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Abstract

We recover a stochastic discount factor (SDF) for asset returns from a firm’s investment Eu-
ler equation. Given a parametric statistical specification of the SDF and profitability process, we
solve for the firms’ optimal investment decision with approximate analytical solutions and provide
a dissection of the determinants of real investment. We estimate a specification of the model to
discipline the free parameters of the SDF by matching moments of both aggregate real quantities
and asset prices. We use the estimated parameters to recover the latent SDF from data on aggregate
investment rates, risk-free rates, and profitability growth rates. Innovations in the recovered SDF
are driven dominantly by innovations in investment rates and marginally by innovations in risk-free
rates and profitability growth rates. The recovered SDF exhibits strong counter-cyclicality with large
jumps in recessions and prices standard Fama-French portfolios out of sample reasonably well. Our
model allows us to explicitly characterize the risk-free rate, the equity premium, the term structure
of interest rates, and the term structure of equity risk premia. The framework we propose here is
general and can be extended to accommodate several additional aggregate shocks and frictions that
have been proposed in the literature.
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1 Introduction

The stochastic discount factor (SDF) is the foundation of modern asset pricing theory'. The fundamental
theorem of asset pricing, credited to Ross (1978) and Harrison and Kreps (1979), states that there
exists a positive stochastic discount factor that prices all assets in absence of arbitrage opportunities.
Investigating the behavior of the stochastic discount factor and identifying its empirical measure is
the key to understanding asset prices. Barring a few exceptions (discussed below), stochastic discount
factors are recovered from consumption-based models. In the consumption-based approach, pioneered
by Rubinstein (1976), Lucas (1978), and Breeden (1979), a stochastic discount factor is recovered from
equilibrium marginal rates of substitution (MRS) inferred from consumers’ first-order condition of utility
maximization.

This paper proposes a novel investment-based approach to recover the stochastic discount factor
from the supply side of the economy. We consider a stylized partial-equilibrium neoclassical model of
investment with a value-maximizing representative producer. Taking as given exogenous processes of
the profitability growth and the stochastic discount factor, the producer optimally invests to maximize
the market value of the firm. The optimal investment rate (investment-to-capital ratio) can be solved
explicitly in a first-order approximation and expressed as a linear function of state variables that drive
both the profitability growth and the stochastic discount factor. We estimate a specification of the model
to match moments of investment rates, risk-free rates, equity premium, and profitability growth rates,
and minimize mean squared pricing errors of in-sample test portfolios. The estimated model allows us
to recover realizations of underlying state variables from data on investment rates, risk-free rates, and
profitability growth rates, and recover shocks to state variables due to parametric statistical assumptions
of exogenous processes. Finally, we recover the stochastic discount factor as a function of investment
rates, risk-free rates, and profitability growth rates. We investigate properties of the recovered stochastic
discount factor and examine its pricing performance on out-of-sample portfolios.

Our baseline specification of the model closely matches most moments of investment, profitability
growth, and asset prices. Specifically, the estimated model generates a log investment rates with a mean
of -3.29 and a standard deviation of 8.39%, identical to those in the data. The autocorrelation coefficient
of the investment rate is 0.88 in the model and close to 0.97 in the data. The log risk-free rate implied
by the model has a mean of 0.50% and a standard deviation of 0.57%, identical to 0.50% and 0.57% in
the data. The autocorrelation coefficient of the model-implied risk-free rate is 0.69%, very close to 0.68%
in the data. The model-implied excess return has a mean of 1.28% and a standard deviation of 8.62%,
almost identical to 1.29% and 8.61% in the data. The investment rate has a positive correlation of 0.35

with the real risk-free rate, close to 0.34 in the data, and has a negative correlation of -0.0006 with the

1. See, for example, Cochrane (2005) and Campbell (2018) for a textbook treatment of the stochastic discount factor in
asset pricing.



excess return, falling short of -0.18 in the data.

Central to our paper is the investment-implied SDF. In the simplest specification of the model,
innovations in the recovered SDF (21) are driven by innovations in investment rates and innovations in
profitability. Our model goes beyond the simple return predictability of investment and profitability and
delivers the prediction that the expected return of an asset is determined by the covariance between asset
returns and two factors, innovations in investment rates and innovations in profitability. In the more
realistic model specification taken to estimation, innovations in risk-free rates are also included in the
recovered SDF (49). While data on risk-free rates and profitability growth are used, in our estimation,
variations in the recovered SDF are driven dominantly by innovations in investment rates and only
marginally by innovations in risk-free rates and profitability.

Using the estimated parameters, we recover the SDF from data on investment rates, risk-free rates,
and profitability growth rates. The time series is plotted in Figure 3. The recovered SDF peaked during
all major recessions, most significantly during the recent COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, followed by the
Great Recession in 2008. A variance decomposition of unexpected innovations in the log SDF reveals
that shocks to expected profitability growth account for 106.7% of total variations and innovations in
investment rates account for 98.9% of total variations. This result highlights the role of shocks to
expected profitability growth or innovations in investment rates in driving the SDF.

The recovered SDF prices 10 size-sorted portfolios in the sample with a mean absolute pricing error
of only 0.06%. The recovered SDF also prices out-of-sample portfolios reasonably well. The recov-
ered SDF prices 6 size-book-to-market-sorted portfolios, and 6-size-profitability-sorted portfolios, 6-size-
investment-sorted portfolios, with mean absolute pricing errors are 0.36%, 0.41%, 0.39%, respectively.
Similarly, a covariance decomposition shows that the covariance between portfolio returns and shocks to
expected profitability growth or innovations in investment rates matters the most among all components.
Therefore, we should expect that a SDF with innovations in investment rates as the single factor prices
the cross section with a very close performance to that of the complete recovered SDF.

The intuition behind our approach recovering the stochastic discount factor from investment is
straightforward. Despite being not state-contingent, investment is forward-looking. More specifically,
investment decisions are made based on the joint conditional distribution of the stochastic discount factor
and the profitability growth. Therefore, investment data contain information about both the stochastic
discount factor and the profitability growth. The information of the stochastic discount factor can be
disentangled from that of the profitability growth once the structure between these two objects is speci-
fied. Agnostic about its form in the absence of household preference, we make parametric assumptions
that both the stochastic discount factor and the profitability growth are driven by the same state vari-
ables, which are the expected profitability growth and the profitability growth uncertainty, and that the

stochastic discount factor is subject to shocks to profitability growth, shocks to expected profitability



growth, and shocks to profitability growth uncertainty with free parameters.?

Through a first-order approximation of the investment return, the investment Euler equation yields
the optimal investment rate as a linear function of state variables, given the stochastic discount factor
with the assumed functional form and the exogenously specified profitability growth. The coefficients
of the optimal investment rate are elasticities of investment to the expected profitability growth and to
the profitability growth uncertainty, as functions of primitive parameters of the SDF and state variables.
The elasticity of investment to the expected profitability growth summarizes the net effect of a change
in the expected profitability growth on investment through both a cash flow channel and a risk-free rate
channel. The elasticity of investment to the profitability growth uncertainty summarizes the net effect
of a change in conditional volatility of the profitability growth on investment through both a cash flow
channel and a discount rate channel (both the risk-free rate and the risk premium).

A valid stochastic discount factor should jointly explain both real quantities and asset prices. To
discipline free parameters of the stochastic discount factor (and state variables), we estimate the model
to match moments of investment rates, profitability growth rates, risk-free rates, and equity premia. The
estimation in turn yields estimated elasticities of investment rates and risk-free rates to state variables,
with which we are able to recover the latent expected profitability growth and the profitability growth
uncertainty from investment rates and risk-free rates. Finally, we recover the stochastic discount factor
by assembling recovered state variables and shocks to state variable with estimated parameters of the
stochastic discount factor.

We focus on a simple specification of the model in this paper to illustrate our new approach. Never-
theless, this framework is flexible and can incorporate additional aggregate shocks and frictions that have
been proposed in the literature. For example, one may incorporate labor market frictions to jointly ac-
count for investment, employment, and asset prices and recover a SDF from investment and employment
data. One may also include investment-specific shocks or similarly adjustment cost shocks to introduce
an additional source of risk. It is also possible to extend the model to a multi-sector setting in which the

SDF can be recovered from multiple sectoral investment rates.
Related Literature

Our paper contributes to the relatively small branch of the production-based asset pricing literature
that attempts to recover a stochastic discount factor from production/investment decisions. Our paper
is closest to Cochrane (1993) and Belo (2010).> They propose an approach to infer the stochastic dis-
count factor from a producers’ marginal rates of transformation (MRT) across states of nature, without
any information about the consumer side of the economy and without having to parameterize stochastic

processes that drive a firm’s decision. Because the MRT across states of nature is not well defined for

2. In the simpler case, we assume that the stochastic discount factor is driven only by the expected profitability growth
and subject to shocks to profitability growth and shocks to expected profitability growth. Adding time-varying uncertainty
is crucial to generate the time-varying equity premium and other features of both investment and asset prices.

3. Cochrane (2020) provides a detailed exposition of this pure production-based approach.



standard representations of the technology (see Figure 1 in Belo (2010)), they propose a flexible pro-
duction technology that allows a producer to transform productivity across states. While this approach
is theoretically appealing and parallel to the consumption-based approach, the empirical identification
of the latent productivity process that drives the SDF can be challenging. We recover a SDF for asset
returns using a conventional representation of the production technology and directly observable data on
investment and asset prices. We achieve this result by making, relative to the previous work, additional
parametric and statistical assumptions about underlying stochastic processes that drive firm’s decisions
in the economy (the profitability growth and the SDF).

Another closely related paper is Cochrane (1996). It proposes a multi-factor representation of the
SDF with two sectoral investment returns as factors*. While the proposed SDF prices 10 size-sorted
portfolios remarkably well, it only motivates but does not theoretically establish the SDF. Subsequently,
Li, Vassalou, and Xing (2006) experiments further with this approach and proposes using three sectoral
investment growth rates as factors. The proposed SDF prices the 25 Fama-French size-sorted and book-
to-market-sorted portfolios with a performance comparable to that of Fama-French 3-factor model. As
Campbell (2018) points out, “A satisfying economic explanation should at a minimum derive the risk
prices of multiple factors from deeper equilibrium considerations, such as the preferences of investors and
the production possibilities of the economy”. Our paper provides a complete theory for recovering the
SDF from observable investment based on the firm’s optimal investment decision, deriving and imposing
theoretical prices of risk on factors in the SDF. A multi-sector version of our model can rationalize the
specification of SDFs with multiple sectoral investment rates as factors.

In the same spirit, Cochrane (1988) and Jermann (2010) seeks to use investment returns to recover
state prices in a discrete Markov setting. However, this approach requires that the production technology
have as many types of capital inputs as the number of states of nature (in the baseline setting they focus
on a two-state representation of nature). Our model does not require such “complete technology” and
hence can be used with continuous random variables and infinite state space.

Following Cochrane (1991), Liu, Whited, and Zhang (2009) builds upon the equality between invest-
ment and stock returns and provides a characteristic-based explanation of the cross-sectional variation in
average stock returns by modeling investment returns directly. As a result of focusing on the investment
return itself and overlooking its connection with the SDF, their approach is unable to link expected
returns to exposure to aggregate risks. In contrast, our approach goes beyond the simple return pre-
dictability of investment and profitability and delivers the prediction that the expected return of an asset
is determined by the covariance between asset returns and two factors, innovations in investment rates
and innovations in profitability (in the baseline case), which are linked to aggregate risks in the model.

In addition, as pointed out by Campbell (2018), different parameter values are required to fit different

4. Investment returns are constructed as a function of investment rates and marginal product of capital.



test assets in their approach and in the vast majority of investment-based asset pricing models. Our
approach obtains parameters structurally from matching moments of aggregate quantities and prices and
then apply the SDF with a fixed set of parameters to price the cross section.

Departing from the characteristic-based approach, Hou, Xue, and Zhang (2015) proposes a reduced-
form multi-factor SDF including an investment factor and a profitability factor in addition to a market
factor and a size factor. The investment factor and the profitability factor are motivated by the return
predictability of investment and profitability and constructed by building factor-mimicking portfolios
sorted on investment and profitability in the same way as Fama and French (1993).° Despite its empirical
success, the economic mechanism driving the results are still poorly understood (as in the Fama-French
3-factor model), in the sense that return predictability of firm characteristics does not directly imply
return comovement among firms with similar characteristics. Our approach theoretically recovers a SDF
with innovations in investment rates and in profitability as factors.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 sets up and explicitly solves two specifications
of the model of increasing complexity: Case I considers an simple homoscedastic environment, and Case
IT considers an economy with time-varying conditional volatility. The solution method is illustrated
and the intuition of our model is discussed. Section 3 estimates the model (Case IT) by matching both
quantities and asset prices to obtain model parameters. Section 4 recovers state variables and the SDF.
Subsequently, the model-implied equity premium, term structure of interest rates, and term structure of

dividend strips are also presented. Section 5 concludes.

