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General Introduction

This thesis is focused on the role of expectations in the economy. It is well-
known that expectations play a prominent role in decision making and are a
crucial feature in macroeconomics. Typically, in macroeconomic modeling it is
assumed that agents are endowed with rational expectations. This basically means
that agents in the model perfectly know the general equilibrium functions of the
model and behave optimally. Many times this assumption is appropriate because
it simplifies modeling choices, as it avoids having to make separate assumptions
about agents’ expectations. Also, rational expectations avoids Lucas’ Critique as
agents in the model incorporate policy changes into their expectations. However,
it sometimes attaches features that the data does not reproduce. In those cases, it
is worthy to slightly deviate from rational expectations and assume agents does
not perfectly know equilibrium functions (but know the form of the function)
and still behave optimally. This is what is called adaptive learning expectations.
This thesis examines some scenarios where the rational expectations hypothesis
fails to reproduce the behavior of the variables in the data and looks for answers
using the adaptive learning expectations hypothesis instead.

The first chapter, entitled Money, Inflation, and Inflation Expectations, docu-
ments a significant negative relation between money and inflation expectations
for the 1990-2007 period in the US which is new to the literature. During the
same period, there existed a weak relation between money growth and inflation
consistent with the literature. I call Inflation Expectations and Money Puzzle
(IEMP) to the difficulty of a rational expectations model to reproduce both facts.
A simple Money-in-the-Utility (MIU) function model with a money demand
shock and exogenous endowment accounts for both facts when the representative
agent learns about the true inflation process. If money supply adjusts endoge-
nously to keep inflation rate close to a target and smooth, money varies whereas
inflation keeps stable. Because the agent does not know the true inflation process,
inflation expectations might respond positively to past shocks whereas money

X
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supply decreases to offset their potential effects on inflation. This disentangles
the IEMP.

The second chapter, entitled Long-Run Behavior from an Endogenous Mone-
tary Policy Perspective, 100ks to the long-run relation between inflation, nominal
interest rate, and money growth. Recently, it has been noted the long-run relation
between these variables have changed. Whereas in the period before the Volcker
disinflation they had a one-to-one relation, during the last two decades there
were no significant relation. This study documents the long-run relation of those
variables focusing on a long sample, 1960-2007, and a short-sample, 1990-2007,
and questions whether the endogenous monetary policy model of the previous
chapter could match the change in the long-run relation of this variables. It
concludes neither a rational expectations nor a learning expectations version of
the model is able to replicate this behavior and highlights the importance of some
feature that is not attached to the model.

The third chapter, entitled Asset Pricing in an Heterogeneous Expectations
Model, studies how can be introduced a consumption-based asset pricing model
with rational agents and agents that learn about the market outcomes. It evaluates
the performance of this model estimating the relevant parameters using the U.S.
asset pricing data through the method of simulated moments technique. The
model suggests that, in the one hand, persistence of stock returns and, in the other
hand, volatility of stock returns and price dividends ratio provide a trade-off in

which the proportion of learners plays a key role.



Chapter 1

Money, Inflation, and Inflation
Expectations

Undoubtedly, the state of inflation expectations greatly influences
actual inflation and thus the central bank’s ability to achieve price
stability. (Bernanke (2007))

In this chapter I document a significant negative relation between money and
inflation expectations for the 1990-2007 period in the US which is new to the
literature. However, it is a consensus in the literature that, empirically, there is
no relation between money growth and current inflation at high frequency data.
This is striking given that a rational expectations model would suggests inflation
expectations and inflation must covary similarly with money growth. I argue
endogenous monetary policy in an economy populated by an agent who updates
expectations about inflation using past data is able to explain both facts.

Inflation expectations are crucial to understand the behavior of monetary
policy because they might affect price stability objective as denoted in the
opening quote above. I look for the relation between inflation expectations
and M2 annual growth using three measures of current expectations about one-
year-ahead inflation: the Survey of Professional Forecasters (SPF), the Cleveland
Fed Inflation Expectations (CFIE), and the University of Michigan Inflation
Expectations (UMIE). I document there is a very significant negative relation
between inflation expectations and money growth.

It is typically thought that a given change in the rate of money growth must
induce an equal change in the rate of inflation. However, it is a consensus in the

literature that empirically there is no relation between money growth and current
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inflation at high-frequency data (see Lucas (1980) and McCandless and Weber
(1995)).

I define the Inflation Expectations and Money Puzzle (IEMP) to the difficulty
for a rational expectations model to match a negative relation between money
growth and inflation expectations as well as a weak relation between money
growth and inflation as found in the data. I formally provide evidence of the
difference between the estimated coefficients in the data using Adam, Beutel,
and Marcet (2015) test.

Standard New Keynesian model do not provide a role for money in the
determination of equilibrium allocation. Presumably, the reason is the weak
relation between money aggregates and inflation. However, in the recent years,
the development of policies with the aim of increasing nominal balances have
posed a particular interest to have a theory that allows us to think in the role
of money in the economy. Since inflation and inflation expectations are at the
core of the conduction of monetary policy, I focus on providing a theory that
is able to generate empirical evidence regarding money, inflation, and inflation
expectations.

It is documented by Diaz-Giménez and Kirkby (2014) that standard models
in monetary economics generate a proportional proportional relation between
money and inflation'. Here, I highlight the importance of money in price deter-
mination building in an endogenous monetary policy framework as in Nicolini
(2014) and Navarro and Nicolini (2012). In this framework, money endoge-
nously adjusts to keep inflation rate stable hence, providing a source to account
for a weak relation between money growth and inflation. Differently from these
studies, I consider a general class of standard utility functions that allow money
demand to depend on nominal interest rates what explicitly accounts for the
effects of inflation expectations on inflation.

In particular, I present a Money-in-the-Utility (MIU) function model with a
money demand shock. In this setting, there exists a central bank who minimizes
an ad-hoc welfare loss function by using money endogenously to keep inflation
rate close to a target and smooth. Hence, money growth endogenously adjusts
to offset potential effects on inflation so that inflation remains stable whereas

money growth variates. At the same time, I assume the representative agent in

M particular, these models are versions of the Cash-in Advance, New Keynesian and Search-
Money. All of them have attached a version of the exchange equation relating money, prices,
real output, and velocity. Hence, the only way prices and money are not proportional in these
frameworks depend on how velocity and real output respond to changes in inflation and money.



CHAPTER 1. MONEY, INFLATION, AND INFLATION EXP. 3

the economy updates expectations about inflation using past data. In this way,
a negative shock to inflation might reduce inflation expectations because the
agent does not incorporate the future money growth adjustment. Hence, inflation
expectations increase whereas money growth adjusts negatively to offset the
increase in inflation expectations. This explains the negative relation between
inflation expectations and money growth and disentangles IEMP.

The main contribution of this chapter is twofold. First, it documents a
negative relation between money growth and inflation expectations as a new
fact in the literature which adds to the weak relation between money growth
and inflation consistent with the findings of the literature. Second, it provides
a theory to account for the mechanisms of endogenous monetary policy and
inflation expectations that explain both relations.

An important attempt to reconcile low relation between inflation and money
growth at high-frequency data with theory is the one in Alvarez, Atkeson, and
Edmond (2009). They use a Baumol-Tobin type model with heterogeneous
agents and explain low correlation between inflation and money is due to an
endogenous change in velocity induced by the increase in money supply. That is
because agents with less velocity are the most prone to absorb changes in money
supply. However, this model would not be able to replicate a negative relation
between money growth and inflation since agents are endowed with rational
expectations.

There is also literature related in optimal monetary policy when agents are
learning. Molnar and Santoro (2014) study optimal monetary policy under
discretion in a New Keynesian model where private agents follow adaptive
learning and the CB uses their expectations as an additional mechanism to get
inflation and output gap closer to zero target. Mele, Molnar, and Santoro (2011)
study the same framework when there is monetary policy under commitment.
These studies however lie on standard New Keynesian theory were the policy
tool is nominal interest rates and do not look relations between money growth,
inflation, and inflation expectations.

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. Section 1.1 includes a descrip-
tion of the inflation expectations measures used. Section 1.2 presents the facts
documenting empirical evidence on the relation of inflation and inflation expecta-
tions with money growth. This section formally tests rational expectations using
inflation expectations measures. Section 1.3 introduces a general framework and

evaluates their goodness in matching the empirical evidence when representative
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agent is endowed with rational expectations and learning expectations. Section

1.4 presents conclusions.

1.1 Inflation Expectations Data

This section briefly introduces three measures of inflation expectations data:
Survey of Professional Forecasters (SPF), Cleveland Fed Inflation Expectations
(CFIE), and University of Michigan Inflation Expectations (UMIE). The idea
is to provide robust results across different sources of inflation expectations
measures. Each of these measures is devoted to represent a measure-type of
inflation expectations. In particular, a professional forecast survey measure, a
model-implied measure of non-arbitrage term structures, and a consumer survey

measure.

1.1.1 Survey of Professional Forecasters

The SPF began in 1968 conducted by the American Statistical Association
(ASA) and the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER). Since 1990,
the survey is conducted by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia (Phil
FRB). It includes quarterly surveyed forecasts from professional forecasters
for many macroeconomic variables that includes GDP, employment, industrial
production, housing, and CPI, among others. Answers are available in mean,
median, cross-sectional dispersion and individual responses and it includes
forecasts for the current quarter, nowcast, up to one year ahead. Number of
respondents oscillates from around 30 to 50. I use data on one-year ahead
forecasts mean and median of CPI annual inflation rate. Data is taken from the
Phil FRB webpage at http://www.phil.frb.org/research-and-data/real-time-center/

survey-of-professional-forecasters.

1.1.2 Cleveland Fed Inflation Expectations

The CFIE is a model-based measure, released by the Federal Reserve Bank of
Cleveland and estimated using the model in Haubrich, Pennacchi, and Ritchken
(2011), that tries to address the shortcomings of existing raw inflation expecta-
tions measures. This model-implied inflation expectations combine information

about term structures on nominal Treasury Bills, TIPS, inflation swap rates


http://www.phil.frb.org/research-and-data/real-time-center/survey-of-professional-forecasters
http://www.phil.frb.org/research-and-data/real-time-center/survey-of-professional-forecasters
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and SPF. I use the 1-year ahead inflation expectations data available from Jan-
uary 1982 at https://www.clevelandfed.org/en/our-research/indicators-and-data/
inflation-expectations.aspx.

1.1.3 University of Michigan Inflation Expectations

The UMIE is an inflation expectations measure coming from University of
Michigan Surveys of Consumers. These surveys are available since 1977 and
include explicit questioning about consumer expectations on price evolution. In
particular, consumers are asked about how much they expect prices to go up
over the next year and over the next five to ten years. I use mean and median
on expected changes in price over one-year-ahead. The data is available at

http://www.sca.isr.umich.edu.

