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We present a novel methodology for estimating/testing the Bansal and Yaron (2004) and
related long-run risks (LRR) models based on the observation that the latent state variables
are known functions of observables. The large standard error of the estimated elasticity of
intertemporal substitution explains the controversy on its magnitude. The model requires
higher persistence of consumption and dividend growth to explain the cross-section of re-
turns than that observed in the data. The model matches the unconditional moments of
consumption and dividend growth, but implies a higher risk-free rate and lower volatility
of the price/dividend ratio, risk-free rate, and market return than those observed in the data.
Contrary to the model implications, the conditional variance of the LRR variable fails to
capture the large time variation in the equity premium. (JEL G12, E44)

Introduction

A burgeoning literature in finance addresses investors’ attitudes toward the
timing of resolution of uncertainty of future consumption and cash flows
through the class of preferences introduced by Epstein and Zin (1989), Kreps
and Porteus (1978), and Weil (1989). Models initiated by Bansal, Dittmar, and
Lundblad (2005), Bansal and Yaron (2004), and Hansen, Heaton, and Li (2008)
have rich implications on prices and show promise in explaining the time-series
and cross-sectional properties of returns of financial assets. These models pay
particular attention to the low-frequency properties of the time series of div-
idends and aggregate consumption—nhence their characterization as long-run
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risks (LRR) models.® The main difficulty in assessing their empirical plausi-
bility is their reliance on latent state variables.

We propose an empirical methodology for estimating and testing asset pric-
ing models of the cross-section of equity returns when the state variables are
latent. We apply this methodology to revisit the log-linearized LRR model in-
troduced by Bansal and Yaron (2004) (hereafter B-Y) and provide novel in-
sights into this class of models. The latent state variables, the conditional mean
of the aggregate consumption growth rate (the LRR variable) and the condi-
tional variance of its innovation, are hard to measure in the data. We bypass the
need to filter the latent state variables, a procedure that potentially introduces
estimation error and decreases the power of the tests. We argue that the two
latent state variables are, in fact, observable because both the aggregate log
price/dividend ratio and log risk-free rate are affine functions of only these two
state variables with coefficients that are known functions of the preference pa-
rameters and of the parameters of the time-series processes. This observation
allows us to invert the system and express the two state variables as known
affine functions of the observable aggregate log price/dividend ratio and log
risk-free rate. Whereas this methodology is common in the context of affine
term structure models (for example, Dai and Singleton 2000 and Duffee 2002),
this is the first application in the equities literature.

We estimate the model using the Generalized Method of Moments (GMM)
approach on the joint system of the Euler equations of consumption and the
restrictions imposed on the model parameters by the unconditional moments of
the aggregate dividend and consumption growth over 1931-2009. We are able
to write down the Euler equations without reference to the latent state variables
because we express the log pricing kernel as an affine function of the aggregate
log price/dividend ratio, the log risk-free rate, and their lags, in addition to
consumption growth. The estimated parameter values and, most importantly,
their standard errors provide insights beyond those obtainable via calibration.

The most notable finding is that the standard error of the estimated intertem-
poral elasticity of substitution in consumption is large. One cannot reject either
the hypothesis that it is lower than one or the hypothesis that it exceeds one.
Furthermore, one cannot reject the hypothesis that it is either lower or higher
than the inverse of the risk-aversion coefficient. Therefore, these results offer
an insight as to why the magnitude of the elasticity is controversial in the lit-
erature. The results suggest that one should explore LRR models with a wide
range of values for the elasticity.

For further references, see Alvarez and Jermann (2005), Bansal, Dittmar, and Kiku (2009), Bansal, Gallant,
and Tauchen (2007), Bansal, Kiku, and Yaron (2010), Bansal and Shaliastovich (2010), Beeler and Camp-
bell (2011), Bekaert, Engstrom, and Xing (2009), Chen, Favilukis, and Ludvigson (2011), Colacito and
Croce (2011), Croce, Lettau, and Ludvigson (2010), Drechsler and Yaron (2011), Ferson, Nallareddy, and
Xie (2011), Ghosh and Constantinides (2011), Hansen and Scheinkman (2009), Jagannathan and Marakani
(2010), Lettau and Ludvigson (2009), Lustig, Van Nieuwerburgh, and Verdelhan (2008), Malloy, Moskowitz, and
Vissing-Jorgensen (2009), Parker and Julliard (2005), and Piazzesi and Schneider (2006).
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Another finding is that the model requires higher persistence of consumption
and dividend growth to explain the cross-section of returns over the period
1931-2009 than the persistence estimated from the time series of consumption
and dividend growth alone. This suggests that one should explore channels
through which a lower level of persistence can address the cross-section of
equity returns.

In simultaneously testing the Euler equations of consumption and the restric-
tions imposed on the model parameters by the unconditional moments of the
aggregate dividend and consumption growth, we find that the model matches
the unconditional moments of the aggregate consumption and dividend growth
rates. Therefore, the model is on the right track. However, it implies a higher
value for the risk-free rate than that observed in the data (2.8%-4.5% ver-
sus 0.6%), lower volatility of the risk-free rate (0.9%-1.7% versus 3.0%), and
lower volatility of the marketwide price/dividend ratio (0.11-0.19 versus 0.45).
Moreover, it implies economically large annual pricing errors for the “Small”
capitalization and the “Value” portfolios. An implication of these findings is
that one should explore ways to enhance the model by refining the definition
of the state variables and possibly introducing additional ones.

Finally, we address the model’s implications regarding predictability. The
model implies that the conditional expectation of the equity premium is an
affine function of the conditional variance of the LRR variable, yet we find
that the conditional variance does not predict the equity premium. We also
find that the LRR variable predicts the equity premium, despite the implica-
tions of the model to the contrary, suggesting that the model may be enhanced
either by making the conditional expectation of the equity premium depen-
dent on state variables other than the conditional variance of the LRR variable
or by an alternative specification of the dynamics of the conditional variance
process. We verify the model’s implication that the LRR variable predicts con-
sumption and dividend growth. However, the fact that the conditional variance
also contributes in predicting consumption and dividend growth, even though
the model does not imply such predictability, suggests that the model may be
enhanced in ways that make the conditional expectation of consumption and
dividend growth dependent on state variables in addition to the LRR variable.
Whereas these predictability results may be partly due to estimation error in
the model parameters, we argue in Section 4 that this is unlikely to be the full
explanation.

In our second application of the methodology, we revisit the co-integrated
extension of the B-Y model by Bansal, Gallant, and Tauchen (2007), which
introduces the aggregate consumption-to-dividend ratio as a third state vari-
able. The two latent state variables are observable because both the aggregate
log price/dividend ratio and log risk-free rate are affine functions of only the
two latent state variables and the observable consumption-to-dividend ratio
with coefficients that are known functions of the preference parameters and
of the parameters of the time-series processes. This observation allows us to
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invert the system and express the two latent state variables as known affine
functions of the observable aggregate log price/dividend ratio, log risk-free
rate, and consumption-to-dividend ratio. The conclusions are broadly similar
to those for the B-Y model.

We address the possibility that the decision interval may be monthly in-
stead of annual by comparing our estimation and testing results at the annual
frequency to those obtained using the B-Y monthly calibration. The results,
available from the authors upon request, are very similar, suggesting that our
findings are unlikely to be driven by the choice of the decision frequency.

The article is organized as follows. In Section 1, we describe the estimation
and testing methodology of the B-Y model. We discuss the data in Section 2.
In Section 3, we estimate the model, discuss the parameter estimates, present
the empirical evidence on the cross-section of returns, and explore the robust-
ness of the results. In Section 4, we present the results of the model-implied
in-sample forecasting regressions for the equity premium and the aggregate
consumption and dividend growth rates. In Section 5, we estimate and test
the co-integrated extension of the model. Section 6 concludes. The appendix
contains derivations and details of the testing methodology.

1. The Model and Its Testable Implications

We describe the LRR model of Bansal and Yaron (2004) and derive its testable
implications for the equity premium and the cross-section of returns. Then we
derive its testable implications for the predictability of the equity premium,
dividend growth, and consumption growth.

1.1 Model

The Bansal and Yaron (2004) LRR model introduces the novel state variable,
Xt, and the variance of its innovation, atz, that jointly drive the conditional
mean of the aggregate consumption and dividend growth rates:

Xt41 = PxXt + WxOtex t+1, (1)
crt2+1 =(1- 1))0'2 + vatz + Owést+1, 2
ACt41 = pe + Xt + oréc,t+1, (3)
Adi41 = pd + dXt + @oted, 141, 4)

where ¢t 1 Is the logarithm of the aggregate consumption level and d;1 is the
logarithm of the aggregate stock market dividends. The shocks ex t+1, €s.t+1,
gc.t+1, and &g t+1 are assumed to be i.i.d. N (0, 1) and mutually independent.
The time-series specification in Equations (1)—(4) introduces nine parameters:
le, 1ds ¢, @, Px, Wx, 0, v, and o,,. In Appendix A.1, we derive various un-
conditional moments of consumption and dividend growth rates as functions
of the time-series parameters.
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The model further assumes that the representative consumer has the version
of Kreps and Porteus (1978) preferences adopted by Epstein and Zin (1989),
and Weil (1989). These preferences allow for separation between the coeffi-
cient of risk aversion and the elasticity of intertemporal substitution. The utility
function is defined recursively as

Ly AT
vﬁzkl—@cﬁ +5(a[w+1D } , (5)
where ¢ denotes the subjective discount factor, y > 0 is the coefficient of risk
aversion, w > 0 is the elasticity of intertemporal substitution, and 6 = 11__1

Note that the sign of & depends on the relative magnitudes of y and . Tr]e
standard time-separable power utility model is obtained as a special case when
6=1ie,y =<

For this specifivc/ation of preferences, Epstein and Zin (1989) and Weil (1989)
show that, for any asset j, the first-order conditions of the consumer’s utility

maximization yield the Euler equation,

Et [exp(Mes1 +rji41)] = 1, (6)
where

0
Mit1 =6 logd — ZACtH + (0 — Dret41 (7

is the natural logarithm of the intertemporal marginal rate of substitution; E;[.]
denotes expectation conditional on time t information; rj¢,1 is the continu-
ously compounded return on asset j; and r¢ 1 is the unobservable continu-
ously compounded return on an asset that delivers aggregate consumption as
its dividend each period.