2 Model

This section presents a standard neoclassical model of investment with a representative producer. Sector
2.1 sets up the model and derives the optimal condition of investment, i.e., the investment Euler equation,
which is a joint restriction on the SDF and the investment return. Section 2.2 (Case I) illustrates the
solution method and discusses the intuition in a simple homoscedastic exogenous environment. Section
2.5 (Case II) extends the specification to feature time-varying conditional volatility in order to capture
missing salient features of investment and asset prices in Case I. We derive in both cases the recovered
SDF as a function of investment rates (coupled with or without risk-free rates) and profitability growth
rates in section 2.3 and 2.6. We provide in both cases analytical solutions of the risk-free rate, the equity
premium, the term structure of interest rates, and the term structure of equity premia in section 2.4 and

2.7. All detailed derivations are provided in the Appendix.

5. Zhang (2017) provides a comprehensive review of the g-factor model and the literature of investment-based asset
pricing.



2.1 Investment Euler Equation

Consider a representative producer producing a single good to be consumed or invested. The production

function exhibits constant return-to-scale in capital and labor.
Y, = A KN~ (1)

where A; is the exogenous total factor of productivity (TFP), K; is the stock of physical capital, N;
is the number of total labor hours. Assuming the labor is costlessly adjustable, we obtain the profit

function by profit maximization, II; = maxp, Ath‘Ntl_a — Wi Ns.
l1—a 1 a—1
H(gt,Kt) = [04(1 — Q)T]Ata Wt & Kt = gth (2)

—a 1 a—1
where the profitability is given by & = [a(l — a)lT]At“ W, * and the profit function is constant
returns-to-scale in capital only. For convenience of exposition, we will use profitability for the rest of the
paper.

The capital stock is subject to depreciation and accumulated by investment.
Kip1=(1-0)K:+ I (3)

where § € (0,1) denotes the depreciation rate and I; denotes investment.

Investment is costly in the sense that it costs more than the purchase cost of investment goods to
install new capital. One can interpret additional costs of investment as output lost during installation
of new capital. Following Merz and Yashiv (2007), we assume that the total investment cost is convex

and proportional to output.’

I It nl
(1, K, &) = —— (L) (&, K 4
(o) = 2 () e (W

where x > 0 is the scalar of the total investment cost, and 1 > 0 controls the curvature of the total

investment cost. For example, installing I; units of capital costs in total KI%H (&, K¢) units of goods
2

when 1 = 0, and costs g%ﬂ (&, K¢) units of goods when n = 1. The convexity implies that installing

new capital is increasingly costly in the investment rate. Higher curvature n implies lower elasticity of

investment to marginal value of capital and more elastic supply of capital (Jermann, 1998).

6. In some papers, the total investment cost is specified as the sum of purchase cost of investment goods and investment
adjustment costs Iy + ®(I¢, K¢). We fold the purchase cost of investment goods I; into the total cost of investment for
algebraic convenience without loss of generality, as in Merz and Yashiv (2007) and Kogan and Papanikolaou (2012).



The producer pays out its residual profits after investment as dividends to its equity holders.
Dt :H(gt,Kt) —QS(It,Kt,gt) (5)

To simplify the analysis, the production is assumed to be fully equity-financed. A negative dividend
payout refers to equity issuance to equity holders.

Taking as given exogenous processes of the SDF and the profitability, the producer optimally chooses
investment to maximize its cum-dividend value. The producer’s problem can be written conveniently
in a recursive manner. Denote a vector of state variables X; = (&, K}), the Bellman equation of the
producer is given by

V(Xi) = I?Iai< {Di + B [My 1V (Xi41)]}

subject to the flow of fund constraint (5) and the capital’s law of motion (3).
The first-order condition of the producer’s value maximization, often called the investment Euler

equation, is given by

1=E,[M1 R (6)
1
Rl Erra[l+ ’@#IK&: + (1 = 0)RIK] 4] ™)
t+1 ERIK]

where IK; = I,/K; denotes the investment-capital ratio, or the investment rate, and R/, denotes the
marginal investment return.

First derived by Cochrane (1991), the investment Euler equation states that, in equilibrium, the
producer adjusts the investment until the marginal cost of investment, &[xIK]], equals the expected
discounted marginal benefit of investment, [, [Mt+15t+1 1+ H#IK&T +(1- 5)/1IKZ7+1H . Alternatively
put, the marginal investment return, given by the marginal benefit of investment divided by the marginal
cost of investment, has a price of one in equilibrium.

More importantly, in absence of arbitrage and under constant returns-to-scale, the investment return
equals ex post the stock return at all times and across all states of nature.”

Epr[L+ G IR + (1= 0)RIK], ]
ERIK]

Py + Dy V(Xit1)
=Rl =R’ =" = 8
t+1 t+1 Pt V(Xt) o Dt ( )

where Ry 1 denotes the stock return and P; denotes the ex-dividend value.
The investment Euler equation is a restriction on the joint process of the SDF, profitability and

investment and can be interpreted in two ways. From the perspective of intertemporal optimization,

7. Restoy and Rockinger (1994) provides general conditions for the equality of investment returns and stock returns.
Critical conditions are absence of arbitrage and linearly homogenous production technology and adjustment cost function.
The equality is robust to considering external funding constraints and taxation. Liu, Whited, and Zhang (2009) incorporates
debt and taxes and derives that the investment return equals the weighted average cost of capital (WACC).



the investment Euler equation yields the optimal investment given an exogenous SDF and profitability,
analogous to the consumption Euler equation solving the household’s optimal consumption and port-
folio choice problem given an exogenous SDF and asset returns. Investment is essentially driven by
expectations of cash flows and discount rates and therefore contains information about both. From the
perspective of asset pricing, the investment Euler equation relates asset returns to production variables,
investment and profitability. All else equal, high investment predicts low returns, while high expected
profitability predicts high returns. These predictability patterns are consistent with the intuition of the
classic net present value (NPV) rule in capital budgeting. Lower discount rates imply higher NPV and
investment. Higher expected profitability relative to current investment implies higher discount rates.

Our approach of recovering the SDF takes advantage of both interpretations of the investment Euler
equation. We first solve explicitly the optimal investment rate given an exogenous SDF and profitability,
driven by common underlying state variables. We then estimate model parameters by matching moments
of quantities and prices, both of which are interrelated via the investment Euler equation. We finally use
estimated parameters and observed investment data to recover underlying state variables and therefore
recover the SDF. Using the recovered SDF, we can obtain the conditional equity premium and evaluate
prices of both claims to risky dividends and claims to risk-less payoffs across different maturities.

The producer’s problem cannot be explicitly solved under general conditions due to its dynamic and
stochastic nature. Since our ultimate goal is to recover the SDF as a function of observed production
variables, our approach requires tractability. Therefore, we log-linearize the investment return to obtain
analytical solutions.

The log investment return is linearized with respect to the investment rate around its long-term

unconditional mean.®

TtIJrl = log RtIJrl = (a1 + brikiy1) — (ag + baikiy1) + Acpr

= (a1 — ag) + (blikt_H — bgik’t) + A€t+1 (9)

where a1, b; are linearization constants, as = logk, by = 7.

This log-linearized investment return is the production counterpart of the return on wealth log-
linearized with respect to the price-consumption ratio in Campbell and Shiller (1988), 741 = Ko +
K1PpCi41—pCi+Aciy1. In our model, the investment rate takes the central role as the price-to-consumption
ratio or the wealth-to-consumption ratio does in the consumption framework. From the perspective of
asset pricing, this expression says that the investment return from time ¢ to ¢ + 1 is determined by the

investment rate at time ¢ and time ¢ 4+ 1 and the profitability growth from time ¢ to ¢t + 1. Alternatively,

8. In principle, the investment rate can be negative and therefore its logarithm is not well defined. The aggregate
investment, however, is never negative in the data. As shown in Engsted, Pedersen, and Tanggaard (2012), the upper
bound on mean errors of a first-order approximation is minimized by setting the point of linearization to the unconditional
mean of variables linearized.



from the perspective of the theory of investment, boik; = —rf 11 + biikyir1 + Aeyyq, this expression
yields that the optimal investment is driven by expectations of the return, the investment rate, and the
profitability growth in the next period. Echoing the point made in Gomes (2001), cash flows contributes
to predicting investment even in the absence of financial constraints. In fact, the expectation of cash
flow growth is an crucial component of investment decisions, and its empirical importance is left to be

examined in later sections.

2.2 Case I: investment under constant uncertainty

In Case I, we illustrate the solution method and discuss the intuition of our model in a simple ho-
moscedastic exogenous system. The solution method proceed as follows.

We assume that in this economy there exists a latent state variable that captures time-varying business
conditions and drives both the profitability growth and the SDF. This latent state variable is specified

to be an AR(1) process with constant conditional volatility.

St+1 = Ms + PsSt + Os€st+1 (10)

where ps = (1 — ps)5 is a constant, § denotes the unconditional mean, and e; 411 e N(0,1) is the state
variable shock.
The log profitability growth is driven by the state variable and subject to a transitory profitability

growth shock.”
Acip1 = fle + 8¢+ 0c€e 1 (11)

where e. ;11 i N(0,1) is the profitability growth shock and uncorrelated with e ¢11. The state variable
can be interpreted as the time-varying expected profitability growth, and the state variable shock is the
shock to the expected profitability growth. Shocks to this state variable can have non-trivial long-run
effects on the profitability growth, upon assuming high persistence of the state variable as in Max Croce
(2014).

The log SDF is also driven by the state variable s; and subject to the profitability growth shock and

the expected profitability growth shock with the price of risk A" and A*, respectively.
Myl = —fhm — Py St — AL OcCe 1 — Ay OsCs t+1 (12)

We conjecture a linear functional form for the policy function of log investment. That is, the producer

9. Notations: uppercase letters denote the level of variables while lowercase letters denote their logarithm counterparts.
For example, the level of profitability is denoted by &, and its log counterpart is e;.

10



observes the current realization of the state variable s, and invests log-linearly.'?
iky = a+ Bsy (13)

where « is a constant and f is the elasticity of the investment rate to expected profitability.

Substituting the conjectured investment rate into the investment return, we have

i = [(a1 — a2) + (b — ba)a + pe + b1 Bpus] + [(b1ps — b2)B + st + 0cecpp1 + (b18)oses i1 (14)

The investment return is risky in that it bears 1 unit of profitability growth risk and by 8 units of expected
profitability growth risk.

Finally, using the property that the Investment Euler equation holds at all times,
I 1 1 I I
0= Eefmea] + Eelri] + SVelmera] + 5Velri] + COVi(mesr, 7i44) (15)

we solve analytically the coefficients of the policy function of investment (13) by method of undetermined

coeflicients.

P —1
_ 16
bips — b2 ( )
oo Fm s\ =102 = (AT = b1B)?02 — (a1 — az) — pe — biBpus (17)

b1 — by

The solution shows the elasticity of investment to the expected profitability growth.!! For a one-
percent increase in the expected profitability growth, the investment rate increases by 8 percent. Exoge-
nous changes in the expected profitability growth incentivize the producer to invest or divest through
both the cash flow channel and the discount rate channel. A one-percent increase in the expected prof-
itability growth implies, according to (9), a one-percent increase in the expected investment return before
changing any investment, leaving value-enhancing investment opportunities for the producer. This one-
percent increase in the expected profitability growth is also correlated with a —p7* percent change in
the inverse of the risk-free rate as in (12), which is the present value of one unit of goods in the next
period, while the risk premium remains unchanged due to the constant conditional covariance between
the investment return and the SDF. Suppose the producer invests by z percent, the expected investment
return, which is the expected marginal benefit of investment less the marginal cost of investment, now
increases in total by [(b1ps —bz2)z+1] percent according to (14). In equilibrium, the producer invests until

the expected discounted net marginal value of investment diminishes to zero, (b1ps — ba)z + 1 — p* =0,

10. For example, the producer can observe the current realization of the state variable s; by observing the current
one-period risk-free rate, which is the inverse of the conditional expectation of the SDF.
11. Given logE¢[A&i41] = pe + %O’g + s¢, rewrite (13) as log IKy = (o — Bpe — %Bag) + BlogE¢[A&s41].