1.2 Empirical Evidence

This section is devoted to show empirical evidence regarding inflation, inflation,
money growth, and inflation expectations in the US. I use quarterly data for the
1990 to 2007 period. In this way, I exclude disturbances in the data from the
so-called Volcker Disinflation and from financial crisis. I use annual growth rates
of M2 growth as money growth, and annual CPI growth as inflation rate from
the Federal Reserve of St. Louis database (FRED) at http://research.stlouisfed.
org/fred2 as well as inflation expectations measures introduced in the previous
section. In section 1.2.1, I present three empirical facts. In section 1.2.2, I
provide evidence about the difficulty of a rational expectations model to generate
the relations of inflation and inflation expectations with money growth. I call this
fact the Inflation Expectations and Money Puzzle (IEMP).

1.2.1 Facts

This section explains empirical relations between inflation, money growth and
inflation expectations and how they relate with existing literature. I document
three facts. First, a low relation between inflation and money growth. Second,
a negative relation between inflation expectations and money growth as a new
fact in the literature. Third, I document a highly positive inflation autocorrelation

which is smaller than in previous decades.


https://www.clevelandfed.org/en/our-research/indicators-and-data/inflation-expectations.aspx
https://www.clevelandfed.org/en/our-research/indicators-and-data/inflation-expectations.aspx
http://www.sca.isr.umich.edu
http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2
http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2
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FIGURE 1.1. High-Frequency Relation Between Money and Nominal GDP
Growth in the United States from Q1:1990 to Q4:2007. White circle is the

grand mean of the series.

SPF SPF CFIE UMIE UMIE

Mean Median Mean Median

M2 Annual —0.17 —0.15 —0.11 —0.16 —0.06
Growth Rate (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.005)

TABLE 1.1. OLS coefficient estimate of inflation expectations on money
growth. Sample Q1:1990-Q4:2007. P-value reported in parenthesis,

Newey-West corrected.

Lucas (1980) suggests that one of the main implications of the Quantity

Theory of Money is that a change in the quantity of money must induce an

equal change in the rate of price inflation. Then, Lucas used the 1955-1975

period to plot quarterly data on annual inflation against annual money growth and

showed there was no clear relationship®. Figure 1.1 reproduces the scatter plot

between CPI annual inflation against M2 annual growth. Although fitted line has

a negative slope, it seems there is not clear pattern on the relation between money

and inflation. The slope regression is estimated to be —0.10 with significance

2 At low frequency data, however, there exists consensus on a unitary relation between inflation
and money growth as claimed by Lucas (1980) and McCandless and Weber (1995). Recently,
there has been some discussion about the failure of this fact during the last two decades (see
Sargent and Surico (2011) and Diaz-Giménez and Kirkby (2014)). In chapter 2, I deeply discuss

this fact.
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test p-value of 0.043°. I confirm the Quantity Theory of Money does not hold at
high-frequency data and report it as Fact 1*. This fact is robust when one uses
M1 or MZM as money aggregate.

State of inflation expectations is key to understand inflation determination as
well as the ability of a central bank to achieve price determination. It is crucial
to look how inflation expectations are related to money growth. To that aim I
measure their relation by using OLS regression coefficient of each of the inflation
expectations measures presented in the previous section on M2 growth. Inflation
expectations measures are interpreted as current expectation about one-year-
ahead inflation. Table 1.1 presents estimated slope coefficients. All coefficients
are negative and very significant. I conclude there is evidence of a negative
relation between inflation expectations and money growth and report it as Fact 2.

Finally, very important controversy take place in the literature regarding
output volatility, inflation volatility and persistence. Stock and Watson (2003),
and Cogley and Sargent (2005) among others find a decline in volatility and
inflation persistence took place since early 1980. Here, I take into account
these important facts about inflation persistence. I measure persistence as the
first order autocorrelation of CPI annual inflation. In the 1990-2007 period,
persistence is estimated to be 0.78 with 95% confidence band defined on the
interval (0.67,0.86)°. T include this feature as Fact 3.

1.2.2 The Inflation Expectations and Money Puzzle

In this section I formally raise the Inflation Expectations and Money Puzzle
(IEMP). I call the IEMP to the difficulty of a model populated by agents endowed
with rational expectations to match the empirical negative relation between infla-
tion expectations and money growth together with the empirical weak relation

between inflation and money growth. To observe this, let ¢ be time period mea-

3Except when explicitly specified, results on tests provided along this study are obtained by
using Newey-West variance-covariance matrix estimator.

4Dfaz-Giménez and Kirkby (2014) argue that strictly speaking, Quantity Theory of Money
predicts that a given change in money growth must induce an equal change in the rate of price
inflation plus real output growth. This would not be meaningless if one considers the period after
the Volcker Disinflation because output growth to inflation ratio kept relatively high. I find, Fact
1 is robust if one takes into account real output growth.

3Since in the theory developed afterward law of motion for inflation turns out to be an AR(1)
process, a decrease in inflation persistence induces a decrease in inflation volatility.

°In the 1960-1975 period autocorrelation is 0.98 what documents a decrease in inflation
persistence.
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sured in quarters, let ;4 be the annual inflation rate at period ¢ +4, Am; the
annual money growth rate at period ¢ and E; ;{4 expectations about annual infla-
tion at period ¢t 4+ 4 at period ¢, i.e., regarding information up to period . Under
rational expectations, the prediction error is defined by e;14 = T4 — E; T 1 4.
For any ¢, rational expectations implies that e; 4 is orthogonal to any variable
included in the information set ¢. That is to say, Cov(e;t4,x;) = 0 where x; is any
variable contained in the information set available at period z. Then, covariance
of money growth and one-year ahead inflation is

Cov(Amy, w1 4) = Cov(Amy  Ey Ty 4 + €144) = Cov(Amy ;T 14).

Therefore, a model where agent is assumed to be endowed with rational
expectations seems unable to generate negative covariance between expected
inflation and money growth documented by Fact 2 together with a weak relation
between inflation and money growth if inflation is sufficiently persistent.

I rely on Adam, Beutel, and Marcet (2015) to provide formal evidence about
the IEMP. I test significance of the difference between the OLS slope coefficients
of the regression of inflation expectations on money growth and the regression
of one-year-ahead inflation on money growth using method. First, write the

regression
& =a+bAmy+u + 1y, with  E (x(u+ 1)) =0 (1.1)

for x, = (1,Am;), and where & = E;@ T, 4 + U; denotes an observed measure
of the unobservable true inflation expectations E;@ ;14 which includes a mea-
surement error L;. The regression residual u; includes variation in inflation
expectations not explained by money growth. Denote b the OLS estimator of
equation (1.1).

E”

Under the hypothesis of rational expectations, E; = , the above equation

implies
Tyya =a+bAm;+eq+u, with E(x(u;+e))=0 (1.2)

where e,,4 = M4 — E; ;14 1s the prediction error that is orthogonal to all the
observations before date 7 +4. Denote b the OLS estimator of equation 1.2. As
discussed above, under the hypothesis of rational expectations the covariance

between one-year-ahead inflation and money growth must equal covariance
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M2 Annual p-value Hy:

Growth Rate b=">
SPF Mean —0.17 (0.000) 0.008
CPI Annual Inflation —0.03 (0.292) )
SPF Median —0.15 (0.000) 0019
CPI Annual Inflation —0.03 (0.203) ’
CFIE —0.11 (0.000) 0153
CPI Annual Inflation —0.03 (0.315) ’
UMIE Mean —0.16 (0.000) 0.006
CPI Annual Inflation —0.03 (0.324) ’
UMIE Median —0.06 (0.005) 0326
CPI Annual Inflation —0.03 (0201 ’

TABLE 1.2. Rational expectations test in Q1:1990-Q4:2007. Individual
significance p-values in parenthesis. Variance-Covariance matrix of
coefficients estimated by Newey-West.

between expectations about this future inflation and money growth, and hence
both regression coefficients must be equal. Then, one just needs to formally
test the null hypothesis, b= 13, what in fact is to test the null hypothesis of
rational expectations. For that, one estimates both coefficients together using
SUR representation.

Table 1.2 shows the results on the estimation of equations (1.1) and (1.2)7.
There are five panels, each of which is devoted to one of the inflation expectations
measures. First panel, for example, specifies in the first column dependent
variable is SPF mean in equation (1.1) and CPI annual inflation in (1.2). Second
column presents slope coefficients with individual significance p-values provided
in parenthesis aside each estimate. Third column provides the p-value on the
equality of the coefficients. When one uses SPF mean, SPF median, and UMIE
mean as the measure of inflation expectations in equation (1.1) are statistically
different from the estimated coefficient in (1.2). If one uses CFIE as the measure
of inflation expectations in (1.1) one cannot reject the null of equality of the
coefficients at a 15% significance level. Finally, when one uses UMIE median
there is strong evidence on no difference between estimated coefficients. I
conclude there is formal evidence confirming difference between the relation
of inflation expectations and money growth and the relation of one-year-ahead
inflation and money growth for the 1990-2007 period. This formally documents
the IEMP.

"Estimated slope coefficients are those of Fact 2 and Fact 3 while p-values change because
Newey-West variance-covariance matrix is estimated jointly for equations (1.1) and (1.2).
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1.3 Theoretical Model of Money Demand

In this section I use a model to explain the facts presented in section 1.2 together
with the IEMP. To that aim, in section 1.3.1 I use a simple Money-in-the-Utility
(MIU) function model with a representative consumer, exogenous endowment
and money demand shock. I explicitly derive a money demand equation relating
money, inflation, inflation expectations and the money demand shock. In this
setting, a benevolent Central Bank (CB) endowed with rational expectations
is assumed to set endogenously money supply to minimize an ad-hoc welfare
loss function. Welfare loss function induces the CB a double objective: to keep
inflation close to a target, and make inflation smooth. Section 1.3.2 assumes
representative consumer is endowed with rational expectations and the CB sets
monetary policy under commitment. Then, I evaluate whether the model is able
to match Fact 1 - Fact 3. In Section 1.3.3 introduces simplest version of the model
when the consumer is learning. In particular, I assume representative consumer
knows the true inflation process form but does not know the true parameter
values. Hence, representative consumer optimally estimates the parameter values
in the true inflation process using past data, that is, the agent learns about the true
inflation process. In this version, the welfare loss function just takes into account
deviations from target. In this way, model keeps simple and I can easily illustrate
how learning helps to explain Fact 1, Fact 2, and hence, the IEMP. Finally, section
1.3.4 evaluates Fact 1 - Fact 3 in the complete model when representative agent
learns about true inflation process and the CB cares about inflation targeting and

inflation smoothing.

1.3.1 General Setting Model

In this section I introduce the general setting of the money in the utility function
model. In the first part I define the model economy and derive a standard money
demand equation. In the second part I introduce the CB setting.

Money Demand Equation

I consider an economy populated by an infinitely-lived agent where production
is exogenously given by

Yi=¢€", V>0, yE (—o0,) (1.3)



CHAPTER 1. MONEY, INFLATION, AND INFLATION EXP. 11

that is, production is constant and I assume it to be deterministically known by
the representative agent in the model.

