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1 Introduction

The process of financial globalization has led to an unprecedented increase in the size and
complexity of gross financial positions and gross financial flows among countries. Lane
and Milesi-Ferretti (2005) argue that this increase in cross-border asset holdings may
have significant implications for understanding the international transmission mechanism,
the resolution of external imbalances, and the effects of macroeconomic policy.! Until
quite recently however, most open economy macroeconomic models have not included the
analysis of the composition of gross country portfolios and gross capital flows, focusing
instead on net foreign assets as a measure of a country’s external position and the current
account as a measure of financial flows. Probably the main reason for this neglect has
been the technical difficulties faced in deriving optimal portfolio positions for general
equilibrium models with incomplete markets, while at the same time retaining enough
tractability to explore the responses to macroeconomic shocks and the effects of economic
policy.?

This paper presents a general approximation method for characterizing time-varying
equilibrium portfolios in a two-country dynamic general equilibrium model. The method
can be easily adapted to most dynamic general equilibrium models, it applies to environ-
ments in which markets are complete or incomplete, and it can be used for models of any
dimension. Moreover, the approximation provides simple, easily interpretable closed form
solutions for the dynamics of equilibrium portfolios.

The approach presented in this paper follows the fundamental contribution of Samuel-
son (1970) in recognizing that successively higher-order aspects of portfolio behaviour
may be captured by a higher degree of approximation of an investors objective func-
tion. We modify and adapt this approach to a dynamic stochastic general equilibrium
(DSGE) environment, and derive simple formulae for equilibrium asset holdings which
can be applied to any DSGE model that can be solved by standard first or second or-

der approximation methods. Building on Devereux and Sutherland (2009), which shows

!See also Lane and Milesi-Ferretti (2001) and the subsequent work of Ghironi et al. (2005), Gourinchas

and Rey (2007), and Tille (2003, 2004).
?Engel and Matsumoto (2008) and Kollmann (2006) show how portfolio allocation problems can be

analysed in open economy models with complete international financial markets. While this provides a
valuable starting point for analysis, it is not a fully satisfactory approach, given the extensive evidence

of incompleteness in international financial markets



how to obtain the zero-order (or steady state) portfolio holdings, we obtain expressions
which fully characterize the way in which portfolio holdings evolve over time at the first
order. For simple models, optimal portfolios may be derived analytically. For more com-
plex models, the paper provides a simple, one step, computationally efficient approach to
generating numerical results.?

The approach to characterizing portfolio dynamics here is based on Taylor-series ap-
proximation of a model’s equilibrium conditions. The standard log-linear approximation
procedures used in macroeconomics can not be directly applied to portfolio problems.
This is for two reasons. First, the equilibrium portfolio is not determined by a first order
approximation of a DSGE model. Second, the equilibrium portfolio is indeterminate in
a non-stochastic steady state, a fact which appears to rule out the most natural choice
of approximation point.* The first problem can be overcome by considering higher-order
approximations of the portfolio problem. The second problem can be overcome by treat-
ing the value of portfolio holdings at the approximation point as an unknown, to be
determined endogenously as part of the solution. The procedure described in Devereux
and Sutherland (2009) solves for portfolio holdings at the approximation point by look-
ing at the first-order optimality conditions of the portfolio problem in the (stochastic)

neighbourhood of the non-stochastic steady state.”

3In the existing literature, a number of alternative approaches have been developed for analysing
incomplete-markets models. Judd et al (2002) and Evans and Hnatkovska (2005) present numerical algo-
rithms for solving dynamic portfolio problems in general equilibrium. These methods are, however, very
complex compared to our approach and represent a significant departure from standard DSGE solution
methods. Devereux and Saito (2007) use a continuous time framework which allows some analytical

solutions to be derived in a restricted class of models.
41t is important to understand that these are two distinct problems. The first problem arises in the

approximated form of the model with stochastic shocks, while the second arises in the non-approximated
form of the model without stochastic shocks. In both cases the portfolio is indeterminate because all
assets are identical. This arises in a first-order approximation because certainty equivalence holds. And

it arises in the non-stochastic steady state because of the absence of stochastic shocks.
®Judd (1998) and Judd and Guu (2001) show how the problem of portfolio indeterminacy in the non-

stochastic steady state can be overcome by using a Bifurcation theorem in conjunction with the Implicit
Function Theorem. The solution approach presented here relies on first and second-order approximations
of the model, rather than the Implicit Function and Bifurcation Theorems, but the steady-state gross
portfolio holdings derived using our technique correspond to the approximation point derived by the Judd
and Guu method.