11



Py =1
b1ps—ba”

yielding the optimal investment coefficient § = x =

2.3 Case I: recovery of SDF

The assumed SDF (12) is composed of one state variable and two exogenous shocks. The expected
profitability growth, shocks to the expected profitability growth, and shocks to profitability growth can

be recovered from data of the investment rate and the profitability growth.

sy = (ike — ) /B (18)
Os€s,t+1 = St41 — PsSt — s (19)
Ocepy1 = Agyq1 — 8¢ — fe (20)

As a result, the SDF is recovered as
miy1 = —,u;n — p%ikt — )\?Agt-f-l — /\%Aikt+1 (21)

where coefficients are given by

P = fim — [P0 = AL+ AT (L = ps)]ae/ B — Al e — A pus (22)
pik = [P5" = A = AT (L = ps)l/ (23)
ik =AJ/B (24)

The recovered SDF is driven by the investment rate and subject to the profitability growth and the
investment rate growth as shocks, with prices of risks A", AT}, respectively. Our model goes beyond
the return predictability of investment and profitability and delivers the prediction that the expected
return of an asset is determined by the covariance between asset returns and investment rate growth
and profitability growth. Although our goal is to generate a structural investment-implied SDF, this
expression conveniently suggests an empirical two-factor representation of the SDF for excess returns

with investment rate growth and profitability growth as factors.

2.4 Case I: asset prices

We are able to characterize a wide range of asset pricing variables in this economy with the solution of the
optimal investment. The risk-free rate is the inverse of the conditional mean of SDF, R/ = B, [M,41]™,

so the log risk-free rate in this case is given by

1 1 1
rl = —Ei[mip] — §Vt[mt+1] = fm — §</\?)2‘7§ - 5(/\?)203 + pl'st (25)

12



where p" is the elasticity of the risk-free rate to expected profitability growth.
Rearranging the investment Euler equation (15) and using the expression of the risk-free rate (25),
we have the conditional log equity premium equal the covariance between the log SDF and the log

investment return.!2

1
Efri) —r{ + ivt[rtj-&-l] = —COVy(muy1,7141) = Al02 + A (b1 B)o? (26)

Holding the investment return is compensated by A\"c?2 for bearing 1 unit of profitability growth risk
and A\™ (b1 3)a? for bearing by 3 unit of expected profitability growth risk.

We can characterize prices and yields of risk-less bonds in our model in the same way as in Vasicek
(1977) except that our specification designates the expected profitability growth as the latent factor.
Denote Bf* as the time-¢ price of a risk-less bond that pays the one unit of goods in n periods. The
price of a n-period bond is given by B} = E;[M;11...M;,]. The yield-to-maturity of a n-period bond is
Yr = (1/BP)Y™, or yp = —b'/n. Using the recursive relation of bond prices By = E[M;11B;'[}'], we
can compute prices of n-period bonds recursively as functions of the state variable. In our model, the

log price of a n-period bond is affine in the expected log profitability growth.
by = A, + Brs: (27)

where B,, is the elasticity of the price of a n-period bond to the expected profitability growth and

coefficients are recursively computed.

1 1
An+1 = An + Bnﬂ's — Hm + 5(/\?1)20-? =+ 5(/\;” - BH)QUE (28)

m
Bui1 = Bups —p" = Lo (ot — 1) (29)

1—ps

where A1 = — g, + £(A7)202 + L(A)202, By = —pT".

The one-period holding return on a n-period bond is defined by Ri’il = Bﬁ:ll/Bt, and the log

expected excess return is given by
bn f 1 bn n—1 m 2
Ee[ri{q] —rf + ivt [TH- | = —COVi[myqq, bt+1] = A{'Bn_10} (30)

Holding the n-period bond for one period bears B,,_1 unit of expected profitability growth risk. When the
price of expected profitability growth risk is positive, AI* > 0, a positive shock to expected profitability
growth drives down simultaneously the SDF and the bond price as B,, < 0 given p7* > 0. In this case,

bonds are hedges because bond prices are high during bad states when the SDF is low. The opposite

12. The expected geometric excess return is given by E;[Rf, ;] = E; [R{Jrl]/RZ = exp(Be[r] 4] + %Vt [ri.]— rtf)
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interpretation that holding bonds is risky holds when A7* < 0 and p7* < 0.

We can also characterize prices of dividend claims and the term structure of equity premia. De-
note D} as the time-t price of a claim to the dividend paid in n periods D;y,. The price of a
n-period dividend claim is given by D} = E;[M;y1...Mi1nDirp] and follows the recursive relation
D} = E, [MtHD;:ll]. For example, when n = 0, the 0-period dividend claim is a claim to the cur-
rent dividend, DY = D;. When n = 1, the price of a 1-period dividend claim is the expected discounted
value of the next-period dividend, Dt1 = E{[M;41D¢41]. It can be explicitly solved in our model as

D} Dyy1 P . . . . .
follows, B- = E; [MH_l P:f gl} . We can then compute prices of n-period dividend claims recursively

. . D Dn—l P
using the relation, - = E; [Mt+1 thl TEbL |

Piy1 Pt

The log price of a n-period dividend claim scaled by the ex-dividend value is given by

dff —pe= Al + Bys (31)

where B, is the elasticity of the price of a n-period dividend claim scaled by the ex-dividend value to

the expected profitability growth and coefficient are recursively computed.

/

w1 = AL+ ag + by + pie + [By, + (ba + 1) Bl pts — pim

SO0 = 1%2 4 SN~ (B + (s + )P (32)
a1 = [By + (ba+n)Blps —nB+1—p (33)

where A} = ag + b + pe + (b + 1)Bps — pm + (AT — 1)202 + FA — (bg + n)B]%0% and B =
[(bs +m)ps =B +1 = p{".
The one-period holding return on a n-period dividend claim is defined by Rfﬁl = Df_;ll /Dy, and the

log expected excess return is given by
dn 1 _ .f 1 dn 1 _ n—1 _\ym 2 m[n/ 2
Eefrif) —rf + ZVt [rita] = COVi(myqr, &y — pe1) = Al'0Z + A] [B,_1 + (bs +n)Blo (34)

Holding a n-period dividend claim for one period bears 1 unit of profitability growth risk and [B],_; +
(bs 4+ m)B] unit of expected profitability growth risk with price of risk A7* and A7".

The Case I fails to capture several salient features of investment and asset returns well documented
in the literature. First, many papers document that investment is sensitive to volatility. Bloom (2009)
shows that positive shocks to equity volatility predicts lower investment. The optimal investment in
Case I, however, is only responding to the current state of the economy and not affected by uncertainty
over future states. A related and undesirable consequence is that investment does not predict excess

returns, at odds with data. Second, asset pricing models predict that the real risk-free rate is lower when
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the uncertainty of growth is higher due to precautionary motives. Hartzmark (2016) also empirically
documents a negative relationship between the interest rate and macroeconomic uncertainty. Similar to
the investment rate, the risk-free rate in Case I is neither affected by uncertainty. Third, a large strand
of empirical asset pricing literature finds that the discount rate is varying substantially over time for
both equity and treasuries. Cochrane (2011) surveys this literature and places the time-varying discount
rate at the heart of modern asset pricing theory. Fourth, while there is controversy over the sign of the
average slope of the term structure of equity premia, Binsbergen et al. (2013) and Bansal et al. (2021)

both find empirically that the slope is time-varying and pro-cyclical.

2.5 Case II: investment under time-varying uncertainty

In order to capture important features overlooked in Case I, we introduce in Case II a time-varying
uncertainty. For parsimony, the profitability growth and the expected profitability growth share the

same stochastic conditional volatility process, which is also AR(1).

A€t+1 = He + st + OtCe t+1 (35)

St41 = Hs T PsSt + Ps0ts 141 (36)

Tti1 = Ho + Po0; + Oooitl (37)

where ps = (1 — p,)5 is a constant, 5§ denotes the unconditional mean, p, = (1 — p, )52, 62 is the
ii.d

unconditional mean of the conditional variance, and e 141, €s,1+1,€0,t41 ~ N(0,1) and are orthogonal
to each other.

Accordingly, the SDF is assumed to be driven by two exogenous state variables, the expected prof-
itability growth and the uncertainty of profitability growth, and subject to three sources of shocks, shocks
to profitability growth, shocks to expected profitability growth and shocks to uncertainty, with prices of

risks AT*, AT* and A, respectively.

2
M1 = —fm — Ps St — Py 0f — A Otectt1 — A Ot€s 141 — NS 0o€ott1 (38)

The optimal investment is conjectured to be linear in both the expected profitability growth and the
profitability growth uncertainty. That is, the producer observes the expected profitability growth s; and

the conditional variance of profitability growth o7 and invests log-linearly.

i]{it =a+ ﬁSt + (]SO'tZ (39)

where « is a constant, 3 is the elasticity of the investment rate to profitability, and ¢ is the elasticity

of the investment rate to uncertainty (conditional volatility) of future profitability. Substituting the
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conjectured investment rate into the investment return, we have

7",{4_1 = [(a1 — ag) + (by — ba)a + pie + b1Bus + bidps] + [(bips — b2)B + 1]s; + [(bipo — ba)dlo?

+ orec i1+ (b1Bds)ores 141 + (b10)0es 141 (40)

Again using (15) we solve for coefficients of the optimal investment rate.

pst —1
_ 41
blps — by ( )
5 PR HOT 12 BT~ bifp)? "
b1ps — b2
oo Hm = LA —b19)?02 — (a1 — az) — pe — b1 Bus — biops (43)

b1 — by

The interpretation of 8 remains the same as in Case I. We here focus on the interpretation of ¢. For a
one-percent increase in the exponential uncertainty exp(o?), the investment rate increases by ¢ percent.
Alternatively, holding the expected log profitability growth constant, for a one-percent increase in the
expected profitability growth, the investment rate increases by 2¢ percent.'? Exogenous changes in the
uncertainty of the profitability growth incentivize the producer to invest or divest through both the
cash flow channel and the discount rate channel. A one-percent increase in the exponential uncertainty
exp(0?) is associated with a —p + £(A™)? + $(A™)? percent change in the inverse of the risk-free rate
and a [A*+ A7 (b1 Sys)] percent change in the risk premium before changing any investment. Suppose the
producer invests by y percent to counterbalance effects of the change in the uncertainty. This y-percent
change in investment results in [(b1ps — b2)y + & + 2 (b18¢,)?] percent. In equilibrium, the expected
discounted net marginal value of investment equals zero, (b1p, — b2)y — pi' + 5 + 2(b1Bps)* — AT —

AT (b1 Bes) + 2(A)2 + 1(A™)2 = 0, yielding the solution of ¢ =y = p:’n;%(A;nfsl)z:_%éjgnfblﬁwﬂ.

2.6 Recovery of SDF

The SDF is composed of two state variables and three exogenous shocks. The expected profitability
growth and the uncertainty of the profitability growth and their shocks can be recovered from data of

the risk-free rate and the investment rate.

rf a b c| |st

ik « B ¢l |o?

o (AT

where, for convenience, a = fi,, — 3(A7)%02%, b=pl, c=pl — +(A")? -1

13. We can rewrite the log investment rate as tky = (a — Bue) + (8 — 2¢)Ei[log A&i41] + 2¢log B¢ [AE41], where
E¢[log AEi41] = pe + st and logE¢[A&i41] = pe + st + %O‘?.
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The solution is given by

~1
St b ¢ rf—a 1 ¢ —c| |ri—a

o2 5 ol kol P98l 5y lit,—a

In short-hand notations, state variables are recovered as

$t=1s.0 + Ns.177 + s 2iky

Utz = No,0 + nJ,lrtf + na,Zikt

Their shocks can be recovered as

@stes i1 = (1= ps)(ns,0 — 8) + 0,1 (11 — psrl) + 5,2 (ki1 — pyike)

0oeotr1 = (1 = po)(No0 — 52) + 770,1(7{+1 - partf) + No,2(1kt1 — poike)

The remaining shock to the profitability growth can be recovered from profitability growth.
OtCet+1 = Agpy1 — 8¢ — e
The SDF therefore can be recovered as
M1 = —pih, — pirl — piiky — NI Ar] ) — N Aiky gy — AT A
where coefficients are given by

M, = Hm — A e 4 (05 = A2 50 + 05 00

1 o _
FA (L= ) (50 = 8) F AT (L= po) (170 — )
s

m m m 1 m
Py = (P = Al )s + Pg Mot + A ;ns,l(l = Ps) + AT N1 (1 = po)

m

m m m m 1 m
pii = PV = Aoz P50z + AL s 2 (1= ) A5 M0.2(1 = o)
m 1
)\:r; = )‘slins,l + )\?770,1
Ps

m

1
=AY —MNs2 + Ag o2
Ps

(49)

The recovered SDF is driven by the risk-free rate and the investment rate and subject to three sources

of shocks, i.e., the risk-free rate growth, the investment rate growth, and the profitability growth, with

prices of risks A7) A, A7 respectively. This expression suggests an empirical three-factor representation

g Ttiky e
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of the SDF for excess returns with investment rate growth, profitability growth, and real rate growth as

factors.