Let 7 be the current period measured in quarters. Representative agent chooses
sequences of quantity of nominal bonds, B; /P, real bonds, b;, consumption good,
C;, and how much real balances to hold into next period M, /P,, with P, being the
price level. Agent has the expected utility function

1-v
> oo ALY sz
E6@2()61U<CtaMt/Pt;§t):E(C)QZO5I %4_&‘/% (1.4)
1= =

where 6 € (0,00), v € (0,), and {& },-, is a sequence of money demand shocks.
Expectation is taken using a probability measure &7 which might be defined by
the objective probability measure of the model or not. The exogenous sequence

of money demand shocks is defined by the process

loge =log&—1+ @y, 120

, (1.5)
O = Powy_1+€&°, €%iidN(0,0,), t>0
Pw € (0,1), and with log&_| and ®_ given.
Agent problem is summarized by

max EZY §'U(C.M, P
{C.B; /P b M; P} 0 t;() ( t l/t t)
M, | B M;— )
t. C+—L4+t4p = 1 ) | .
S z+Pt+Pt+ t P +( +1; 1) P +( + 1y 1) 1 (1.6)

+T,+Y, >0

B; 4

B_l, b_l, M_l, i1 and r—q given. (17)

with 7; being a lump sum transfer, i;_; and r,_; being nominal interest rate and
the real interest rate, respectively.
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For all # > 0 first order conditions are given by the money demand equation,

the real bond pricing equation and the Fisher equation, respectively,

(Ai> _vé,v — () (1.8)

P 1+i

1 12 C 1 -
=8E7 [ & 1.9
1+l"t ! < Ct ( )
i =r+E” (1.10)

together with the budget constraint (1.6). Using market clearing condition for
consumption good, together with the assumption that the representative agent
know the deterministic production process and applying logs in equation (1.9)

one obtains the equilibrium real interest rate is
rr=p (1.11)

with p = —logé.
After log-linearizing equation (1.8), using market clearing condition for
consumption good, real interest rate and the Fisher equation

pr=m— o —log + rlE[@ﬂtH

where o being a constant term, m; is log money balances in period ¢, p; is
log price level in period t, m; = p; — p;—1 1s the quarterly inflation rate, n =
1/(vi®(1+*)) is the interest rate semi-elasticity of money demand, i** = p + 7**
is the steady state nominal interest rate, and 7*° is the steady state inflation rate.
Adding and subtracting p,_; one obtains the money demand equation

T=m—pi_1—0—log&+nE .1, t>0 (1.12)
with p_ given.

Central Bank

Assume there exists a Central Bank (CB) endowed with rational expectations

that chooses a sequence of money balances under commitment to minimize the
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ad-hoc welfare function,
EY & (A(n,—ﬁ)er(l—l)(nt—nt_1)2> (1.13)
=0

with A € (0, 1) being the weight given to maintain inflation close to the target
7 > 0. To that aim, the CB chooses a sequence of money supply with a period
lag subject to the money demand equation (1.12) and the exogenous process

log& (1.5).

1.3.2 Rational Expectations

Assume the representative agent in the economy is endowed with rational expec-
tations. This means to substitute in expression (1.12) the operator E;@ by the
mathematical expectations operator E;. The problem of the CB is then defined

by,

[e5)

min _ E Y & <?L(7r, AP+ (1-A) (m— n,_l)z)

{1ty (=0
st. m=p—pi—1, t>0
o=m—p1—0—logg+nEm., t>0 (1.14)
log =logg 1+, 1>0 15)
o =pow_1+€°, €%iidN(0,62), >0

log€ 1, w_1, mg, p_1, T given.

Let 1, be the Lagrange multiplier of (1.14), then optimality conditions are

summarized by
Eily1=0 (1.15)

(D_]TC, —AT—(1-A)m_1 —6(1 —A)E;m 4
+ Mo — Ol 1+ U1 =0

(1.16)

forallt >0 withgt; _; =0,¢ =(1+8(1—2))"!, 8 =18~ and together with
the money demand equation (1.14). After using (1.16) in (1.15) and substituting
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7; with time ¢t money demand (1.14), one obtains money is given by

i1 = OAT+ (1= )T+ 8(1 — A)EyTisn + 01,

o (1.17)

+pr+a—NE T +10gS + pPay.

Hence, by substituting money in (1.14), induced inflation must hold
ﬂt+1 :¢(9,u17t—|—l7_t—|—(1—7t)7rt+5(1—A)E,ﬂ?,_,_z) (1 18)

+1n (E,+17'L',+2 - Et7T1+2) - 8;?0—1

and substituting inflation in (1.16) one obtains the expression for the Lagrange

multiplier

g1 =—M ' =81 —A))(Err1Mo — Erman) + 067 (1.19)

From (1.18) and (1.19) define the equilibrium system to solve. Due to its
simplicity I look for a closed-form solution using the method of undetermined

coefficients. Solution for inflation can be summarized by

=yl 4+ yhEe® + yREe® | (1.20)

o =Wt +yrEm g+ yited (1.21)

where WXE is a function of the parameters (8,4, 7), wkE is a function of (5,1),
wRE is a function of (6,4,M), and W&F is a function of (8,1, 7). It can be easily
proved that Y& — 7 and yf — 0 as A — 1. This basically means that when
CB cares about targeting inflation (A — 1), inflation moves around target 7.
Next I evaluate the goodness of the model to explain the empirical evidence.
Baseline calibration is set to reproduce quarterly moments of the data in the
1990-2007 period. I set target inflation to 7 = 0.005 which defines 2% annual
inflation target. The discount factor is fixed as & = 0.995, which provides 1%
annual real interest rate in steady state. I calibrate the nominal interest rate semi-
elasticity of money demand 7 to match the slope of the regression of 3-month
Treasury Bill rate on real balances defined by log(M2) minus log(CPI). Then
n = 0.06 and significantly different from zero. Then, I make one difference of
the OLS residual of this regression and estimate a AR(1) model which calibrates
the money demand shock persistence parameter to be p, = 0.62 and significant
and the variance of the iid term to be o, = 0.004. 1 set 0 = 1, so that utility
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function is log with respect to consumption and arbitrarily set production by
fixing Y = 1. I provide 72 periods moments mean across 20,000 simulations. I
present results for A > 0.75 so that the CB cares more about inflation targeting.

Figure 1.2 provides results. Upper-left panel provides the model OLS slope
coefficient of the regression of annual inflation on annual money growth, that is
the model counterpart of Fact 18. The moment in the model matches qualitatively
the OLS slope coefficient estimated from the data, though it does not clearly get
into data 95% bands for most of the A values showed. Upper-right panel shows
the OLS slope coefficient of the regression of expected inflation on annual money
growth, the model counterpart of Fact 2. This coefficient statistically zero far
from the negative coefficient illustrated in the data. Finally, lower panel presents
estimated first order autocorrelation of annual inflation, model counterpart of
Fact 3. When A — 1, CB just cares about inflation targeting, and even though the
model is still able to replicate very well the autocorrelation coefficient showed in
the data.

In conclusion, for values of A > 0.75 the model is able to qualitatively and
quantitatively Fact 3, and reproduces qualitatively Fact 1. However, it is far from
replicating FactDashed 2 and thus, cannot explain the IEMP”. In particular, when
the CB uses money to stabilize inflation close to a target it offsets all possible
effects of the money demand shock on inflation. In this way, inflation keeps
stable where money variates raising weak relation between them. However, the
rational expectations consumer perfectly understands the effect of a given shock
on inflation. Then, a given money demand shock affects in the same way inflation
expectations as it affects inflation. This explains a weak relation between inflation
expectations and money growth too, and it makes the model to fail in obtaining
Fact 2.

1.3.3 CG Learning Expectations. No Smoothing Inflation

In this section I illustrate how learning can help to explain Fact 2 and the IEMP.
For simplicity, assume A = 1. In this simple case, there is no smoothing objective
in the objective of the CB or, equivalently, the CB objective is just to keep

inflation close to a target. This assumption makes rational expectations model

8Notice that production in the model is constant and so output growth is zero. Hence, this
coefficient is equivalent to that in Fact 1.
“Results are robust to changes in 1, p, and are independent to changes in 6, and 7.
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FIGURE 1.2. Rational Expectations Model moments compared with data.
Model moments are the mean across simulations. Simulation length is 72 and
number of simulations is 20,000. Shaded areas illustrate 95% confidence
interval.

solution for inflation being of the form'®
RE RE .® RE .®
=Yoo Y& tW3TE .

I assume representative agent is endowed with learning expectations. That is,
the agent in the economy learns about the true inflation process. In particular,
the agent do not know the exact value of the parameters in the true process
of inflation and recursively estimate using observables by updating the past
expectation corrected by past forecast error weighted with a constant gain (CG)
parameter''. As it is usual in the adaptive learning literature, one assumes the
Perceived Law of Motion of the agent (PLM) to be consistent with the rational
expectations solution. That is, assume the PLM is given by

M = Yo+ Vg’ + W32

1o disregard t = 0 solution and assume ¢ > 1. In this way, inflation process is time-invariant.

""Marcet and Sargent (1989) started modern literature on learning by studying convergence
of learning algorithms. Evans and Honkapohja (2001) provide an extensive review of adaptive
learning algorithms and applications.
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Assume representative agent updates expectations at period ¢ with information
up to period ¢ — 1. This assumption is standard in the learning literature to avoid
simultaneity problems arising from the joint determination of inflation and the
expected inflation. Hence, expected inflation is defined by E,g’ Ti+1 = Yo, with

coefficient updated according to the learning rule

Vo1 = VYo, +8(m —Wo;), t>0

with g € (0,1) being the gain and yp o given. As in Gaspar, Smets, and Vestin
(2006) and Molnér and Santoro (2014), the problem of the CB incorporates the
constraint on how inflation expectations of the agent are formed. That is, inflation
expectations enter in the CB problem as an additional state.

Given the definition of inflation expectations above, money demand equation
(1.12) becomes,

Ty =my — pr—1 — Ot—logéﬂrnl/fo,t, t>0.

Hence, the CB’s problem becomes'?