We rely on log-linear approximations for the log return on the consumption
claim, r¢ t+1, and on the market portfolio (the return on the aggregate dividend
claim), rm t+1, as in Campbell and Shiller (1988):

Fe,t+1 = ko + K1Zt4+1 — Zt + ACt41, (8)
m,t+1 = ko,m + K1,mZm,t+1 — Zm,t + Adty1, 9)
where z; is the log price/consumption ratio and zn ¢ the log price/dividend ra-

tio. In Equation (8), k1 = 15”;7 and xg = log(1+e?) —«17 are log-linearization
constants, where Z denotes the long-run mean of the log price/consumption ra-
tio. Similarly, in Equation (9), kg m = 1j’:e";m and ko.m = |og(1+e7m)_x1,m7m,
where Z, denotes the long-run mean of the log price/dividend ratio.

B-Y show that z¢ and zy, + are affine functions of the state variables x; and

2
Ot

2t = Ao + Arx 4+ Azaf, (10)
Zm,t = Ao.m + ArmXt + A2,m0't2- (11)
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The coefficients Ag, A1, A2, Aom, A1.m, and Ay depend on the parameters
of the utility function, those of the stochastic processes for consumption and
dividend growth rates, and the linearization parameters, xo, x1, ko,m, and x1,m
(see Appendix A.2.1 for expressions for these coefficients and for the proce-
dure that ensures that the linearization parameters xo, k1, xo,m, and x1,m are
consistent with Equations (10) and (11)).

For this model specification, the log risk-free rate from period t to t 4+ 1 may
also be expressed as an affine function of the state variables (see Appendix
A.2.2 for expressions for Ao t, A1, ¢, and Az t),

re,e =—log E¢ [exp(m41)],
= Aot + AL txt + Az fof. (12)
Equations (11) and (12) express the observable variables, zy + and r ¢+, as affine
functions of the latent state variables, x; and 2. These equations may be in-

verted to express the latent state variables, x; and o2, as affine functions of the
observables, zm + and r¢ ¢ (see Appendix A.2.3 for details and expressions for

ao, a1, a2, Po, f1, and p2),
Xt =ao + a1l ft + a2Zmt, (13)
o = o+ Pir it + Pozm.t. (14)

1.2 Testable implications for the equity premium and the cross-section of
returns

Substituting the log-affine approximation for r¢ 41 in Equation (8) into the
expression for the pricing kernel (Equation (7)), and noting that z; is given by
Equation (10), we have

0
Mey1 = (@ 1logd + (0 — 1) [ko + (k1 — 1) Ag]) + (—; + (@ — 1)) ACt41
+ (O =D)k1 ArXep1+ @ —Dx1A20f — (0 — D) Arxi— (0 — 1) Azl
(15)

Equation (15) for the pricing kernel involves the unobservable (from the point
of view of the econometrician) state variables x; and ¢, and, hence, is not
directly testable on a cross-section of asset returns. Substituting the expressions
for x; and atz from Equations (13) and (14) into the pricing kernel in Equation
(15), we have

1 1
Mi41 = C1+C2ACt11+C3 (rf,H—l - K_lrf,t) +C4 (Zm,t+l - K—lzm,t) . (16)
The parameters ¢ = (c1, C2, C3, C4)" are functions of the parameters of the

time-series processes and the preference parameters (see Appendix A.2.4 for
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details). The above expression for the pricing kernel is entirely in terms of
observables. We substitute this expression into the set of Euler equations (6)
to obtain a set of moment restrictions that are expressed entirely in terms of
observables.

We first examine the empirical plausibility of the model when the set of as-
sets consists of the market portfolio and the risk-free rate, thereby focusing on
the equity premium and risk-free rate puzzles. To the set of their Euler equa-
tions we add restrictions on the unconditional moments of consumption and
dividend growth implied by the time-series specification of the model. We es-
timate the parameters with GMM and test the specification of the model with
the overidentifying restrictions. We then examine the ability of the model to
explain the cross-section of returns. The set of assets consists of the “Value,”
“Growth,” “Small” capitalization, and “Large” capitalization portfolios, in ad-
dition to the market portfolio and the risk-free rate. To the set of their Euler
equations we add moment restrictions implied by the time-series specification
of the model and test with GMM.

1.3 Testable implications for predicting returns and growth rates
Equations (9), (11), (4), and (12) imply that the equilibrium expected market
return is an affine function of the state variables x; and o{:

Et[fm.t+1] = Bo + Bixt + Bao; (17)

and the expected equity premium is an affine function of the state variable o2
alone:

Et[rm.t+1 — rit] = Eo 4+ E10f. (18)

The coefficients are known functions of the underlying time-series and prefer-
ence parameters.

The model also implies that the conditional variance of the market return is
an affine function of the state variable o:

Varg (rm,t+l) = (Kl,m A2,m0'w)2 + [(Kl,m Alm V/x)z + (ﬂg] O'tz- (19)

Finally, the time-series specification of the model implies that the expected
consumption growth rate is given by

Et[ACt41] = uc + Xt, (20)
and the expected dividend growth rate is given by
Et[Adi+1] = ud + ¢xt, (21)

both affine functions of the state variable x;.

Since the state variables x; and atz are affine functions of the observables
Zm.t and r¢¢, we use the point estimates of the time-series and preference pa-
rameters and the time series of zy, + and r ¢ ¢ to extract the time series of the state
variables. In Section 4, we test the predictive implications of the model through
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in-sample linear forecasting regressions of the realized equity premium on the
state variable 2 and of the aggregate consumption and dividend growth rates
on the LRR variable x;.

. Data

We use monthly data on prices and dividends and annual data on consumption
from January 1929 through December 2009. The proxy for the market is the
Center for Research in Security Prices (CRSP) value-weighted index of all
stocks on the NYSE, AMEX, and NASDAQ. The construction of the size and
book-to-market portfolios is as in Fama and French (1993). In particular, for
the size sort, all NYSE, AMEX, and NASDAQ stocks are allocated across
ten portfolios in June of each year according to their market capitalization
at the end of June. NYSE breakpoints are used in the sort. Value-weighted
monthly returns on these size-sorted portfolios are computed from July of the
year to June of the next year. “Small” and “Large” denote the bottom and top
market capitalization deciles, respectively. For the book-to-market equity sort,
all NYSE, AMEX, and NASDAQ stocks are allocated across ten portfolios
in June of each year according to their book equity (BE) to market equity
(ME) ratio at the end of the previous year. NYSE breakpoints are used in the
sort. Value-weighted monthly returns on these BE/ME-sorted portfolios are
computed from July of the year to June of the next year. “Growth” and “Value”
denote the bottom and top BE/ME deciles, respectively.

The monthly portfolio return is the sum of the portfolio price and dividends
at the end of the month, divided by the portfolio price at the beginning of the
month. The annual portfolio return is the sum of the portfolio price at the end
of the year and uncompounded dividends over the year, divided by the port-
folio price at the beginning of the year. The real annual portfolio return is the
above annual portfolio return deflated by the realized growth in the Consumer
Price Index.

The proxy for the real annual risk-free rate is obtained as in Beeler and
Campbell (2011). Specifically, the quarterly nominal yield on three-month
Treasury bills is deflated using the realized growth in the Consumer Price Index
to obtain the ex post real three-month Treasury-bill rate. The ex ante quarterly
risk-free rate is then obtained as the fitted value from the regression of the ex
post three-month Treasury-bill rate on the three-month nominal yield and the
realized growth in the Consumer Price Index over the previous year. Finally,
the ex ante quarterly risk-free rate at the beginning of the year is annualized to
obtain the ex ante annual risk-free rate.

The annual price/dividend ratio of the market is the market price at the end
of the year divided by the sum of dividends over the previous twelve months.
The dividend growth rate is the sum of dividends over the year divided by the
sum of dividends over the previous year, and it is deflated using the realized
growth in the Consumer Price Index.
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Table 1
Summary statistics, 1931-2009
Mean Std. Dev. AC(1)
m 0.062 0.198 —0.068
(0.019) (0.017) (0.087)
ri 0.006 0.030 0.672
(0.005) (0.005) (0.216)
rs 0.103 0.333 0.086
(0.038) (0.031) (0.097)
ry 0.056 0.187 —0.002
(0.019) (0.015) (0.090)
rg 0.050 0.212 —0.027
(0.022) (0.018) (0.106)
ry 0.095 0.299 —0.124
(0.028) (0.029) (0.085)
log(P/D) 3.38 0.45 0.877
(0.080) (0.051) (0.231)
Ad 0.010 0.117 0.163
(0.013) (0.020) (0.136)
Ac 0.020 0.021 0.449
(0.003) (0.004) (0.242)

The table reports the sample mean, volatility, and first-order autocorrelation (Newey-West asymptotic stan-
dard errors with two lags in parentheses) of the annual log market return, risk-free rate, the “Small,” “Large,”
“Growth,” and “Value” portfolio returns, the marketwide log price/dividend ratio, and the log dividend and
consumption growth rates.

Consumption data are obtained from the Bureau of Economic Analysis. The
real annual consumption growth rate is the real per-capita personal consump-
tion expenditure on nondurable goods and services over the year divided by
the per-capita personal consumption expenditure on nondurable goods and ser-
vices over the previous year.

Table 1 provides descriptive statistics for the continuously compounded re-
turns on the assets, the marketwide price/dividend ratio, and the aggregate
consumption and dividend growth rates for the annual sample over the period
1931-2009. The table illustrates the well-documented equity premium and the
size and value premia. Over the sample period, the annual equity premium
over the risk-free rate has mean 5.6% and the volatility of the market return
is 19.8%. The annual risk-free rate has mean 0.6% and volatility 3.0%. The
annual mean premium of small over large stocks is 4.7%, and of value over
growth stocks is 4.5%. Value stocks are more volatile than growth stocks, and
small stocks are much more volatile than large stocks.

The annual log price/dividend ratio on the market has mean 3.38 and volatil-
ity 0.45 over the sample period. The average annual log dividend growth rate
on the market portfolio is 1.0% with volatility 11.7%. Finally, the annual
log consumption growth has mean 2.0% and volatility 2.1% over the sample
period.

. Parameter Estimates and Model-generated Moments

3.1 Parameter estimates from the time-series processes
We estimate the parameters of the time-series processes of aggregate con-
sumption and dividend growth over 1931-2009, without reference to the Euler
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equations. We estimate the nine parameters of the time-series model (1)—(4) to
match the following nine sample moments: the unconditional mean, variance,
and first-order autocorrelation of consumption and dividend growth rates, the
correlation between consumption and dividend growth rates, and the variance
of squared consumption and dividend growth rates. These estimates serve as
a benchmark for comparison when we subsequently reestimate these parame-
ters from the joint system of the time-series moment restrictions and the Euler
equations.