In general, a second-order approximation of the portfolio problem is sufficient to cap-
ture the different risk characteristics of assets. It is therefore sufficient to tie down a
solution for steady-state portfolio holdings. However, in order to solve for the dynamic
behaviour of asset holdings around the steady state portfolio, it is necessary to know how
variations in state variables affect the risk characteristics of assets. This, in turn, requires
consideration of a third-order approximation of the portfolio problem. A third-order ap-
proximation captures the first-order effect of state variables on second moments and thus
makes it possible to understand how portfolios should be adjusted as state variables evolve.
We show that a third-order approximation of the portfolio optimality conditions (used
in combination with first and second-order approximations of the non-portfolio parts of
the model) can be solved to yield an analytical formula which captures the dynamics of
optimal country portfolios. We show that, even in its general form, this formula provides
valuable insights into the fundamental factors that determine portfolio dynamics.

The general principles underlying the derivation of approximate solutions to portfolio
problems were stated by Samuelson (1970). Using a static model of a portfolio problem for
a single agent and exogenous returns, he showed that, in general, to derive the solution for
portfolio holdings up to nth order accuracy, one has to approximate the portfolio problem
up to order n + 2. It is easy to see that our solution procedure follows this general
principle. Our solution for the steady-state (or zero-order accurate) portfolio is derived
using a second-order approximation of the portfolio optimality conditions, and our solution
for the first-order accurate portfolio is derived using a third-order approximation of the
portfolio optimality conditions. An important innovation of our procedure, relative to
the principle established by Samuelson, is that, to derive nth-order accurate solutions for
portfolios, only the portfolio optimality conditions need be approximated up to order n+2.
The other optimality and equilibrium conditions of the model need only be approximated
up to order n + 1. This leads to a considerable simplification of the solution procedure.

In a recent paper, Tille and van Wincoop (2007) use this same general set of principles
to solve for the steady-state and first-order behaviour of country portfolios in an open
economy model. The Tille and van Wincoop approach is identical to ours to the extent
that, for any given model, the methods are based on solving the same set of equations.
While we focus on an analytical approach, Tille and van Wincoop (2006) describe an

iterative numerical algorithm which can be used to solve for the coefficients of the Taylor-



series approximation for portfolio behaviour. It is straightforward to show that, for any
given model, the steady-state and dynamic portfolio behaviour generated using the Tille
and van Wincoop approach is identical to the analytical solution supplied by our approach.

An advantage of the analytical approach is that it provides a formula which can be
applied to a wide range of models. In many cases this formula may yield closed-form ana-
lytical solutions for equilibrium portfolios. Such solutions can provide important insights
and intuitions which are not available from numerical solutions. In addition, the formula
can be used to generate numerical results for more complex models without the need for
iterative algorithms. Finally, by employing the formula for portfolio holdings derived be-
low, the user does not actually have to undertake higher order approximations. That is,
the solution for the zero order portfolio solution requires only a first order approximation
of the model, and the first order solution requires only a second order approximation of
the model.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section 2 describes the structure of a basic two-country
two-asset model. Section 3 briefly reviews the Devereux and Sutherland (2009) derivation
of the steady-state portfolio for this model. Section 4 describes the solution for the first-
order dynamic behaviour of portfolio holdings around this steady state. Section 5 applies
the method to a simple endowment economy with trade in nominal bonds. Section 6

concludes the paper.

2 A Two-Asset Open-Economy Model

The solution procedure is developed in the context of a simple two-country dynamic
general equilibrium model. To make the steps as transparent as possible, the model here
is restricted to a case where only two assets are internationally traded. In addition, we
assume that agents in each country consume an identical composite consumption good, so
that purchasing power parity holds. Generalising the analysis to the case of many assets
and non-PPP cases is straightforward.® In order to develop the solution procedure, it
is not necessary to set out the details of the whole model. Only the features necessary

for portfolio choice need to be directly included. Other aspects of the model, such as

SDevereux and Sutherland (2009) develop the procedure for solving for the steady state portfolio in a

much more general environment.



the production structure and labour supply, can be neglected since they are not directly
relevant for deriving the expressions for steady-state or first-order properties of portfolios.

