 4.412 3.823 4.948 2.404 3.910 4.555 6.013 2.161 2.382
Auto(1) 0.030 0.909 0.921 0.985 0.865 0.293 0.530 0.975 0.874
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Table 2.2: Summary Statistics for Realized Variance and GARCH

Summary statistics for the Realized variance and the estimated GARCH. Data is sampled quarterly from
1957:2 to 2005:4. Note: 7ar,¢4+1 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury bill
rate;Realized volatility(REVOL1) is defined in the data appendix; REVOL2 replaces a data point(1987:4) in
REVOL1 with the second largest one; REVOL1auto is the autocorrelation-corrected measure of REVOL1;
REVOL2auto replaces a data point(1987:4) in REVOLlauto with the second largest one; GARCHI is
estimated with simple GARCH(1,1) model of the market excess return(Modell); GARCH2 is estimated with
the conditional ICAPM model with surplus consumption ratio(SURP) and RREL(Model2). All exogenous
variables(SURP,RREL,and u;) are normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one.

Modell : rare+1 = y1hit1 + €t41,
Model2 : 7ar,141 = exp(Vet1) exp(Ei(InGm141) + 307) + o1 (RREL)¢ + €441,

Ye+1 = ¢1(SURP) + viy1,
InGm,t+1 =00 + 010Gt + Sour + Net+1

where 8t+1|1/)t ~ N(O, ht+1), Vig1 ~ N(O, 0.01),7]z+1 ~ N(O,U%) , hiv1 = w+ Brhe + ﬁz&‘?

REVOL1 REVOL2 REVOLlauto REVOL2auto GARCH1 GARCH2
Panel A : Correlation Matrix

REVOL1 1.000
REVOL2 0.896 1.000
REVOL1lauto 0.963 0.841 1.000
REVOL2auto 0.836 0.927 0.884 1.000
GARCH1 0.224 0.319 0.236 0.342 1.000
GARCH2 0.239 0.340 0.253 0.366 0.977 1.000

Panel B : Univariate Summary Statistics

Mean 0.005 0.004 0.006 0.006 0.007 0.007
Std. Dev. 0.006 0.004 0.008 0.005 0.002 0.002
Skewness 6.408 2.657 6.505 2.564 2.185 2.293

Kurtosis 61.443 11.346 63.255 11.073 8.940 9.424




112

0L9°61- 99¢'¢ 098V 98¢'¢- TIRG- 96¢'¢ 190G ¢99°0I- 690C 0SLT1- GLLC- GICT syeysy

009°0- LLT°0 8T€E0  69T°0- 9S7'0- 98T°0 0€€0 699°€¢- 8%  889'T- 900'¢- 1ge€T THYY'dUNS
€9¢°61- VICEe VE6'V €eVe- T9L°G- 9pCce  GLCS  VPS0I- 80T G291 TLLC-  TV6V'C  S¥elsy

009°0- GLT'0 €¢e0 TLT0- €SP0~ €810 0£€0 €99°¢- TLLY  68S°'T 2006~  G69'C  INYAL'JYNS
T16G°61- 89C'¢ 6E6'V CLE'E- 96L°G- 00C°¢€ 9Pc'G 0G9°01- 9L8'T G681 8V1'¢- €I9'C sielsy

009°0- 8LT'0 €¢e'0 89T°0- GSP'0- O08T'0 6260 TL9°¢- 6897  88L'T LEE'e-  709'C  VAVD'dYNS
1) Bl vep €29 (adej 129 o 09 ap Nﬂ Hﬂ o@ Ty SHX
08G¢°61- 69T°¢ 6I8F 88E'€¢- ¥89'G- 68T'¢ LEC'S 6,901 LL9°C 0€c'c-  T98°'T  sjeisy

009°0- CLT'0  LTE0 69T°0- L¥P'0- OST'0 82&0 LL9G- £€99°¢ 981'¢c- 686’1 THYHY
G6S9°61- IVL'e Cv6'v  96¢£¢- 989'G- 98T'¢ 96C'S  98G°0T- 060°¢ 69C°0  660°C  S¥eISY

009°0- TLT°0 #¢€0 691°0- SvP'0- 6410 6C€0 €L9°¢- 8819  L9¢°0 6Ic’c dDHY
EV9'61- 61Ce L96V 9.6~ €0L°G- 86T'¢ 1Ivec's 1V9°01- 6V1'E 9TL'T- I8C'C  S¥eIsy

664°0- GLT'0 Gce0 S91°0- 9¥P'0- 6LT°0 LTE0 ¥89'€- TLT9 099°'T- 86¥'c TANI
08¢'61- PEI'¢ 0687V 06€¢- €699~ P¥RI'E €9C'S 9L9°01- 986°C ¢69°0 98T  sielsy

009°0- TLT°0 T2€0 691°0- 9¥P'0- 6410 6C€0 €L9°¢- 1809 8890 ¥¢0'Cc AU

09¢°61- QIT'¢ <CI6v €9¥'¢- 699'G- 08T'¢ ¢Lc's 09901 86G'c  LVI'C 661°C  s¥elsh

009°0- 0LT°0 ¢ce0 €LT'0- S¥P'0- 6410 0€€0 999°¢- T,6°G cel'e 1€¢€'c  INHHL
GLG'61- 6ET°E 616V ¥P6E€- 0€L°G- 961°¢  9vec’s  0LG°01- 8.8°C 18¢'T G80'C  sIeIsh

009°0- TLT°0 ¢c¢e0 691°0- 6¥VP0- 6410 6¢€0 V,LIE- gv6's ¥ve'l vece dd

€949°61- LVT'E 96V €6¢£¢- 169G~ GIT'€ 1¢c'S ¢690I1- ¢L9'C €C8’1 Ge1T'C  SreIsh

009°0- TLT°0  #2€0 691°0- SvP'0- GLT'0 LCE0 CRIE- 0TL™S 88L°1T v.e'c  VAVO
GRG'61- €vec'e Gc6'v 89€'e- 08L'G- 19¢'¢ <TLCS <CES0l- 8CE'C 9L6°T-  FER'T  sielsy

009°0- 9L1°0 ¢ce0  L91T°0-  €SP'0- €8T°'0  0£60  ¥99°¢- L¢C’S €09'€-  ¢99¢c  dYUNS

bp mm% wm% mm% NN% am% H% o% ap Hﬂ oﬁ ny

( *"LANI*IIA Y INHAL *dd P VAVD) oI 1 (F00) N ~ THU (Zo0) N ~ THia ¢ ((1H# )i (0) N ~ *p|1+Hi2 1oym

T 4 5@ + ﬁSbE 19 + 09 = TI;:@ EJ.TS + “mvmmﬁ + ﬁvmﬁw + o% — I+2L

‘It+1z Ambm + H.I:E.Q QCQQHII\P = I+ Wy [PPOIN

(TIPPOIN) VY Suldrea-aury :1s9) uorjeoymads selles-owlL], ¢’ d[qR],

‘uorye)p1dioqur oY} 9e)I[IdR] 0} SUO JO SUOIIRIASD PIRPURIS PUR OIOZ JO SUROUI OARY O} PAZI[RULIOU oIk (*n pue ¥y
¢ #Ty)se[qeLIeA sNoua30xo [y S[[Iq AInseal) [JUoUI-¢ pue spuoq AInseal) I1eak-()] usamjaq peaids peik oy st NYH,I, pue ‘orper uornduwmsuod
snpdans o) ST JYNS ‘siojrenb § snorasid oY) ur o8rIoAr s3I pue d9)el [[Iq AINSeal) YIUOUW ¢ 9Y) U8MIe(] SOULISHIP oY) ST THYY YIM0I3 J(5)
o1 A[1ogrenb o) st (HHAY :I101ePep OO Aq peinseown ojel uonyegul A[1ojrenb oy st TINT ‘Olpel 9olid PUSpPIAIP POZI[RUOSEISOP oY) ST J(O
‘spuoq 99e10dIod pojei-eRy puUR -RRg Uo0MIa( peards pOIA oy} ST JH( ‘Selq Peaye OO B INOYIM OIjel [j[rom-uorpdwmnsuod oY) ST YAV
‘xipuadde ejep a1y} utl pauyep SI (I+#%o)L)Iye[0A pazI[eay ‘ofel [[Iq AINsesl) YHUOUW-¢ PaSSe[ sNUI WInjel o0)s pajydem-onyes JSHD oY)
ST T+# Wy :9j0N "UOI30LI1ISI A31ATyisod Jnoyym NV [RUOI}IPUOD JO SUOIPRIYIdads JUSIOPIP [RIDADS JO S}MSOI UOIJRUIIISO 91} SMOYS d[qR], Y],



113

9LL°0 ¢IT'c TLV'T LL961T- ¢CVO'E ¥6V'V 9€6'C- LCE'G- ¥R6'C  O0ST'G  GOV'6- L¥V9'1- Lc9'C- TOL'T  syessy

GL0'0 €890 €000 L6G0- €8T°0 72€'0 8ST'0- 997°0- 88T'0 &S0 088°'e- 96%'1- LI0'E- €oLT THYY'dUNS
CSC'T  6L6'T 68L'T €89°61- 8ST'¢C €LGV TLT'¢- GLEG- ¥P6'C CS0'G  <CY9'6- OVI'C 6cL'c-  19¢°C  SyeIs?