2.7 Case II: asset prices

We can compute asset pricing variables again in Case II. The risk-free rate is given by

1 m m m 1 m 1 m
rtf = [lim - §(>‘J )20?7] + Ps St + [pcr - §(>‘5 )2 - §(>‘s )2]Jt2

The risk premium is given by

1
Eilriy] = rf + 5Vilris] = Al + X0 (b1Bpa)ot + A7 (brd)oy

Prices of n-period bonds are given by
b = A, + Bps; + Cpo?
where coefficients are given by

1
Apg1 = An+ Bups + Crpig — pim + 5(/\:7” - Cn)Qgg

B =B _om i n+l 1
n+l — nPs ps - 1— p (ps )
s

1 1
Cht1=Cnps — py + 5()‘?)2 + 5()‘;” - Bn(PS)Q

where Ay = [—pm + 5(AF")?02], By = —p', C1 = —p + 5(A1")? + 3 (A7)

Risk premia on n-period bonds are given by
1
Et[ﬁiﬂ - 7{ =+ §Vt[7'f$1] = /\;an—lSOsaf + )‘?Cn—lag
Prices of n-period dividend claims are given by

df —pr = A}, + B)s; + Cp07
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where coefficient are given by

Al = AL+ as+ b+ pe + By, + (b + 1) Blus + [C), + (ba + 1)l pio

~ i+ 3N = (Ch+ (ba + M) (63)
w1 = [By + (ba+m)Blps —=nB+1-p (64)
1 = O+ (Batndlpe — o+ SO0 =124 SO0 — (But (a4 mB)ps  (69)

where A} = ag + bgov + p1e + (b + 1) Bs + (b + 0)dpte — pm + 5N — (b6 + n)@)?02, Bf = (b +n)Bps —
nB+1—pl, C1 = (bs +n)dps — P + (AT = 1)2 + ST — (bs + 1) Beps]?.

Risk premia on n-period dividend claims are given by

, 1 ,
Eolrity] —rf + 5V [ri) = Ao} + X (B,_y + (ba +1)Blsoi + A7 [Cr_y + (ba+m)gloy  (66)

3 Estimation

3.1 Data

We estimate parameters in Case II of the model using quarterly data. The estimation requires data of
investment rates, investment returns, risk-free rates, profitability growth rates, and portfolio returns.
We retrieve investment data from Bureau of Economic Research (BEA) and measure the real ag-
gregate physical capital investment (I;) as private fixed nonresidential investment (PFNI) (NIPA Table
1.1.5, line 9), deflated by the corresponding price index (NIPA Table 1.1.4, line 9), available from 1947:Q1
to 2021:Q4. Following Cochrane (1991), investment rates (IK;) are constructed using the perpetual
inventory method, as quarterly data of the private fixed nonresidential capital stock are unavailable.
Specifically, we compute investment rates recursively, using the following equation implied by the law of

motion of physical capital (3).
Iy ITK

1K, =
L (=0 + 1K,

(67)

We set the first investment rate (1947:Q1) to the “steady-state” value IK* = E(AI) — (1 — ¢), which is
defined by the fixed point of (67) with the investment growth set to its mean value and is an accurate
approximation to the mean investment rate. We then use (67) to recursively construct the full time series
of investment rates. We set the quarterly depreciation rate to 6 = 2.6%, equivalent to a 10% annual
depreciation rate.

We assume that the CRSP value-weighted return (VWRET) retrieved from CRSP Stock Market
Indexes files and multiplied by the target equity-to-asset ratio proxies the investment return (R}) on the

claim to private fixed nonresidential capital stock. Following Barro (2006), we set the target equity-to-
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asset ratio to 2/3.14

We retrieve Treasury returns from CRSP US Treasury and Inflation Indexes Files. We take returns
of 3-month Treasury bills (T9ORET) as nominal one-period risk-free rates. We retrieve the seasonally
adjusted consumer price index (CPI) from Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS). Quarterly inflation are
calculated as the log growth of the CPI in the final month in the current quarter over the final month in
the previous quarter. Ex-ante real risk-free rates are fitted values from regressing ex-post real risk-free
rates on nominal risk-free rates and lagged inflation in past four quarters.

The log profitability growth is given by the weighted average of log TFP growth and log wage growth,
Agg1 = éAaH_l + O‘T_lAwH_l, according to (2). We retrieve utilization-adjusted quarterly TFP growth
(Aaiy1) and capital share («) from John Fernald’s website. We retrieve seasonally adjusted average hourly
earnings of production and nonsupervisory employees on private nonfarm payrolls, starting from 1964
and available at monthly frequency, from BLS (Employment Situation Table B-8).!® Quarterly real wage
growth (Awy1) is calculated as the inflation-adjusted log growth of hourly earnings in the final month
in the current quarter over the final month in the previous quarter. We use time-varying capital share
to calculate the log profitability growth, although using the sample average capital share a = 1/3 barely
affects any results.

We retrieve portfolio returns from Kenneth French’s website for both in-sample estimation and out-
of-sample testing.

To align with the sample period of wage growth, our final sample starts from 1964:Q2 to 2021:Q4.
In matching investment rates with stock returns, we follow the ”beginning-of-period” convention in
Campbell (2003). Specifically, the asset return in quarter ¢ is contemporaneous to the investment growth

as well as the TFP growth from quarter ¢ to quarter ¢ + 1.

3.2 Estimation strategy

We choose the parameter vector © that minimizes weighted mean squared errors between the model-

implied moments X (@) and actual moments of data X.
O = arg Irgn (X - X(@))/W(X - X(9))

We have 16 primitive parameters in total, listed in Table 1. We set quarterly depreciation rate to
0 = 2.6% as above. We calibrate the rest of 15 parameters. While we have 16 parameters, we have even

more moments in order to over-identify the system. Target unconditional moments are listed in Table 2

14. This is equivalent to a debt-tot-equity ratio D/FE = 1/2 and implies a mean quarterly asset excess return of 0.86%
for a mean quarterly equity excess return of 1.29% .

15. BLS provides monthly data of average hourly earnings of all employees on private nonfarm payrolls (Employment
Situation Table B-3) starting only from 2006. Neverthelss, monthly data of average hourly earnings of production and
nonsupervisory employees on private nonfarm payrolls have growth rates almost identical to and highly correlated (0.94)
with those of the former time series over 2006 to 2021. A Welch two-sample t-test of sample means yield p-value of 0.6,
suggesting that the difference between two sample means is statistically indistingushiable.
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and derived in the Appendix, including (1) the mean, variance, and autocorrelation of the risk-free rate
and the investment rate, (2) the mean and variance of market excess returns, (3) correlations between the
investment rate and the risk-free rate and the excess return, (4) the mean and variance of profitability
growth, and (5) mean squared pricing errors of 10 size-sorted portfolios. For the last set of moments, we
do not have analytical predictions for portfolio returns sorted on firm characteristics or other variables
since we do not model the cross section of firms explicitly. We proceed as follows. For each set of
parameter values during minimization, we recover the SDF using data as in (49) and calculate the mean
squared pricing errors of in-sample test portfolios. We set its empirical counterpart to zero, corresponding
to a perfect fit. We use 10 size-sorted portfolios as in-sample test assets because Cochrane (1996) has
shown that these portfolios can well be priced by a SDF with residential and nonresidential sectoral
investment returns as factors. Our choices of out-of-sample test assets are 6 size-book-to-market-sorted

portfolios, 6-size-investment-sorted portfolios, and 6-size-profitability-sorted portfolios.

3.3 Estimation results

Estimated parameters are presented in Table 1. The expected profitability growth, has a quarterly
autocorrelation coefficient of 0.88, equivalent to an annual autocorrelation coefficient of 0.60. Max Croce
(2014) estimates the persistence of the long-run component in the profitability growth to be between 0.66
and 0.99 using annual data, and sets it to be 0.80 in his calibration. Our estimate of the persistence of the
long-run component is close to the lower bound of those empirical estimates. This long-run component
is also small given that the conditional correlation between the expected profitability growth and the
profitability growth is ¢, = 0.29.

Our conditional variance is neither highly persistent. The autocorrelation coefficient of the conditional
variance is estimated to be 0.63. Its mean and standard deviation are 0.0033 and 0.0001, implying a rather
smooth process. This smoothness is required implicitly to have non-negative values in the recovered time
series of conditional variance.

Prices of risk for profitability growth shock and expected profitability growth shock are both positive,
and they are 1.53 and 15.85, respectively. Positive prices of risk imply that a positive profitability growth
shock or a positive expected profitability growth shock drives down the SDF corresponding to good states
of the economy. The uncertainty shock, on contrary, carries a negative price of risk of -2321, implying
that a positive uncertainty shock drives up the SDF corresponding to bad states of the economy.

The total investment cost is estimated to have curvature of 7 = 0.52 and scalar k = 2.02, implying
that on average the investment cost is about 0.9% of profits.

The optimal investment rate is characterized by elasticities of investment to expected profitabil-
ity growth and conditional variance of profitability growth. The elasticity of investment to expected

profitability growth ( is estimated to be 2.3 and the elasticity of investment to profitability growth un-
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certainty ¢ is -132. If the expected log profitability growth increases by one standard deviation, the log
investment rate increases by 0.08, equivalent to a 8.3% increase in the level of the investment rate. If the
profitability growth uncertainty increases by one standard deviation, the log investment rate decreases
by -0.0095, equivalent to a 0.95% decrease in the level of the investment rate.

The model fit is presented in Panel A of Table 2. The calibrated model generates a risk-free rate with
a mean of 0.5% and a standard deviation of 0.57%, identical to those in the data. The autocorrelation
of the risk-free rate is 0.69 in the model against 0.68 in the data. The investment rate implied by the
model has a mean of -3.29 and a standard deviation of 8.39%, identical to -3.29 and 8.39% in the data.
The autocorrelation coefficient of the investment rate is 0.88 in the model and 0.97 that in the data. The
model-implied asset excess return has a mean 0f 1.28% almost identical to 1.29% in the data, and has a
standard deviation of 8.62% against 8.61% in the data. The investment rate has a positive correlation
of 0.35 with the real risk-free rate, almost identical to 0.34 in the data, and has a slightly negative
correlation of -0.0006 with the excess return, in contrast to -0.18 in the data. The Panel B of Table 2
presents the model-implied average returns of 10 size-sorted portfolios. Our predicted average returns
closely match the decreasing pattern of realized average returns from small to big portfolios in the data

with a mean absolute pricing errors of only 0.059%.

4 Recovery of state variables and SDF

The ultimate goal of our paper is to recover the SDF. To that end, we first recover underlying state
variables from investment rates and real rates. Using (44) and (45), we obtain realizations of the expected
profitability growth s; and the conditional variance of profitability growth 2. Figure 1 shows the real
risk-free rate and the real investment rate in the top panel and recovered state variables in the bottom
panel. The recovered s; exhibits an long-term downward trend, implying the expected profitability
growth of the economy has been declining. The recovered o? exhibits an downward trend since 1980s
with the notable exception of a spike among the great recession. This result echoes findings of the
reduction in volatility of aggregate variables documented in Fernandez-Villaverde and Rubio-Ramirez
(2006) and Justiniano and Primiceri (2008).

Correspondingly, the model-implied equity premium in Figure 2 is also trending down. This result is
consistent with the notion of declining equity premium in the late 20th century proposed by Blanchard
(1993), Jagannathan, McGrattan, and Scherbina (2001), and Fama and French (2002). Lettau, Ludvig-
son, and Wachter (2008) attributes the decline in equity premium to the reduction in macroeconomic
volatility, especially consumption growth volatility. Their estimated volatility also exhibits a significant
downward trend since 1980s’. In our model, the decline in equity premium to the reduction in the

conditional volatility of productivity growth.
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Figure 3 plots the recovered SDF. The SDF peaks during all major recessions, most significantly
during the recent COVID-19 pandemic in 2020, followed by the Great Recession in 2008. Figure 4 shows
time series of unexpected innovations in SDF and three components in terms of both primitive shocks
and observable shocks. We also provide a variance decomposition of unexpected innovations in SDF
in Table 3. In terms of primitive shocks, shocks to expected profitability growth account for 106.7%
of total variations, highlighting the role of the long-run component in driving the SDF. In terms of
observable shocks, innovations in investment rates account for 98.9% of total variations. Other variances
and covariances are trivial in both cases. This result suggests that a SDF with shocks to expected
profitability growth or innovations in investment rates as the single factor should be able to proxy for
the complete recovered SDF.