By 8-

{Pmmz,ﬂmllfom}, . t=1

st. m=pr—pi—1, t>1
m=m—p—1—o—log&+nvyp,, t>1 (1.22)
Vour1 = Wou+8(M— Vo), t>1 (1.23)
logé =logé 1+, t>1 (L5)
W = pow_1+£°, €2iidN(0,623), t>1

logéou wo, Po, 7o, IIIOJ giVen-

121n this setting, given Y.,0, P—1, and mg exogenously determine 7y. That is, differently form
rational expectations model, 7 is not a control variable. In the same way, W1 = Wo o+ g(7m —
Wo.0), and po = 7o+ p_; are also determined.
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Let uy /2 and uy,/2 be the Lagrange multipliers of equation (1.22) and
(1.23), respectively. Optimality conditions are summarized by

E 1p1,=0 (1.24)
o — T+ U —gl, =0 (1.25)
Hor— ONE; g1 — 5(1 - g)Ez.UZ.,H—l =0 (1.26)

for all + > 1 and together with money demand (1.22). From (1.24) and (1.26),
one obtains U, = 0 for all # > 1. This basically means that the CB is able to
match optimal policy without caring about how inflation expectations are updated.
Using this result and substituting (1.25) in (1.24)

Et,17'L't - ﬁ'
Using (1.22) one obtains optimal money supply is given by

mt:0‘+777+Pt—1+10g§t—1+l)w60r—1—n‘I/O,t (1.27)

and substituting back to equation (1.22), equilibrium law of motion of inflation
is given by,

The intuition for the solution is that first best policy is to induce inflation
to be equal to the target 7 in every period. However, since & is not known by
the CB when monetary policy m; is set, the CB cannot offset this element from
the money demand equation and it has to set an inflation rate equal to target
plus an unpredictable noise. The CB can do so without taking into account how
inflation expectations are formed because they are included in its information set
when monetary policy is set. Hence, CB can fully offset any effect of inflation
expectations in the money supply.

But how this model can generate the IEMP? Using (1.27) one can obtain
money growth

Amy =1 + 01 + Po®—1 — Po®—2 — N (Yo, — You-1)
and plugging ¢ — 1 inflation from (1.28),

Amy = T+ Po®—1 — N (Yor — Yor—1), t>1. (1.29)
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Proposition 1. Under the learning model with A = 1, the regression slope
coefficient, Eg , of the regression of time length 7 > 1,

EZ M =al +blAm +&

is strictly negative for any g € (0,1), 6 € (0,1), p,, € (0,1), 6, € (0,00) and
w>0.

Proof. It is only needed to show that Cov(Amz,yo 1) < 0. First, using the
solution for the inflation process (1.28) it is possible to write learning rule for
T>1as

vor=(1—g)Wor_1—gef_,+gn (1.30)

Second, since money growth rate in (1.29) is the sum of target inflation, a
term that depends on the past money demand shock, p,,@r_1, and a third term
that depends on the difference on current inflation expectations and past inflation
expectations of the agent, —1 (Wo,r — Wo,r—1). It is just needed to show that each
of these two terms have negative or zero covariance with expected inflation yp 7.

Covariance of the first term and inflation expectations is,

T—1 T—1
Cov(pw@r_1,W0,1) = Cov <Pw Y pief 1 n—g ) (1 —8)187@11')
i=0 i=0

L (i)
= gmﬁbE%WMl &) = 8PvO0 T (5, (1—g))

<0.

vV ge(0,1),8€(0,1), py € (0,1), 6, € (0,00), T>0,and T > 1 '3, First
equality comes from recursive substitution in (1.5) and (1.30) up to the initial
condition.

Finally, the covariance between the second term and inflation expectations is,

Cov(=1(Yo.r — Yo.r-1), Yo.r) = N0y, +NCov(Wor-1,(1—g)Wor-1)
- 7761%/01 +n(l— g)G‘%/O,Tfl

1—(1-g)*" 1—(1—g)%T1

(e I A

=—g1

I3Remember that in this model v = (1(—logd + t)(1 —logsé + 7))~ L.
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FIGURE 1.3. Learning Expectations with A = 1 OLS coefficient expected
annual inflation on annual money growth using 72 periods simulations. Mean
across 20,000 simulations. Shaded areas illustrates 95% confidence interval.

Data estimate is the mean across expectations measures.

forany g € (0,1), 6 € (0,1), pyy € (0,1), 6, € (0,00), T >0, and T > 1. Third
equality comes from computing 7 inflation expectations variance and 7 — 1
inflation expectations variance using (1.30)'#, and last expression is negative
because the term in the brackets is positive for g € (0,1) and T > 1.

Since the covariance between inflation expectations and each of the terms
that adds up to money growth are negative, then Cov(Amz, yo 1) < 0. O

The intuition is the following. Assume a past and positive money demand
shock, | €" |, happens. From the learning rule, and the true inflation process,

Vo, = Vo—1+8(T—&" 1 —Wo,-1)

agent revises expectations upwards, T ;. At the same time money supply
adjusts negatively to offset the direct effect of this shock and the effect of
the increase in inflation expectations on the money demand, | Am;. That is,
since agent slightly deviates from the true inflation process they are not able
to foresight the effect of a shock in monetary policy. In this way, inflation
expectations increases while money balances decreases. This effect explains Fact

2. Notice that at the same time, inflation is the sum of the target plus current iid

1-(1—g)%
1-(1—g)?

4In particular, Var(yp ;) = g*Var(¥ 4 (1 —g)'e?, )=¢ o2 for j=1,2,...,T —

1,T....
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shock whereas money growth depends on past shocks orthogonal to the current
shock, what makes covariance equal to zero and explains Fact 3. Hence, IEMP is
explained by this simple model.

For evaluation purposes about the quantitative goodness in matching Fact
2. I estimate the OLS coefficient of the regression of expected one-year-ahead
annual inflation on annual money growth. I use same baseline calibration as in
the rational expectations model explained above. I let the new parameter g to be
in the interval (0.01,0.10). Figure 1.3 presents results. Data estimate is the mean
OLS coefficient across inflation expectations measures. The model generates a
negative coefficient, independently of the values g in the interval. The model is
quantitatively able to match average data estimate for values of g from around
0.025 to 0.07. I conclude, the model with learning expectations and CG is able

to match Fact 3 when CB just cares about inflation targeting.

1.3.4 CG Learning with Inflation Targeting and Smoothing

This section is devoted to develop the learning model with A € (0, 1). That is, in
this case, the objective of the CB is to keep inflation close to a target whereas
keeping inflation smooth. Here, rational expectations solution is of the form

_ RE | RE RE 0 |y RE .0
T=VYo TV -1tV g T Y3TE .

Similarly to previous section I assume agent knows the form of the true inflation
process but needs to recursively estimate the parameters on it. I also assume,
as before, that agent updates its expectations in period ¢ with information up
to period t — 1. Hence, agent’s expected inflation is defined by E,‘@ My =
o, (1+y1,) + Wi, 1 with updating learning rules'?

Vo, = You—1+8(M—1— Wo—1 — Y1,—1T_2)
Vi = Vi1 +8M—2(M—1— Wos—1 — Y1,—17—2)

with g € (0,1).

SThis rule is called Stochastic Gradient. It just ignores to weight the forecast error by the
conditional estimate of the forecast error variance. In this way, representative agent does not
have to use an extra rule to estimate this second moment and it keeps problem simpler.
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Given the definition of inflation expectations above, money demand equation
(1.12) becomes,

M =m; — pr—1 — & —log& +n(Wo,(1+ vi,) +vi,m_1), t>0. (1.31)
Hence, the CB’s optimization problem is now defined by!'®

min EOZS’{?L A+ (1= DA (-1 1))
{mw%%wh, t=1
st. m=p—pi—1, t>1
T =m; — pi—1 — o —log& +n(wo, (1 +yi,)+ ‘Vlz,zﬂt—l) t>1  (1.32)
Vo1 = Yo +8(T — Yor — Y1, m—1), t>1 (1.33)
Vil = Vi + 8% 1 (T — Yo — Vi,M1), t2>1 (1.34)
logé =logé_1+ay, t>1 (1.5)
o = pow,_1+&°, €%iidN(0,62), t>1

log&y, wo, po, Mo, Yo, given.

This optimization problem implies non-linear system of first order conditions to
solve. However, in the same way as in previous section when A = 1, one can
guess that the CB is able to use optimal monetary policy without taking into
account how inflation expectations are updated, (1.33) and (1.34). Hence, one
can solve a different problem without the learning rules restrictions and then
check whether this solution is feasible under the restricted problem. Then I solve

min EOZ5’{/1 — 7+ (1=2)A (7 — m1)?}
{peme,, ll/0z+1}, o t=1
st. m=p—pi—1, t>1
7o =my— py—1 — 06— 1og& + 1 (Wo, (1+ v1,) + Wi, 1) (32)
logl =logl 1+ a, t>1 )
W = pow,_1+£°, €%iidN(0,62), t>1

lOgéOa wo, Po, T, Yo.1 giVeH-

16Except for the fact that 2 € (0,1) and that this makes agent to use a new updating rule, the
model structure is equivalent to the model where A = 1.
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Let 1y ;/2 be the Lagrange multipliers of equation (1.32). For z > 1, optimal-

ity conditions are summarized by

E 1p1,=0 (1.35)
o 'm A%~ (1-A)m_ 1 — (1 —A)E M1+ 11, =0 (1.36)

with ¢ = (1+8(1 —2))~! and together with money demand (1.32). So that, the

solution of the unrestricted problem for inflation and money is

niy :q)(lﬁ—'_ (1 — A)ﬁl_l + 5(1 — A)Et_lnt_i_])

, (1.37)
+pio1+10g& 1+ pw@r 1+ =1 (Yo, (1+v1,) + Wi, T 1)

and inflation,
7[; == ¢(Aﬁ-+ (1 - 2/)7[;_] + 6(1 - A’)Et—lﬂt-ﬁ-l) - Etw. (138)

It is easy to check that (1.37) and (1.38) are also feasible when learning rules
restrict the problem. Hence, (1.37) and (1.38) also solve the restricted problem.
By method of undetermined coefficients one obtains solution for (1.38)

=yttt —€?. (1.39)

where y}£ is a function of (8,1, 7) and ytE is a function of (8,1)"".

Next I evaluate the goodness of the model in generating empirical evidence.
I use baseline calibration specified in section 1.3.2 to evaluate the model with
respect to the empirical evidence. I set the gain parameter g = 0.02. Figure 1.4
presents results. Upper-left panel shows the OLS coefficient of the regression
of annual inflation on annual money growth, which evaluates Fact 1. The upper-
right panel shows OLS coefficient of the regression of one-year-ahead inflation
on money. Lower-left panel shows first order autocorrelation coefficient of
annual inflation rate, Fact 3. This learning expectations model is able to match
Fact 1, and Fact 3 in the same way rational expectations model does. The
reasoning is the same as in the rational expectations model. Even though agent’s

expectations are computed differently form the rational expectations model, the

7In the same way as in the rational expectations model, it is easy to check that the constant of
the inflation law of motion and the persistence coefficients converge to T and 0, as A — 1.
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FIGURE 1.4. Learning expectations model with A € (0, 1) model moments
using 72 periods simulations compared with data moments. Model moments
are the mean across 20,000 simulations. Shaded areas illustrates 95%
confidence interval.