The point estimates, along with the associated standard errors Newey and
West (1987) corrected using two lags in parentheses, are displayed in the first
row of Table 2. Note that the system is exactly identified and, therefore, the
model-generated moments computed at the point estimates of the parameters
closely match their sample analogs. The estimated parameter values and, most
importantly, their standard errors provide insights beyond those obtainable via
calibration. The point estimate of the persistence parameter (px) of the LRR
variable is 0.44 and is significantly different from zero. This finding lends sup-
port to the major risk channel highlighted in the LRR literature—a predictable
component in the aggregate consumption and dividend growth rates. The pa-
rameter ¢, which measures the sensitivity of the expected dividend growth rate
to changes in the LRR variable, is statistically significant, while the parameters
¢ and wy, which determine the volatility of the innovations to dividend growth
and the LRR variable, respectively, are very imprecisely estimated. Finally,
the parameters governing the dynamics of the conditional variance process in
Equation (2), namely (o, v, ,,), are imprecisely estimated and none of them
is significantly different from zero. This imprecision may be due to the lack
of power or misspecification of the dynamics of the volatility process. In Sec-
tion 4, we find support for the latter by showing that the conditional variance
(Utz) does not forecast the equity premium, contrary to the implications of the
model.

3.2 Parameter estimates and model-generated moments from the time-
series processes and the two-asset system
We reestimate the parameters of the time-series processes of aggregate con-
sumption and dividend growth along with the preference parameters over
1931-2009 from the joint system of the nine unconditional moments implied
by the time-series processes and six Euler equations of consumption on the
market return and risk-free rate. This enables us to address the ability of the
model to explain the equity premium and risk-free rate puzzles. We are able to
write down Euler equations without reference to the latent state variables be-
cause we express the log pricing kernel as an affine function of the aggregate
log price/dividend ratio, the log risk-free rate, and their lags, in addition to con-
sumption growth. We augment the two unconditional Euler equations for the
market return and the risk-free rate with four Euler equations conditional on the
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lagged log price/dividend ratio of the market and the lagged log risk-free rate.
Combined with the nine time-series moment restrictions, this system of fifteen
restrictions and twelve parameters (nine time-series parameters plus three pref-
erence parameters) is overidentified. We estimate the parameters with GMM
using the efficient weighting matrix and test the model with the overidentifying
restrictions.? The point estimates, along with the associated standard errors in
parentheses, are displayed in the second row of Table 2. We also verify the ro-
bustness of the estimation and tests by replacing the efficient weighting matrix
with the identity matrix in Section 3.4.2.

The most notable finding is that the standard error of the estimated intertem-
poral elasticity of substitution in consumption (y) is large, and one can reject
neither the hypothesis that it is lower than one nor that it exceeds one, thereby
providing an insight as to why the magnitude of the elasticity is a controver-
sial issue in the literature. This lack of precision should be contrasted with the
plausible and relatively precise estimates of the subjective discount factor (9)
and relative risk aversion coefficient (y ). The lack of precision in estimating
the elasticity suggests that one should explore LRR models with a wide range
of values for this parameter.

In Table 2, we also report the historical and model-generated moments of the
consumption and dividend growth rates, market return, risk-free rate, and mar-
ketwide price/dividend ratio. The “Data” column reports the moments com-
puted from historical data along with standard errors in parentheses. The
“Model” column presents the model-generated moments along with the 95%
confidence intervals in square brackets. We calculate the model-generated mo-
ments from the analytical expressions for these moments at the point estimates
of the parameters. We calculate their 95% confidence intervals from 10,000
simulations of eighty years each, the same size as the historical sample. The
model does a good job at matching the unconditional moments of the aggregate
consumption and dividend growth rates and the mean market return. However,
it implies a higher value for the risk-free rate than that observed in the data
(4.5% versus 0.6%), lower volatility of the risk-free rate (1.0% versus 3.0%),
and lower volatility of the market return (10.7% versus 19.8%).

The model also implies a lower volatility of the marketwide price/dividend
ratio (0.11 versus 0.45) as noted earlier in Beeler and Campbell (2011). The
reason for this can be explained as follows. The price/dividend ratio is an affine
function of the two state variables (Equation (11)). Using the point estimates of
the parameters in Table 2, most of the variability of the price/dividend ratio in
the model is due to variation in the LRR variable (85.9%), with the conditional
variance of the LRR variable accounting for only 14.1% of the variance of
the price/dividend ratio. Therefore, the volatility of the price/dividend ratio
is largely determined by the persistence parameter of the LRR variable and

The numerical search for a global minimum is done using the library “DEoptim” that is built in the statistical
package R. An independent grid search algorithm produces very similar results.
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the elasticity of intertemporal substitution, which determine the loading of the
price/dividend ratio on the LRR variable. The point estimate of the persistence
parameter of the LRR variable is 0.48 in Table 2, which gives rise to a volatility
of 0.11 for the price/dividend ratio. For example, if we choose the persistence
parameter to be 0.88, the model-implied volatility of the price/dividend ratio
becomes 0.44 and closely matches the observed volatility of 0.45. However,
this counterfactually implies a much higher persistence of the consumption
growth rate than that observed in the data (0.69 versus 0.45) and much higher
persistence of the dividend growth rate (0.80 versus 0.16).3

Finally, the J-stat is 9.45 and has asymptotic p-value 2.4%. Overall, these
results suggest that one should explore ways to further enhance the model by
refining the definition of the state variables and possibly introducing additional
state variables.

3.3 Parameter estimates and model-generated moments from the time-

series processes and the six-asset system
We augment the set of assets to include the “Value,” “Growth,” “Small” capi-
talization, and “Large” capitalization portfolios, in addition to the market port-
folio and the risk-free rate. The unconditional Euler equations for these six
assets along with the nine time-series moment restrictions give fifteen moment
restrictions in twelve parameters. The model does a better job at pricing some
unconditional moments than others. The large standard errors of the estimated
preference parameters and the parameters governing the conditional variance
process, atz, neither lend support nor deny the possibility that the channels of
high elasticity and the particular conditional variance process in the B-Y model
are pivotal in addressing the cross-section of returns. The results are reported
in Table 3.

The point estimate of the persistence parameter of the LRR variable is 0.75
and is much higher than the value of 0.44 estimated from the time series of
consumption and dividend growth alone. Therefore, the model requires much
higher persistence of consumption and dividend growth to explain the cross-
section of returns than the persistence estimated from the time series of the
growth rates. The point estimate of the elasticity (1.82) and its standard error
are both higher than the corresponding values in Table 2. These findings rein-
force the earlier conclusion that one should explore LRR models with a wide
range of values for the elasticity.

We also examined the B-Y model under the interpretation that the decision frequency is monthly. Since we do not
have reliable monthly data to directly test the model at the monthly frequency, we adopted the B-Y calibration
at the monthly frequency and computed the model-implied annual moments via simulation. The results are
available from the authors upon request. The model does a better job than the model in Table 2 in matching the
volatility of dividend growth, market return, risk-free rate, and price/dividend ratio. However, the model does a
worse job than the model in Table 2 in matching the volatility of consumption growth, the correlation between
consumption and dividend growth, and the mean of the price/dividend ratio. Overall, the results suggest that the
interpretation of the model at the monthly frequency improves the ability of the model to match certain moments
of the data compared with an annual decision interval while worsening the model’s fit for certain other moments.
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The model-implied unconditional moments of the aggregate consumption
and dividend growth rates in the six-asset system are comparable to those in
the two-asset system. However, the six-asset system exacerbates pricing dis-
crepancies on the mean market return and risk-free rate that we previously
identified when we estimated the model on the two-asset system. We compute
the model-implied mean returns of the “Value,” “Growth,” “Small” capitaliza-
tion, and “Large” capitalization portfolios.* The annual pricing errors for the
“Large” and “Growth” portfolios are small, while the error for the “Small”
portfolio is 5.1% and for the “Value” portfolio is 3.9%. The J-stat is 11.30 and
the p-value is 1.0%, based on the asymptotic distribution of the J-stat.

3.4 Robustness tests

In Section 3.4.1, we address the robustness of our results to observation error
in the price/dividend ratio and risk-free rate. In Section 3.4.2, we examine the
robustness of our results to the choice of weighting matrix in the GMM estima-
tion. In Section 3.4.3, we address the robustness of our results to the postwar
subperiod.

3.4.1 Observation error in the price/dividend ratio and risk-free rate. A
crucial step in observing the latent state variables consists of inverting the sys-
tem that expresses the risk-free rate and price/dividend ratio as affine functions
of the latent state variables. Therefore, the latent state variables are observed
with error because both the risk-free rate and price/dividend ratio are observed
with error. In particular, our proxy for the one-year real risk-free rate is the de-
flated one-year nominal risk-free rate. We address the sensitivity of our results
to this potential source of error by introducing a third observable, namely the
conditional variance of the one-year market return, that is an affine function of
the latent state variable o2 (Equation (19)). We proxy this conditional variance
with the sum of squared daily market returns over the previous twelve months.®
We now have a system of three observables, the risk-free rate, price/dividend
ratio, and conditional variance of the one-year market return, as affine func-
tions of the two latent state variables. At each time period, we estimate the
values of the latent state variables by a cross-sectional least-squares regression

1—Cov(l\ﬁt,Ri,t)
_ _ N E(My)
where X denotes the estimated value of x and M is the pricing kernel. We compute the model-implied mean

returns for the cross-section using this approach because we are unable to simulate returns on these assets
without making assumptions about their dividend processes.

Andersen, Bollerslev, Diebold, and Labys (2003) and Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard (2002) show that
the sum of squares of high-frequency returns is a highly accurate estimator of the return variance over a dis-
crete time horizon. We do not use the term premia on nominal bonds as the third (or fourth) observable because
the conversion of this premia to the term premia on real bonds introduces a maintained hypothesis on the infla-
tion process. We do not use the price/dividend ratio of some other portfolio, for example the value portfolio, as
the third observable because this introduces a maintained hypothesis on the dividend growth process of the value
portfolio and also involves estimation of the parameters of this process.

For the cross-section, the model-implied mean return on portfolio i is computed as E (R;) =
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of the three observables on their loadings on the latent state variables and pro-
ceed as in Section 3.3. The results are reported in Table 4.

The point estimates of the parameters are not significantly different from
those in Table 3. The model-implied mean of the market return and the volatil-
ity of the risk-free rate are slightly closer to their sample counterparts than the
model-implied moments in Table 3. Overall, we find that the introduction of
the conditional variance of the one-year market return as a third observable
does not significantly enhance the fit of the model.