It is assumed that the world consists of two countries, which will be referred to as the
home country and the foreign country. The home country is assumed to produce a good
(or a bundle of goods) with aggregate quantity denoted Yy (which can be endogenous)
and aggregate price Py. Similarly the foreign country produces quantity Yz of a foreign
good (or bundle of goods) at price Pj.. In what follows foreign currency prices are denoted
with an asterisk.

Agents in the home country have a utility function of the form
Uy =E Y 0:u(C,) (1)
T=t

where C' is consumption and u(C) = (C*7*)/(1 — p). 6, is the discount factor, which is

determined as follows
07+1 = ‘976<CA7’)7 00 =1
where C4 is aggregate home consumption and 0 < 5(C4) < 1, 5'(Ca) < 0. If 5(Ca)

is a constant (i.e. [('(C4) = 0) then the discount factor is exogenous. In this case,
if international financial markets are incomplete, there is a unit root in the first-order
approximated model. Although our solution approach works perfectly well in this case,
there may be occasions where it is useful to eliminate the unit root. This can be achieved
by allowing 3'(C4) < 0. Endogenising the discount factor in this way has no impact on
the applicability of our solution approach. The function v(.) captures those parts of the
preference function which are not relevant for the portfolio problem.” The consumer price
index for home agents is denoted P.

It is assumed that there are two assets and a vector of two gross returns (for holdings

of assets from period t — 1 to t) given by

,_
Ty = [ Tt T2t ]

Asset payoffs and asset prices are measured in terms of the aggregate consumption good

(i.e. in units of C'). Returns are defined to be the sum of the payoff of the asset and

"For convenience we adopt the CRRA functional form for u(C) and assume that utility is addi-
tively separable in «(C) and v(.). Generalising our approach to deal with alternative functional forms is

straightforward.



capital gains divided by the asset price. It is assumed that the vector of available assets
is exogenous and predefined.

The budget constraint for home agents is given by
Wi = ai-17m14 + o124 + Yy — Gy (2)

where ;-1 and g1 are the real holdings of the two assets purchased at the end of

period ¢ — 1 and brought into period t. It follows that
oo F oo = Wiy (3)

where W;_; is net wealth at the end of period ¢ — 1.8 In (2) Y is the total disposable
income of home agents expressed in terms of the consumption good. Thus, Y may be
given by Yy Py /P + T where T is a fiscal transfer (or tax if negative).

The budget constraint can be re-written as
Wi =a14-115 + 1o Wii1 + Y, — G (4)

where

Tet =T14 — T2y

Here asset 2 is used as a numeraire and r,; measures the "excess return" on asset 1.

At the end of each period agents select a portfolio of assets to hold into the following
period. Thus, for instance, at the end of period ¢ home agents select a;; to hold into
period ¢+ 1. The first-order condition for the choice of a4 ; can be written in the following

form
E, [U/(Ctﬂ)ﬁ,tﬂ] =Lk [U/<Ct+1)7’2,t+1] (5)

Foreign agents face a similar portfolio allocation problem with a budget constraint
given by
Wi =aj, qres +ro:Woy +Y," = Cf (6)

8We interpret W, as the home country’s net wealth, which represents its total net claims on the foreign
country. Assets in this set-up are defined to be in zero net supply. Hence any income on durable assets,
such as the income on (home) capital, is included as part of income, Y;. Claims to capital may be
traded indirectly however, since the asset menu can include a security with the identical rate of return
to the home capital stock. Our method for deriving portfolio dynamics works equally in the alternative
approach, where wealth is defined in gross terms and some assets are in positive net supply. The present

approach makes our derivations easier however.