CB is still able to make inflation sufficiently stable as A approaches 1. At the
same time, money growth variates and this makes money growth to have low
relation with inflation, as well as with one-year-ahead inflation and reproducing
Fact 1. Moreover, inflation autocorrelation keeps close to the data inflation
autocorrelation as in the rational expectations version of the model'®. However,
differently from the rational expectations model, in the lower-right panel one
can see this learning expectations model replicates the negative coefficient of the
regression of inflation expectations on money growth, replicating Fact 2. Figure
1.5 takes a closer look to IEMP with the estimated moments of the model in the
upper-right and lower-right panels of figure 1.4. One can see point estimates of
OLS regression coefficients replicates the IEMP.

In summary, this learning expectations model reproduces Fact 1, and Fact
3 in the same way the rational expectations model does. However, it is able to
replicate fairly well Fact 2 where the rational expectations model has no option.
Hence, the model is able to explain the IEMP.

'8Notice that when A approaches 1, inflation becomes 7, = & — £ and so annual inflation is
the sum of four last iid shocks. Hence, first order autocorrelation of annual inflation approaches
0.75.
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FIGURE 1.5. Learning expectations model with A € (0, 1) difference
between the OLS regression of one-year-ahead inflation on money growth
and the OLS regression coefficient of expected inflation on money growth.

Right panel draws the estimated p-value of the difference between OLS
coefficients using Adam, Beutel, and Marcet (2015) and Shaded areas the
p-value confidence interval.

1.4 Conclusions

This chapter documents a significant negative relation between money and in-
flation expectations for the 1990-2007 period in the US which is new to the
literature. However, it is a consensus in the literature that empirically there is no
relation between money growth and current inflation at high frequency data. I
define the Inflation Expectations and Money Puzzle (IEMP) to the difficulty for a
rational expectations model to match a negative relation between money growth
and inflation expectations as well as a weak relation between money growth
and inflation as found in the data. That is because under rational expectations
covariance between inflation expectations and money growth must be equal to the
covariance between one-period-ahead inflation and money growth. I use Adam,
Beutel, and Marcet (2015) test to provide formal evidence in the difference
between the slope coefficient of the regression of inflation expectations on money
growth and the slope coefficient of the regression one-year-ahead inflation on
money growth.

I present a Money-in-the-Utility (MIU) function model with a money demand
shock. In this setting, there exists a central bank who minimizes an ad-hoc
welfare loss function by using money endogenously to keep inflation rate close
to a target and smooth. Hence, money growth endogenously adjusts to offset

potential effects on inflation so that inflation remains stable whereas money
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growth variates. At the same time, I assume the representative agent in the
economy updates expectations about inflation using past data. In this way, a
negative shock to inflation might reduce inflation expectations because the agent
does not incorporate the future money growth adjustment. Hence, inflation
expectations increase whereas money growth adjusts negatively to offset the
increase in inflation expectations. This explains the negative relation between
inflation expectations and money growth and disentangles IEMP.

Because this model is developed in a standard simple setting one can attach
these features in a large-scale model. Further research would be devoted to
implement these features in models with endogenous production in order to be
able to research for their importance in those settings.

The theory proposed in this chapter is particularly relevant to account for
empirical facts regarding money, inflation, and inflation expectations. I have
discussed how effectively monetary authority uses information on inflation ex-
pectations from near-rational agents to implement a stable inflation rate. It is of
interest to include such deviations for further research in monetary economics

literature.
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Chapter 2

Long-Run Behavior from an
Endogenous Monetary Policy
Perspective

This chapter is devoted to investigate the Quantity Theory of Money and the
Fisher equation at low-frequency data. In the long-run, the Quantity Theory of
Money predicts a given change in the rate of the average money growth must
induce an equal change on average inflation rate as long as velocity is constant.
If this is true, average changes in money growth must induce equal average
changes in nominal interest rates. Lucas (1980), for example, confirmed these
two relations held for the 1955-1975 period. However, recently Sargent and
Surico (2011) find evidence of no relation between inflation and money growth
if one uses data after the Volcker disinflation, that is, after mid-80’s.

Along this study I have provided a model framework in which endogenous
monetary policy is able to closely match the failure of the Quantity Theory
of Money at high-frequency data. The objective of this chapter is to evaluate
whether the models developed in the previous chapter are able to match the
Quantity Theory of money at low-frequency data.

To that aim, I consider the low-frequency relation between annual CPI infla-
tion and M2 annual growth and between 3-month Treasury Bills and M2 annual
growth in the US for the 1990-2007 period and the 1960-2007 period. In the
first part, I filter out trends using Lucas (1980) procedure and the low-frequency
relation between inflation and money growth in both periods. In the second

part, I simulate rational expectations model in section 1.3.2 and the learning
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expectations model in section 1.3.4 using the derived empirical trend on inflation
as the inflation target used by the CB. Then, I compute the trends of inflation
and money growth in the models using Lucas (1980) and evaluate whether these
models are able to match low-frequency relation found in the data for the 1990-
2007 and 1960-2007 periods. I confirm both models are able to reproduce a
one-to-one relation between money growth, inflation, and nominal interest rate
for 1960-2007 but are not able to match the low relation showed in the data for
the 1990-2007 period. I conclude, there must be anything the models do not
capture and that might reproduce the long-run relations for the last period.

This chapter closely relates to Lucas (1980) He computes the trend of inflation
and of money growth using a two sided moving average filter and used a scatter
plot inflation trend against money growth trend! and it showed a clear one-to-
one pattern. Recently, Sargent and Surico (2011) use another methodology to
measure and argue there does not exist a one-to-one relation after the 1980’s.
They assumed a VAR structure and computed spectral densities evaluated at zero
frequency. They claim that when one uses data after the Volcker Disinflation the
one-to-one relation breaks. One critique to their procedure is that they estimate
trend relation using too short sample interval. Finally, Diaz-Giménez and Kirkby
(2014) use the Lucas (1980) filter in the sample 1960-2009 and confirm a unitary
relation between nominal output growth and money growth?.

The rest of the chapter is organized as follows. Section 2.1 includes a
description of the data and the methods used to measure long-run relations
together with the empirical estimates of the long-run relations. Section 2.2
presents the estimates of the long-run relations in the models using the methods
explained and the comparison with the ones from the data. Section 2.3 concludes.

2.1 Data and Evidence

In this section, I present the data and the empirical evidence on low-frequency
relations from two estimation methodologies. The objective of this chapter is

to estimate the long-run relation of money growth with inflation and nominal

' As Lucas (1980) claimed, this methodology is theory-free as it does not assume any model
structure for the series.

’Diaz-Giménez and Kirkby (2014) method by exactly following the textbook definition of
quantity theory of money. That is, I estimate a one-to-one relation between inflation plus output
growth on money growth which is meaningful if one uses data after Volcker Disinflation. Results
are robust using nominal output growth instead of inflation.
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interest rates. The first method is developed in Lucas (1980) and consists in
using a low-frequency filter on the variables and then, estimate their relation by
OLS in a simple univariate regression of their filtered values. Originally, Lucas
(1980) just provides two-dimensional scatter plots of the filtered variables and
eyeballs a unitary relation of money growth with inflation and nominal interest
rates. Herein, I present Lucas scatter plots and a its fitted line. The second
method is based on Sargent and Surico (2011) and tries to directly estimate the
long-run relation between the variables using the estimated spectral densities

from a simple VAR model including money, inflation and inflation expectations.

2.1.1 Data

I use quarterly US data from the Federal Reserve of St. Louis database (FRED)
at http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2. I use M2 annual growth rate, which is
available from Q1:1960, as money growth. Inflation rate is coming from CPI
annual growth rate available from Q1:1949. Finally, 3-month Treasury Bill rates
are taken as a nominal short-term interest rate from Q1:1960. Because of the
availability of M2 growth the starting point of the sample is Q1:1960 for all
the variables®. I avoid any disturbances from the financial crisis by fixing the
ending of the sample in Q4:2007. I set the beginning of the sample in Q1:1960
which is close to the one in Lucas (1980). Because the end of the chapter is
to understand long-run behavior of the variables I let the end of the sample to
be fixed in Q4:2007 to short-term disturbances coming from the financial crisis.
Finally, I set a break in the sample in Q1:1990 to look for differences in the
relations for the first part of the sample and the sample after Volcker disinflation.

Figure 2.1 presents the plot of the series over time. One can see that, after
1990, inflation and nominal interest rate become more stable around a mean.
This is the reason why one can wondered if the Quantity Theory of Money and

the Fisher equation do not hold anymore after that time.

3When using Lucas (1980) filter I extend the data sample on money growth, inflation and
nominal interest rate by using data from Balke and Gordon (1986) on M2 growth and 6-month
Commercial Paper Rate for the period 1900-1960, and on GDP price deflator for the 1900-1948
period. Results are robust when I do not use this data. After that I use the filtered data for the
sample 1960-2007.


http://research.stlouisfed.org/fred2
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FIGURE 2.1. Quarterly Data from 1960 to 2007 of M2 growth rate, 3-Month
Treasury Bill rate and CPI inflation. Shaded regions represent the sample
interval 1990-2007.

2.1.2 Lucas Low-Frequency Filter

In this section I present the Lucas (1980) methodology. The stationary solution
of many macroeconomic models exhibit a one-to-one relation between money
growth rate and the inflation rate, as well as a one-to-one relation between money
growth and nominal interest rate*. He tests empirically the two relations. First,
he uses a low-pass filter in the form of a two-sided infinite moving average with
exponentially decreasing weights in the form

K
AB)=a Y BV _; for i=0,1,2.
=K

1-p
75 25%

2.1)

with a= and B el0,1)

where f3 is the weight, K defines the length of the bands, x is money growth, x/
1s inflation rate, and x,2 is the nominal interest rate. He claims that, if each one

“For example, the most basic money-in-the-utility-function model display these features.
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of the variables is defined as the sum of a persistent component and a transitory
component, this filter is a theory-free estimator of the persistent component given
all the lags and leads of the proper variable. Moreover, he also notes that this
filter needs B to be sufficiently close to the unity to be a good estimator of the
persistent component when the transitory component is relatively more volatile
than the persistent component.

Finally, Lucas makes inference about the slopes of b and b; of the regressions
X(B)=bx?(B)+n! with E[X)(B)n] =0 for i=12. (2.2)

using simple eyeball analysis of the scatter plots of inflation on money growth
and nominal interest rate on money growth and concludes a unitary slope in the
two regressions held for the US data for the 1955-1975 period. I replicate this
method for the 1990-2007 and the 1960-2007 period separately.

Figure 2.2 presents the scatter plot of the filtered series when 8 = 0.95
together with their respective fitted line. Left-panel shows the scatter plot when
one uses data for the 1990-2007 period whereas right-panel shows the scatter
plot when one uses data for 1960-2007 period. First row looks to the relation
between inflation and money growth and second row looks to the relation between
interest rate and money growth. It can be seen both relations are unitary in the
1960-2007 as points an almost perfect 45° degree line in the 1960-2007 period.
This is in line with the findings in Lucas (1980) for the 1955-1975 period as
well as the Diaz-Giménez and Kirkby (2014) finding for the 1960-2009 for the
unitary relation between inflation and money growth. However, when using the
1990-2007 period data one-to-one relations break down what is in line with the
evidence found by Sargent and Surico (2011).