¢cl’'0 0670 €000  L69°0- 06T°0 ©&€0 PLT'O- 8970~ GRT'0 GPE'0 T69'E- 898’1 180°¢-  86T°C WHHLJIYUNS
8L¥'0  ¥90°0 LBO'0 LL9°61- €8T'€E T10SF V08T 960G~ 6L6'C €6C°G 8LEG- 896'C 06T°¢- 0SV'Cc Sielsy

0000  €¢r'0  ¥00'0  L6S°0- 88T°'0 G¢e0 6VI'0- T97'0- G810 6960 €196~ 06CC 6£C°€-  FECC  VAVD'JHUNS
NQ HQ m 1) K40 440 e (2de 129 o 09 mﬁ Hﬂ o@ Ty SHX
L16°0  G0c'e 689'T 1I89'61- <Cc¥8C 84LV T196'¢c- 980G~ VeLl'c 1867 0VS6- ¢0c'c-  €9C'T  Syeisy

L2000 T1€9°0 ¢00°0 L6S°0- TLT°0 9¥€0 091°0- L¥P'0- CLT'O ¢ve'0 O019°¢- €I8'T- LOE'T THYHY

09%7'T  189°¢  ¥S0'Cc L89'61- €8R'C ¥8SV L¥8C- ¥00'S- T1L9C 7¥OT'S 6076~ 890°0- G89'T  sjeIsy

Gv1°0  ¥8G'0 2000  L69°0- GLT°0 €€€0 PST°0- CFP0- 89T°0 0S€'0 <C99°¢- 910°0- 098'T dOHY

9G9'T  €PL'E €ET'C 989'61- €98°¢ 619V 016¢C- Tv6'v- ¥P9'C €L0°G  VSV6- T€T'T-  T100°C  SYeIsh

¥G1°0  9.6°0 <2000 L69°0- €LT°0 0€€°0 SST°0-  LEVO- 99T°0 8¥€0 9L9°€- G66°'0- 08¢'c TANI

8I¢'T 9Ic'e €68T ¥89'61- ¢€96'¢c €ISV G08¢c- ¥S0°G- GE€L'C €91°'G  69¢°6- ovL'T €L6°0  Sjelsy

I¢1°'0 0890 ¢000 L6950 IST'0 820 TST0- 8¥F0- VLT'0O P9E€0 ¥Pe€E- 890°T BLT'T AHd

0T€'T 8P8C L6L'T G89'61- 9%6'c €ILV €Pce- €91°G- G99L'¢ <TI0'G  899°6- 01G'¢C 066°T  sjyelsy

¥OT°'0 G.9°0 <2000 L6S°0- 6LT°0 ¢¥€'0 9LT°0- <¢S¥'0- GLT'0 O0Ove0 619¢- £€90°¢C 086'T INHH.L

8e¢'T 88T'¢ O0I6'T 6L961- ¢&8¢c ¢09¥ 908¢ ¥L0'G- ¢<CIL'C €61°¢ O0I€6- 6¢S'T TGL'T  syelrsy

€¢r'0 9.9°0 ¢000 L69°0- ¢LT'0 ¢E€0 TIST'0- 9¥P'0- OLT'0 LSE€0 LCS'C- Sve'l 8ER'T dd

I€V'0 L2881 GST'T  6L961- 088C O0OvLV 006c- ¥90°S- 999'Cc ¢60'S  0LV'6- 861°¢C TLLT  sye)s)

Gr0’0 690 €000  L69°0- VLT'0O  8¥€0  LST'0- 6¥VP0- 691°0 8¥E0 €LGE- 280°¢C 80L'T VAVD

L6V'T 6661 L26'T ¥L961- GIT'E 0€vV'vy 6I8¢C €PC'S- 168C €909 6686 90T°¢- ¢0E'Cc  Syelsy

8LT°0  T9¥'0  €00°0  86S5°0- L8T°0 9160  O0ST'0- T97'0- €8I0 LSE'0 GTe'e- GER'E-  96C'Cc  dUNS

NQ HQ m bp mm% wmmv mm% Nm% Hm% ﬁ% o% a% o@ ny

‘uorye)a1dioqur oY} 9e)I[IOR] 0) SUO JO SUOIIRIASD PIRPURIS PUR OIOZ JO SUROUI OARY O} PAZI[RULIOU oIk (*n pue ¥y
‘1Y )se[qrLIeA snouadoxe [[y S[[Iq AINseal} Yjuow-¢ pue spuoq AInsesl} IvaA-()] Woomilaq peolds pold oy st NYH], Pur ‘orjel uorduwmsuod
snpdans o) ST JYNS ‘siojrenb § snorasid oY) ur o8rIoAr s3I pue d9)el [[Iq AINSeal) YIUOUW ¢ 9Y) U8MIe(] SOULISHIP oY) ST THYY YIM0I3 J(5)
o1 A[1ogrenb o) st (HHAY :I101ePep OO Aq peinseown ojel uonyegul A[1ojrenb oy st TINT ‘Olpel 9olid PUSpPIAIP POZI[RUOSEISOP oY) ST J(O
‘spuoq 99e10dIod pojei-eRy puUR -RRg Uo0MIa( peards pOIA oy} ST JH( ‘Selq Peaye OO B INOYIM OIjel [j[rom-uorpdwmnsuod oY) ST YAV
‘xipuadde ejep a1y} utl pauyep SI (I+#%o)L)Iye[0A pazI[eay ‘ofel [[Iq AINsesl) YHUOUW-¢ PaSSe[ sNUI WInjel o0)s pajydem-onyes JSHD oY)
ST T+# Wy :9j0N "UOI30LI1ISI A31ATyisod Jnoyym NV [RUOI}IPUOD JO SUOIPRIYIdads JUSIOPIP [RIDADS JO S}MSOI UOIJRUIIISO 91} SMOYS d[qR], Y],

mwmm\ + “QHQ + = TIQ RAM.Q ﬁ©v>N ~ TIQ“AH0.0 nOv\(« ~ It+2q ¢ AAHAIC rOvZ ~ wa\LHAIm ENEL PN

T 4 5@ + ﬁSbE 19 + 09 = TI;:@ EJ.TS + “mvmmﬁ + ﬁvmﬁw + o% — I+2L

Tz 4 A\mbm + AH...QFS.@QCQQVTI\P — T+ [PPOIN

(ZIPPOIN) VY Suldrea-auiry :1s9) uoljeoymads selles-owlL], ' d[qR],



114

Table 2.5: Time-series specification test: time-varying RRA(Model3)

The Table shows the estimation results of several different specifications of Conditional CAPM without
positivity restriction. Note: 7as,¢4+1 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury
bill rate; CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio without a look ahead bias; DEF is the yield spread between
Baa- and Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is the deseasonalized dividend price ratio; INFL is the quarterly
inflation rate measured by GDP deflator; REGD is the quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference
between the 3 month treasury bill rate and its average in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus
consumption ratio; and TERM is the yield spread between 10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury
bills. All exogenous variables(X1+,X2¢, and u¢) are normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations
of one to facilitate the interpretation.