Foreign agents are assumed to have preferences similar to (?7?) so the first-order condition

for foreign-country agents’ choice of af, is

By [W/(Cty)rigs] = By [u/(Cliy)rass] (7)

To simplify notation, in what follows we will drop the subscript from oy, and simply
refer to oy. It should be understood, therefore, that a1 = oy and agy = Wy — oy

In any given DSGE model, there will be a set of first-order conditions relating to in-
tertemporal choice of consumption and labour supply for the home and foreign consumers
and a set of first-order conditions for profit maximisation and factor demands for home
and foreign producers. Taken as a whole, and combined with an appropriate set of equi-
librium conditions for goods and factor markets, this full set of equations will define the
general equilibrium of the model. As already explained, the details of these non-portfolio
parts of the model are not necessary for the exposition of the solution method, so they
are not shown explicitly at this stage. In what follows these omitted equations are simply
referred to as the "non-portfolio equations" or the "non-portfolio equilibrium conditions"
of the model.

The non-portfolio equations of the model will normally include some exogenous forcing
variables. In the typical macroeconomic model these take the form of AR(1) processes
which are driven by zero-mean innovations. In what follows, the matrix of second moments
of the innovations is denoted X. As is the usual practice in the macroeconomic literature,
the innovations are assumed to be i.i.d. Therefore, ¥ is assumed to be non-time-varying.
We further assume (although this is not necessary for our solution method to work) that
all third moments of the vector of innovations are zero.

It is convenient, for the purposes of taking approximations, to assume that the innova-
tions are symmetrically distributed in the interval [—e, €]. This ensures that any residual
in an equation approximated up to order n can be captured by a term denoted O (¢"*1).

The solution procedure is based on a Taylor-series approximation of the model. The
approximation is based around a point where the vector of non-portfolio variables is
given by X and portfolio holdings are given by @. In what follows a bar over a variable
indicates its value at the approximation point and a hat indicates the log-deviation from

the approximation point (except in the case of &, W and Tz, which are defined below).



3 Steady-State Portfolios

This section briefly reviews our approach to solving for the steady-state portfolio, @.” As
already explained, a second-order approximation of the portfolio problem is sufficient to
capture the different risk characteristics of assets and is therefore sufficient to tie down a
solution for a. The solution for & is defined to be the one which ensures that the second-
order approximations of the portfolio optimality conditions (5) and (7) are satisfied within
a neighbourhood of X and @. We use the symmetric non-stochastic steady state of the
model as the approximation point for non-portfolio variables. Thus W = 0, Y = C
and 7, = 7, = 1/3. Note that this implies 7, = 0. Since W = 0, it also follows that
Qo = —Q1 = —Q.

Taking a second-order approximation of the home-country portfolio first-order condi-

tions yields
. 1. . A
Et |:Tx,t+1 + §(T%7t+1 - T;,H»l) - pCt+1Tx,t+1:| =0 (63) (8)

where 7,441 = T1441 — T2441. Applying a similar procedure to the foreign first-order

conditions yields
~ 1 A~ N koA
E, [r;v,t—&-l + i(rit-i-l - Tg,tﬂ) - P0t+17”w,t+1] =0 (63) (9)

The home and foreign optimality conditions, (8) and (9), can be combined to show

that, in equilibrium, the following equations must hold
E[(Coar = G| =040 (&) (10)

and
R 1 . R 1 N S\
EPei1] = —§E (73 i1 — Paapa] + P§Et [(Ctﬂ + Ct-i—l)rx,t-ﬁ-l} +0 (%) (11)

These two equations express the portfolio optimality conditions in a form which is partic-
ularly convenient for deriving equilibrium portfolio holdings and excess returns. Equation
(10) provides a set of equations which must be satisfied by equilibrium portfolio holdings.
And equation (11) shows the corresponding set of equilibrium expected excess returns.
In order to evaluate the left hand side of equation (10) it is sufficient to derive ex-

pressions for the first-order behaviour of consumption and excess returns. This requires a

9 A more comprehensive coverage is contained in Devereux and Sutherland (2009).



first-order accurate solution for the non-portfolio parts of the model. Portfolio decisions
affect the first-order solution of the non-portfolio parts of the model in a particularly sim-
ple way. This is for three reasons. First, portfolio decisions only enter the non-portfolio

parts of the model via budget constraints.'’

Second, the only aspect of the portfolio
decision that enters a first-order approximation of the budget constraints is &, the steady-
state portfolio. And third, to a first-order approximation, the portfolio excess return is a
zero mean i.i.d. random variable.