3.4.2 Sensitivity to the choice of weighting matrix in the GMM estimation.
We investigate the robustness of the estimation and tests by replacing the effi-
cient weighting matrix with the identity matrix. Table 5 reports results for the
same system of moment restrictions as Table 4, but using the identity weight-
ing matrix. The mean and volatility of the market return and risk-free rate,
the volatility of the price-dividend ratio and dividend growth, and the mean of
“Small” and “Value” portfolio returns are closer to their sample counterparts
than the model-implied moments in Table 4. However, the mean and volatil-
ity of consumption growth, the autocorrelation of consumption and dividend
growth, and the mean of the price/dividend ratio are further apart from their
sample counterparts. Overall, the use of the identity weighting matrix does not
unambiguously enhance the fit of the model.

3.4.3 Robustness to the postwar subperiod. Since the period prior to 1947
was one of great economic uncertainty, including the Great Depression, World
War |1, and structural breaks in the equity premium (Pastor and Stambaugh
2001), the inability of the B-Y model to match certain moments in the data
over the full sample period may be due to its poor performance in the prewar
period.

We explore this possibility by repeating the estimation and testing of the six-
asset system over the postwar subperiod 1947-2009. The results are reported
in Table 6 and are worse than those obtained over the full period in Table 3.
The model does a better job at matching the unconditional volatility of divi-
dend growth. However, it does a worse job at matching the mean of “Small,”
“Large,” “Growth,” and “Value” stocks and the volatility of the market return.
The J-stat is 12.38 and has asymptotic p-value less than 1%. Therefore, the
inability of the B-Y model to match certain moments in the data cannot be
attributed to poor performance in the prewar period.

. Forecasting Returns and Consumption and Dividend Growth

The B-Y model implies that the conditional expectation of the equity pre-
mium is an affine function of the conditional variance, ¢, of the LRR vari-
able (Equation (18)). Bansal, Khatchatrian, and Yaron (2005) show that the
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Asset Pricing Tests with Long-run Risks in Consumption Growth

Table 7
Model-implied forecasting regressions

Panel A: 1-year, 1931-2009

const. Xt of Adj-R2
r —r 0.040 60.2 0.002
m,t+1 TR (0:027) (56.0)

Fmotal — it ooms -0558 788 0.033
a5 0%
Acti1 (8:853(,)) (8:85351) ~19.1 0.139

. : (5.52)
Adgiq —0.018 0.399 0.053
(0.018) (0.172)
Adiq —0.004 0s67 —72.4 0.102
(0.018) 4 317
Panel B: 1-year, 1947-2009
2 i p2
const. Xt of Adj-R
r —r 0.050 18.4 —0.016
m,t+1 TR (0.027) 811
Fmotal — it 912 ~0848 1213 0.072
Acti1 o018 0010 —0.013
Acti1 0.019 0.054 _258 0.211
(0.002) (0.023) (6.03)

Adg g 0.015 0.013 ~0.016
(0.014) (0.122)

Adg g 0.018 0.153 —82.6 0.053
(0.013) ©013) (35.3)

Panels A and B report results from model-implied forecasting regressions for the equity premium, and consump-
tion and dividend growth rates over 1931-2009 and 1947-2009, respectively.

conditional volatility of consumption growth predicts valuation ratios. We ad-
dress the question as to whether the conditional vaiance forecasts the equity
premium. We regress the realized annual equity premium, rm t+1 —r'f.t, on the
conditional variance, atz, over the period 1931-2009. The results are displayed
in the first row of Table 7, Panel A. The regression coefficient is not statisti-
cally significant, and the R? is zero.® Figure 1 displays the time series of the
realized equity premium along with the predicted time series from the above
model-implied forecasting regression. Years with NBER recessions in at least
two quarters are displayed as shaded columns. The conditional variance ex-
hibits a countercyclical pattern with a correlation coefficient of 0.36 between
the time series of the conditional variance and an indicator variable that takes
the value of one in a recession year (defined as above) and zero otherwise. The
figure shows that the conditional variance does not predict the equity premium,
as this conditional variance is flat.”

Throughout the paper, R? refers to the adjusted-RZ.

For the results displayed in Figures 1-3 and Table 7, we obtain the time series of the latent state variables from
the observed price/dividend ratio, risk-free rate, and the conditional variance of the market return, as in Section
3.4.2. We also obtained the time series of the latent state variables and corresponding figures and tables from the
observed price/dividend ratio and risk-free rate, as in Sections 3.2 and 3.3. We chose to display the set of results
that cast the model in the best light.
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Figure 1

Realized and predicted equity premium, 1931-2009

The figure plots the time series of the realized equity premium (dashed line) along with the premium predicted
by the model (solid line). The predicted time series is obtained as the fitted value from a forecasting regression
of the realized premium on o*tz, the conditional variance of the LRR state variable xt. The gray shaded areas
denote years in which at least two quarters are in NBER-dated recession periods.

Next, we add the LRR variable, x¢, as a second predictor variable in the
regression, even though the model implies that the expectation of the equity
premium is a function of the state variable Gtz alone. The results are displayed
in the second row of Table 7, Panel A. The regression coefficient of ¢ re-
mains statistically insignificant, the regression coefficient of x; is marginally
significant, and the R? increases to 3.3%. We repeat the regressions over the
postwar subperiod 1947-2009 and display the results in the first two rows of
Table 7, Panel B. In the regression of the equity premium on the conditional
variance, the regression coefficient remains insignificant and the R? remains
zero. In the regression on the conditional variance and the LRR variable, the
regression coefficient on o2 remains statistically insignificant, the coefficient
on x; is strongly statistically significant, and the R? increases to 7.2%.

Similar results are obtained at the two-year and five-year frequencies and
are reported in Table 8. The B-Y model implies that the two-year and five-
year expected equity premia are affine functions of Utz alone. At the two-year
frequency, a forecasting regression of the realized equity premium on ¢ pro-
duces a statistically insignificant slope coefficient and R? 0.6%. When x; is
added as a second predictor variable in the regression, the regression coeffi-
cient on atz becomes marginally significant, the regression coefficient on x; is
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Asset Pricing Tests with Long-run Risks in Consumption Growth

Table 8
Model-implied forecasting regressions

Panel A: Two-year, 1931-2009

const. Xt of Adj-R2
r —r 0.093 98.65 0.006
m.t+1 =T (0.036) (81.30)
r —-r 0.173 —1.296 137.3 0.130
mt+1 TR (0.041) (0.377) (76.91)
Aciy1 0.037 0.052 ~0.000
(0.005) (0.053)
Aciy1 0.039 0.061 ~12.58 0.004
(0.006) (0.053) (10.81)
Adyyq ~0.013 0.549 0.042
(0.027) (0.262)
Adg i1 —0.011 (8?(?77) —11.58 0.030
(0.029) . (54.35)
Panel B: Five-year, 1931-2009
const. Xt of Adj-R2
r —-r 0.287 127.2 0.006
m.t+1 TR (0.048) (106.9)
r —-r 0.439 —2.67 210.0 0.314
m.t+1 =Tt (0.047) (0.46) (89.93)
Aciy1 0.110 —0.014 —0.013
(0.006) (0.066)
Acii1 0.107 ~0.027 15.98 —0.006
(0.007) (0.067) (13.00)
Adyi1 0.049 0.576 0.036
(0.029) (0.296)
Adg i1 0.246 0.474 126.1 0.085
(0.030) (0.292) (57.04)

Panels A and B report results from model-implied forecasting regressions for the equity premium, and consump-
tion and dividend growth rates over 1931-2009 for two-year and five-year horizons, respectively.

strongly significant, and the R? increases by two orders of magnitude to 13.0%.
At the five-year frequency, the regression of the equity premium on the condi-
tional variance alone gives R? 0.6%, while the inclusion of the LRR variable
as an additional predictor variable raises the R? dramatically to 31.4%.

The overall conclusion is that the conditional variance does not predict the
equity premium. This suggests that the dynamics of the conditional variance
process in Equation (2) may be misspecified, and the ability of the model to
forecast the large time variation in the equity premium may be improved by al-
ternative volatility specifications. Also, the fact that the LRR variable predicts
the equity premium, despite the implications of the model to the contrary, sug-
gests that the B-Y model may be enhanced in ways that make the conditional
expectation of the equity premium dependent on state variables other than the
conditional variance of the LRR variable. Which of these two approaches is
more promising is the scope of future research.

The B-Y model also implies that the conditional expectation of the aggregate
consumption growth rate is an affine function of the LRR variable (Equation
(20)), and the conditional expectation of the aggregate dividend growth rate
is an affine function of the LRR variable (Equation (21)). We regress the real-
ized consumption growth on the LRR variable over the period 1931-2009. The
results are displayed in the third row of Table 7, Panel A. The regression coef-
ficient is not statistically significant, and the R? is 1.5%. Figure 2 displays the

117

TT0Z ‘2T J3QWIBAON UO Ssalreiqi] oBealy) 4o Ansiaaiun 1e /610 sjeuinolpioxo-sdel//:dny woiy papeojumod



Review of Asset Pricing Studies /v 1 n 12011

|
I
8 | VI —— Predicted
o '\;l A ,ffli ——- Realized
It W =
c ]I | ;\‘l‘lf\jl‘ A 1. \ J|1 1’\ | \ 2
=] | | \, U \/"‘ ——
}i_-.,,-\ \
E J\f\u\/'] !\f““‘ \%l “f'"\\.f‘r l\/r\\l
2 o : "NI | )’ |l \fj \/ \
g 21 1 g L / 1 v \
g ° | 1 \
E | U \
=] ]
z .'
8 i
i |
wn |
S
< 1
I'
|
|
| T T T
1940 1960 1980 2000
Time
Figure 2

Realized and predicted consumption growth, 1931-2009

The figure plots the time series of the realized consumption growth rate (dashed line) along with the growth rate
predicted by the model (solid line). The predicted time series is obtained as the fitted value from a forecasting
regression of the realized consumption growth rate on the LRR state variable x¢. The gray shaded areas denote
years in which at least two quarters are in NBER-dated recession periods.

time series of the realized consumption growth rate along with the predicted
time series from the model-implied forecasting regression. The LRR variable
is not very correlated with the business cycle, with a correlation coefficient of
only —0.17 between the variable and an indicator variable that takes the value
of one in a recession year and zero otherwise.