Model : rart41 = Yet1he+1 + €41, Yer1 = Po + P1 X1t + P2 Xot + vVey1
where 5t+1|1/)t ~ ]\/v(O7 ht+1), Vi1 ~ N(O, 0.01), ht+1 =w+ ﬁlht + ,825%

X1t oo o1 w B1 B2
SURP 2.271 -2.026 0.002 0.571 0.143
tstats  2.589 -2.230 2.093 3.551 1.652
CAYA 2.183 1.109 0.002 0.600 0.155
tstats 2.571 1.344 2.160 4.397 1.697

DP 2.275 0.828 0.002 0.583 0.172
tstats 2.664 1.005 2.251 4.349 1.801

TERM 2.133 1.178 0.002 0.562 0.141
tstats  2.422 1.256 2.119 3.577 1.552
DEF 2.211 0.675 0.002 0.579 0.166
tstats  2.566 0.818 2.248 4.213 1.739
INFL 2.355 -0.854 0.002 0.558 0.172
tstats 2.725 -1.077 2.228 3.872 1.843
REGD 2.281 -0.307 0.002 0.576 0.180
tstats 2.692 -0.410 2.283 4.340 1.901
RREL 2.070 -1.976 0.002 0.593 0.132
tstats 2.372 -2.177 2.162 3.989 1.572
X1, Xot oo 1 o2 w B1 B2

SURP,RREL 2.089 -1.898 -1.825 0.002 0.586 0.116
tstats  2.349 -2.075 -2.019 2.003 3.439 1.495




Table 2.6: Time-series specification test: time-varying RRA(Model4)-1
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The Table shows the estimation results of several different specifications of conditional CAPM with positivity
restriction. Note: rpr:41 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury bill
rate; Realized volatility(6m,t+1) is defined in the data appendix; CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio
without a look ahead bias; DEF is the yield spread between Baa- and Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is
the deseasonalized dividend price ratio; INFL is the quarterly inflation rate measured by GDP deflator;
REGD is the quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference between the 3 month treasury bill rate
and its average in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus consumption ratio; and TERM is the yield
spread between 10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury bills. All exogenous variables( z; and u:) are
normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one to facilitate the interpretation.

Model : TM,t+1 = exp(’yt+1)(Et(ln (Afm’tJrl) + %0’,2]) + €t+1,

Vit1l = P1&¢ + Vi1, MG e+1 = 60 + 61 In Gt + Shug + Me+1,
where ei41[the ~ N(0, Et(Gm,i41)) , ver1 ~ N(0,0.01),m41 ~ N(0,07)

Ty b1 do 1 021 022 023 024 S5 oy
SURP -1.461 -3.594 0.339 0.195 -0.475 -0.171 0.324 0.188 -0.608
tstats -7.877 -10.235 5.324 3.385 -5.924 -3.378 4.862 3.359 -19.461
CAYA 1.218 -3.592 0.338 0.174 -0.451 -0.172 0.331 0.171 -0.610
tstats 4.654 -10.171  5.283 2.994 -5.600 -3.361 4.913 3.079 -19.386

DP 1.052 -3.578 0.341 0.191 -0.466 -0.172 0.327 0.175 -0.610
tstats 4.088 -10.128 5.319 3.309 -5.807 -3.378 4.870 3.132 -19.370
TERM 0.864 -3.576  0.341 0.187 -0.458 -0.178 0.333 0.175 -0.611
tstats 2.231 -10.099 5.304 3.234 -5.704 -3.469 4.942 3.120 -19.328
DEF 0.600 -3.569 0.342 0.189 -0.460 -0.172 0.323 0.176 -0.611
tstats 3.226 -10.072  5.325 3.270 -5.731 -3.370 4.763 3.150 -19.344
INFL -1.686 -3.603 0.336 0.188 -0.461 -0.172 0.334 0.184 -0.609
tstats -4.969 -10.207 5.256 3.272 -5.753 -3.369 4.968 3.288 -19.398
REGD -0.446 -3.580 0.340 0.186 -0.459 -0.174 0.333 0.175 -0.611
tstats -0.949 -10.082  5.277 3.225 -5.706 -3.395 4.937 3.120 -19.309
RREL -0.749 -3.558 0.345 0.195 -0.466 -0.178 0.317 0.177 -0.610
tstats -7.237 -10.049 5.367 3.367 -5.794 -3.489 4.680 3.165 -19.384




Table 2.7: Time-series specification test: time-varying RRA(Model4)-11
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The Table shows the estimation results of several different specifications of conditional CAPM with positivity
Note: rarty1 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury bill
rate; Realized volatility(Gm,i+1) is defined in the data appendix; CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio
without a look ahead bias; DEF is the yield spread between Baa- and Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is the
deseasonalized dividend price ratio; INFL is the quarterly inflation rate measured by GDP deflator; REGD
is the quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference between the 3 month treasury bill rate and its
average in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus consumption ratio; and TERM is the yield spread
between 10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury bills. All exogenous variables(z,SURP, and u;) are
normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one to facilitate the interpretation.

restriction.

Model : rari+1 = exp(yet1) (Be(In6m 1) + %0%) + €41,

where ery1[the ~ N(0, Et(6m,e41)) 5 ver1 ~ N(0,0.01),741 ~ N(0,07)

Ye+1 = $1(SURP): + ¢poxt + vet1,In6m 41 = Jo + 81 10 Gt + Sous + Met1,

T 01 o2 do 01 021 022 023 024 d25 )
SURP, CAYA -1.205 1.009 -3.680 0.324 0.180 -0.476 -0.171 0.337 0.194 -0.607
tstats  -3.883 2.171 -10.445 5.072 3.101 -5.926 -3.362 5.063 3.471 -19.514

SURP, DP -1.629 -0.309 -3.604 0.337 0.192 -0.470 -0.172 0.331 0.188 -0.607
tstats -8.411 -1.264 -10.287 5.315 3.342 -5.873 -3.393 4.959 3.367 -19.497

SURP, TERM -1.390 0.404 -3.579 0.342 0.199 -0.479 -0.178 0.317 0.188 -0.608
tstats  -6.486 1.497 -10.174  5.361 3.455 -5.956 -3.491 4.730 3.359 -19.474

SURP, DEF -1.597 -0.269 -3.620 0.334 0.189 -0.474 -0.172 0.337 0.190 -0.607
tstats  -8.917 -1.096 -10.329 5.266 3.302 -5.931 -3.395 5.027 3.400 -19.498

SURP, INFL -1.427 -0.614 -3.639 0.331 0.190 -0.479 -0.170 0.337 0.200 -0.606
tstats -6.400 -1.971 -10.403 5.230 3.325 -6.011 -3.364 5.055 3.564 -19.547

SURP, RREL -1.285 -0.221 -3.583 0.341 0.199 -0.478 -0.176 0.317 0.187 -0.608
tstats -4.624 -1.324 -10.183 5.345 3.452 -5.960 -3.456 4.723 3.344 -19.455




Table 2.8: Time-series specification test: time-varying RRA(Model5)-1
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The Table shows the estimation results of several different specifications of Conditional CAPM with positivity
Note: rart41 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury bill
rate; Realized volatility(6m,i+1) is defined in the data appendix; CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio
without a look ahead bias; DEF is the yield spread between Baa- and Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is
the deseasonalized dividend price ratio; INFL is the quarterly inflation rate measured by GDP deflator;
REGD is the quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference between the 3 month treasury bill rate
and its average in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus consumption ratio; and TERM is the yield
spread between 10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury bills. All exogenous variables( z; and u:) are
normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one to facilitate the interpretation.

restriction.

Model : rari+1 = exp(yet1) (Be(In6m 1) + %0%) + €41,

Ver1 = G1Tt + Veg1, 10 G p1 = Fo + 01 10 Fan e + Sous + Mes1,

where ;11| ~ N(0,hi11)) , vig1 ~ N(0,0.01),me41 ~ N(0,07), hit1 = w + Brhi + Bac?