The fact that only the steady-state portfolio enters the first-order model can be illus-
trated by considering a first-order approximation of the home budget constraint.'! For
period ¢ 4 1 this is given by
o

BYWH +0 (€% (12)

Wi = %V% + Y1 — Cra +
where W, = (W, —W)/C. Notice that the deviation of a from its steady-state value does
not enter this equation because excess returns are zero in the steady state, i.e. 7, = 0.

The fact that the portfolio excess return, &7, 41, is a zero-mean i.i.d. random vari-
able follows from equation (11). This shows that the equilibrium expected excess return
contains only second-order terms. So, up to a first order approximation, E [ ;1] is zero.

These properties can now be used to derive a solution for a. In what follows, it proves
convenient to define & = a/(8Y) and to describe the solution procedure in terms of the
solution for &. The corresponding solution for & is simply given by a = a3Y.

To derive a solution for & it is useful initially to treat the realised excess return on the
portfolio as an exogenous independent mean-zero i.i.d. random variable denoted &,. Thus,
in (12), replace %f*x,tﬂ by &,. We can then incorporate (12) with %,fx,tﬂ replaced by
&,, into the linear approximation to the rest of the non-portfolio equations of the model.
As in any standard dynamic rational expectations model, we may summarise the entire

first-order approximation (of the non-portfolio equations) as follows

St+1 St

Ay
E, [Ct+1]

= A, + Az + BE + O (€2) (13)

Ct

10Tn fact, this property is not critical for the implementation of our solution method. It is straightfor-
ward to generalise our method to handle cases where portfolio decisions affect equations other than the

budget constraint.
"From Walras’s law it follows that it is only necessary to consider one budget constraint.



xy = Nxyq + &

where s is a vector of predetermined variables (including W), c is a vector of jump variables
(including C , C*, and ), T is a vector of exogenous forcing processes, ¢ is a vector of i.i.d.
shocks, and B is a column vector with unity in the row corresponding to the equation for
the evolution of net wealth (12) and zero in all other rows.'? The state-space solution to
(13) can be derived using any standard solution method for linear rational expectations
models and can be written as follows

Sep1 = Fiwy + Fysy + F3€, + O (€2)

¢y = Piay + Pas; + P&, + O (€2)

This form of the solution shows explicitly, via the F3 and P; matrices, how the first-order

(14)

accurate behaviour of all the model’s variables depend on exogenous i.i.d. innovations to
net wealth.

By extracting the appropriate rows from (14) it is possible to write the following
expression for the first-order accurate relationship between excess returns, 7, 41, and ;41
and &,

Foerr = [Riléin + [Relifern] + O (¢°) (15)
where the matrices R; and R, are formed from the appropriate rows of (14).'* Similarly

extracting the appropriate rows from (14) yields the following expression for the first-order
behaviour of (C‘tﬂ - C’f+1>

(@H — CA?H) = [D1)€, 41 + [Dalilesa]’ + [Dslilze1]® + O (€2) (16)

where z; , = [ x; sy, | is a vector formed from the exogenous driving processes and the
endogenous state variables. Expressions (15) and (16) are written using tensor notation
(in the form described, for instance, by Juilliard (2003)).!* This notation will prove

particularly useful in the next section, where higher-order approximations are considered.

12When writing a model in the form of (13) we are following the convention that s; contains the value
of the s variables prior to the realisation of €;, while ¢; and z; contain the values of the ¢ and x variables

after the realisation of &;.
13Note that, because 7, ;.1 is a zero-mean i.i.d. variable up to first-order accuracy, (15) does not

depend on the vector of state variables.
M4For instance, a subscript or superscript i refers to the ith element of vector. When a letter appears

in a term, first as a subscript on one vector, and then as a superscript on another vector, it denotes the
sum of the products of the respective terms in the two vectors. Thus [A];[B]* denotes the inner product
of vectors A and B.

10



Now recognise that the term &, ; represents the home country’s return on its portfolio,

which depends on asset holdings and excess returns, i.e.

§ip1 = Oyt

Substituting into (15) and (16), we get

Fosi1 = [Rolileera]” + O (€%) (17)
(ét+1 - éfﬂ) = [Dalilecn]’ + [Dslelzea]* + O (%) (18)
where .
[Ro)i = W[Rz]i (19)
Dal = (sl + [0 20

Equations (17) and (18) now show how, for any given value of &, consumption and excess
returns depend on the vector of exogenous innovations, . Therefore, these expressions
can be used to evaluate the left-hand side of (10) and thus to derive an expression for a.