Next, we add the conditional variance as a second variable in the regression,
even though the model does not imply that the expectation of consumption
growth is a function of this variable. The results are displayed in the fourth row
of Table 7, Panel A. Both coefficients are statistically significant, and the R?
increases by an order of magnitude from 1.5% to 13.9%. The results in Panel
B over the postwar subperiod 1947-2009 make this point even more strongly.
The regression of the realized consumption growth rate on the lagged LRR
variable, x¢, gives a statistically insignificant coefficient on x; and negative R?
(Row 3). Adding the lagged conditional variance, ¢, as a second predictor
variable to the regression produces statistically significant coefficients on both
variables and 21.1% R? (Row 4).

We obtain similar results for the dividend growth rate. Over the period 1931-
2009, a forecasting regression of the aggregate dividend growth rate on xt gives
R? 5.3% (Panel A, Row 5), while the inclusion of the state variable o2 dou-
bles the R? to 10.2% (Panel A, Row 6). Figure 3 displays the time series of
the realized dividend growth rate along with the predicted time series from the
model-implied forecasting regression of the realized dividend growth rate on
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Figure 3

Realized and predicted dividend growth, 1931-2009

The figure plots the time series of the realized dividend growth rate (dashed line) along with the growth rate
predicted by the model (solid line). The predicted time series is obtained as the fitted value from a forecasting
regression of the realized dividend growth rate on the LRR state variable xt. The gray shaded areas denote years
in which at least two quarters are in NBER-dated recession periods.

the LRR state variable. Over the postwar subperiod 1947-2009, the LRR vari-
able loses its forecasting power for the dividend growth rate with R2 —1.6%
(Panel B, Row 5). The conditional variance, in contrast, predicts the divi-
dend growth with a statistically significant coefficient and R? 5.3% (Panel B,
Row 6).

Overall, the results suggest that the LRR variable does have some predic-
tive power for the consumption and dividend growth rates. However, the con-
ditional variance has strong incremental predictive power for the aggregate
consumption and dividend growth rates over and above that contained in the
LRR variable, contrary to the implications of the model. Note that, since the
expected market return depends on both state variables (Equation (17)), a mis-
specification of the ex ante risk-free rate could cause both predictors to enter
the risk premium regression. Also, the forecasting power of the LRR variable
may be an artifact of measurement/estimation error in the extraction of the two
state variables and/or time aggregation that might make the innovations to the
state variables correlated at the annual frequency. However, the fact that the
conditional variance strongly predicts the dividend growth rate in the postwar
period even when the LRR variable loses its forecasting power suggests that it
is unlikely that our findings are driven entirely by measurement error or time
aggregation. The results suggest that the B-Y model may be potentially en-
hanced in ways that make the conditional expectation of consumption and divi-
dend growth dependent on other state variables in addition to the LRR variable.
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5. A Co-integrated Long-run Risks Model

Bansal, Gallant, and Tauchen (2007) consider an extension of the LRR model
of B-Y that imposes a co-integrating restriction between the logarithm of the
aggregate stock market dividends and consumption. Bansal, Dittmar, and Kiku
(2009) point out that this co-integrating relation measures long-run covariance
risks in dividends and is important in understanding sources of risk and ex-
plaining the equity risk premia across investment horizons.® We estimate the
log-linearized model and test its implications on the cross-section of returns
and on forecasting the equity premium and consumption and dividend growth,
using an extension of the methodology introduced in Section 1.1.

5.1 The model and testable implications

The aggregate consumption growth, the LRR variable, and the variance of its
innovation are modeled as in Equations (1)—(3). Therefore, the pricing kernel,
the log price/consumption ratio, and the risk-free rate are functions of the LRR
variable and the variance of its innovation, given by Equations (15), (10), and
(12), respectively. The point of departure from the B-Y model is the imposition
of a co-integrating restriction between the logarithm of the aggregate stock
market dividends and consumption,

dt — Ct = ude + St, (22)

where the co-integrating residual, st, is an 1 (0) process with the co-integrating
coefficient set at one,®

St+1 = AsxXt + psSt + WsOtés t+1. (23)

The shocks ex t+1, €g.t+1, €c.t+1, and &s 141 are assumed to be i.i.d. N(0, 1)
and mutually independent.
From Equation (22), we have

Adty1 = ACty1 + Asty, (24)
= pc + (14 Asx)Xt + (ps — 1)st + otect+1 + Wsotes 141,

where the second line follows from Equations (3) and (23).

The model has three state variables, the LRR variable x;, the variance of
its innovation atz, and the co-integrating residual s;. Note that the B-Y model
obtains as a limiting special case when ps = 1. We conjecture that the log

8 In a different context, Lettau and Ludvigson (2001) and Menzly, Santos, and Veronesi (2004) apply the co-
integrating residual between consumption, labor income, and aggregate stock market dividends to explain the
cross-section of returns.

9 Bansal, Gallant, and Tauchen (2007) perform a heteroscedasticity-robust augmented Dickey-Fuller test for a unit
root in d¢ — ct, and the results provide strong evidence for a co-integrating relationship between the variables
with a coefficient equal to unity.

120

TT0Z ‘2T J3QWIBAON UO Ssalreiqi] oBealy) 4o Ansiaaiun 1e /610 sjeuinolpioxo-sdel//:dny woiy papeojumod



Asset Pricing Tests with Long-run Risks in Consumption Growth

price/dividend ratio is an affine function of the LRR variable, the variance
of its innovation, and the co-integrating residual. In Appendix A.3.1, we ver-
ify this conjecture and explicitly solve for the coefficients. The co-integrating
residual is observable as the demeaned difference between the log aggregate
dividend and consumption levels (Equation (22)). We invert the equations for
the equilibrium risk-free rate and marketwide price/dividend ratio and express
the unobservable state variables, x; and atz, in terms of the observables, z ¢,
rit, and s; (see Appendix A.3.2 for details). Finally, we express the pricing
kernel as an affine function of zy 1, ¢, and st; their lags; and consumption
growth.

5.2 Empirical evidence on the co-integrated model

We estimate the preference parameters and the parameters of the time-series
processes of aggregate consumption and dividend growth over 1931-2009 by
GMM from the joint system of Euler equations and the restrictions on the
unconditional moments of consumption and dividend growth imposed by the
time-series specification of the model. The asset menu consists of the market
portfolio, risk-free rate, and portfolios of “Small” capitalization, “Large” cap-
italization, “Growth,” and “Value” stocks. The Euler equations for the six as-
sets give six moment restrictions. To this set of pricing restrictions, we add the
following seven time-series moment restrictions: the unconditional mean, vari-
ance, and first- and second-order autocorrelations of consumption growth, the
variance and first-order autocorrelation of dividend growth, and the correlation
between consumption and dividend growth (see Appendix A.4 for expressions
for these moments). Thus, we have a total of thirteen moment conditions. The
total number of parameters to be estimated is twelve (nine time-series parame-
ters and three preference parameters). We estimate the parameters with GMM
using the efficient weighting matrix and test the model with the overidentifying
restriction.

The results are reported in Table 9. The point estimate of the parameter ps,
which determines the persistence of the co-integrating residual, s;, is 0.90 and
is statistically indistinguishable from unity. Therefore, the data cannot distin-
guish the co-integrated model from the B-Y model, which obtains as a limiting
special case when ps = 1. This explains why the conclusions drawn from Table
9 are similar to our earlier conclusions from Table 3. The persistence param-
eter of the LRR variable is much higher at 0.96, compared with the value of
0.44 estimated from the time-series model alone in the first row of Table 3.
Therefore, the co-integrated model, like the B-Y model, requires much higher
persistence of consumption growth to explain the cross-section of returns than
the persistence estimated from the time series of consumption growth alone.
The model does a fair job at matching the unconditional moments of the con-
sumption and dividend growth rates. However, like the B-Y model, it implies
a higher level of the risk-free rate than that observed in the data (2.8% versus
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Asset Pricing Tests with Long-run Risks in Consumption Growth

0.6%), lower volatility of the risk-free rate (0.8% versus 3.0%), and lower
volatility of the market return (9.3% versus 19.8%). The model performs bet-
ter in matching the volatility of the price/dividend ratio compared with the B-
Y model. The annual pricing errors for the “Small” capitalization and “Value”
portfolios are better than those obtained for the B-Y model, but the pricing
error for the “Growth” portfolio is worse. Finally, the GMM overidentifying
restrictions test rejects this model with J-stat 17.2 and asymptotic p-value less
than 1%.

We next examine the forecasting power of the model-implied state variables
for the equity premium and the aggregate consumption and dividend growth
rates. The co-integrated model implies that the conditional expectation of the
equity premium is an affine function of the conditional variance, ¢?, of the
LRR variable (see Appendix A.3.3 for derivation). We regress the realized eg-
uity premium, rm t+1 — r'f,¢, on the conditional variance, atz, over the period
1931-2009. The results are displayed in the first row of Table 10, Panel A.
The regression coefficient is not statistically significant, and the R? is —1.1%.
Next, we add the LRR variable, x;, as a second predictor variable in the re-
gression, even though the model implies that the expected equity premium is a
function of the state variable atz alone. The results are displayed in the second
row of Table 10, Panel A. The regression coefficients are statistically insignif-
icant, and the R? is negative. Row 3 shows that inclusion of the co-integrating
residual, st, as a third state variable makes all three regression coefficients sta-
tistically indistinguishable from zero and the R? is still negative. We repeat
the regressions over the postwar subperiod 1947-2009 and display the results
in the first three rows of Table 10, Panel B, with similar results. The overall
conclusion is that ¢ does not predict the equity premium, contrary to the pre-
dictions of the model. This conclusion is similar to that obtained for the B-Y
model. The fact that the other state variables, namely the LRR variable and the
co-integrating residual, also do not have any forecasting power for the equity
premium suggests that this class of models is missing important state variables
that drive the dynamics of the equity premium.