The recovered SDF prices 10 size-sorted portfolios in the sample with a mean absolute pricing error
of only 0.06% as shown in Panel B of Table 2 and Figure 5. The recovered SDF also prices out-of-
sample portfolios reasonably well. Table 4 and Figure 6 show the realized and predicted average returns
of 6 size-book-to-market-sorted portfolios, 6-size-investment-sorted portfolios, 6-size-profitability-sorted
portfolios, and all 18 of them. Mean absolute pricing errors are 0.36%, 0.41%, 0.39%, and 0.39%,
respectively. As illustrated above, we should also expect that a SDF with shocks to expected profitability
growth or innovations in investment rates as the single factor should be able to price the cross section
with a very close performance to that of the complete recovered SDF. Figure 7 and 8 show that this is
indeed the case. The covariance between unexpected innovations in the log SDF and log portfolio returns
are decomposed into covariances between each component and log portfolios returns. As expected, shocks
to expected profitability growth or innovations in investment rates accomplish almost all the work in
pricing the cross section of portfolio returns. Other components are trivial in contrast.

The recovered SDF has implications for term structures of both interest rates and equity premia,
although we do not attempt to match both term structures in this paper, nor do we include their
moments in our estimation. Figure 9 plots the model-implied yield curve and time variations in yields.
The recovered SDF implies an slightly downward sloping yield curve. Figure 10 plots the model-implied
term structure of bond risk premia and time variations in term premia. Similarly term premia of risk-
free bonds are downward sloping across maturities. Figure 11 plots the model-implied term structure of
equity risk premia and time variations in risk premia. The term structure of equity premia is steeply

upward sloping.

5 Conclusion

This paper proposes a new systematic approach to recovering the stochastic discount factor from firms’

investment decisions. Our approach builds on the simple intuition that investment is forward looking.
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More specifically, investment decisions are made on the joint conditional distribution of the profitability
growth and the SDF. We approach the investment Euler equation from the perspective of intertemporal
optimization to solve for the optimal investment and from the perspective of asset pricing to link asset
prices to investment and profitability dynamics. We finally recover the the SDF using estimated param-
eters and data on investment rates, risk-free rates, and profitability growth rates. Innovations in the
recovered SDF are driven dominantly by innovations in investment rates and marginally by innovations
in risk-free rates and profitability growth rates. Our model goes beyond the return predictability of in-
vestment and profitability and delivers the prediction that the expected return of an asset is determined
by the covariance between asset returns and two factors, innovations in investment rates and innovations
in profitability. The recovered SDF exhibits strong counter-cyclicality with large jumps in recessions.
While our model is estimated to match moments of aggregate quantities and prices, the recovered SDF is
capable of pricing the cross section of asset returns out of sample reasonably well. Our model explicitly
derives and have implications for the term structure of interest rates and the term structure of equity
premia. Our approach is general and flexible to accommodate several additional aggregate shocks and

frictions that have been proposed in the literature.
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Table 1: Model parameters

Parameter description Symbol Value

Stochastic discount factor

Constant L -0.205

Loading on expected profitability growth P 0.0774

Loading on conditional variance o 180.869

Price of profitability growth risk AT 1.53

Price of expected profitability growth risk AT 15.845

Price of uncertainty risk A -2321.150
Profitability growth

Constant Lbe -0.580
Expected profitability growth

Mean s 0.601

Persistence of expected profitability growth Ps 0.882

Conditional correlation with profitability growth Vs 0.291
Uncertainty

Mean of conditional variance of profitability o 0.0033

Persistence of conditional variance Po 0.627

Volatility of conditional variance Oy 0.0001
Technology

Investment adjustment cost scalar K 2.021

Investment adjustment cost curvature n 0.518

Depreciation rate ) 0.026
Investment coefficients (composite parameters)

Constant «a -4.268

Elasticity of investment to expected profitability growth B 2.346

Elasticity of investment to profitability growth uncertainty ¢ -132.099

This table presents estimated values of parameters used in Case II of the model,
using the method of weighted non-linear least squares. There are 6 parameters
for the SDF, 1 for the profitability growth, 3 for expected profitability growth,
3 for profitability growth uncertainty, and 2 for investment cost. The first 15
parameters in the table are estimated, and the depreciation rate is calibrated.
The last three investment coefficients are composite parameters.
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Table 2: Model fit

Panel A Panel B
Moments Data Model Portfolios Realized Predicted

E(rf) 0.0050  0.0050 Small 2.61 2.59
a(rf) 0.0057  0.0057 ME2 2.46 2.47
Cor(rl,rl ) 06788 06859  ME3 2.57 2.52
E(ik) -3.2899 -3.2905  ME4 2.38 2.42
o(ik) 0.0839  0.0839 MES5 2.46 2.37
Cor(iky,iki—y) 0.9689  0.8769 ME6 2.21 2.21
E(r°) 0.0129  0.0128 ME7 2.25 2.33
o(r°) 0.0861  0.0862 MES 2.17 2.06
E(Ae;) 0.0207  0.0207 ME9 1.93 2.03
o(Aey) 0.0648  0.0672 Big 1.54 1.62
Cor(iky,r!]) 0.3435  0.3479 MAE 0.0587

Cor(iky,7¢,,)  -0.1783  -0.0006

This table presents actual and model-implied moments of risk-free
rates, investment rates, equity premium, profitability growth in Panel
A and realized and predicted average excess returns of 10 size-sorted
portfolios in Panel B. Expressions of unconditional moments listed in
the table are provided in the Appendix. Predicted average excess re-
turns are calculated as the negative unconditional covariance between
the recovered SDF and portfolios returns divided by the unconditional
mean of the recovered SDF.
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Table 3: Variance decomposition of unexpected innovations in the log SDF

Decomposition into primitive shocks

V(—ATeci11) V(—ATesi11) V(—ATesit1) COV (=A"ecii1,~ATesi11) COV(=ATecii1,~ AT e it1) COV (=M eqii1,~ AT e ii1)
V(mg1—Ee(meg1))  V(mgr—Ei(meg1))  Vimyr—E¢(meqa)) V(my1—E¢(meq1)) V(mi1—Ee(meq1)) V(my1—Ee(mig1))
4.2% 106.7% 10.5% -8.2/% 0.6% -13.7%
Decomposition into observable shocks
V(-amArf ) V(=T Aikysr) V(—AT Aeyi1) COV(=NB AR, | —AR Aikiyr)  COV(=N AT, =M Acii1)  COV(=ATAikyry,— AT Acprr)
Vmi1i—Ei(mi1))  V(mii—Ei(miz1))  V(mgi—E(meg1)) V(mi1—E(mii1)) Vim 1 —E¢(mit1)) V(ms1—E(mii1))
1.4% 98.9% 4.0% -0.8% -0.2% -3.3%

This table presents variance decomposition of unexpected innovations in the log SDF, m41 —E;[m;41], into three primitive shocks, profitability
growth shock, —Ae. 11, expected profitability growth shock, —AJ"es ¢41, and profitability growth uncertainty shock —A'es 11 in the top

panel, and into three observable shocks, investment rate growth —A7 Aik;,, profitability growth rates —AT"Aeg;11, and real rates growth
—AT Arif 1 in the bottom panel.

29



Table 4: Pricing of 6 SZ/BM & 6 SZ/OP & 6 SZ/INV portfolios

6 SZ/BM 6 SZ/0OP 6 SZ/INV
Realized Predicted Realized Predicted Realized Predicted
Small-X1 1.96 2.14 2.10 2.42 3.06 2.62
Small-X2 2.75 2.35 2.67 2.32 2.87 2.35
Small-X3 3.16 2.90 3.01 2.79 1.96 2.45
Big-X1 1.74 1.43 1.33 2.11 2.11 1.46
Big-X2 1.66 2.07 1.58 1.92 1.68 1.80
Big-X3 2.19 2.79 1.96 1.52 1.69 1.83
MAE 0.36 0.41 0.39

This table presents realized and predicted average excess returns of 6 size-
book-to-market-sorted portfolios, 6-size-investment-sorted portfolios, 6-size-
profitability-sorted portfolios. X1, X2, X3 represents Predicted average excess
returns are calculated as the negative unconditional covariance between the re-
covered SDF and portfolios returns divided by the unconditional mean of the
recovered SDF.
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Figure 1: Recovery of underlying state variables
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Notes: This figure shows the time series of ex ante real risk-free rates, real investment rates, recovered
expected profitability growth rates, and recovered profitability growth uncertainty. Ex ante real risk-free
rates are fitted values from regressing ex post real risk-free rates on nominal risk-free rates and inflation
in the past four quarters. Real investment rates are constructed using the perpetual inventory method.
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Figure 2: Model-implied equity premium
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Notes: This figure presents the time series of model-implied equity premia. The equity premium is calcu-

lated as the model-implied expected investment excess return adjusted by the leverage ratio. Quarterly
excess returns are then smoothed by taking four-quarter moving average.
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Figure 3: Recovered SDF
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Notes: This figure presents the time series of the stochastic discount factor recovered from real investment
rates, profitability growth rates, and real rates.
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Figure 4: Unexpected innovations in the log SDF and decomposition into primitive shocks
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Notes: The top panel of this figure presents the time series of unexpected innovations in the log SDF,
Myg1 — By fmyg1] = = AT 141 — AT%€s 141 — A5 141, and three components, profitability growth shock,
—Aec 141, expected profitability growth shock, —A7'e; 141, and profitability growth uncertainty shock
—A'eq 141, respectively. The bottom panel of this figure presents the time series of unexpected innova-
tions in the log SDF, myt1 — E¢[myy1] = — A Aikyyr — AP Aeyyq — )\:’} ArtfH, and three components,
investment rate growth —AI Aik,1, profitability growth rates —A*Ae.y1, and real rates —/\:'} Artf 1
respectively.
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Realized mean returns

Notes: This figure presents model-implied average returns against realized average returns of 10 size-

sorted portfolios.

Figure 5: Pricing of 10 size-sorted portfolios
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Figure 6: Pricing of 6 SZ/BM & 6 SZ/OP & 6 SZ/INV portfolios
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Notes: This figure presents model-implied average returns against realized average returns of 6 size-book-
to-market-sorted portfolios, 6-size-investment-sorted portfolios, 6-size-profitability-sorted portfolios, and
all 18 portfolios together.
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Figure 7: Decomposition of covariances between unexpected innovations in the SDF and portfolio returns
into primitive shocks
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Notes: This figure presents a decomposition of covariances between unexpected innovations in the SDF
and portfolio returns into primitive shocks.
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Figure 8: Decomposition of covariances between unexpected innovations in the SDF and portfolio returns
into observable shocks
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Notes: This figure presents a decomposition of covariances between unexpected innovations in the SDF
and portfolio returns into observable shocks.
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Figure 9: Model-implied annualized yield curve of bonds
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Notes: This figure presents model-implied yield curve of risk-free bonds and time variations in yield of
1-year and 10-year bonds.
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Figure 10: Model-implied term structure of expected one-quarter holding returns on bonds
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Notes: This figure presents model-implied expected one-quarter holding returns on risk-free bonds across
maturities and time variations in expected one-quarter holding returns on 1-year and 10-year bonds.
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Figure 11: Model-implied term structure of expected one-quarter holding returns on dividend strips
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Notes: This figure presents model-implied expected one-quarter holding returns on dividend claims across
maturities and time variations in expected one-quarter holding returns on 1-year and 3-year dividend
claims.
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Appendices

A Model Solution

A.1 Investment Euler equation

Denote a vector of state variables, X; = (K3, ;). The producer’s maximization problem is:

V(Xt) = 1}1[&}},{ {Dt + Et [Mt+1V<Xt+1)]}

subject to the following contraints,
D, = I1(&, K;) — 8(I, K,)
(&, Ky) = &Ky
K
O(I, K;) = ——IK]T (6, K
( ty t) 77+1 t ( ty t)
Ki1=1-0)K,+ 1,

where T K; = I;/K; denotes the investment-to-capital ratio, the investment rate.
The value function is then

K
V(Xt) = mai( { 5th — mIK?Jrlgth + Et[Mt+1V(Xt+1)]} (Al)

{I:
The first-order condition is given by

OV (X,)
ol

: HIKZ’gt = ]Et [Mt+1VK(Xt+1)] (A2)

where the RHS is the expected discounted marginal value of capital.
By the envelope theorem, the marginal value of capital is given by recursively

Vie(X) = &+ no Z IR+ (1= OB My Vic (X)) (A.3)
Combing (A.2) and (A.3), we have
V(X)) = &+ ri—LIKI'E, + (1 - 6)kIKTE, (A4)

n+1
which, substituted back in (A.2), yields the investment Euler equation (6) and the investment return
(7),
1=E[MR},,]
Eer[l+ k-G TR + (1 - 0)RIK, ]

I _ n+1 t+1
b ERIK]

One can prove that the ex-dividend value equals the marginal/average ¢ times the capital stock
at the end of current period, P, = V(X;) — Dy = (kIK&)Ki11 = q:Kpy1. To show this, multiply
the numerator and the denominator of the investment return by K;y;. We obtain RtI 1= (Dyg1 +
(RIK} 1 E041)Kiya)/ (RIK]E) Ky i1, equivalent to RY,, = Pttt

A.2 Log-linearization

To obtain approximate analytical solutions, we log-linearize the investment return as follows.