Tt 01 do 01 021 022 023 024 025 ) w B B2
SURP -1.464 -3.533 0355 0.177 -0.455 -0.152 0.319 0.179 -0.598 0.002 0.525 0.183
tstats -6.682 -9.375  5.205 2.807 -5.168 -2.819 4.453 2983 -19.660 2.194 3.061 1.562
CAYA 1.278 -3.550 0.353 0.158 -0.438 -0.154 0.342 0.170 -0.597 0.002 0.630 0.019
tstats 5.225 -9.436  5.169 2.501 -4.967 -2.844 4.708 2.852 -19.680 0.738 1.297 0.210

DPp 1.043 -3.529 0.357 0.175 -0.449 -0.147 0.327 0.177 -0.597 0.002 0.584 0.117
tstats 4.067 -9.331  5.201 2.760 -5.126 -2.739 4.551 2.942 -19.691 1.909 3.258 1.246
TERM 0.846 -3.599 0.343 0.168 -0.448 -0.164 0.339 0.180 -0.598 0.002 0.581 0.132
tstats 1.928 -9.515 5.006 2.661 -5.083 -3.005 4.657 2977 -19.661 2.000 3.458 1.515
DEF 0.584 -3.545 0.354 0.172 -0.446 -0.148 0.325 0.179 -0.597 0.002 0.568 0.137
tstats 3.361 -9.368 5.154 2.731 -5.097 -2.748 4.481 2.980 -19.686 2.005 3.311 1.411
INFL -1.699 -3.576 0.348 0.174 -0.442 -0.158 0.326 0.182 -0.598 0.002 0.569 0.156
tstats -3.798 -9.461 5.071 2,770 -5.057 -2.910 4.474 3.009 -19.671 2.081 3.503 1.677
REGD -0.526 -3.567 0.349 0.172 -0.448 -0.154 0.333 0.180 -0.597 0.002 0.594 0.127
tstats -1.701 -9.434  5.097 2.720 -5.104 -2.841 4582 2979 -19.687 1976 3.587 1.453
RREL -0.718 -3.570  0.349 0.173 -0.448 -0.162 0.335 0.175 -0.597 0.002 0.605 0.112
tstats -6.528 -9.406 5.071 2.744 -5.103 -2.980 4.607 2900 -19.680 1.928 3.540 1.320




118

80G'T 8GT'€ ¥40'c <c0L61 €ET'E  9L9F GE€R'C- <C¢c'S- 9€9'¢c  S0T'S 6296~ 088'1- 0050 G90°9-  syeIsy

091T°0  €99°0 000 2650 88T°0  LEE'0  €ST'0- 9SF'0- 99T°0 GPE'0  169°€ 099°0- A8T0 O0EV'1- VAVD'LINI JYNS
N.Q ﬁQ m %) K40 vee €29 [2de 129 o 09 mﬂ Nﬂ Hﬂ Ty FEVW

¥y’ 9.L0°¢  060°Cc T19961- V46'¢ 69V 066'c- 961°G- T198C 691G  ¥9€°6- €9T°T-  LIL'G-  syessy

¢ST'0 9rs’'0 <000  86S°0- 8L1T°0 ©¢c€0 091°0- 8S¥'0- 1I8T°0 ¥EE€0 ¢Cvse- ¥Gc0-  99T'1- THYY ‘ddns
69¢°'T ¢ET'¢ 160°C VIL6I- LIT'E 999F 6€8¢C 0¢c'S- 60L¢C Cvl'e  v096- G8T'c- TG99~ sjelsy

¢LT'0 ¢vs'0 <¢000 L6G0- 981T°0 GE€E'0 €ST°0- PSP'0- 691°0 L¥PE0 089°€- ¢69°0-  LSV'T-  TANI ‘d9ns
ERV'T  TLT'¢ 0¢I'c 989'61- 986'¢c L6GTV €98'C- 161°G- VIL'C 091G T19°6- G06°0- POT'8- sjelsy

891°0 9¥4°0 <000  L6S°0- 08T°0 ©€E0 GST'0- PSSP0~ TLT°0O 0S€0 €99°€¢- 10€°0- SQI9'1- AdHAd ‘d9ns
9¢¢'T  T1c0'¢ €80°C 69961- 6L6'C Vev'vy GL6°C-  L6T°G- PS48'C  G9T°G  GGE6- T1€'T ¢Cqv- sieisy

LST°0 0PGS0 €000 86%°0- 6L1°0 T¢€0 <T91°0- 8SP'0- O8T'0 ¥EE€'0 O0OVs€- 0cr 0 T1€'T- INYHHL ‘d9ns
¢GS'T  L90°¢  GLT'C ©€6961- 696'¢c €€9V 6V8¢Cc- 8¢l'S- 8IL'C 861G LSV6- 29C°T-  9I8L-  Sje)sy

€81°0 6¢5°0 <c000 L690- 8LT°0 L¢€0 PET'0- 0SP'0- PLT'O €S€°0 LySe- LT1€°0-  T¥P9'1- dd ‘d9ns
6960 L¥¢c ¢cl'T 16961 cel’'s  TI8T 8L8C 061°G- L09C T.0°G  999°6- 2997 CIOV-  Sels?

Ly0°0  089'0 000 2650 G810 9v€'0  SST°0- 99¥'0- 9910  €PE0  G09°€¢- 082'T ¢e0'T-  VAVD ‘d4ns
NQ HQ m by mm% wm% mm% NN% Hm% H% o% m% Hﬂ 15

2atg + g 4 o = THiy (Lo ‘o) N ~ THU(TO00)N ~ T ¢ ((TH1y ‘o) N ~ *p|TH3 szoym

T 4 wzm% + ﬁE.@ up g 4 09 = TL,E.Q EJLIS + wmvmmﬂ + :vmm@ + AmﬁDmv:v — I+2L

‘Ttz Ambm + (T wgur) i) (T )dxe = T+ Wy : [opoIN

‘worye1a1dIour oY) 9)RII[IOR] 0} SUO JO SUOIIRIASD PIRPUR)S PUR OI9Z JO SURSWL SARY O PIZI[RULIOU oIk (*n pue ‘qyN§
1Ty 41y )sa[qeLIeA snous8oxe [y 'S[[Iq AINseal) Yjuouwl-¢ pue spuoq AInseal) Ieak-)] Ueemiaq pesids p[aIA o) ST JNYH.L, Pue ‘orjel uolydwnsuod
snidins o) ST JYNS ‘siojrenb § snomoeid oY) ul o8eIose S)I pue djel [[Iq AINSLDI) [HUOUW ¢ 9} UMD dOUSIPIP o) ST THHHYImMoI18 Jd5H
[®o1 A[1991enDb OU) SI ([HHY {Iojegep JY) Aq poinseow ojel uoljepgul A[reirenb oyj st AN ‘O19el 0011d PUSPIAIP POZI[RUOSEISOP oY) ST J(T
{spuoq 9jeiod1od pojel-eey pue -eeq UMIdq pealds polA oy} ST JH(] ‘Selq Peaye 0O ® INOYIM OIjel i[eam-uordwnsuod a3 ST VAV
‘xtpuedde eyep o) ul pouygep sI (T+#wo)A[Ipe[oa pozi[esy] ‘9jel [[Iq AINSsesI) YHUOUI-¢ PoSSe[ sNUIWI WINJSI 300)Ss pojySom-onies JSYD o2
st TH#Wy 930N "uOIpOLIgsel ANAnisod UM NJV) [RUOINIPUO)) JO SUOIROYIAdS JUSISPIP [RIOADS JO S)[NSOI UOIJRUII)SO 9Y) SMOYS 9[qR], 9],

I1-(SIPPOIN) VY'Y Surdres-owr) o1} :9s0) UO1IROYIDAdS SOLIOS-OWL], :6°g 9[qRL,



Table 2.10: Time-series specification test: time-varying RRA(Model6)
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The Table shows the estimation results of several different specifications of conditional CAPM with positivity
restriction. Note: 7as,t41 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury bill rate;
CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio without a look ahead bias; DEF is the yield spread between Baa- and
Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is the deseasonalized dividend price ratio; INFL is the quarterly inflation
rate measured by GDP deflator; REGD is the quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference between the
3 month treasury bill rate and its average in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus consumption ratio;
and TERM is the yield spread between 10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury bills. All exogenous
variables(X1+ and Xo¢) are normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one to facilitate
the interpretation.

Model : rart4+1 = exp(Ves1)her1 + €t41, Yer1 = P1 X1t + P2 Xot + V41,
where e;41]10: ~ N(0, hey1), verr ~ N(0,0.01), hip1 = w + Brhs + Foe?