2.1.3 Evidence from a Time-Invariant VAR

In this section, I present the Sargent and Surico (2011) methodology. Suppose
one runs a least squares regression of variable xf fori=1,2, on all lags and leads
of money growth Amy,
xi= Y hiAm_j+g (2.3)
j:—oo
where £ [Am,, jet} =0 for all j. Whiteman (1984) highlighted that making the

sum of all the coefficients in this two sided least squares regression, }.7° ., hj-
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FIGURE 2.2. Scatter plot of trends of annual CPI annual inflation plus real
GDP growth on Money growth. First quarters. § = 0.95. White circle
represents grand mean of the series.

is approximates the Lucas’ long-run slope regression whenever f3 is sufficiently
close to 1.

Given that the sum of all lag coefficients is the Fourier transform of {h’J}
evaluated at zero frequency, Sargent and Surico (2011) used the following formu-
lation to estimate its sum

hi(0) = Sean0)
Sam (O)

where S, A,,(0) for i = 1,2 is the cross-spectral density of inflation and nominal

(2.4)

interest rate with money growth, respectively, evaluated at zero frequency, and
Sam(0) is the spectral density of Am, evaluated at zero frequency.

Using this approach Sargent and Surico (2011) directly test for the one-to-
one long-run relation between inflation and money growth. They use a VAR
to estimate spectral densities and compute 2(0) = (h1(0), h,(0)). Sargent and
Surico (2011) make a Bayesian estimation of a time-variant VAR with stochastic
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volatility and estimate time-varying long-run relations. Differently, I make
maximum likelihood estimation of a time-invariant version that can be seen as
a constrained version of their model. Their approach is justified because their
large sample includes different monetary policy regimes and data instability. The
sample used here only accounts for two monetary regimes and I allow to estimate
them separately.

The standard n-variate VAR(p) model that is used as the empirical model is
then specified by

)4
vi=c+ ) By_j+e=0IX,+& V 1=12,..T (2.5)
j=1

where y; = [y14,. .. ,yn’t]’ isanx 1 vector, X; = [1,yt_1,...,yt,p]' isa(np+1)x
1 vector, IT' = [c,By,...,B)] is the n x (np + 1) matrix of lag coefficients that
defines a stable process, and & = [€,. .. ,En,t]/ is an x 1 iid Gaussian process
with zero mean and variance S.

As in Sargent and Surico (2011) I take advantage of the state-space repre-
sentation of this model to estimate the time-invariant spectral densities. The

state-space representation in this environment is given by

Zy =AZ; 1+ BW; (2.6)
Y, = CZ, + DW;

where X; is the np x 1 state vector, Y; is the n x 1 vector of observables, and W;
an np x 1 vector that contains iid standard Gaussian innovations. The matrix of
coefficients, A, B, C, and D are conformable matrices with A being the companion
form matrix of lag coefficients defining a stable VAR, and B containing the
Cholesky decomposition of S. Using this representation Cogley et al. (2011) find

easily the spectral density of Y at zero frequency that is reduced to
Sy(0)=C(I—A)"'BB'(1-A")"IC’ (2.7)

where it can be found the spectral densities to compute the sum of lags coeffi-
cients /1(0)7(0) using equation 2.4. In the spirit of the Lucas’ slope coefficients,
they interpret that when the sum of lag coefficients equals unity they recover
Lucas’ results. They interestingly find that after the period analyzed by Lucas, it

weakened and finally disappeared in the period comprised from the mid of the
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90’s decade to 2007. They interpret this is closely related to an important decline
in the persistence of inflation that they link with the change in the monetary
policy for the most recent period.

I use this methodology and estimate a VAR(1) with CPI annual inflation, M2
annual growth, real GDP annual growth and 3-month Treasury Bill rates and
compute (0). For the 1990-2007 period, long-run relation coefficient of inflation
and money growth is -0.29 with 84% confidence interval in (—0.16,—0.57)
constructed using bootstrapping. For the 1960-2007 period, long-run relation
coefficient of inflation and money growth is 0.89 with 84% confidence interval
in (0.07,1.70) constructed using bootstrapping. This evidence is consistent with
the findings of Sargent and Surico (2011).

2.2 Low-Frequency Relation in the Rational Expec-

tations and Learning Expectations Models

In this section I research if the model endogenous monetary policy models with
rational expectations agents in section 1.3.2 and with learning expectations in
section 1.3.4 are able to replicate the empirical observations discussed in the
previous section. The objective is to compute the implicit long-run coefficients
using the two methods in the previous section. Since the variables in the model
economies are endowed without a drifting behavior, I feed the inflation target
of the model with the inflation data trend observed. I make two exercises. First,
for the 1990-2007 period and simulate the model economy for the 72 quarters
in that period. In this simulations, I use the baseline calibration of section 1.3.2
that is the one obtained using the 1990-2007. Then, I make 20,000 simulations
and compute average behavior of the long-run coefficients computed as in Lucas
(1980) and as in Sargent and Surico (2011).

Second, I use the same procedure for the 1960-2007 sample. In this case,
I use the same procedure as in the baseline calibration found in section 1.3.2
to calibrate the parameters affecting the money demand equation as to match
data moments for that period. In particular, I calibrate 1, and p, are statistically
zero and oy equal to 0.0025. Differently from the 1990-2007 period, in this
period, there was no response of 3-month Treasury Bill to real money balances
defined by M2 and CPI, and the first difference of the regression residual have no
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FIGURE 2.3. Low-Frequency slope coefficient of the regression of inflation
on money growth. Shaded regions are the 95% confidence intervals for
Lucas’ method and 84% confidence interval after 10,000 iterations
bootstrapping for Sargent and Surico method.

persistence. Hence, I make 20,000 simulations of 192 period length and compute
the average across simulations of the long-run coefficients computed.

Figure 2.3 provides results of the first and second exercises in the left and
right panels, respectively, paying attention to the long-run relation between
inflation and money growth. First row shows the results when Lucas’ method is
used and second row includes results for Sargent and Surico’s method. Several
conclusions can be taken from both exercises. First, rational expectations and
learning expectations models generate basically the same low-frequency relation
between inflation and money growth for any of the two periods. Second, for the
1990-2007 period, low-frequency relation of the models is far from that in the
data. Finally, both models generate a one-to-one relation once one uses the long
sample from 1960-2007.

Figure 2.4 provides results paying attention to the long-run relation between

nominal interest rate and money growth. Again, the models are able to generate
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FIGURE 2.4. Low-Frequency slope coefficient of the regression of inflation
on money growth. Shaded regions are the 95% confidence intervals for
Lucas’ method and 84% confidence interval after 10,000 iterations
bootstrapping for Sargent and Surico method.

unitary coefficient when a long-run coefficient as in the data but fails when trying
to match the short sample coefficient.

In summary, I conclude although the models presented in the previous chapter
were successful to match high-frequency comovements there is some reason not
included in the models that induces a low relation between trends of inflation and

nominal interest rate with money growth trends during the 1990-2007 period.

2.3 Conclusion

This chapter evaluates if the endogenous monetary policy models introduced
in the previous chapter are able to generate the empirical long-run relations
between inflation, money growth, and nominal interest rates. To that aim, I use
the methods in Lucas (1980) and Sargent and Surico (2011).
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When estimating the empirical relation I use two different samples; the 1960-
2007 period, and the 1990-2007 period. Whereas for the longer sample there
exist a one-to-one relation between the trends of money growth, inflation, and
nominal interest rate, in the shorter sample it does not. This is in line with the
findings of Sargent and Surico (2011).

Then, I estimate the implicit long-run relation of the rational expectations and
adaptive learning expectations model economies of the previous chapter when
the endogenous monetary policy target inflation equals the one estimated from
the data. I show that these models are not able to generate the low-frequency
relations when calibrated for the 1990-2007 period.

I conclude although the models presented in the previous chapter were suc-
cessful to match high-frequency comovements there is some reason not included
in the models that induces a low relation between trends of inflation and nominal

interest rate with money growth trends during the 1990-2007 period.
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Chapter 3

Asset Pricing in an Heterogeneous
Expectations Model

Consumption-based rational expectations modeling has been proved to fail when
trying to replicate financial facts. Examples of this are the low volatility of
stock returns as documented by Campbell (2003), or the high equity premium as
showed by Mehra and Prescott (1985). A recent approach in the literature is to
assume that agents learn about the processes leading the economy (henceforth,
learners or learning agents). In this framework, Adam, Marcet, and Nicolini
(2016) (hereafter, AMN) is able to match several asset pricing facts using a very
simple version of the Lucas (1980) model completely populated by learning
agents. However, their model would generate high stock returns persistence in
contrast with empirical evidence, where a rational expectations model would
generate low stock returns persistence.

In this chapter, I investigate whether an heterogeneous agents model, popu-
lated with learning agents and rational expectations agents, is able to generate
facts in AMN together with a low stock returns persistence. I show that this
model is able to generate low stock returns persistence but it looses capacity
in reproducing some of the AMN facts. In particular, it does not reproduce
empirical evidence on long-run excess return predictability, and price-dividend
and stock returns volatility when it is able to generate low stock returns. The
introduction of stock returns persistence originates a trade-off between itself
and the volatility of stock returns and price dividends in the model where the

proportion of learners plays a key role!.

'Except the equity premium that is beyond the aims of this study.
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I present a model populated by two types of agents; rational expectations
agents and learning expectations agents. I try to model more closely the existing
heterogeneity in stock markets. Empirically, there are different agents operating
in financial markets. On the one extreme, there are small investors that could be
model as learning agents that slowly recognize the actual law of motion of stock
prices. Barber and Odean (2000) indicates that in 1996 about 47 percent of the
total equity investments in the United States was explained by households. On
the other extreme, hedge funds change their trading strategies rapidly given a
superior set of information (Lasarte and Connor (2004)). They could be model
as rational agents that recognize immediately the actual law of motion and act in
consequence.

I compare its results in matching asset pricing facts with those of AMN.
In order to do that, I compute the statistics in the same way and I make the
estimation following the same procedure, the method of simulated moments
(MSM). In addition to the facts in AMN (volatility of stock returns, volatility
of price-dividend ratio, long-run excess returns predictability, equity premium,
etc.) I try to match low predictability of excess returns in the short-run. There
is a large literature accounting for the low predictability of excess returns in
the short run. For instance, Shiller (1984) shows that just a small variability of
the stock return can be explained in a VAR framework. Later, Campbell (1990)
finds that stock returns are difficult to forecast and tries to understand the causes
splitting unexpected returns into changes in expectations about future dividends
and changes in expectations about future returns. I investigate the persistence of
the stock return as a simple approximation. As can be seen in figure 3.1 the U.S.
quarterly stock return evolution does not exhibit any persistence.