&
i1 = log <gl> + log (1 + /inj_ 1IKZ7++11 +(1- 5)/<;IKZ7+1> — log(kIK}) (A.5)
~ (a1 + blikt+1) — (CLQ + bzlkt) + A6t+1 (AG)
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7k 7 % rn exp(nik™)[exp(ik” 1-46 -7 %
where a; = log (1 + /@# exp[(n + 1)ik*] + (1 — &)k exp(nik*)) — Hn#?gngﬁnﬂ))[fkf]ﬁ(l)j)(ﬁ ex;](nik*)ik‘ )

by — rn exp(nik”)exp(ik™)+(1—9)]
L= THn s expl(nt1)ik* [+ (1—3)k exp(nik*) ’

To derive key variables in the model, we also need to log-linearize the dividend-price ratio.

as = log k, and by = 1.

D _ &K FHIKIVEK, 1- 51K K,

—t = AT
Pt (HIKZ](St)KtJ,_l IQIKZ] Kt+1 ( )
which can be approximated as follows.
dp; = log (1 — :ilfKZ]Jrl) —log(kIK}) — Akjyq (A8)
n
~ (a3 + bgikt) — ((LQ + bgik’t) — ((14 + b4i/€t) (A9)
=as + b5ikt (A].O)
P 1% —Kex +1)ik* - _ —kex +1)ik* - ik*
where a3 = log (1 — o) exp|(n+1)ik*]) — 1_ﬁfim(n£1)ii*]zk , by = 1—#5)5)7{(77-‘21)1'1]6*]7 ay = log(e™*” +
ik* . eik*
1—5)—€i,§mzk‘*,and b4:m,a5=a3—a2—a4, b5:b3—b2—b4.
The growth of the ex-dividend value is given by
Pip1 _ qee1Beso _ Ep[RIK ] Kiyo (IKt+1>n5t+1 Ko (A.11)
Py K11 5t[/‘€IKm Kt IK, & Ky .
which can be approximated as
Appy1 = n(ikirr — ike) + Aeppr + Akpyo
= ag + (ba + n)ikep1 — ik + Aep (A.12)

The sum of the log dividend-price ratio and the log growth of the ex-dividend value can be approxi-
mated by

dpis1 + Apip1 = a5 + bsikir1 + ag + (ba + n)ikipr — niky + Ay
=ag + (be + U)ikt+1 — niky + A5t+1 (A13)

where ag = a4 + as, bg = by + bs.
The dividend growth is given by

Diy1 DPiyy Py

= A.14
D, DP, P, ( )
which can be approximated by
Ady1 = dpip1 — dpe + Apea
~ b5(ikt+1 — Zk‘t) + a4 + (b4 + T])ik}t+1 — niky + A5t+1
=aq4 + (b6 + n)ik‘t+1 — (b5 + n)ik‘t + A€t+1 (A15)

A.3 Solving the investment rate

We omit solutions to Case I, which is simpler to solve than Case II. In Case II, SDF and profitability
are specified exogenously as in (38), (35), (36), (37).

m m _2 m m m
M4l = —fhm — Ps St — Py Of — Ag OtCe i1 — Ag Ot€s 141 — Ay O5Co i 41
Acpp1 = fle + 8¢ + 0ree 141
St+1 = s + PsSt + PsOtes t+1

2 2
Ut+1 = Mo + pUUt + Uo'eo,tJrl

where ec 1, €s.¢, €5t i N(0,1) and are orthogonal to each other.
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We conjecture the following policy function for the investment rate as in (39)
ikt = Ot+5€t —+ (,ZSO't2

Now the investment return can be expressed as (40)

22

TH (a1 — ag) + byikiy1 — baiky + Acyiq

= (a1 —a2) + b1+ Bsip1 + ¢Uf,2+1) —ba(a+ Bs + qﬁof) + (e + ¢ + 0rect41)

[(a1 — az) + (b1 — ba)a + pe] + b1 Bseqr + (1 — baf)st + b1go7, | — bago} + Orec 41

[(a1 — az) + (b1 — b2)ar + pie + b1 Bps + brdpie] + [(b1ps — b2) B + 1]s¢ + [(b1po — b2)lo}

+ oec i1 + (01B¢s)ores 11 + (b1d)0es 41

Conditional moments of the investment return are

Eifrip1) = [(a1 — a2) + (b1 — b2)a + e + b1 Bpus + b1y

+ [(b1ps — 52)5 + st + [(b1po — b2)@lo7 (A.16)
Vilrii] = of + (b18¢s)?07 + (b19)%0 (A.17)
COVi(myyr1,1i4q) = —Al'o} /\m(blﬁ%)at AJ (b1¢)os (A.18)

Plugging all terms into (15), we have

1 1
0= Eyfmya] + Eelrii] + 5V [th] +5Ve [ri41] + COVi(mesr, i)

= (—pm — st = P 0}) + [(Am) + (A1)} + (AF)?07]
+ [(a1 —az) + (b1 — bz)a + pre + b1Bps + bl¢ua} +[(b1ps — b2)B + s + [(b1p5 — ba)dlo}
+ 3107 + (Boa)0? + (419)%02] — AT'6F — AT (b1 Bipa)o? — N7 (n )0

= [(a1 — a2) + (b1 — b2)a + pe + b1 Bps + bigps — fim + 5()‘? —b1¢)’07]
1 1
+ [(b1ps = b2) B+ 1 = pl"]st + [(b1ps — b2)d — p" + 5()\2” -1+ 5()\2" — b1Bs)’o}
Using the property that the Investment Euler equation holds at all times, we solve for the coefficients

of the policy function of investment by method of undetermined coefficients.
We obtain coefficients of the optimal investment rate, (41), (42), and (43).

_ p -
b bips — b2

oy = (A= 1)2 = SO — b1 Byps)?
qﬁ =

b1ps — b2
fim — (AT = b1¢)%02 — (a1 — a2) — pe — b1 Bus — bidps
o =
by — by

A.4 Term structure of interest rates

The price of a n-period risk-free zero-coupon bond is
BZZ = Et [Mt+1~~~Mt+n] = Et [Mt+1B£;11] (A].g)

in the log form,

n 1 n
b? = Et |:th+1':| + in |:Z mtﬂ-] (AQO)
i=1 i=1
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and the yield of a n-period bond is

b 1 ~ 1 =
n__t ___F| § i ==V E i A21
Yt n n tlet+:| m tleH] ( )
Particularly, the 1-period risk-less bond yield, or the risk-free rate, is given by,
f_ .1 _
t

1
ri =y = —b; = —E¢[mypq] — §Vt (M4 41]

With the SDF process specified in (38), we can express bond prices as functions of state variables. The
1-period bond price is given by

1 m m m 1 m 1 m
b% = [_,Ufm + 5()‘0' )203] —Ps St + [_pa + 5()‘5 )2 + 5()‘5 )2]0?

Since the 1-period bond price and yield are linear in the state variable ¢; and o2, and we conjecture
that the log n-period bond price has a linear form as in (57)

b = A, + Bpsi + Cpo?

We can find a recursive solution for A,,, By, shown by (58), (59), (60), by mathematical induction

1
An+1 - An + Bn,ufe + Cn,ua — MUm + 5(/\21 - Cn)zgz

m_ _Ps
Bny1 = Bnps — ps' = ﬁ(ﬂsﬂ -1)
S

Cn+1 = C’ﬂpd — Py T 5()‘5 )2 + 5()‘5 - Bn(ps)z
Proof: First, note that when n =0
b =1logl=0 = Ay=0,By=0,Cy=0

Given Ay, By, Cy, we can calculate and verify Aq, By, Cy

1 1 1
Ay = [~pim + 5()\;”)203]» By =—pg", C1 = —pg" + 5()\?)2 + 5(}\?)2

which are consistent with the price conjecture and coefficients above.
Second, implied by (A.19), we have,

byt = log B¢ [My11BfYy ] = log Exfexp(mei1 + b))
=E¢[mi1 + b ] + %Vt[mtﬂ + 044]
= Bulmesa] + B ] + 3Velmoni] + 3Velbin] + COVilmes, )
= b} Eylbfa] + 5 Vi) + COVilmer, b (A2

where the last equality is by the expression of the one-period bond price.
With the conjecture (57), we have

1
byt =by + By b, + §Vt[b?+1] + COVi[mya, b4 4]

1 m m m 1 m 1 m
= [_,Ufm + §(>‘0' )20-1:27] —Ps St + [_pa + 5()‘5 )2 + 5()‘5 )2]0252

1 1
+ [An + Bupis + Crfig] + Brpsse + Cnpag? + *(Bn908)2‘7t2 + *(Cn)2ac2r - )‘ZL(BH‘PS)U? — A5 (Cn)o

2 2

1 1 1
= [An + Bapis + Crpio — pm + 5(/\;” - Cn)Qog] + [Bnps - p;n]st + [Cnpa — Py + 5()‘?)2 + 5()‘? - Bn(PS)Q]UtQ
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Therefore, we verify the assumed linearity of log bond prices (57) and verify (58), (59), and (60) as the
rescursive solution for A,,, B, C,. [
Define the one-period holding return on a n-period bond as

T = b?-ﬁl = by (A.23)

Implied by (A.22), where n is replaced by n — 1, the risk premium on an n-period bond over a 1-period
bond (the term preimum) is given by (61)

1 n— 7 1 n—
Ecfrtty] —rf + §Vt [y ] = Ee[bP '] — bF + by + §Vt b7
= —COVi[mes1,bi51' ] = AP (Buo19s) a7 + Ay Cror0;

A.5 Term structure of equity premia

Let D} denote the time-¢ price of a claim to the dividend paid in n periods. The price of the dividend
claim follows the recursive relationship

Dy = Ey[My1 DY (A.24)
When n = 1, the price of the first dividend strip is simply given by (D, = Dy11)
Dg = Et[Mt+1Dt+1] (A25)

Scaled by the ex-dividend value, it can be solved as follows

(A.26)

Given
dpss1 + Apip1 = ag + (bg + n)ikep1 — nike + Aeg
=ag + (b + n)( + Bses1 + d07y1) — nlo+ Bsy + ¢o7) + Al + 51 + 0veci41)

= [ag + bex + e + (bs + ) Bps + (bs + n)dpis] + [(bs + 1) Brs + 1 — nBlse + [(bs + n)dpolof
+ orec i1 + [(bs + 1) Bslores 41 + [(bs +0)dloses s 41

We can calculate the price

1 1
d; —pr = Ei(mesr) + §Vt(mt+1) + E¢(dpis1 + Apiir) + §Vt(dpt+1 + Apiy1) + COVi(myy1, dpey1 + Apiyr)

1 1 1
= [t + 5 ()?02] = gl + [+ 5 O + SN0

+ [ag + beer + pe + (bs + 1) Bus + (b + ) i) + [(bs + 1) Bus + 1 — nBlsy + [(bs + n)dpslo;

+ 507+ gl(bs + )P0 + 5 (b6 + mT02 — A0} — AT{(bs + m)Bpalo? — A5 [(bs + melo?

= [aﬁ + b + fe + (bG + 77)5,% + (b6 + 77)¢Ma — Mm +

DO =

SO — (b + 1))%02]

+ (b6 +m)Bps — B+ 1 — p]se + [(be + n)dps — po + %(A? —-1)% - %(A’!L — (b +n)Bys)?]o?

The log price of 1-period dividend claim scaled by the ex-dividend value is affine in state variables.
Therefore we conjecture that the price of a n-period dividend claim scaled by the ex-dividend value is
given by (62)

dj —pr = A}, + Bs; + Cp07
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where coefficients are given by (63), (64), (65)

Al = AL+ ag + by + pe + (B + (ba +n)Blus + [Cly + (ba +10)Blus

ST (Ot (ba )00

By .1 =B, + (bsa+1)Blps —nB+1—p*

1 1
w1 =[Gl (bat m)dlps — " + SN = 1) + SN = (B + (bs + 1)B)ps]?