Panel A X+ Panel B X+ Xo¢

o1 w 51 B2 o1 P2 w B1 B2

SURP -1.216 0.002 0.585 0.139

tstats -5.822 2120 3.771 1.705
CAYA 1.074 0.002 0.619 0.127 SURP, CAYA -0.996 0.733 0.002 0.632 0.111
tstats  3.783 2.004 4.204 1.498 tstats -1.806  0.865 1.911 3.898 1.409
DP 1.018 0.002 0.599 0.146 SURP, DP -1.400 -0.361 0.002 0.574 0.161
tstats  4.104 2.127 4.182 1.650 tstats -6.027 -1.005 2.178 3.857 1.834
TERM 0.670 0.002 0.573 0.143 SURP, TERM -1.144 0.423 0.002 0.580 0.137
tstats  1.617 2.087 3.601 1.621 tstats  -5.035 1.450 2.087 3.621 1.713
DEF 0.653 0.002 0.592 0.140 SURP, DEF -1.269 -0.079 0.002 0.582 0.145
tstats  4.402 2.077 3.919 1.607 tstats -5.398 -0.363 2.149 3.801 1.738
INFL -1.347 0.002 0.555 0.156 SURP, INFL -1.186 -0.329 0.002 0.580 0.145
tstats -3.796 2.146 3.448 1.777 tstats -4.474 -0.944 2.147 3.798 1.831
REGD -0.618 0.002 0.588 0.157 SURP, REGD -1.259 0.063 0.002 0.583 0.143
tstats -2.798 2.138 4.058 1.771 tstats -5.256 0.312 2.136 3.789 1.710
RREL -0.705 0.002 0.591 0.137 SURP, RREL -0.973 -0.300 0.002 0.576 0.134
tstats -7.033 2.036 3.768 1.611 tstats -2.909 -1.626 2.017 3.411 1.648
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Table 2.13: Time-series specification test: time-varying RRA(Model3) and a hedging com-
ponent

The Table shows the estimation results of several different specifications of conditional ICAPM without
positivity restriction. Note: 7as,¢+1 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury
bill rate; CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio without a look ahead bias; DEF is the yield spread between
Baa- and Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is the deseasonalized dividend price ratio; INFL is the quarterly
inflation rate measured by GDP deflator; REGD is the quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference
between the 3 month treasury bill rate and its average in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus
consumption ratio; and TERM is the yield spread between 10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury
bills. All exogenous variables(SURP;,CAYA;, and z;) are normalized to have means of zero and standard
deviations of one to facilitate the interpretation.

Model : Tari41 = Yeg1hed1 + @1ze + €041, Vi1 = ¢o + o1 (SURP): + ¢d2(CAYA): + veg1,
where 5t+1|¢t ~ N(O, ht+1), Vi1 ~ N(O, 0.01), ht+1 =w + ﬁlht + ,828§+1

2t o) 1 02 g w B1 B2
CAYA 2.029 -1.906 -1.852 -0.006 0.002 0.599 0.090
tstats 2.243 -2.059 -2.032 -0.890 1.811 3.136 1.151

DP 2.051 -1.818 -1.873 -0.004 0.002 0.585 0.106
tstats  2.292  -1.964 -2.056 -0.608 1.924 3.240 1.377

TERM 2.068 -1.847 -1.561 -0.005 0.002 0.580 0.114
tstats  2.321 -2.005 -1.612 -0.747 1.978 3.311 1.487

DEF 2.094 -1.925 -1.926 0.002 0.002 0.588 0.122
tstats  2.362 -2.093 -2.021  0.332 2.022 3.581 1.509

INFL 2115 -1.602 -1.709  0.007 0.002 0.580 0.136
tstats 2.391 -1.667 -1.896 1.044 2.142 3.744 1.621

REGD 2.065 -1.991 -2.086 -0.005 0.002 0.584 0.115
tstats  2.320 -2.150 -2.171 -0.821 2.010 3.428 1.509

RREL 1591 -2.216 -8.456 -0.043 0.002 0.600 0.082
tstats  1.563 -2.295 -0.828 -0.655 1.916 3.471 1.079
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Table 2.14: Time-series specification test: time-varying RRA(Model4) and a hedging com-
ponent

The Table shows the estimation results of several different specifications of conditional ICAPM with positivity
restriction. Note: rpr:y1 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury bill
rate; Realized volatility(Gm,t+1) is defined in the data appendix; CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio
without a look ahead bias; DEF is the yield spread between Baa- and Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is the
deseasonalized dividend price ratio; INFL is the quarterly inflation rate measured by GDP deflator; REGD
is the quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference between the 3 month treasury bill rate and its
average in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus consumption ratio; and TERM is the yield spread
between 10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury bills. All exogenous variables(z;,SURP;,CAYA;, and
u¢) are normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one to facilitate the interpretation.

Model : 7ar,t41 = exp(Ye41) (Bt (In6m e41) + 207) + o1 2ze + €141,
Yi+1 = ¢1(SURP): + ¢p2(CAYA); + vi41,In 6 e41 = do + 01 In Gt + Shug + Net1,
where e¢11[t ~ N(0, Bt (Gm,t41)) 5 ves1 ~ N(0,0.01),me41 ~ N(0,07)

2t o1 P2 a do 01 021 022 023 024 025 oy
CAYA -1.289 0.802 -0.004 -3.671  0.325 0.183 -0.479 -0.172 0.335 0.195 -0.607
tstats -3.826 1.192 -0.498 -10.375 5.075 3.146 -5.957 -3.377 4.993 3.481 -19.519
DP -1.203 1.001 -0.001 -3.680 0.324 0.180 -0.477 -0.171 0.336 0.194 -0.607
tstats -3.874 2.129 -0.136 -10.444 5.073 3.107 -5.926 -3.366 5.050 3.469 -19.514
TERM -1.202 0.994 -0.009 -3.667 0.327 0.178 -0.473 -0.171 0.332 0.193 -0.606
tstats -3.827 2.086 -1.677 -10.412 5.120 3.059 -5.883 -3.351 4.963 3.455 -19.560
DEF -1.205 1.007 0.000 -3.680 0.324 0.180 -0.476 -0.171 0.337 0.194 -0.607
tstats -3.862 2.156 0.035 -10.447 5.072 3.100 -5.926 -3.360 5.029 3.470 -19.514
INFL -1.023 1.165 0.010 -3.668 0.326 0.172 -0.467 -0.167 0.337 0.198 -0.606
tstats -2.741 2.678 1.720 -10.386 5.101 2.961 -5.787 -3.287 5.064 3.527 -19.561
REGD -1.237 1.005 -0.004 -3.690 0.322 0.182 -0.479 -0.171 0.339 0.194 -0.607
tstats -4.033 2.174 -0.769 -10.482 5.049 3.126 -5.950 -3.366 5.078 3.483 -19.525
RREL -1.100 1.068 0.010 -3.666 0.327 0.180 -0.475 -0.170 0.325 0.197 -0.606

tstats -3.501 2.515 1.829 -10.379  5.107 3.114 -5.922 -3.350 4.829 3.512 -19.549
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Table 2.16: Time-series specification test: time-varying RRA(Model6) and a hedging com-

ponent

The Table shows the estimation results of several different specifications of conditional ICAPM with positivity
restriction. Note: 7as,.41 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus lagged 3-month treasury bill rate;
CAYA is the consumption-wealth ratio without a look ahead bias; DEF is the yield spread between Baa- and
Aaa-rated corporate bonds; DP is the deseasonalized dividend price ratio; INFL is the quarterly inflation
rate measured by GDP deflator; REGD is the quarterly real GDP growth;RREL is the difference between the
3 month treasury bill rate and its average in the previous 4 quarters; SURP is the surplus consumption ratio;
and TERM is the yield spread between 10-year treasury bonds and 3-month treasury bills. All exogenous
variables(z: and SURP;) are normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one to facilitate

the interpretation.

Model : 7art4+1 = exp(Yeq1)her1 + arze + €1, Vi1 = G1(SURP) vy + veg1,

where e¢41]te ~ N(0, het1), vepr ~ N(0,0.01),m641 ~ N(0,07) , he1 = w + Bihy + Pae}

2t b1 o1 w 51 B2
CAYA -1.215 -0.006 0.002 0.594 0.116
tstats -5.581 -0.906 1.983 3.532 1.393
DP -1.201 -0.002 0.002 0.584 0.135
tstats -5.403 -0.244 2.082 3.688 1.630
TERM -1.217 -0.010 0.002 0.574 0.125
tstats -5.636 -1.725 2.003 3.330 1.603
DEF -1.203 -0.001 0.002 0.584 0.134
tstats -5.445 -0.216 2.061 3.667 1.588
INFL -1.188 0.009 0.002 0.568 0.162
tstats  -5.092 1.399 2.216 3.834 1.833
REGD -1.237 -0.002 0.002 0.583 0.141
tstats -5.834 -0.356 2.132 3.773 1.715
RREL -1.136 0.010 0.002 0.594 0.110
tstats -4.613 1.691 1.944 3.379 1.412




Table 2.17: Summary Statistics for the estimated Time-varying Risk Aversion
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Summary statistics for the estimated risk aversion from 1957:2 to 2005:4. The Auto(1) give the first au-
tocorrelation. This table shows descriptive statistics of the estimated risk aversion series(exp(7y:+1)) from
conditional CAPM with the surplus consumption ratio(Modell) and conditional ICAPM with the surplus
consumption ratio and the consumption-wealth ration as instruments for relative risk aversion and RREL
as a proxy for hedging component(Model2). Note: 7ar¢4+1 is the CRSP value-weighted stock return minus
lagged 3-month treasury bill rate;Realized volatility(REVOL1) is defined in the data appendix; All exogenous

variables(SURP:,RREL;,and u:) are normalized to have means of zero and standard deviations of one.