Note that, as shown in Devereux and Sutherland (2009), the second-order approxima-
tion of the portfolio problem is time invariant. Thus the time subscripts can be dropped
n (10). Substituting (17) and (18) into (10) implies'?

[Deli[Ro); [Z] =0 (21)

Finally substituting for [Dy); and [Ry]; using (19) and (20) and solving for & yields

[Da)i[ Ral; [ _
([R)[Da)i[Ral; — [D1][Rali[ Raly) [B]™

a =

+0(e) (22)

This is the tensor-notation equivalent of the expression for & derived in Devereux and
Sutherland (2006).

Here the tensor notation [Dy];[Rz]; [%]*/ denotes the sum across all i and j of the product of the ith

element of Dy, the jth element of Ry and the (i,4)th element of 3.

11



4 First-Order Time-Variation in Portfolios

The portfolio solution given in (22) is non time-varying. This is because time variation
in the true portfolio, a;, has no affect on the properties of consumption, excess returns,
or any other variable in the vector [s ¢], when evaluated up to first-order accuracy. But
because we are modelling a dynamic environment where the portfolio choice decision is
not identical in every period, the true portfolio will in general vary across periods. Thus,
oy will in general vary around &. In order to solve for the behaviour of asset holdings
around & it is necessary to know how the risk characteristics of assets are affected by
the predictable evolution of state variables such as wealth, or persistent movements in
output. To capture these effects, it is necessary to determine how these state variables
affect the second moments that govern the optimal portfolio choice. This in turn requires
consideration of a third-order approximation of the portfolio problem. A third-order
approximation of the portfolio problem captures the effect of state variables on second
moments and thus makes it possible to understand how portfolios should be adjusted as
state variables evolve.

Taking a third-order approximation of the home and foreign country portfolio first-

order conditions yields

[ P L — PR ) L, — 7
B "o t+A 2 1é+}2 A2,t+1) £6A 1,t+A12 2,t+A12) —0+0 (64) (23)
i —pCi1Tp 41 + D) CiiTais1 — 20t+1<7’1,t+1 - 7”2,t+1> ]
A 122 52 123 -3
B Tzt+1 T §(T1,t+1 - 7"2,t+1) + E(Tl,t+1 - T2,t+1) — 0410 (64) (24)

A 2 A A
_ * 2 P~ Y2 o _ Pk ~2 _ 2
i PO Te i1 + 5O Te 1 QCt—l—l(Tl,t—l—l 7”2,t+1) i

Combining these two conditions implies that portfolio holdings must ensure that the

following holds

~ ~

A A . 2 A
—p(Ciy1 — C;+1)Tx,t+1 + %(Ctzﬂ - Cﬁl)rm,tﬂ

E, R R
_§<Ot+1 - C:—&-l)(rit—l-l - Tg,t—l—l)

=0+ 0 (¢*) (25)

while expected returns are given by

_%(f%,t—f—l - f%,u—l) - %(ﬁ’,t-ﬂ - TAg,t-H)
N A A . 2, A A .
Ei[Pop] = B | +5(Copa 4+ Cf))fensr — G (CHy + O ) Pann | +0O (64) (26)

+2(Cry1 + C:+1)(72%,t+1 - f’g,tﬂ)

12



These are the third-order equivalents of (10) and (11).

Notice that (25) contains only second and third-order terms. Thus it is possible to
evaluate the left-hand side of (25) using first and second-order accurate solutions for
consumption and excess returns from the rest of the model. Second-order accurate solu-
tions for the behaviour of consumption and excess returns can be obtained by solving a
second-order approximation of the non-portfolio parts of the model.

As in the first-order case, it is possible to show that portfolio decisions affect the
second-order solution of the non-portfolio parts of the model in a particularly simple way.
In particular, as before, portfolio decisions only enter the non-portfolio parts of the model
via budget constraints.'® Furthermore, the portfolio excess return (as it relates to the
time varying element of the portfolio) is a zero mean i.i.d. random variable.