The co-integrated model, like the B-Y model, also implies that the condi-
tional expectation of the aggregate consumption growth rate is an affine func-
tion of the LRR variable (Equation (20)). We regress the realized consumption
growth on the LRR variable over the period 1931-2009. The results are dis-
played in the fourth row of Table 10, Panel A. The regression coefficient has
the wrong sign, and the R? is 2.6%. Next, we add the conditional variance as
a second variable in the regression, even though the model does not imply that
the expected consumption growth is a function of this variable. The results are
displayed in the fifth row of Table 10, Panel A. The coefficient on Utz is strongly
statistically significant, and the R? rises by an order of magnitude from 2.6% to
27.8%. Row 6 shows that inclusion of the co-integrating residual, s, as a third
state variable does not change the outcome. The results show that the con-
ditional variance has strong predictive power for the aggregate consumption
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Table 10
Co-integrated model-implied forecasting regressions

Panel A: One-year, 1931-2009

const. Xt of st Adj-R?
r —-r 0.062 —46.88 —0.011
m,t+1 ~ TRt (0.027) (7717
r —-r 0.051 —-0.270 —19.76 —0.017
m.t+1 T (0.040) (0.591) (69.16)
Fmta1 =it 0.047 —0.328 —852 ~0.100 ~0.019
: : (0.040) (0.594) (70.26) (0.107)
AC 0.017 —0.085 0.026
t+1 (0.003) (0.048)
ACt41 0.030 0.080 —-32.12 0.278
(0.003) (0.052) (6.081)
ACt4q 0.030 0.078 —31.62 —0.004 0.271
(0.004) (0.052) (6.205) (0.009)
Adiy1 0.002 —0.226 —0.163 0.076
(0.016) (0.264) (0.059)
Adt+1 0.052 0.400 —122.1 —0.131 0.183
(0.021) (0.313) (36.95) (0.056)
Panel B: One-year, 1947-2009
const. Xt of st Adj-R?2
r —-r 0.065 —38.76 —0.007
m.t+1 =T (0.026) (55.02)
r —-r 0.064 0.045 —50.30 —0.027
m,t+1 T (0.039) (0.635) (91.80)
Fmtet — T ft 0.063 0.027 4501 0.031 ~0.043
’ : (0.039) (0.634) (94.89) (0.122)
AcC 0.023 0.128 0.153
t+1 (0.002) (0037
ACtyq 0.026 0.164 —9.752 0.174
(0.003) (0.043) (6.185)
ACtyq 0.025 0.157 —7.736 0.011 0.188
(0.003) (0.043) (6.286) (0.008)
Adg4q 0.018 0.062 —0.036 —0.022
(0.011) (0:215) (0.047)
Adt+1 0.027 0.174 —30.64 —0.045 —0.028
(0.016) (0.:256) (37.79) (0.048)

Panels A and B report results from the co-integrated model-implied forecasting regressions for the equity pre-
mium, and consumption and dividend growth rates over 1931-2009 and 1947-2009, respectively.

growth rate, contrary to the implications of the model. The results in Panel B
over the postwar subperiod 1947-2009 show that the LRR variable performs
well at forecasting the consumption growth rate over this period with the con-
ditional variance and the co-integrating residual not having much incremental
forecasting power.

Finally, the co-integrated model, unlike the B-Y model, implies that the con-
ditional expectation of the aggregate dividend growth rate is an affine function
of the LRR variable and the co-integrating residual (Equation (24)). We regress
the realized dividend growth on x; and s; over the period 1931-2009. The re-
sults are displayed in Row 7 of Table 10, Panel A. The regression coefficient of
the co-integrating residual is statistically significant, that of the LRR variable
is not, and the R? is 7.6%. Next, we add ¢ as a third variable in the regression,
contrary to the implications of the model. The results are displayed in Row 8.
The coefficient on atz is strongly statistically significant, and the R? more than
doubles to 18.3%. This shows that the conditional variance has strong predic-
tive power for the aggregate dividend growth rate, contrary to the implications
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of the model. The results in Panel B over the postwar subperiod 1947-2009
show that none of the state variables have statistically significant coefficients
and in both cases the R? is negative.

The co-integrated model generalizes the LRR model of B-Y by introduc-
ing the difference between the log dividend and consumption levels as a third
state variable. The combined evidence from the estimation, pricing tests, and
forecasting regressions suggests that the problems identified with the model of
B-Y remain to be resolved.

. Concluding Remarks

We presented a novel methodology for estimating and testing the class of
long-run risks models and related models that contain latent state variables.
We illustrated the methodology by estimating and testing the long-run risks
model of Bansal and Yaron (2004) and its co-integrated extension in Bansal,
Gallant, and Tauchen (2007), and we provided insights for building the next
generation of such models. The results are summarized in the introduction. Re-
cent studies by Ferson, Nallareddy, and Xie (2011), Ghosh and Constantinides
(2011), and Jagannathan and Marakani (2010) are already building on this
methodology.

The main difficulty in assessing the empirical plausibility of such models is
their reliance on latent state variables. The methodology is based on the insight
that the model yields expressions of various observable quantities, such as the
marketwide price/dividend ratio and risk-free rate, as functions of the latent
state variables and the model parameters. These functions may be inverted to
express the latent state variables as known functions of the observables and the
model parameters. The procedure bypasses the need to filter the state variables
and, more importantly, bypasses the need to spell out the information set over
which consumers filter the state variables.

The latent state variables may be readily related to the time series of financial
and macroeconomic variables. The stochastic discount factor and the Euler
equations of consumption are expressed in terms of these observables. The
model may be estimated and tested with one-step procedures, such as GMM,
on the joint system of the Euler equations and the unconditional moments of
observables.

Finally, the methodology yields novel testable implications on predictabil-
ity. For example, whereas the B-Y model implies that the conditional mean
of the equity premium is a function of the price/dividend ratio and risk-free
rate (and, equivalently, a function of the LRR variable and its conditional vari-
ance), closer examination reveals that the model has the sharper implication
that the conditional mean of the equity premium is a function of the condi-
tional variance of the LRR variable but not of the LRR variable itself. This
sharper implication is readily testable with the methodology that reveals the
latent state variables.
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A. Appendix

A.1 Estimation of time-series parameters of the B-Y model

The decision interval of the agent is assumed to be annual. We estimate the model at the annual
frequency, such that its annual growth rates of consumption and dividends match salient features
of observed annual consumption and dividend data. There are nine parameters to be estimated—

te, ldy b, 9, px, wx, o, v, and oy,
From the specification of the consumption growth process, we have

E (ACt+l) = Uc. (25)
We also have

Var (Aciy1) = Var (xt) + Var (otec t+1) + 2C0v(Xt, otéc t41)

=Var (xt)+02+0

2 2
_ o . n o2 (26)
1-—px
and
2 2
o
Cov(AcCty1, ACt42) = px Y 5 (27)
1—px
From the specification of the dividend process, we have
E (Adp41) = ug (28)
2 2
Yy o
var (Adyyq) = ¢2ﬁ + 0292 (29)
- PX
2 2
o
Cov(Adyy1. Adpyp) = ¢2px 2. (30)
1—px
Also, from the consumption and dividend growth processes,
2 2
Cov(Acs1, Adit1) = p 2. (31)
1—px
Finally, we have
2 2 2
Var ((Act+1) ) =E [Vart ((ActH) )] + Var [Et ((Act+1) )] . (32)
Now,
2
(ACt+1) = ﬂ% + th + aFaE,Hl + 2pucXt + 2Xtotéc t+1 + 2UcOtéc t4+1- (33)
Hence,
2
Et ((ACt+1) ) = ug +x¢ + of + 2ucxt
2\ _ 2 2 2 2
Var |Et ((Acty1)7) | = Var(x{) + Var (of) + 4ugVar (xt) + 4ucCoo(xt, X{)
+2Co0(x?, o) + 4ucCov(xt, o). (34)
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2 2.2
2y _ 9 2y _ 2 2y _ YXTip ¥ 2y —
Now, Var (of) = et Coo(xt,of) = 0, Coo(X{, of) = T D)’ Coo(xt, Xf) = 0,
and
2 3yxod (L + vpd) 1 4, 4ogvyo’
var(xy) = 7) 3 5 71207+ —5-|
1 =p)AL =09 — vpx) 1—pyx 1= px)
Substituting the above expressions into Equation (34), we have
4_2 2 2.4 _4
2 3yyols (L+ vpg) 1 4 o
Var [Et ((ACH—l) )] = ‘Z’X w ! Px -~ + ; 204 + %
L=pOL=09)L—-vpg) 1-—px 1= px)
2 2 2 20252
+ 20y g2 I TR (35)
1-» 1—p% (1= 01— vpy)

Also, from Equation (33),

Vart ((Act+1)2) = 20t4 + 4xtzat2 + 4/1(2;03 + 8,ucxtat2.

Hence,
2 2 2 2 _4
2 o 4 dygonpv 4yxo 2 2
E[Vart ACty1 ]:2 L o +20" + +4ugcoc. (36)
(( )) 1-02 A—v)A-vpd) 1-pf °
Substituting Equations (35) and (36) into Equation (32), we have
3ygol (14 vp? 1 4p2ypot 302
Var ((ACH_l)Z): Z’x i ! Px) —+ |20t + Px'/’xz o
A=pOA—0)A—0px) 1-—px (1= p%) 1-w
2 1//)%02 6://,%01%1) 4(//%04

+ 4y +20% +4ulc®.  (37)

C
1—p2  A—-0)(1—0vp?) 1-pf

Similar calculations yield

4 2 2 2,4 4
var [ ((Adt+1)2)]=¢4[ Wxopdrooy) o, 1 (2a4+—4px‘”xa )}

A-pHA—0)A—0pd) 1-p} 1-p)
2 2 _2 2_2
o 4 2 Yx0° 2 2yy 0,0 22
+1_ 2@ +4:ucl_ 2¢ + l— 2 1_ 2
v P (1 - 02)(1 - vpF)

2 2_2 2_4
2 o 4l a 4ygonv dyio 2 2
E|Vart ((Ad =2—%_ +2¢ + +
[ (( t+1) )] |: 1— p2 » 1- 02)(1_ l)p)%) 1_p)% ¢ @
+4,u(21(p202.