Modell : TM,t+1 = exp(*yt_H) exp(Et(ln a’m,t+1) + %G’,Q]) + Et+1,

Model2 : TM,t+1 = exp(’yt.H) eXp(Et(ln &m7t+1) + %0'721) + al(RREL)t + E¢41,

Ye+1 = ¢1 * (SURP): + ve41,
NG t41 = 60 + 61106t + Fous + Net1

where Et+1|’(/)t ~ ]\](O7 ht+1), Vi1 ~ N(O, 0'01)777t+1 ~ N(0,0’%) y hiy1 =w+ ﬂlht + ﬂg&?

Risk Aversion(C-CAPM)

Risk Aversion(C-ICAPM)

Mean
Median
Maximum
Minimum
Std. Dev.
Skewness
Kurtosis
Auto(1)
Corr

2.388
0.771
15.994
0.035
3.020
1.835
6.544
0.906
0.964

2.070
0.850
16.801
0.055
2.580
2.342
10.271
0.852
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Appendices

A Alternative approaches in monetary economics

In this section, I briefly summarize stylized facts and alternative models proposed in mon-
etary economics before new Keynesian dynamic general stochastic equilibrium models em-

ployed in this paper are developed.

A.1 Stylized facts from time-series analysis

Simple time-series analysis such as vector autoregression(VAR) or structural vector autore-
gressions(SVAR) have provided the following stylized facts which must be explained with

well-suited monetary economic models#3

e Monetary policy shocks have a delayed yet persistent effect on real output. Especially
positive monetary shocks lead to a hump-shaped positive response of output in USA

economy.(Walsh (2001))
e Both anticipated and unanticipated shocks affect real economic activity (Mishkin (1982)).

e An increase in the money supply can reduce the real interest rate(liquidity effect)
since more liquidity tends to lower the price of money which is equivalent to lowering

the interest rate.

43Refer to chapter 1 of Walsh (2001) for a detailed explanation on time series evidence.
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A.2 Various monetary equilibrium models with micro-foundation

From the general equilibrium models built on the joint foundations of individual opti-
mization and flexible prices to the class of general equilibrium models built on optimizing
behavior and nominal rigidities are employed in most discussions of monetary policy issues.

Lucas (1976) argue that traditional policy evaluation exercises using macroeconometric
models were flawed by a failure to recognize that the relations typically estimated were
reduced-form rather than truly structural relations. This problem can be addressed by
making use of structural relations that explicitly represent the dependence of economic
decisions upon expectations regarding future endogenous variables. The inclusion of signif-
icant forward-looking terms in key structural relations have substantial consequences for an

analysis of the character of optimal policy.

1. Flexible price approaches

e Lucas (1973) islands model with rational expectation and imperfect information
and competitive markets is the first general equilibrium model based on the mi-
crofoundation to explain monetary facts. But in this model, only unanticipated

shocks matter and it does not generate any persistence change in output.

e Cash in advance(CIA) model or monetary real business cycle(RBC) models of
Lucas (1982) and Svensson (1985)) generally share same problem with islands
model because they essentially keep the same structure of the real economy
as RBC models but superimpose a monetary sector. Whilst they are able to
generate real-nominal interactions, the effect is not very persistent and output
quickly returns to baseline. ¥ Furthermore, the CIA models suffer from the same

problems that generate the equity premium puzzle and these basic CIA models

4Money in the utility function model has similar problems. It is well known that under certain conditions
there exists an equivalence between putting money in the utility function or specifying cash in advance
constraint.
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are also not very successful in generating plausible asset price and interest rate

data.(Giovannini and Labadie (1991))

e CIA augmented with limited participation mechanism proposed by Fuerst (1992)
explains the liquidity effect successfully but it is too complicated by altering
the structure of CIA models with limited participation only for explaining the
liquidity effect. It is criticized since the appropriate model will have to involve

greater complexity than simply assuming certain prices are fixed.

2. RBC with sticky prices alone fails to solve the persistence problem.(V. V. Chari and
McGrattan (2000)) They argue that real rigidity in labor market should be added
since the wage rate and prices react too strongly in their model to money supply

shocks to have persistent output effects.
3. Empirical results and other ideas

e Hodrick, Kocherlakota, and Lucas (1991) find that classical CIA models fail to
explain the variability of velocity with reasonable assumptions on the levels of

risk aversion.

e Cooley and Hansen (1989) introduce the concept of inflation tax :when infla-
tion is high, the real value of money declines sharply so that agents will hold
less money. Since cash is required to finance consumption purchases, this high
inflation causes lower consumption and so a nominal variables will affect a real
variable. Therefore, inflation acts as a tax on goods which require money to be
purchased and as a subsidy on credit goods which do not require cash. How-
ever, this mechanism of non-neutrality is not enough to explain the interaction

between real and nominal variables in the data.

e The nominal interest rates is often viewed through the Fisher hypothesis; The

nominal interest rate equals the real interest rate plus the expected inflation
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rate. Therefore, an increase in the money supply can have two effects: it can
reduce the real interest rate(liquidity effect) and it forecasts higher future in-
flation. Therefore to generate a falling nominal interest rate in response to a
positive money supply shock, the liquidity effect should outweigh the fisher ef-
fect. However, in neoclassical models money does not influence real variables(the
real interest rate), increases in the money supply just forecast higher inflation
and so the nominal interest rates rises as there is no liquidity effect but only a

Fisher effect.

4. New-Keynesian approaches with microfoundation
In order to explain a large degree of inflation inertia and persistent impact on output
of monetary policy shocks, the New-Keynesian framework assumes that firms oper-
ate in monopolistic competitive markets and production is constrained by aggregate
demand. Prices are assumed to be sticky and consequently do not move instanta-
neously to movements in marginal costs. Due to the price stickiness, the central bank
affects aggregate demand through its influence on real interest rates. By lowering
real interest rates, the central bank induces higher aggregate demand, marginal costs
and prices than would otherwise materialize.For example, Rotemberg and Woodford
(1999) use a dynamic IS curve based on intertemporal maximization and an aggregate
supply curve based on the sticky prices in the New Keynesian Phillips curve. Rather
than assuming a cash-in-advance constraint and facing the problems of generating
substantial liquidity effects, they jump directly to a formulation in which the instru-
ment of monetary policy is the interest rate itself.(Monetary policy rule) Following
this approach, many New-Keynesian models are developed as they are summarized in

this paper.

451 refer to Woodford (2003) for details
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B Pricing Kernel example

Without imposing any theoretical structure, the fundamental existence theorem of Harrison
and Kreps (1979) states that, in the absence of arbitrage, there exists a positive stochastic
discount factor, or pricing kernel, myy1, such that, for any traded asset with a net return

at time t of R; 1, the following equation holds:

1= Et[mt+1(1 + Ri,t+1)] (B—l)

where E; denotes the mathematical expectation operator conditional on information avail-
able at time t.

In order to get some intuition behind this fundamental asset pricing formula, I present
an example of multi-period consumption asset pricing kernel 28

Consider a representative agent who maximizes:

max Eo | Y p'U(e)|,0<p<1 (B-2)
t=0
S.t.Wt+1 = Rt+1 (Wt - Ct) (B—3)

where ¢; is consumption of an agent at time t, W; is wealth valued in units of the consump-
tion good, p is the subjective discount rate, and R4 is the real gross rate of return on the
asset between dates t and t+1.