This chapter relates to learning expectations literature. One part of this
literature define the equilibrium with one-step-ahead Euler equation, like Evans
and Honkapohja (2003). For instance, the recent study of Benhabib and Dave
(2011) use this method and conclude that the asymptotic distribution of the
price dividends (PD) ratio follows a power law distribution under constant gain
stochastic gradient algorithm. In a monetary economics environment, Preston
(2005) demonstrates that agents decisions depend on forecasts of macroeconomic
variables several periods in the future. This chapter is based on a very novel
scheme is theoretically drawn by Adam and Marcet (2011). There, learning

agents’ decision problem is already engaged with the knowledge of the subjective
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belief and thereafter, they behave optimally. This framework is the one used by
AMN.

This chapter also relates to heterogeneous agents in the literature. An example
is Constantinides and Duffie (1996), where heterogeneity comes in the form of
labor income shocks and obtain a set of Euler equations characterizing the
equilibrium. In the heterogeneous expectations formation field, Honkapohja
and Mitra (2006) apply heterogeneity in the sense that agents use different
learning rules and conclude that different forms of heterogeneity change the
way the adaptive learning expectations converge to the rational expectations
equilibrium. Nunes (2009) includes heterogeneity in expectations to the New
Keynesian model to replace the inclusion of lags of the data in the Phillips
curve of the previous literature with a learning component. I use the way Nunes
(2009) adds heterogeneity to the model, i.e. there is a representative agent whose
expectations is a weighted average of the existing proportion of learners and
rational expectations agents.

This chapter is organized as follows. Section 3.1 presents the facts. The model
is shown in section 3.2. Section 3.3 presents the MSM estimation outcomes.

Section 3.4 concludes.

3.1 The Facts: Stock Return Persistence

This section presents empirical facts in the US using a sample from Q2:1927
to Q4:2005. The purpose is to match all the facts in AMN. In addition, I
include excess return persistence as an approximation to short-run excess return
predictability. Figure 3.1 presents the evolution of stock returns. It can be seen
there is no persistence in stock returns for the period studied. I include the first
order quarterly autocorrelation of the stock returns, denoted by p,s 1, as the
new fact and I report it in Table 3.1 to see if the model helps to understand any
intuition behind this fact” and its relation with the rest of facts.

The rest of empirical facts highlighted are the following. The second row
of Table 3.1 makes reference to the high volatility of the price-dividend ratio
(PD) and it includes its mean, Epp, and its standard deviation, opp. Third

row reports the high persistence of the PD ratio measured as the first order

2This is a simple approach. Another possibility is to include any VAR specification for short
run excess return together with the specified for the long run and take the key statistics for
estimation.



CHAPTER 3. ASSET PRICING IN AN HET. EXP. MODEL 45

T

0.8

0.6

T

T

0.4

Q4:33 Q4:45 Q4:57 Q4:69 Q4:81 Q4:93 Q4:05
FIGURE 3.1. Quarterly Stock Returns in percentage terms from 1927:2 to
2005:4

autocorrelation, ppp 1. Fourth row presents stock returns volatility, o,s which is
much higher than the dividend growth volatility. The dividend growth process
is represented in the last row by the mean of the dividend growth E aD and the
standard deviation of the dividend growth Oan. Long run excess stock returns
predictability is showed in the form of an OLS regression of the excess returns in
5-year horizon on PD ratio. The results of this regression are summarized by the
slope coefficient, cg, and the R-square, R%, displayed in the fifth row. Finally, the
equity premium is represented in the sixth row by the sample mean of the stock

returns, E,s, and the bond returns, E».

3.2 The Model

In this section I specify the model. I define a proportion of learners in the
economy, i € (0,1), and of rational agents (1 — w). If 4 = 1 the model is exactly
as the one of AMN where all agents are endowed with learning expectations.

Therefore, deviations from that work comes from deviations of y from 1, that is,

3This is related to the PD ratio volatility given that 1+ r} = (1;%:11) Dlil .
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NEW FACT. STOCK

RETURNS PERSISTENCE Prs,—1 —0.09
VOLATILITY OF PD RATIO Epp 113.20
OopD 52.98
PERSISTENCE OF THE PD 0.92
RATIO Prp.—1 '
STOCK RETURNS G 11.65
VOLATILITY
EXCESS RETURNS e —0.0032
PREDICTABILITY R: 0.1968
Jot 2.41
EQUITY PREMIUM E, 0.18
DIVIDEND GROWTH OaD 2.98
VOLATILITY E AIZ) 0.35

TABLE 3.1. Asset pricing facts, 1927:2-2005:4.
Growth rates and returns in percentage terms.

the introduction of a fraction of rational expectations agents and the extensions
needed to accommodate it in that framework. Learning expectations agents know
the true dividend process and the exogenous production process, but I kept them
using a subjective probability measure & that explicitly suggests they ignore the
actual stock price process. I assume that the rational agents are endowed with
full knowledge of the economy, except that they are not aware that learners will
change their expectation over time. In this sense, rational agents in this model

economy are not fully rational as understood in the literature.

3.2.1 The Economy and the Competitive Equilibrium

In this section I set up the economy and define the competitive equilibrium. There
is a mass of learning agents p and a mass of rational agents (1 — u). They are
infinitely-lived and there is a total endowment in the economy of one unit of
stock attached with a dividend D; that they trade in a competitive environment.

A representative agent i is assumed to solve the following optimization
problem,

max Ey Y 8'U(C) (3.1)
{cisiBi}, ;’)
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where U(.) denotes the utility function. The operator E;(.) represents the condi-
tional expectation of the representative agent.
To solve the problem, agent i faces the following constraints,

Cl+B +PS < (B+D)S._,+(1+r_1)B.+Y, for >0 (3.2)
Ci>0 for >0

B' | and S, given.

Notice that the endowment of Y; units of consumption allows any correlation
between dividends and exogenous consumption, so that weak correlation between
dividends and consumption growth is feasible.

Hence, the definition of a competitive equilibrium for this economy is

Definition 1. A competitive equilibrium of this economy is a set of prices
{P,,ri—1};~ and a set of allocations {C;,S}, B}~ such that:

1. Given prices {P;,r,—1},.» consumers maximize (3.1) subject to (3.2) for
all i.

2. Markets clear,

C'=C for t>0
Si=1 for t>0
Bi=0 for t>0.

Consistent with the literature, I assume a constant relative risk aversion utility,

u(G) = , Y€(0,0) (3.3)
where Y denotes the relative risk aversion parameter.
Dividends process and the exogenous consumption growth rate process laws

of motion are assumed to be

D 2
" —ae?, with a>1 and logel ~ii¥ (—4 2) (3.4
DI—I 2
G : 2

. .. S
=ag’, with a>1 and loge ~ iV (—=,s7),
Cl‘—l 2
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and the assumptions needed to ensure the no-Ponzi game as well as existence
of a unique maximum for the consumer problem are satisfied by assuming the
following conditions

B<B <B, §<S8<S§ (3.5)

where B<0<BandS<1<S.

Finally, the initial endowments are assumed to be

B ,=0and §',=1. (3.6)

3.2.2 Characterization of the Equilibrium

This section characterizes the equilibrium given the setting developed in section
3.2.1. For that aim, I introduce how operator E;(.) is computed, I make explicit
the subjective probability measure that learners are going to use, and the induced
optimal updating rule for the expectation of learning agents.

Given the above discussion, the optimality conditions for the consumer

(. )\
1= 6(1+rt)Et t—’fl
G

c.\ "’
P,:5E,< gl) (Prs1+Dyit1)

t

problem are

Following AMN an easy way to have computability of the equilibrium is to
have sufficiently large exogenous production such that the expected consumption
derived from the asset trading decision is negligible and, then, the following

approximations can be made

o\ 7 _
= (G s (Cz+1) Y
E[ v P t

Ci C

= [ Gl N = (C1) 7
E; Ci (Bs1+Diy1) 2 E; (P41 +Diy1).
t

(3.7

For simplicity, I use the way Nunes (2009) introduces heterogeneity in the
expectation by decomposing it as a weighted sum of the expectations of the
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individuals in this economy in a New Keynesian model*. Under this assumption,

the equilibrium can be characterized by the following two optimality conditions

i -Y i -Y
1=8(1+r) (uE;@ (£> +(1—p)E <ﬁ> ) (3.8)
G G

. -y . —y
[ C C

p=46 (.UE[?< gfl) (Pr+1+Dr+1)+(1—IJ)Et< gfl) (Pz+1+Dr+1)>
t t

(3.9

where now operator E,’gz (.) denotes the expectation of learning agents and E(.)

denotes the expectation of the rational agents.

Assuming learners know the actual dividend process and the consumption
process’, but prevented to know the actual consumption process, and from the
above discussion, the conditions (3.8) and (3.9) are finally redefined as

1=8(1+r)a"E () " (3.10)

1 _ c \— - c \~
b= (W) (al Y8DE; (g, ) 781‘d+1+a "(1—p)SE: (¢4) Yfl;ri)l)

S

N‘ﬁl\)

where E; (efﬂ)_y ="UYT and B, = E7 (Cgl ) 7 (P’Tf‘).

I assume rational agents are not aware that learners’ expectations will change
in time. This assumption is also made in Nunes (2009). This is, computationally,
a convenient assumption since it allows to get rid of some random variables that
comes from cross-products. Notice that this assumption requires also bounded

rationality for rational agents®. Therefore (3.11) can be simplified to

5a1—Yp£

P = D
" 1-8uB - 8(1—pape

(3.12)

52
where pe = E; (£f, ;) stﬂ_l = eYI+Y)T ¢~ ¥5eSa | Notice that, when u is 1, one

recovers the model of learning expectations in AMN and also, if ¢ is 0, one gets

the fully rational expectations case’.

4 Although this assumption largely simplifies the analysis. Further research requires to
understand up to which point might affect results.

3This comes from the fact that they know the dividend process and the exogenous production
process and that ¥; = C; + D;.

5Nunes (2009) names rational agents in this context as ‘near-rationals’.

"The derivation of this equation is included in appendix 3.A.
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Finally, to close the model it is necessary to characterize the probability
measure & used by learners. I follow again AMN and assume that learners’
perception about risk-adjusted stock price growth is given by

G\ '"rh
— = b; + &
(Ct—l) B E

with bi=b_1+&,

where & ~ iiN(0,07) and & ~ iiN(0, Gg). From there, one ends up having a
updating rule for learners’ expectations of the form

P =P +é ((Cil)_ijD—tl _ﬁt1> '

with 1/ being the Kalman gain. Notice that this updating rule comes from

the optimal filtering of the information observed by learning agents. Finally,
assuming agents incorporate information about the risk-adjusted price growth
with one lag, and a projection facility in the expectation error term then the
optimal updating rule®

B 1 C—1\ TP
ﬁz—W<ﬁt1+a <<Ct—2) E— tl)) (3.13)

Hence, equations (3.10), (3.12) and (3.13) characterize the equilibrium in this

model economy.