To see this, first take a second-order approximation of the home budget constraint as

follows 7
. 1. . . B 1,
Wi = BWt + Y1 — Copr + g1 + §Yt+1
1 1., . o 1.
_QOEJ,-I + 505(7‘%,154-1 - T%,t—i—l) + 0Tz 41 —+ BVVtrQJHJ + O (63) (27)
where
= (o — ) = 2L
Oé —_— = a - = - —
oy 3Y

Here &, represents the (level) deviation in the portfolio holding from its steady state
value (adjusted by 517) Note that the value of & in this equation is given by (22) (i.e. the
steady-state portfolio calculated in the previous section), so it is not necessary to solve

again for &. Recall that, ay; = oy and that oy, + as = W, so
641,t =y (342,t = (1/5)Wt — Oy (28)

The objective in this section is to solve for the behaviour of &;. Movements in the opti-
mal portfolio are determined by time-variation in the economic environment. It therefore
follows that, up to a first-order approximation, movements in &; will be a linear function

of the state variables of the model. We thus postulate that &; has the following functional

16 Again, this particular property is not crucial for our procedure to work. It is simple to generalise our

method to handle cases where portfolio decisions enter other equations of the model.
17 As before, Walras’s law implies that we need only consider one budget constraint.
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form
& =V 201 = [Velzea]” (29)

where z;,; = [z; $11]."® Our objective is to solve for the vector of coefficients in this
expression, i.e. 7.

This postulated functional form for the determination of &; implies that, from the
point of view of period ¢, the value of z;,; is known and thus &; is known. In turn, this
implies that (as in the derivation of the steady-state portfolio) the realised excess return
on (the time-varying element of) the portfolio, ;7 ++1, in period t+1 is a zero-mean i.i.d.
random variable (up to second-order accuracy).!® Bearing this in mind, the solution for
~ can now be derived using a procedure which is very similar to the solution procedure
for the steady-state portfolio.

As in the previous section, initially assume that the realised excess return on the time-
varying part of the portfolio is an exogenous independent mean-zero i.i.d. random variable
denoted &,. The second-order approximation of the home country budget constraint in

period t can therefore be written in the form

. 1 . N A 1.
W, = BWt—l +Y = Cy+ oty + 55/;2
Sler i LaGr, — i) g+ S Wi+ O () (30)
92 t 9 1t 2 t ﬁ t—172;t €

where, again, the value of & in this equation is given by (22).* Now assume that the

entire second-order approximation of the non-portfolio equations of the model can be

18Given that &, represents portfolio decisions made at the end of period ¢ for holdings of assets into
period t + 1, it follows that &; will depend on the value of state variables observable at time ¢. In terms
of the notational convention we follow, the relevant vector is therefore [z; s¢11], i.e. the values of z and

s prior to the realisation of €44.
19To see why this is the case, note that we are approximating é;#, ¢41 in (27) only up to second-order

accuracy. Because é; is a first-order variable, 75 ;11 is also measured up to first order. We have already

shown that up to a first order, ©; ;41 is a mean zero i.i.d. variable.
20To clarify, equation (30) is formed by replacing é;—17, ¢ with &,.
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summarised in a matrix system of the form

L 5 = A ||+ A+ A+ A BA] + BEHO () (31)
E, [Ct+1] Cy
e =Nxi_1 + & (32)
T
A; = vech Sy [ Ty St G } (33)
Ct

where B is a column vector with unity in the row corresponding to the equation for the
evolution of net wealth (30) and zero in all other rows.?! This is the second-order analogue
of (13), which was used in the derivation of the solution for the steady-state portfolio.
However, note that in this case the coefficient matrices on the first-order terms differ from
(13) because (31) incorporates the effects of the steady-state portfolio. This is indicated
by the tildes over the matrices Ay, Ay, As, A4 and As.

The state-space solution to this set of equations can be derived using any second-
order solution method (see for instance Lombardo and Sutherland, 2005). By extracting
the appropriate rows and columns from the state-space solution it is possible to write

expressions for the second-order behaviour of (C' — C*) and #, in the following form??