The implied dynamic program after plugging the budget constraint is given by:
V (Wi, Ry) = I%*X{U (Wi —wt) + pEV (ut Ry, Rieq1)} (B-4)

where the control is uy = (W — )

46T follow the explanation given in chapter 1 of Cochrane (2001)
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The first order condition with respect to the optimal control is
U’ (Ct) + pE} [GV (uth_H, Rt+1) /6ut] Ri11=0 (B—5)

And the Benveniste-Scheinkman differentiability condition is OV (us Ryt1, Rev1) /Our = U’ (¢i41)

Therefore, the Euler condition can be summarized as
U’ (ct) = pEy [Re41U’ (cy1)] (B-6)

orl= Et [mt+1Rt+1]

where my11 = pU’ (¢r41) /U’ (¢) is called the stochastic discount factor or the pricing kernel.

C Non-linear state-space model with endogeneity and GARCH

In this section, I present the state space model and computing algorithms for my empirical
models(Model 7) by adapting empirical models of Kim and Nelson (2005) and Kim (2006)
to my specification. Generally, endogeneity issue can exist once I allow misspecification
in EtIndy,¢41. Guo and Whitelaw (2006) argue for this case. Slight different version of
realized variance model is implemented for simplicity but Engle et al(1987, Econometrica)

advocates this form.

C.1 Empirical model

re = exp(y) E—1(In6my) + a1 Zi—1 + &4 (C-1)

where 7y is excess market return(R,, ; — R{ ),(In Gy, ) is a measure of realized variance,Z;_q
are proxy variables for the hedging components, and exp(7;) stands for the time-varying

RRA.
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Ve = do + G171 + 95 X1 + vt (C-2)

where X;_1 are proxy variables to capture the time-varying RRA.

By substituting observed realized variance In &, into (C-1)) , I get

re = exp(ye) Inop s + a2y +ef (C-3)

where ef = exp(yt) [Et—1In6pm ¢ — In Gy ] +e¢

Following Kim and Nelson (2005) and Kim (2006), I approximate distribution of ¢} as
N(0,p;) and p; = 0 + O1pi—1 + 02672,

Incidently, endogeneity becomes an important issue because cov((lnéy,t),e5) # 0. In
fact, Brandt and Qiang (2004) suggest that there might be correlation between these two
components using latent vector autoregressive regression model.

My specifications for In &y, is :

I Gy = G0, + 01, NGy g1 + O g1 + 7 (C-4)

0it = 0ip—1 + & (C-5)

where uy_1 are exogenous variables which affect the time-varying volatility, & ~ N (0, ag),
and n; ~ N(0,07) and i=0 or 1.

Guo and Whitelaw (2006) show the evidence of instability of parameters in realized
variance equation.

In general forms, I can express (C=4)) as follows:

nGm = Er 1[I0 6] + Ge—1 (C-6)
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1

_ 02
where ¢;_1 = Qt‘t_l

N .
uf and uj ~ 4.i.d.N(0,1)
4);—1 can be obtained as the time-varying conditional variance covariance matrix for

prediction error(g;;—;) from the Kalman filter applied to models given (C-6)).

Following Kim (2006), I assume the following specific structure for error terms in (C=3))

and (C=0)):

uy 0 1 p-p
bl N , . i
2 0 p-pi i

After the Cholesky decomposition, I get:

uy 1 0 uy uy o 10
~ N 1 , ~ i.4.d.N
£} P (1—p?)py wy wy 0 0 1

With this specific assumption, I can decompose €} into two distinct components to

address the correlation explicitly:

1
* E *
€ = Pp; Uy + Wy

where wy ~ N (0, (1 — p?)ps)
Finally, T rewrite (C=3)) as:

1
re = exp(y)(In G t) + &) Zi—1 + ppE - uf + wy, (B.1.6) (C-7)

Kim (2006) show that once we get (u;), his modified Kalman filter can be utilized to

estimate the empirical model given here. In next section, I construct modified Kalman filter

and estimation method following his approach.
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C.2 Estimation method

In this section, I develop two-step maximum likelihood estimation(MLE) based on Kalman
filter using straightforward application of Kim (2006).

In the first step estimation, I have usual state space model with measurement equa-
tion(C=6)) and transition equation(C=5)). I estimate model using MLE with Kalman filter
and obtain standardized residuals.(u}) After incorporating u; into (C=1), I need to estimate
a nonlinear state space model with GARCH with a couple of approximations %2

First, I use extended Kalman filtering technique to linearize measurement equation(CJ
[M). After denoting exp(y¢)Iném ¢ as f(Gmy;ve), 1 take a Taylor series expansion of the
nonlinear function(f(Gm+ : 1)) around 44 = 7y,—1. In this expression, v,,_; indicates
E[v¢|¥;_1] where ¥;_; denotes the information set available up to t-1.

After linearization, I get the following measurement equation:

. Of (Gt : i
re = f(Ome s ve) + W(% — Vepe—1) + N Zy_1 + ppE - uf +wy
t
A _ - Af (Gmytiy) — A
wheref (Gm,¢ = 1) = eXp(’Yt|t71) In Gt e = eXp(’Yt\tfl) In Gy

By redefining some of variables, I get the following linearized measurement equation

. 1
Y: = Xyt + a4 Zi—1 + ppFu; + wy (C-8)

where Yy = r; — eXp(’Yt\t—l) Inom + eXP(’Yt\t—l) In G, ¢yye—1 and X = exp(%|t_1) I G ¢
In order to estimate GARCH in wy, I include w; into transition equation following

Harvey, Ruiz, and Sentana (1992). In matrix forms,

5 " ’ 3, *
Y, = [Xt, 1} + aqi—1 + ehf uy
Wt

47T closely follow the approach taken by Kim and Nelson (2005)
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Mt b0 + P5X1—1 ¢1 0 V-1 vt
= + + ,
Wt 0 0 0 We—1 Wy
Vg N 0 | og 0
we 0 0 (1-pp

I use the following compact forms to explain modified Kalman filtering algorithm.

. 1
Y: = Xuf + & qi—1 + phiup
By = pue + FBy_1 + 01, 0 ~ (0, Q)

- - - + 15X 0 v
WhereXt:[Xt,l},ﬁt: Ve = $o + P15X¢ 1 P 7 P
Wy 0 0 0 Wt
~ o2 0
anth:
0 (1—P2)pt

At each iteration of the Kalman filter, I obtain a linear approximation of the model

around ¢ = ;-1 ,and calculate Y; and X, for the following Kalman filter.

Bt|t71 = F/étflhffl +

Pejt—1 = Fpp_1p—1 F' + Q1

Neje—1 = Ye — thﬁﬂt—l - Ppt% (up) — a1 Zi—
Ht|t71 = Xépﬂtlet

Bﬂt = /ét\t—l + pt\t—1XtH&l_17h|t—1

S o
Prt—1 = Ptjt—1 — pt|t—1Xth‘t_1tit|t—1

where W;_qis the information set up to time t-1, ﬂNt‘t,l is conditional estimate of Bt on
information up to t—l(E[Bt\\Ilt_l]), Bﬂt is conditional estimate of 8; on information up to
t (F [Bt|\1ft]), Pyjt—1 is covariance matrix of f3; conditional on information up to t-1(E [(Bt -

Bt‘t,l)(ﬁt—ﬁﬂt,l)’]), Pyt is covariance matrix of f3; conditional on information up to t(E[(3;—
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Bt\t)(ﬁt - @ﬂt)’ ]) and Hy;_; is conditional variance of prediction error(£ [nit_l])

In order to process the above Kalman filter, I need £;2; term in order to calculate
GARCH(p;) in @Q; matrix. As in Harvey, Ruiz, and Sentana (1992), the term g2, is
approximated by Elef2|W; 1], where ¥;_; is information up to time t-1.

In order to get the form of E[ef%,|¥; 1], Harvey, Ruiz, and Sentana (1992) use the

following definition.
ei-1 = Blei 1|Vl + (e7-1 — Elei1[i-1])
After straightforward calculation, it can be shown that:

* * * 2
Ble,|9i1] = Elei2y Wi + B | (62, - Blei W)’

=

By using €} = pp/ uy + wy, I get the following form.

. 2
Elef |V 4] = (Ufppf +E [wt—1|\1’t—1]> +FE [(wt—l — Ewi_1|9;4])?

where F [w;_1|¥;_1] is obtained from the last element of Bt—1|t—1 and its mean squared error
E (w1 — F [wt_llllft_ﬂ)ﬂ is given by the last diagonal element of p;_jj;_;.
In order to correct for the endogeneity bias in Kalman filtering caused by including
estimated residuals in second step measurement equation, Kim (2006) suggests the following

modifications.
Hfjy = Xipyea Xe + p?p}
- e
pf‘t = Dtjt—1 — pt|t—1XtH;]t_1X£pt|t—1

p:—l\t = FpZtF/ + Qt—i—l
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D Data Appendix

In this section, I list all the variables used in the article and describe how they were computed
from original data sources. I measure all variables at the quarterly frequency and my base

sample period extends from 1957:1 to 2005:4.