Proof: First, note that when n =0

d? — py = dpy = (a5 + bs) + bsBs; + bspo? = A} = as + by, By = bsf3, C) = bs¢

Given Aj, B, C|, we can calculate and verify A}, B}, C}

! 1 m
Ay = ag + boar + pre + (b6 +1)Bps + (b +Mbtts — pm + NG = (bs +n)g]*0
B = (bs +m)Bps —nB+1—pl'
1 1
C1 = (bs +m)po = pg + (A = 1)7 + 5\ = (bs + ) Bps]?

which are consistent with the price conjecture and coefficients above.
Second, using the recursive relation (A.24), we have
ditt = pr = Eyfmeg] + %Vt [Mig1] + Ee[diy 1 — pesr + Appa] + %Vt [div 1 — pee1 + Apita]
+ COVi[myy1,diyy — pey1 + Apiga]
= [t + 5 ONF)?02) = s+ [+ 5 () 4+ L (N0))o?
+[A), + as+ baa + pe + (B, + (ba +1)B)pas + (C), + (ba +0)$) o]
+ (B, + (ba +m)B)ps — 0B + 1se + [(C, + (ba +1)¢)polof
+ 502+ 3By + (ba + B 07 + 5[Ch + (ba + )60
= Alof = AN((B, + (ba+m)B)pslof — N[O, + (ba +1)¢loy
= [, + 0+ bac+ pe o+ (B (ba + 1))+ (Ch (a4 Mo — pm + 5
+ (B + (ba+m)B)ps =B + 1= p's:

[+ (st m)B)po — P+ 5O =17+ ST — (B, + (s + m)B)pal?] o

from which we obtain the recursive formulae (63), (64), (65). O
Now we compute the one-period holding return on a n-periods dividend claim.

n—1 n—1
n o _ Dt+1 _ Dt+1 /Kt+1 Kit1

ooy Dy/K, K,
7"?+1 = (dgiljll - kt+1) - (d? - kt) + Akt+1

The recursive relation above yields the risk premium on a n-period dividend claim in (66).

1 — 1 n— n
E¢[ri'q] + in[""fH] —r] = EdP ] — ko] + in[dtHl — kea] — (dF — ke) — rf + Akeyy

= —COVi(myy1,diy — kiga)

= A0} + AL [(Bl,_y + (ba + n)B)pslo + A2 [C)_y + (bs +n)¢lo>
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(A" = (Ch + (ba +m)B)]

(A.27)

(A.28)
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A.6 Recovery of SDF

The expected profitability growth and the uncertainty of the profitability growth and their shocks can
be recovered from data of the risk-free rate and the investment rate.

r{ _ |2 4 b ¢ Stz
ik e} B 9| |o;
where, for convenience, a = i, — 3(AT)?02, b= pl, c=p — F(AT)? — F(AT)2.
The solution is given by

s,g_bc_1 rf—a] 1 ¢ —c|l[rl —a
of| B ¢ iki —a|  bp—pPe|—B b ik -«

In short-hand notations, state variables are recovered as

St = 15,0 + 775,17{ + ns,2ikt
Ut2 =1o,0+ na,thJc + 1No,20ks

where coefficients are given by

_ —¢a+ca B 10} . —c
Ms,0 = W, Ns,1 = W, Ns2 = W (A.29)
pa — ba =5 b (A.30)

No,0 = b6 — Be’ No,1 = bé — Be’ No2 = b — Be
Their shocks can be recovered as

(psa-tes,t+1 = (1 - ps)(ns,o - §> + 775,1(7“f+1 - PST{) + ns72(ikt+l - pslkt)
Og€ot+1 = (1- po)(na,o - 62) + na,l(rtf-s-l - portf) + nU,Z(ikt-&-l — poiky)

The remaining shock to the profitability growth can be recovered from profitability growth.
Ot€et+1 = A€t+1 — St — He
The SDF therefore can be recovered as
My = — i, — pfjﬂr{ — piriky — )\f;ArtfH — A\ Ak — A Agygq
where coefficients are given by
Hn, = m = A" e + (05" = AD)0s.0 + £5'0.0
1
+ )‘Zn;(l = ps)(Ms,0 = 8) + A (L= po) (o0 — 52)
S
1
pry = (P = Al )ns iy + po' ot + /\ngns,l(l = ps) + A1 (1 = po)
S
1
pir = (5" = A )s2 + pg'o.2 + /\?;ns,z(l = ps) + A5 No2(1 = po)
S

1
)\m = )\;nsﬁ 773,1 + )\;nno',l
s

1
s © 773,2 + )‘;nnaﬂ
s
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B Estimation

B.1 Target moments
Unconditional moments of state variables are given by
_ 2,2 2 _ 2.2 2
V(otesv1) =E(o7es 1) — E(oresv1)” = E(Ee(o7es 1)) — E(Ee(oresi+1))
= E(07E(€3 111)) — E(0iEi(es41)) = E(o7) = &7
V(se) = p3V(se-1) + V(psoresip1) = V(s) = 307 /(1 - p3)
V(o}) = paV(oi_y) + 05 = V(o}) = a5/(1 - p7)
1. The maximum possible Sharpe ratio in the economy.

< (ol ) s

where the first inequality is derived from 0 = E[MR¢] and the first equality is due to the property of
the log-normality of SDF. As e* — 1 ~ z for small x, we may simply have

PV V(1) + (05 )2V (07) + (A V(orec,41) + (NI V(ores 1) + (A7) 0] 2

_ m\2 SD? 2 m\2 O—g' A 22 A 22 PNl 2 2%
_[(ps) 2+(pa) 2+(€)J+(s)0+(a)ga]
1_ps l_po

1 1 1
r] = [um = 5 O205] + o+ [o5 = 5 (N7 = S (Ao
1
E(r]) = [pm = 5(A5)%03] + pY'5 + [p5 = 5 (A)? =

Vo) = PV + (o - 50207 - 0002) V(o)

2=2 2
_romy2 PsT mo_ 1 m\2 _ 1 m\2
=P (o - 50 - 500) 122

1 1 1 1
COV(rf r] 1) = COV(pfsi+ [pf = 5 (NI = SO0, plsees + [pf = 5 (A1) = 5] o)

= (o PpVGs) + (5 = GO0 = 5002 (o)

2-2 2 2
_ m\2 PO m 1 m\2 1 m\2 Oy
=P (= 3002 = 002 a2

3. The mean, variance, and autocovariance of the investment rate

ik = o+ Bsy + ¢a,52
E(ik) = a + BE(s;) + ¢E(07})
=a+ 35+ ¢5?
V(iks) = B2V (s;) + ¢*V(0?)
a;
1—pZ
COV (iky,iky_1) = COV (Bsy + o2, Bsi_1 + ¢pot_,)
2=2 2
= o= s+ s

g

2-2

PsT 2

=p° +¢
1—p2
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The covariance between the risk-free rate and the investment rate
COV(Zkta rtf) = OOV(ﬂst + ¢0t2? Ps St + [po - 5()‘6 )2 - §(As )2] O-tQ)

= ) o - SO — O] (0?)

2
o

1—p2

g

m QDS 1 m 1 m
*ﬂ +¢[ 7()‘5 )277()‘5 )2]
2 2
4. The mean and variance of the average excess return

1
Ti1 :TtIH - th = 7'tI+1 + Ey[miq] + §Vt [mis1]
=[(a1 — az) + (b1 — ba)ox + pic + b1Bps + biops] + [(b1ps — b2)B + sy + [(b1ps — b2) o}
+ Oeei41 + (blﬁd)s)o'tes,t-&-l + (b1p)oseo, t+1
+[—tm+ 3 (Am)2 o2] — plse + [ — (/\m) (A™?]o?

(A7)?05]

l\DM—A[\D\»—n

=[(a1 — ag) + (b1 — ba)or + pie + b1Bps +b1gpy — pim +
+ [(b1ps — b2)B +1 = plst + [(b1po — b2)d — pg' + %( )2+ 50\?)2]0?
+otee i1 + (515925 Jotesit1+ (b19)oses 111
= [GO0% — SO0~ big)o2] + [ () + 5TV = S (A = 12 = ST — bafiga)?lo?
+otee 41 + (blﬁ¢s)ates,t+1 + (b19)os€s 41
= J02INT — big)hid] + LoF(AT — 1) + (A" — bifip)br e
+ otec i1+ (b18ps)oies 41 + (b19)0s€o 41

whose moments are

E(rfy1) = 302 AT — 0i6)bid] + 5022 — 1) + (A7 — by, )n o
2 2
V(rf—i-l) = %[(2/\? - 1) + (2/\? - blﬁ@s)bIBSOs] 1 igpg + 62 + (blﬁﬁps)za2 + (bl(b)QO'(Qf

The covariance between the excess return and the investment rate

COV ik, Eulrfin)) = OOV (Bsi + 607, 20227 — 1) + (AT — hifig,)hafg)

SOLRAT — 1) + (A"~ bifgn )by BV (07)

1 2
§¢[(2)\? = 1)+ (2] - b15%)515%]q

5. The mean and variance of the dividend-price ratio.

dp; = as + bsiky
E[dp;] = as + bs(a + ﬁg + ¢5?)

2
Vidp = () [5 2 4 7 172
COV(dpt, dpt_l) = COV(b5(ﬂ$t + ¢0't ), b5(ﬁ5t_1 + ¢Ut2_1))

_ (b5)2 |:62/)s 905 +¢ 2 :l
1—p2 - P
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The covariance between dp; and ik;, r{ are given by

2-2
PsT

COV (dpy, iky) = bs |B? 2 + ¢?

1—p?
; r 0252
COV (dpt, 1) ="bs|BpT—>

" 1-p2

o,
1—p2

oo — 50 -

2

5

S

COV(ik, Eo(rfy)) = bs| 50l2N1 1) + (A7~ bafig)n o]

6. The mean and variance of the dividend growth.

Adiy1 = as + (be + 1)ikey1 — (bs + n)iky + Acp
E[Adprl] =aq4 + b4E(Zl€t) + E(A€t+1)

V[Ady4q] =
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B.2 Estimation strategy

We choose the parameter vector © that minimizes weighted mean squared errors between the model-
implied moments X (@) and actual moments of data X.

O = arg min (X — X(0))W(X - X(6))

We choose the following moments

E(r{) = [m = 3O7%03] + 15 + o7 = 300) = (%)
v(r!) — s + (o - 3007 - 30007 2
2
COVOTrLy) = Pon i+ (= 4O = 30077 oy
E(ik;) =a+ 55 + ¢52
(Zkt) _ 290 0'2 +¢2 U
i 2
COV(’th, Zkt_l) = ﬂst fs pz + (,bng 10’p
B(rfy) = L02[(207 — bio)bid] + 25727 — 1) + (AT — b Bigs)bn g
2
V(i) - [;Km — 1)+ @A - blﬂmblws@ Zar + 52+ (b1Bos)?0? + (bi)202
E(A6t+1) = e+ S
V(A8t+1) = fiZQ +5’2
COV(iky, 1]) = Bpl 8% + oo — SO = SN 122
COV ik, 154,) = $0(2NT — 1) + (A7 — biBip )by Bips] 125

where investment coefficients are given by

P SR (O et (G et Tl
bips —ba’ bips — b2
o\ B = 3O = 019)%07 — (a1 — a3) — e = b1Bpis — badpio
by — by

and log-linearization constants are given by

expl(n + 1)ik*] + (1 — &)k exp(nik™)) — il exp(nik”)[exp(ik”) + (1 — 9)]

n
=log (1
g (1+ H’? +1 1+ ko exp[(n + 1)ik*] + (1 (5)/@exp(m'k:*)Z

il exp(nik™)[exp(ik™) + (1 - 9)] u
1+ kit expl(n + 1)ik*] + (1 — 0)k exp(nik*)’ 2

by = =logk, b2 =7
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C Transformation of productivity across states

In this section, we present a model in which the representation of production technology is flexible
across states as in Cochrane (1993) and Belo (2010). Specifically, the producer is allowed to choose the
state-contingent productivity level &, subject to the constraint set defined by the following analytically

tractable CES aggregator:
Ei1 \17
E, || = ) ] <1 C.1
' {(Qtﬂ N (€D

where Oy is the state-contingent natural productivity level and o > 1 is a curvature parameter a
controls the producer’s ability to transform productivity across states.

With this novel technology, the producer chooses both the investment in the current period and the
state-contingent productivity levels in the next period to maximize the cum-dividend value of the firm.

V(Xt) = max {Dt + Et[Mt+1V(Xt+1)]}
{Is, Et41}

where X; = (04, &, Ky), subject to the capital’s law of motion (3), the flow of funds constraint (5), and
the constrained set of productivity levels (C.1).
Form a Lagrangian and let A\; be the Lagrange multiplier associated with the technology constraint.

K & a1 o
EtEthWIKZ’H&Kt+Et[Mt+1V(Xt+1)]+)\t<1]EtK t“) } >

The first-order condition with respect to the investment remains unchanged. We have the same
investment Euler equation (6) with the same investment return (7). The difference now is that we have
a structure on the stochastic discount factor.