Hence, we have

Bydol(1+ vp? 1 4p2ylst
Var ((Adt-}-l)z) =¢4|: Wy 0 ( Px) n . 204 + Px ¥x

A= pHA—0)A—0p?)  1-py 1-p%)
30'2 4
+ w
1—1)2(/)
2 2 2 2 2 4
2 W0 2 byxopv 2 2, Ayxo” 2 2
+4ﬂc1_ 5"+ 1021 5 99 t1 7 5P
Px ( 0)( vpyx) PX
+ 204g04 + 4/45(0202. (38)

Equations (25)—(31), (37), and (38) give nine moment restrictions in the nine time-series
parameters.
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A.2 Details of Estimation Methodology for the B-Y Model
A.2.1 Expressions for Ag, A1, A2, Ao.m, A1,m, and Az m. Bansal and Yaron
(2004) show that z; and zm ¢ are affine functions of the state variables x¢ and atz,

Zt = Ag + Arxe + A25t21

Im,t = Agm + ArmXt + Ag,matz,

where
11
Al = —
1—rx1px
0 2 2
0.5 (‘V +9) + Ox1ALyx)
Ar =
2 0(1—ry0)
log(d) + (1 - %) fe + 50 + 11 Ao 2 (1 — ) + 05012 Ador2
Ay =
1-1
A Py
Lm = 1- K1,m Px
o A=0h@—r0) 105y + gt + (0~ Draha £ minAin)
Zm = l—ximo
010g(5) + (—% 10— 1) fe+ O =1 ko+ (0 — 1) (k1 — 1) Ag + (6 — 1) k1 Apr2(1 — v)
o,m = 1_ KLm
L Fom o+ K Ao no (L= 0) +05[(0 — DkiAz + ki Pom]’ o2
1—xim '

Finally, we express the linearization parameters xq and x1 in terms of the preference and time-
series parameters through the restriction that the long-run mean of the log price/consumption ratio,
Z, that defines xg and 1 should equal the unconditional expectation of z¢ implied by Equation (10);
and we express the linearization parameters xg m and x; m in terms of the preference and time-
series parameters through the restriction that the long-run mean of the log price/dividend ratio,
Zp, that defines ko m and x1 m should equal the unconditional expectation of zm ¢ implied by
Equation (11).

A.2.2 Risk-free rate. To derive the expression for the risk-free rate, note that

0
Et [exp («9 logo — ;Act_,_l +(©O —Dreiyr + rf,t)] =1.

Hence,
0
em&wm%=aFw(MWé—;Awu+w—anQ]
% %
=exp (9Iog§ — —uc— —Xt+ @ —Drg+ @ — Dxr1Ag
14 14

+ (0 — Dy Apx Xt + (0 — D1 A1 — v)o 2 + (0 — kg Agvof
— (0 = 1)Ag — (0 — D)Arx; — (0 — D)Agof + (0 — e + (0 — Dxg

0 2
+05 [(—; +6— 1) of + (0 — 1)*kZ A2 y2ol? + (0 — 1)2fo§af)D.
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Therefore, the risk-free rate is
reg=—60logo— (_ﬁ +6— 1) e — O —Drog— @ —D(xk1 —1)Ag— (@ — D1 Ao(1 — 1))02
7

6
—0.5(0 — 1)%k?A362 — [(—; +60—1)+ (0 — D(x1py — 1)A1} Xt

_ {(0 — Do — DAz + 0.5((—5/ +0 - 1)2 +0- 1)2K12Afwx2ﬂ ot
= Aot + AL Xt + Az tof,
where
Aot = —0logs — (‘% +0 - 1) fie = (0 = Do — (0 = (k1 — Ao — (0 = D1 A(L — v)o?
—0.5(0 — 122 A3c?

0
ALt =— [(—; +0 -1+ O —Dapx — 1)A1]

2
Aot =— [(e ~ (k1o — DAz + 0.5((—5/ 40— 1) +O- 1)2K5A§w3)} :

A.2.3 Latent state variables in terms of observable variables. The model
implies

Zmt = Agm + ArmXt + A2,m0tzv
Fie=Ao,f + AL Xt + A f ot
These equations may be inverted to express the state variables in terms of the observables,

Xt = ag +o1rft +a2Zm.t,

where
o = Az, mAo,f — AomA2, f ’
A1,m AZ, f — A2,m Al, f
ag = —A2,m ’
A1,m AZ, f— A2,m Al, f
iy = A2, ,
AlmA2 f — ApmAg ¢
and
of = fo+ Pirit + Pazmyt,
where

Ao,mAL f — ArmAo, f

IBO = ’
ArmA2 f — ApmAg f
Al m
p1= : :
ArmA2 f — Ao mAg f
—Ay ¢
B2

© AimA2f — AomALf
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A.2.4 The pricing kernel in terms of observables. The pricing kernel is given by
(15),
0
Miy1 = (610gd+ (@ — 1) [ro + (k1 — 1) Ag]) + (—; + (0 — 1)) ACty1

+ (O — Dy Arxegr + (0 — D Agody — (0 — DAxe — (0 — 1) Agaf.

Substituting the expressions for x¢ and Jtz from Section A.2.3 into the pricing kernel, we have

1 1
Miy1 =C1 + C2AC41 +C3 (rf,t+1 - er,t) +C4 (Zm,t+1 - azm,t) )
where
cp=6logd+ (@ —D[rg + (k1 — 1) (Ag + A1ag + A280)]
0
Cp=——+ @ -1
v
c3 = (0 — Drr[Araq + Ar 1]

C4 = (0 — Dr1[Agan + Az 7]

A.3 Estimation methodology for the co-integrated model
The model is given by the equations

ACt41 = pic + Xt + otéc 141,
Xt4+1 = PxXt + Yxotex t+1,
0t2+l =1-0) o+ uatz +o0wég t4+1s
di — Ct = udc + St,
St4+1 = AsxXt + psSt + Wsotes t4+1,
Adtyg = uc + (L + Asx)Xt + (ps — 1)St + otéc t+1 + Wsotes 141 (39)

Therefore, the equilibrium solutions for the log price/consumption ratio and risk-free rate are iden-
tical to the Bansal and Yaron (2004) model.

A.3.1 The dividend claim. We conjecture that the log price/dividend ratio is an affine
function of the state variables, xt, atz, and st:

Im,t = Ag,m + ArmXt + Az’matz + A3mSt- (40)

The coefficients Ag m, Arm, A2,m, and Az are computed using the method of undetermined
coefficients as described below.
The Euler equation for the observable return on the aggregate dividend claim, ry, ¢41, is

%
Et [E‘Xp (9 logé — ” A1+ (0 — Dreiq1 + fm,t+1)] =1 (41)
Substituting the expression for rp, 11 from Equation (9) into the above Euler condition, we have

0 0 0
Et[exp(@ log o — sl ;Xt — o Otett + (0 — Dxg + (0 — Dx1Ag

+ (0 — Dy Appxxt + (0 — Dy Apwxotey t+1
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+0 = DAy (L= 0) 02 + (0 — g Agvol + (0 — Dt Agoweg 111
— (@ —1Ag— (@ — DAt — (0 — 1)Araf
+ (O = Duc+ @ —Dxt + (0 — Lyotec 41

2
+x0,m + k1,mAo,m + k1 mALmPxXt + K1 mALmYxotex t+1 T kimArm (L —0)o

2
+x1mA2mLof + K1 mA2mOwes t+1 + K1,m A3 mAsx Xt + x1,m A3,mPsSt

+x1mA3mWsotes t+1 — Aom — AlmXt — A2,m‘7t2 — Az mst
+uc + (L + Asx)Xt + (ps — Vst + otec t41 + wsotes t+1)]
=1.

Using the assumed conditional log-normality of the stochastic processes, the left-hand side of the

above expression simplifies to

exp (9Iog§+ (—% +9) pe + (0 = Dg + (0 — 1) (k1 — 1) Ag + (0 — Dy Ay (1 — v) 62

+Kk0.m + (k1.m — D Ag.m + k1.mAzm (1 — 0) 02

0
+ [(—; +0— 1) + 0 =1 (kppx =) Ap+ (ky,mpx — 1) Agm + (14 /lsx)] Xt

+[r1,mAgmAsx] Xt + [(k1,mps — 1) Agm + ps — 1] st
+[0 = 1) (erv — 1) Ag + (k1o — 1) Ag.n] 02

0 2
+0.5 [ (—; + 9) of + [rermAs.m + 1]% v2of
+ [0 = Dr1A AL 12 w262 + [0 = Dy A Ay 12 62
1AL+ r1mALm]” vial + [( 1Az + k1 mA2m] o
=1
Since the Euler equation (42) must hold for all values of the state variables, we have

(r1,mps —1) A3 m +ps —1=0

(42)

(43)

0
(—; +60 - 1) + @O —1) (k1px — 1) AL+ (k.mpx — 1) ALm + k1 mA3mAsx + 1+ Asx =0

1- % + Asx (1 +x1,m A3,m)

1—x1,mpx

A1,m =

0 2
6 —1) (o — 1) Ag + (k1mv — 1) Az +0,5{ (_; +9)

+[renmAsm + 12y +[6 - Dr1 Ay +re1.m AL wxz]
=0

(44)
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@ -1 (kio—-—1)A+C

l-—wxymo

A2,m =

0 2
C= 0.5{ (—; +9) + [k1.m Az m + 1]2 w?

2
+[0 = Dry AL+ x1mALm ] w2

0
0Iog§+(—;+0) e+ @ — kg + (0 — 1) (k1 — 1) Ag + (0 — Dr Ay (1 — v) 02

2
+xom + (erm — DAom + k1.mAzm (L= 0) 02 +0.5[(0 — Lxy Ag + k1.m Ap.m]” 02
-0 (45)

01095+ (=L +0) e+ — g+ 0 — 1) (k1 — 1) Ag

1- K1,m

AO,m =

L O-Dram ) 02+ kom +K1mAz.m (L— 0) 02 +0.5[(0 — ey Ag + 1. m Ag.m]° 02
1-— K1m ’

(46)

A.3.2 Latent state variables in terms of observable variables. We have

Zmt = Aom + ALmXt + A mof + Agmst

Fit=Aof + AL Xt + A fof.
The above equations may be inverted to express the unobservable state variables, x¢ and atz, in
terms of the observables, zm_t, I ¢, and st.

Define
D=A;mA2t— AL fAzm.

We have
Xt =ag+ailfi +a2Zm,t + a3St
_ Ao, fA2m — Ao mA2 f

0(0 = D
—A2,m
“="p
Ay f
ap = T
—A3mA2, f
(13 = T

of = Po + Bir it + Pozmt + Past
AomALf — ALmAo, f

Bo = D
A1,m
p1= D
—Ay ¢
B2 = 5
A1 A3 m
B3 = D
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Now, from Equations (7), (8), and (10), the pricing kernel is given by the expression

0
Miy1 = (9 logd+ (@ —1) [Ko + (k1 — 1) Ao]) + (—; + @ - 1)) Actyq

+ (@ —Drg ArXeq1 + (0 — 1)K1A20t2+1
— (0 — DAxt — (0 — 1) Ays?.

Substituting the expressions for x¢ and atz into the above expression for the pricing kernel, we
have

1 1 1
Miy1 =C1 +C2AC41 +C3 (rf,t+1 - —rf,t) +C4 (Zm,t+1 - —Zm,t) +Cs (St+1 - —St) ;
K1 K1 K1
where
c1=0logd+ (6 — Drg + (k1 — 1) (Ag + Arag + A2/0)]
0
Co=——+@O-1=—
W

c3 = (0 — Dr1[A1aq + Azp]
c4 = (0 — Dx1[Aran + Ay o]
cs = (0 — Dx1[Araz + Aypsl.