D.1 CAY without a Look-ahead bias(CAYA)

CAY is suggested in Lettau and Ludvigson (2001a). Data for its construction is available
from Lettau’s website at quarterly frequency®® To estimate the parameters in cointegrating
equation, they employ a dynamic least squares(DLS) technique proposed by Stocks and
Watson (1993). The DLS specification adds leads and lags of the first difference of the
right-hand side variables to a standard OLS regression and can eliminate the effects of
regressor endogeneity on the distribution of the lease squares estimator. Specifically they

estimate the following forms:

k k
ct=o+ Ba-ap+ By -y + Z ba,iNas—; + Z by iAyi—i +ep,t=k+1,.., T —k
i——k i——k

where c is the aggregate consumption, a is the aggregate wealth, and y is the aggregate
income.

Using estimated coefficients from the above equation provides

cayz@\yt:ct—ﬁa‘at—ﬁy'y,t:1,...,T

Since Lettau-Ludvigson measure of cay is constructed using look -ahead(in sample)estimation
regression coefficients. CAY is often criticized with possible look ahead bias. Recently, Goyal

and Welch (2006) modified CAY with only prevailing data. They estimated a version of

481 am grateful to Martin Lettau for making his series publicly available
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CAY using only the data up to the current period(s) by estimating parameters with rolling
regressions such that their measure of CAY(CAYA) does not use look-ahead estimation

regression coefficients.

8 8
ct = a+ Buwe + Byyr + Z b i Awg—i+ Z by iAY—iter, t=9,...,5—-8
t=—8 t=-8

where c is the aggregate consumption, w is the aggregate wealth, and y is the aggregate
income. The superscript on the betas indicates that these are rolling estimates.

I downloaded basic data(1951:4-2005:4) from Ludvigson’s website and constructed CAYA
following Goyal and Welch’s method to avoid the look-ahead bias and CAYA is defined as
C;D\/At =ct — Bpwt — Byyt,t = 1...T. Figure 2.1l shows that CAY and CAYA have similar

patterns. However, their correlation is not perfect(0.76) in my sample.

D.2 Surplus consumption ratio

Campbell and Cochrane (1999) defines surplus consumption ratio as

Ct*Xt

SURP; = c
t

where C} is consumption and X; is the habit level.
I followed Duffee (2005) and Wachter (2006)’s specification precisely and define a proxy
for surplus consumption ratio at the quarterly frequency as
1o &
SURP; = ——— Y W AC(t - j)

1— w40
j=0

where ¥=0.96 and Ac refers to the log change in real per capita quarterly consumption on
nondurables and services.
I downloaded all consumption and population data from Bureau of Economic Analysis

from 1947:1 and constructed surplus consumption ratio series starting from 1957:1 since I
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needed 40 quarters of data to construct the first observation. And I checked and verified

my data with Duffee (2005)’s surplus consumption data for common periods®2

D.3 Equity Market variables

I downloaded and used the CRSP daily and quarterly data files from 1956 to 2005 in order

to create stock market variables.

Excess returns My stock return measure is the standard value-weighed return of NYSE-
AMEX-NASDAQ index from CRSP. To compute excess equity returns, I subtracted the
lagged 3month continuously compounded T-Bill yield earned over the same period from

CRSP.

Dividend Price Ratio For the dividend price ratio, I follow Bekaert, Engstrom, and

Xing (2006) by first calculating quarterly dividend yield series as,

P\ ' P14 Dy P
DPyq = _
= (Tgt) (Fp P B
where Pt“;tDt“ and Pgl are available directly from the CRSP as the value weighted stock

return series including and excluding dividends respectively.

And I use the four-period moving average as dividend price ratio,

1
dpf = 701+ DP) +In(1+ DPy) + (1 + DPya) + In(1 + DPy3)).

Realized variance series I use the daily CRSP value-weighted stock returns as a proxy
for aggregate stock market returns consistent with my quarterly excess stock return measure.
The quarterly risk-free rate is the lagged yield on 3 month T-bills and I constructed the daily

risk-free rate by assuming that it is constant within a quarter. The excess stock market

49T am grateful to G. Duffee for making his series publicly available
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return is defined as the difference between the stock market return and the risk-free rate as
usual.
Similar to Merton (1980), realized variance(REVOL1) is defined as the variance of the

daily excess stock market returns in a quarter.

1 & )
a?mt =~ Z (1,5 — mean(ry j)]
ty=1

where 7 j: daily excess return , /N;: the number of trading days in a quarter
To check the robustness of my results, I constructed four different measures of realized

variance series.

e REVOLL1 : The usual realized variance series defined above

e REVOL2 : The 1987 stock market crash has a confounding effect on my variance
measure; following Guo and Whitelaw (2006), I replace REVOL1 for 1987:4 with
the second-largest observation in my sample. Guo and Whitelaw (2006) argue that
REVOL2 is more appropriate since the variable(REVOL1) rose dramatically during

this crash period but reverted to the normal level shortly after.

Non-synchronous trading of securities causes daily portfolio returns to be autocorrelated,
particularly at lag one. Because of this autocorrelation, I estimate the variance of the
quarterly excess market return as the sum of the squared daily excess returns plus twice
the sum of the products of adjacent returns.(REVOLlauto) Following previous discussion,
I also construct REVOL2auto by replacing REVOL1auto for 1987:4 with the second-largest

observation in my sample.

Nt Ni—1
2 2 e
Om,t = 7ai,t"" TitTi+1,t
i=1 i=1

where there are N; daily returns, r; ¢, in quarter t.
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Table summarizes descriptive statistics for the four different versions of realized

variance series. For the comparison, I also estimate simple GARCH(1,1) model.(estimated

models are given below the Table Z2)) Even though all four versions have similar sample

characteristics, Figure suggests that only REVOL2 and REVOL2auto have comparable

magnitude with the estimated GARCH series. It seems reasonable since GARCH models

estimate current quarterly volatility with the past information set. However, REVOL1

estimates volatility of the current quarter with daily data in that quarter only which might

get too extreme values in crash period. REVOL2 removes effects of this outlier.

Fama French Factors and Portfolios data

e Fama French Factors : Quarterly data on Rmrf, HML, and SMB, are obtained from

Kenneth French’s Web site 20

Fama French 25 size and B/M sorted portfolios and 30 industry portfolios : All
portfolios are also obtained from Kenneth French’s Web site. The original returns
on the portfolios are monthly. So, I computed quarterly returns by compounding the
three monthly returns of each quarter. I denote the 25 size and B/M sorted portfolios
as 11, 12, 13, ..., 55, where the first digit indicates the portfolio’s size group and the
second digit the portfolio’s B/M ratio group. The number 1 refers to the smallest size

(lowest B/M ratio) and the number 5 to the biggest size (highest B/M ratio).

Other forecasting variables

Term spread(TERM): This is the difference between long-term and short-term gov-
ernment bond yields. The long-term government bond yield data are from the Federal
Reserve Economic Database(FRED) and are based on a maturity of 10 years. The

short-term yield is the 3-month Treasury bill rate (secondary market) and is also

59T am thankful to Kenneth French for making the data available.
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from the FRED. The original data are monthly. I obtained quarterly observations by

averaging over the three months comprising a quarter.

Default spread(DEF'): This is the difference between the Moody’s seasoned Baa cor-
porate bond yield and the Moody’s seasoned Aaa corporate bond yield. The cor-
porate bond yield data are from the FRED. The original corporate bond yield data
are monthly. I obtained quarterly observations by averaging over the three months

comprising a quarter.

Stochastically detrended short term interest rate(RREL): 1 computed RREL as the
quarterly short-term interest rate in deviations from a four-quarter moving average

consisting of the four previous quarters from the CRSP.

Real GDP growth(REGD): 1 computed real GDP growth using the seasonally adjusted
data on real GDP in billions of chained 2000 dollars. Quarterly real GDP is from the
FRED.

Inflation(INFL): 1 computed inflation series using GDP deflator with quarterly nom-
inal and real GDP series from the FRED.
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