3.3 MSM estimation and Results

In this section I estimate the model parameters following the method of simulated
moments (MSM) approach as in AMN and I compare their results with the
produced by the model that is analyzed here. Differently AMN, there is a new

8These two assumptions are again taken from AMN. The first prevents simultaneity of price
and forecast determination. The projection facility, w(.) guarantees that the expectation f; never
exceeds the upper-bound BY, and it takes the form

@ X for x < B-
w(x) = gL
ﬁL-i-ﬁ(ﬁU—ﬁL) forx <0

where BL € (a'7pe, BY).
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Model Statistics

. US data (Std. u flexible. o =1 fixed.

Statistic .. _
Dev.) (t-statistic). (t-statistic).
Prs,—1 —0.09  (0.01) —0.05 (-0.55) 0.78 (—12.09)
“Epp 11320 (15.15)  147.83 (-229)  104.68  (0.56)

OpD 52.98 (16.53) 0.82 (3.16) 59.79  (—0.41)
prp,—1 0.92 (0.02) 0.92 (—0.16) 0.94 (—1.10)
Ops 11.65 (2.88) 1.88 (3.39) 10.15 (0.52)
cg —0.0037  (0.00) —0.0015 (—1.09) —0.0059 (1.11)
R% 0.2647  (0.08) 0.0002 (3.23) 0.3573  (—1.13)
E,s 2.41 (0.45) 0.79 (3.61) 1.62 (1.76)
E. 0.18  (0.23) 0.49 (—1.33) 0.66 (—2.05)
OAD/D 298  (0.84) 1.87 (1.32) 332 (=041
Exp/p 0.35 (0.19) 0.11 (1.28) 0.14 (1.10)
Parameter Q 0.0302 1.0000
Estimates

. o 0.9972 0.9972
Calibrated 1/6 0.0073 0.0073

TABLE 3.2. Estimation with y =5, and cg not included.

parameter that has to be estimated, the proportion of learners in the economy p.
For simplicity, I calibrate  and « to be its estimated value in AMN for each
of the estimation procedures. Likewise, I let ¥ =5, the lowest value for the
relative risk aversion found there’. In general, the parameter vector I estimate is
60 = (Eap/p>Oap/p>M).

The estimation is done by minimizing the overall distance between the sample
statistics and the statistics computed in the simulations. That is, minimizing the
objective function

[Sv—5(0)]"E5x [Sn —5(0)] (3.14)
where Sy is the v X 1 vector containing the v statistics computed from the data,
S(0) is the statistics vector function computed from the simulations that depend
on the parameter vector 6, and is_ 11\, is the weighting matrix (the inverse of an
estimate of the variance-covariance matrix of the statistics S ~) 10, 1 take all the
individual standard deviations of the statistics from this chapter, except for p,s _1,
and approximate 2571\] utilizing the individual variances of the statistics in the

There is a long discussion in the literature about this issue. As it was firstly claimed in Mehra
and Prescott (1985) Consumption-Based models are not able to reproduce equity premium for
a microfounded value of this parameter. Attempts to find solution have been introduced, for
example, by Campbell and Cochrane (1999).

1"More on the technical discussion as well as a description of the method can be found in the
appendix 7.6 of Adam, Marcet, and Nicolini (2016)
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Model Statistics

. US data (Std. u flexible. u =1 fixed.

Statistic . -
Dev.) (t-statistic). (t-statistic).
Prs,—1 —-0.09  (0.01) 0.82 (—12.67) 0.79 (—12.09)
“Epp 11320 (@15.15 12027 (=0.47) 110.04  (0.21)

OpD 5298 (16.53) 61.69  (—0.53) 64.54  (—0.70)
PPD,—1 0.92  (0.02) 095 (—1.35) 0.94  (—1.04)
Ops 11.65  (2.88) 8.69 (1.03) 10.98 (0.23)
e —0.0037  (0.00) —0.0059 (1.07) —0.0061 1.17)
R% 0.2647 (0.08) 0.4743 (—2.56) 0.3844 (—1.46)
Eyx 241 (0.45) 1.32 (2.42) 1.58 (1.85)
Es 0.18  (0.23) 049  (—1.33) 047 (—1.23)
OAD/D 2.98  (0.84) 1.87 (1.32) 331  (—0.39)
Exp/p 035  (0.19) 0.10 (1.33) 0.10 (1.32)
Ezifnr?;fsr 0 0.9394 1.0000

. o 0.9972 0.9972
Calibrated 1/ 0.0073 0.0073

TABLE 3.3. Estimation with y =5, and cg and p, 1 not included.

main diagonal, which are computed using the individual Newey-West estimator.
In this approach, 2511\[ is no longer the optimal weighting matrix, however, it is
enough to minimize the t-statistic value of the statistics estimates.

Table 3.2 presents the estimation results when all the statistics presented but
cg are included in the objective function. Last three rows include the parameter
estimate of the fraction of learners in the economy, fi, the calibrated &, and
calibrated Kalman gain, 1/¢&. The second and third columns include the data
statistics and their estimated standard deviations. Fourth and fifth columns
presents the model statistics when cg is not incorporated in the objective function.
Here the estimate for the fraction of learners is 0.0302 that is very close to the
fully rational expectations model. One can see that the model is able to match
stock returns persistence but at the same time fails to generate enough volatility
to replicate the PD variance and stock return variance. Also, the equity premium
is not matched as explained by AMN because of the low value of y. Finally,
long-run predictability of the excess return is not matched either.

In last two columns I estimate the model parameters excluding pt. In partic-
ular, I set 4 = 1 so that the model is as in AMN with all agents endowed with
learning expectations. In this procedure, the model is able to reproduce very
well all the statistics, except equity risk premium and stock returns persistence.

Comparing these results with the ones where u is a parameter estimate shows
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there is a trade-off between stock returns persistence, which increases with p,
and predictability of excess return in the long run, and volatilities of stock returns
and PD ratio. When u is flexible the model estimates points towards close the
rational expectations model because of the weight of the stock return persistence.
In that way, the model replicates low stock returns persistence but diminishes the
volatility of stock return and PD ratio together with the long run predictability of
excess return.

Table 3.3 investigates whether above results are consistent with the ones
in AMN. For that aim, I exclude stock returns persistence from the objective
function. Second and third column present results when u is estimated. The
exclusion of the stock return persistence statistic makes the estimation of the
parameter [l very close to one and hence, the model is back to a completely
based learning environment. This is consistent with the estimates of AMN, when
you do not want to match stock returns persistence the best model is one close to
learning environment. In this case, statistics in the data are matched by those of
the model except stock return persistence, the equity premium, and the predictive
power of PD ratio over the long run excess return. Whereas the first is explained
because it was not included in the objective function, and the second is explained
by the low value of 7y a discussed above, the third is different from the the findings
of AMN and might come from the differences in u.

Last two columns show results when u is fixed to 1 . In this case, I replicate
the results of AMN!!. The model matches all the statistics, except for equity
premium. Comparing with the results when u is estimated, this shows the
differences in predictability of long run stock return are due to the distance from
the fully learning model.

In summary, I find a trade-off between long-run predictability of excess re-
turns and the volatilities of PD ratio and stock returns with short-run predictability
of excess returns. In that trade-off the proportion of learners u is the key pa-
rameter. As u approaches 1, that is, the model populated with only learning
expectations agents, the model is able to get the data estimates on long-run pre-
dictability of excess returns and the volatilities of PD ratio and stock returns but
fails to match short-run predictability of excess returns. On the contrary, when

approaches 1, that is, the model populated with only rational expectations agents,

"Notice estimation is done through a grid for all the combination of parameters. This explains
any quantitative difference with the results in AMN. The results presented here represent an
upper bound the minimization of the distance of the model statistics with the empirical ones.
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the model is able to match the data estimates on short-run predictability of excess
returns but fails to get long-run predictability of excess returns and the volatilities
of PD ratio and stock returns.

3.4 Conclusions

I deviate to a small extent from the learning agents model developed in Adam,
Marcet, and Nicolini (2016) (AMN) to include learners and rational agents.
Financial markets are operated by heterogeneous agents. That might be important
to understand asset pricing behavior. This chapter tries to analyze whether a
model economy with rational expectations agents and learning expectations
agents is able to beat a model with only rational agents or learning agents.
Learning agents optimally update their expectation for the risk-adjusted stock
price growth given the observations available and their subjective belief and
behaves rationally according to that.

I use the method of simulated moments to estimate the model as in AMN
using the same statistics but including the stock returns persistence. The model
does not reproduce the facts as well as it is done in that study. It suggests that
the introduction of stock returns persistence creates a trade-off between itself
and volatility in the model where the proportion of learners is key and its esti-
mation is lower than the required to generate the volatility of stock return and
price-dividend ratio. Also, it suggests the increase of proportion of learners in the
economy generates more volatility but the needed to generate stock returns per-
sistence and volatility could be lower than in an economy completely populated
by learning agents.

Future research must be devoted to improve the way heterogeneous agents
are introduced. The introduction of rational expectations agents and learning
expectations separately, instead of assuming a representative agent whose expec-
tations is the weighted sum of expectations of learning and rational expectations
agents, could generate a more interesting dynamics and might change results.

This chapter has studied up to which point heterogeneous expectations is an
avenue to improve the capacity of consumption-based models to achieve asset
pricing facts. It is confirmed that the heterogeneity in financial markets matters

in this framework.
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Appendix

Appendix 3.A Derivation of equation (3.12)

For simplicity, define &; = %, then from (3.11)

h=5% <61Et [(efﬂ)_ygzdﬂ} D+ (1-p)E [(ezcﬂ)_yPtHD

= ErapeDy + (1 - p)E,

X Ey [(gf+1)_73[+1 (aPeEz+1 [aethDt] + (1= p)En |:(8tc+2)_ypt+2]):|
ErapeD; + (1 —p)E,
X E [Et—i-lazp&‘ (5f+1)_ygfl+1Dt] +(1—u)E [El—i-lEt-i-l [(gf+2)_ypt+2ﬂ
ErapeDi(1+ (1 — p)(Eape)

- WEPE (1) T |(62) B

where the second equality follows from the law of iterated expectations and the
third equality follows from the fact that rational agents are not concerned about

the expectation updating of the learning agents. By recursive substitutions,

%)

P =ZapeDy; Y ((1—p)Eape)’
Jj=0

where notice that here I have used the fact that (1 — )

Sa= v .
T_oup, < 1. But notice

that this is true given the upper-bound applied for 3,

1—(1—u)éa'7pe
<Bt= <
Bl B 6‘“
1-(1-p)éa""pe _1-(1—-p)da”?
ou - ou
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—(1-p)8a"Tp, .
1-(1 lg)f“ VPE, it
follows that (1 — u)E;ape < 1 and therefore, when substituting Z;, the stock

provided that p > 1 and a > 1. Moreover, since f; < T =

price equation can be expressed by

Sa' " Tp,
= —D;
1—6up—6(1—p)a'~"pe
which is the equation (3.12).

P
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