A.3.3 Predictive implications for the equity premium and consumption
and dividend growth. Equation (3) implies

Et (ACt41) = uc +xt,
and Equation (4) implies
Et (Adey1) = e + (L + Zsx) Xt + (ps — 1) st.
Equations (9), (24), and (40) imply that the equilibrium market return is given by
Im,t+1 = K0,m + K1,m (AO,m + Al mXi+1 + A2,m0't2+1 + A3,m5t+l)

- (AO,m + A mXt + A2,m‘7t2 + A3,m5t)
+uc + (L + Asx) Xt + (ps — 1) st + otec t41 + Wsotes t41-

Taking conditional expectation of the two sides of the above equation, and using Equations (1),
(2), and (23), we have

Et (fm.t+1) =xo.m + (k1.m — 1) Aom + pc +xr1mA2m (1 — 0)02
+ [(Kl,mpx - 1) Aim +x1mA3misx +1+ isx] Xt

+ (Kl’ml) - l) Az,matz + [(Kl,mpg - 1) Az m +ps — 1] St.
Therefore, the expected equity premium is given by

Et (rmt+1 —rft) = Eo+ E10t2,

2
where Eq = (g v — 1) Ag.m+©@—1)(k10—1)Ag+0.5 ((—% 10— 1) + (0 — 1)22 A2 %%).
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A.4 Estimation of time-series parameters of the co-integrated model
In this specification, there are nine parameters to be estimated—yc, px, wx, o, v, 6w, Asx, Ps,

and ys.
We have
E (ACH_]_) = Uc. (47)
Also,
Var (Aciy1) = Var (x¢) + Var (otec t+1) + 2C0v(Xt, otéc t41)
=Var (xt) +0%2+40
2 2
= I//XO- 2 —|— 0'2 (48)
1-px
and
Cov(Acty1, ACty2) = px 5 (49)
1-px
2 2
Yy o
Con(ACt41, ACt13) = pg——. (50)
1—p%
From the specification of the dividend growth process, we have
Var (Adi11) = (14 Asx)? Var (xt) + (ps — 1)? Var (st)
+(+ y)o? + 2+ Lsx) (ps — 1) Cov(xt, 5t), (52)
where Var (x¢) = vio? Cou(xt, st) = 225 Var (x)
t _1—,0)%’ t, ot _1_,DXPS t)
12
A Var (x) + ylo? + —Zﬂsxlix_pps\;ar(xt)
and Var (st) = 5 XEs
1—ps
Also,
Cov(Adi41, Adit2) = (1 + Asx)? Cov(xt41, Xt) + (ps — 1)? Cov(St41. 5t)
+ (1 + 4sx) (ps — 1) [Cov(Xt41, 5t) 4+ Cov(xt, St41)]
+(ps — 1) wsCov(Sty1, otes t+1), (52)
where Coo(Xty1,%t) = pxVar (xt), Cov(st41,5t) = AsxCoo(xt,st) + psVar (st),
Coo(xt,st+1) = 4sxVar(xt) + psCov(xt,st), Coo(Xt+1,5t) = pxCov(xt,st), and
Coo(St4+1,0tes t41) = wsa2.
Finally,
Cov(AcCt41, Adiy1) = (14 Asx) Var (xt) + (ps — 1) Coo(xt, St) + o2 (53)

Equations (47)—(53) give seven moment restrictions.

References
Alvarez, F., and U. Jermann. 2005. Using Asset Prices to Measure the Persistence of the Marginal Utility of
Wealth. Econometrica 73:1977-2016.

Andersen, T. G., T. Bollerslev, F. X. Diebold, and P. Labys. 2003. Modeling and Forecasting Realized Volatility.
Econometrica 71:579-625.

134

TT0Z ‘2T J3QWIBAON UO Ssalreiqi] oBealy) 4o Ansiaaiun 1e /610 sjeuinolpioxo-sdel//:dny woiy papeojumod



Asset Pricing Tests with Long-run Risks in Consumption Growth

Bansal, R., R. F. Dittmar, and D. Kiku. 2009. Cointegration and Consumption Risks in Equity Returns. Review
of Financial Studies 22:1343-75.

Bansal, R., R. F. Dittmar, and C. Lundblad. 2005. Consumption, Dividends, and the Cross-section of Equity
Returns. Journal of Finance 60:1639-72.

Bansal, R., R. Gallant, and G. Tauchen. 2007. Rational Pessimism, Rational Exhuberance, and Asset Pricing
Models. Review of Economic Studies 74:1005-33.

Bansal, R., V. Khatchatrian, and A. Yaron. 2005. Interpretable Asset Markets? European Economic Review
49:531-60.

Bansal, R., D. Kiku, and A. Yaron. 2010. Risks for the Long Run: Estimation and Inference. Working Paper,
Duke University.

Bansal, R., and I. Shaliastovich. 2010. Confidence Risk and Asset Prices. American Economic Review, Papers
and Proceedings 100:537-41.

Bansal, R., and A. Yaron. 2004. Risks for the Long Run: A Potential Resolution of Asset Pricing Puzzles.
Journal of Finance 59:1481-509.

Barndorff-Nielsen, O. E., and N. Shephard. 2002. Econometric Analysis of Realized Volatility and Its Use in
Estimating Stochastic Volatility Models. Journal of the Royal Statistical Society Series B 64:253-80.

Barro, R. J., and J. Urs(ia. 2009. Stock-market Crashes and Depressions. Working Paper 14760, National Bureau
of Economic Research.

Beeler, J., and J. Y. Campbell. 2011. The Long-run Risks Model and Aggregate Asset Prices: An Empirical
Assessment. Working Paper, Harvard University.

Bekaert, G., E. Engstrom, and Y. Xing. 2009. Risk, Uncertainty, and Asset Prices. Journal of Financial Eco-
nomics 91:59-82.

Campbell, J. Y., and R. J. Shiller. 1988. The Dividend-price Ratio and Expectations of Future Dividends and
Discount Factors. Review of Financial Studies 1:195-227.

Chen, X., J. Favilukis, and S. C. Ludvigson. 2011. An Estimation of Economic Models with Recursive Prefer-
ences. Working Paper, Yale University.

Colacito, R., and M. M. Croce. 2011. Risks for the Long Run and the Real Exchange Rate. Journal of Political
Economy 119:153-81.

Croce, M. M., M. Lettau, and S. C. Ludvigson. 2010. Investor Information, Long-run Risk, and the Duration of
Risky Cash Flows. Working Paper, New York University.

Dai, Q., and K. J. Singleton. 2000. Specification Analysis of Affine Term Structure Models. Journal of Finance
55:1943-78.

Drechsler, 1., and A. Yaron. 2011. What’s Vol Got to Do with 1t? Review of Financial Studies 24:1-45.

Duffee, G. R. 2002. Term Premia and Interest Rate Forecasts in Affine Models. Journal of Finance 57:
405-43.

Epstein, L., and S. E. Zin. 1989. Substitution, Risk Aversion, and the Temporal Behavior of Consumption and
Asset Returns: A Theoretical Framework. Econometrica 57:937-69.

Fama, E. F., and K. R. French. 1993. Common Risk Factors in the Returns on Stocks and Bonds. Journal of
Financial Economics 33:3-56.

Ferson, W. E., S. Nallareddy, and B. Xie. 2011. The “Out-of-sample” Performance of Long-run Risk Models.
Working Paper, University of Southern California.

Ghosh, A., and G. M. Constantinides. 2011. The Predictability of Returns with Regime Shifts in Consumption
and Dividend Growth. Working Paper, Carnegie-Mellon University and University of Chicago.

135

TT0Z ‘2T J3QWIBAON UO Ssalreiqi] oBealy) 4o Ansiaaiun 1e /610 sjeuinolpioxo-sdel//:dny woiy papeojumod



Review of Asset Pricing Studies /v 1 n 12011

Hansen, L. P., J. Heaton, and N. Li. 2008. Consumption Strikes Back. Journal of Political Economy 116:
260-302.

Hansen, L. P., and J. Scheinkman. 2009. Long-term Risk : An Operator Approach. Econometrica 77:177-234.

Jagannathan, R., and S. Marakani. 2010. Long-run Risks, the Factor Structure of Price Dividend Ratios, and the
Cross-section of Returns. Working paper, Northwestern University.

Kreps, D. M., and E. L. Porteus. 1978. Temporal Resolution of Uncertainty and Dynamic Choice Theory. Econo-
metrica 46:185-200.

Lettau, M., and S. C. Ludvigson. 2001. Resurrecting the C(CAPM): A Cross-sectional Test When Risk Premia
Are Time-varying. Journal of Political Economy 109:1238-87.

Lettau, M., and S. C. Ludvigson. 2009. Euler Equation Errors. Review of Economic Dynamics 12:255-83.

Lustig, H., S. Van Nieuwerburgh, and A. Verdelhan. 2008. The Wealth-consumption Ratio. Working Paper,
UCLA.

Malloy, C. J., T. J. Moskowitz, and A. Vissing-Jorgensen. 2009. Long-run Stockholder Consumption Risk and
Asset Returns. Journal of Finance 64:2427-79.

Menzly, L., T. Santos, and P. Veronesi. 2004. Understanding Predictability. Journal of Political Economy 112(1):
1-47.

Newey, W. K., and K. D. West. 1987. A Simple, Positive Semi-definite, Heteroskedasticity and Autocorrelation
Consistent Covariance Matrix. Econometrica 55:702-8.

Parker, J. A., and C. Julliard. 2005. Consumption Risk and the Cross-section of Expected Returns. Journal of
Political Economy 113:185-222.

Pastor, L., and R. F. Stambaugh. 2001. The Equity Premium and Structural Breaks. Journal of Finance 56(4):
1207-39.

Piazzesi, M., and M. Schneider. 2006. Equilibrium Yield Curves. In Daron Acemoglu, Kenneth Rogoff, and
Michael Woodford, eds., NBER Macroeconomics, pp. 389—-442. Cambridge MA: MIT Press.

Weil, P. 1989. The Equity Premium Puzzle and the Risk-free Rate Puzzle. Journal of Monetary Economics
24:401-21.

136

TT0Z ‘2T J3QWIBAON UO Ssalreiqi] oBealy) 4o Ansiaaiun 1e /610 sjeuinolpioxo-sdel//:dny woiy papeojumod