The first-order condition and the envelope condition with respect to the productivity .1 are given
by

ga—l
M1\ Ve( X)) = M @tjj (C.2)

t+1

K
Ve(X,) = K, — mIKt”“Kt (C.3)
Combining both conditions, we have
MoK |1 pren] =y, G (C.4)
t4+ 148041 ] t+1 t@?+1 ’

. . . . gat
Taking expectation on both sides, we can substitute Ay = E¢[My11] K311 [1 — nilIKﬁ_ll] JE¢ [@ﬂjl } ,

t+1

leading to

Sta+_11 Erpr 1 Orp1\X A£?+_11
Mt+1 _ @?+1 _ ( Er ) /( O, ) — A9?+1 (C 5)
E¢[M41] E exnt E (£t+1)a71/(@t+1)a E AglS!
tl ey, t &, Ch A WANCE

This expression suggests that we can obtain the process of the SDF given processes of the natural
productivity and the chosen productivity or we can obtain the process of the chosen productivity given
processes of the natural productivity and the SDF.

-1
. ) N ga—1
Alternatively, apply the SDF (C.4) on the investment return, we have Kt+1[1—%IKt”jf] =E, {é;:lR{+1} ,
leading to
ga—l —1 ga—l Aga—l —1 Aga—l
My =Ey [tH R} } e Et{ “L R/ ] ol (C.6)
oy, " e, Aog, T Aeg,
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Now, as we do in the paper, we specify exogenously the process of the natural productivity and the
SDF. Given these processes, we first solve for the process of the chosen productivity and then solve for
the optimal investment.

C.1 Case I: Af, is an AR(1)

We assume the log natural productivity growth is an AR(1) process with time-varying conditional volatil-
ity, which is also an AR(1). The SDF is driven by the natural productivity growth and the time-varying
conditional volatility and subject to their shocks. Denote the log natural productivity growth as s; = A6;.

St+1 = s + PsSt + Otes 141 (C.7)
Tti1 = Ho + PoTf + 00€oti1 (C.8)
Mig1 = —fim — Pu'St — po'oy — ADOres 141 — AP Og€o i1 (C.9)

where s = (1 —p,)5 = (1 — ps)A0 and iy = (1 — p,)52. When p, = 0, the natural productivity growth
is i.i.d. When p, = 1, the natural productivity growth is a random walk.

We first solve for the chosen productivity. We conjecture and verify that the chosen productivity has
the following functional form

A€t+1 = Ug + piSt -+ pia? -+ )\iO’tes,t_;,_l + )\20'0-607,5_‘_1 (C].O)

The last equality of expression (C.5) implies the following log-linear relations between the SDF and
productivity growth.

mer1 — 10gEe[mei1] = [(a — 1) Acpr1 — @Abiiq] — log E¢lexp((a — 1) Aeyy1 — alAbi 1))

1 1
mi41 — ]Et[mH,ﬂ — in[mHl] = [(a — 1)A€t+1 — aA9t+1] — Et[(()é — 1)A8t+1 — CkAeiH,ﬂ — §Vt[(0[ - 1)A€t+1 — OéAgt+1]

1 1
my1 — Eelmey] — in[th] = (a = 1)(Aepy1 — Ei[Aeryq]) - 5(0 — 1)°V[Aey 4]

1
— Oé(AHt+1 — Et [A9t+1]) — 5042Vt [A9t+1] + (OZ — l)OéCOW(AEt+1, A9t+1)
(C.11)

Plugging in processes of the SDF, the natural productivity and the chosen productivity, we have the
LHS and RHS of (C.11)

O']

1
LHS = —/\;nates,t_ﬂ — /\Zlage,,,Hl — 5[()\?)205 + ()\?)20'2

5)’o

1 1
RHS = [(a — 1)A; — aoes i1 + [(a — 1)AS]oses 41 — 5[(04 — 1A — a]Zaf — 5(04 —1)%(\¢

whose equality pins down Ag, A%

E_a_)\gn, e __ )\gl
A= a—1" )\”_afl

We still need to pin down ., pj, pS using another condition. Since the productivity constraint (C.1) is
always binding given that the value function is strictly increasing in productivity in each state of nature,
we have

1 =Eexp(a(eis1 — i41))]
1 = Ey[exp(a(Acii1 — Aby1))]*

2
o
0= OéEt[AEt+1 — A9t+1] + 7Vt [A€t+1 — A9t+1]

0= Et [A€t+1] — Et[A9t+1} + %Vt [A5t+1] + %Vt [A9t+1] — OéCO%(AEt+1, A9t+1) (012)
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which yields
o £\2 2 £ £ a m 21 2
0= [/’LE — Ms + §(AU) 00’] =+ (ps - ps)st + [pa + §(As - 1) ]Ot
from which we obtain
2 2

[0 «
pe = s — 5 ()05, p5 = ps, p3=—§(ki—1)2

In summary we have the coefficients of Aeyqq

« af =22
.= s_*>\€ 2 2: s — — a 2 1
pe = pis — 5 (AG) 05 = p 2(a1> o (C.13)
m 2
pe=—2—1)2=-2 i S (C.15)
e 2V 2\ a—1
a— \"
A= —C :
< — (C.16)
—\™
X = :
5= 0 (C.17)

Now we can solve for the optimal investment rate given the chosen productivity process using the
investment Euler equation (15). We assume that the optimal investment rate has the following functional
form

iky = a + Bs; + ¢po? (C.18)
The investment return (9) now becomes
Ttl—i-l = (a1 — (ZQ) —+ (blikt+1 — bglkt) + A€t+1
= (a1 — az) + by (a + Bser1 + qbatzﬂ) — bo(a + Bs; + ¢o?) + Aeia

= [(a1 — az) + (b1 — ba)a + b1Bps + bidpo + pc] + [(b1ps — b2)B + pZlse + [(brpo — b2)d + p5lo7
+ (018 + XS)ores 41 + (019 + AXo)ooes i1

The investment Euler equation (15) yields

1 1
0= Et[mt—i-l] + Et [T‘,{+1] + §Vt[mt+1} + in[rtIH] + COVt(th, TtI+1)
1
= (—m = Pt = piro}) + SION)? 07 + (A7) 0]
+ [(a1 — az) 4 (b — ba)a + b1 Bps + bidpio + pie] + [(brps — b2)B + pSlse + [(brpo — b2)o + p5lo7

1 1
+ 5018+ X007 + 5 (bi1d + A5)%05 = AT (018 + X)o7 = A7 (b6 + A )og
1
S = (164 X5)%07)]
1
+ [(b1ps — b2) B + pg — p'lst + [(b1ps — b2)d + pg — p' + 5[)\? — (1B + X))o}

=[(a1 — a2) + (b1 — ba)a + b1 Bpus + bidpio + fre — fm +

Therefore we obtain

fim — (a1 — as) — b1Bus — bidps — pe — AT — (bio + A5)]%02

a= B (C.19)
Ps' —ps
=15 Ts C.20
bips — ba ( )
m & 11ym €112
Ps — Po — §[>‘s - (blﬁ + /\s)]
= C.21
¢ — (C.21)
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C.2 Case II: Af; has a time-varying component

We assume that the log natural productivity growth is driven by a time-varying component, which is an
AR(1), and subject to time-varying conditional volatility, which is also an AR(1). The SDF is driven by
both state variables and subject to three sources of shocks.

Abii1 = po + ¢ + oreg 41 (C.22)
St41 = Hs + PsSt + Ps0t€s,41 (C.23)
Tti1 = Ho + Po0; + 0oo it (C.24)

Mis1 = —fm — Po'St — POy — Ag'otes i1 — Al'Otes 141 — AJ'O0€otia (C.25)

where 15 = (1 — p,)5 and p, = (1 — py)52.
Now we first solve for the chosen productivity. We conjecture and verify that the chosen productivity
has the following functional form

Aepiy = pie + pise + p507 + Agoreo i1+ As0i€s 111+ Ao00€0111 (C.26)

Again using (C.5), where

LHS = —\g'0t€g,t+1 — A\ Ot€s141 — Ay OpCot1 — %[(Agl)%? + (Xsn)%f + (}\;71)20_3]
RHS = [(a —1)\§ — a]otes 11 + (a — 1)ASores 11 + (a0 — 1)A; 0560641
otz la—1706)? - S(@— 12057 - 50> + (a — Daxj] - 3 (@~ 1205)%2
from which we obtain
VAV VNV v

a—1""° a-1"7 a-1

X =

Using the binding constraint (C.1), we have
« «
0= (pe +pSst+ p50t) = (o + s0) + 5[(ND) 07 + (X0 + (\7)*03] + o7 — aXjoy

from which we obtain
o

Q Q
pe = po = 5 (N)0q, pi =1, p5 = =5 (5 = 1)* = 5 (X)?

In summary, we have the coefficients the chosen productivity process

pe = 1o — S (V5202 = o — Z(aig;):? (C.27)

i =1 (C.28)
ma 2 m 2

i ==505-17 - 5007 =5 () -5 () (©.29)

A5 = % (C.30)

= % (C.31)

AE = % (C.32)

Now we proceed to solve for the optimal investment. We conjecture

ik = a + Bs; + o (C.33)
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The investment return (9) now becomes

rtl_,_l = (a1 — ag) + (brikir1 — baiky) + Acyiq
= (a1 —az) + by (a + Bse11 + qbatz_H) — by + Bs; + ¢o?) + A a
= [(a1 — az) + (b1 — ba)a+ b1 Bpus + biopio + pe] + [(1ps — b2) B + pils + [(b1ps — b2)d + p3loy
+ (Ag)aiea i1+ (b18ps + AS)ores i1 + (019 + A5 ) 00041

The investment Euler equation (15) yields
1 1
0 =Ei[myy1] + Et[ﬁlﬂ] + in [myy1] + §Vt[7"tl+1] + COVi(myya, 7“1:I+1)
1

= (—tm — pi'se — Py og) + 5[0\?)20? + (A0 + (AF) 07

+ [(a1 = ag) + (b1 = ba)or + b1 Bpus + biopis + pe] + [(b1ps — b2) B + pSlse + [(brps — b2)¢ + pGlo}

1 1 1
+ 50207 + 5 (1B + A))%07 + S (b + A5)%0g = A NGor — AT (018 + XS)or = AT (b1 + A% )og
1
= [(a1 — a2) + (b1 — ba)a + b1 Bus + bidpo + pe — pm + EP\ZL — (1o + 23?02
1 1
(0195 = b2)B + p5 = pMst + (0195 = b2)d + 05 — p5" + 51AG" — Nl + S = (b1 + X)Po?

We obtain investment coefficients

o = Hm— (a1 —az) — b1 Bus — b[1)¢ﬂab_ pe — N5 — (1 + A5) P07 (C.34)
1 — 02
ps" = Ps
_ o (C.35)
mo_ e l\m _ \e12 _ L\m _ (} A9)]?
6= P P 5[\ bl;] = b22[ ¢ = (b1 + A9)] (C.36)
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C.3 Micro-foundation of productivity transformation

Consider an economy populated by a continuum of firms indexed by i € [0,1] in perfectly competitive
markets. They are heterogenous in their productivity process A; ;.

A =XeZit (C.37)

which contains an aggregate component X; and an idiosyncratic component Z; ;.
Define aggregate productivity as A, = ([ A;+K;.di)/([ K, +di). The aggregate productivity growth
is given by

A _ ([ A1 K 41di) /([ Kia1di) _ JAi 1K padi
Ay ([ A K di) /([ Kidi) [ Ai K di

J K 11di
[ K di

/ (C.38)

The second component is simply the aggregate capital growth K;1/K;. The first component can be
decomposed into

JAi 1 Kigadi _ [ Xe41Zi 441 K 1 di _ Xiv1 [ Zig1 Ki g1 di

fAi7tKi,tdi thZmKi)tdi X fZi7tKi)tdi
_ X J=6:)Ziy 1 Kipdi [ Z; p411;4di (C.39)
Xy [ Z; K 1 di [ Zi K, 1 di '
We have
A X Zii1 Kipadi] | K,
t+1 _ At f 1 z,t—&-% 1 / t+1 (0'40)
Ay Xy fZi,tKi,tdZ K;
where X;(—tl corresponds to @gzl and AA—T corresponds to &g—tl
The underlying productivity can be measured as
Xy _ Air1 K / [ Zi 141K 441 di _Yin / [ Zi 141K 141 di (C.41)
X A K [ Zi 1K di Y, [ Z; 1K 1di .
The expression (C.5)
Agpr!
Mt+1 _ A0,
E¢[M;41] E {Agﬁll]
t A@?+l
suggests an SDF M, | for excess returns.
ae . At AAn AATH
LT A0 L T AXe . . N
t+1 t+1 (AAt+1AKt+1 / {f?%jigizgsdz}>
- _ Zipi1 K p1di]”
_anrt age [ LG Kindi C.42
t+1 t+1 |: f Zi,tKLtdi ( )
_ _ Zips1 K prdi]”
_aviagie [ [ ZunKinadi C.43
t+1 t+1 |: fZLtKi,tdi ( )
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