(C—=C") = [Do]+ [Dié + [Dalile)’ + [Dalu([=]" + []")

+[Dalij[el' [l + [Dslialel [2]* + [Dgli [T [P + O () (34)

Fo = [Ro] + [Ri)é + [Raile] + [Ralu([2"]* + [=°]")
HRaligle] [l + [Rslralel [o]" + [Relig [/ [} + O (¢°) (35)

2INote that A, is a vectorised form of the matrix of cross products. The matrix of cross products
is symmetric, so (33) uses the vech(-) operator, which converts a matrix into a vector by stacking the
columns of its upper triangle. Note also that the form of equation (31) may not be general enough to
encompass all dynamic general equilibrium models. For instance, some models may contain terms in
the lagged value of A;. Such terms can easily be incorporated into (31) without affecting our solution

approach.
22The appendix discusses the steps necessary to derive these equations from a state-space solution

based on Lombardo and Sutherland (2005). To simplify the notation, we omit time subscripts in this

derivation.
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where time subscripts have been omitted to simplify notation and z/ and z* are, respec-
tively, the first and second-order parts of the solution for z. These expressions are the
second-order analogues of (15) and (16) (but note again that they incorporate the effects
of the steady-state portfolio).?® These expressions show how the second-order behaviour
of (é — é*) and 7, depend on the excess returns on the time-varying element of portfolios
(represented by £) and the state variables and exogenous i.i.d. innovations.

As we noted above, up to first-order accuracy, the expected excess return is zero and,
up to second-order accuracy, it is a constant with a value given by (11). This implies
that [R3].[2/]* = 0 and that the terms [Rs];[2°]" and [Rg]; ;[27][2/)7 are constants. It also
follows that

SO

o = B[] = [Raliy[S] + [Ra]€ + [Roli[e)’
+[Rai[e) [l + [Rsluale] 271 + O (¢) (36)
Now recognise that ¢ is endogenous and given by
TJ:

f]kA

This is a second-order term, so 7, can be replaced by the first-order parts of (36), that is,
by the term [R,];[e]’. This implies that

¢ = Mel2"1*7 = [Ralilele)' [=)* (37)

(C=C") = [Do] + [Dalile]" + [Dalu([=]" + [#°") + [Da]igle] [eV

+ (1Dl + DR ) [T + Dol VP +0 () (38)

Po = E[fa] = [Rali[S1 + [Rolile]’ + [Rali [e)' )
+ ([RS]kz + [Rﬂmz]zmk) ][] + O (€%) (39)

23Note that the matrices Ry and Dy in (34) and (35) will, in fact, be identical to the matrices defined
by equations (19) and (20) (which were derived in the process of solving for the steady state portfolio).
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These two expressions provide some of the components necessary to evaluate the left hand
side of (25). The following expressions for the first-order behaviour of home and foreign

consumption and the two asset returns are also required
C=[CLE + [T +0(8), O =[C3Ll) + [CYIW[= T + O (¢)  (40)

o= (Rl + [Relul)* + O (), 7o = [REJle) + [REk[=/)" + O () (41)

where it should be noted that [R}], = [R2]s. The coefficient matrices for these expression
can be formed by extracting the appropriate elements from the first-order parts of the
solution to (31).

Substituting (38), (39), (40) and (41) into (25) and deleting terms of order higher than
three yields

Dali[Ro; (2] + (E (2] — [Rali; [EW) [Ds]i[2'1" + [Rali j[Ds]i ] [27]*

lRalile) (111 + [Dals (1Rslhg + Ral[RDs 1) [S19]7]"
~ PRl (ICE;1CH s — [ ICH 0[S [ (42)

+
=5
)
-
/N
2
&
>
<
+
S

+%([R%]i[f?%]j — [RELIRS])[Ds]s[S] Y [2]F + [Dalil Rl (R[S [2]F = 0+ O (')

where use has been made of the fact that [Dy)] is a second-order term and that all third
moments of € are assumed to be zero.?!
The fact that solutions (34) and (35) are based on an approximation where the steady-

state portfolio is given by (22) by definition implies that
[Dali[ Ra];[2]" = 0 (43)

This implies that (42) is homogeneous in [zf]. Thus, the following equation must be

24The generalisation of the solution procedure to handle non-zero third moments is simply a matter of

allowing for a constant term in the expression for a.
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satisfied for all k

GEE [mj[zr’f) [Dgh + [Rals[Dalu[2)
+{Rols ([Daliy + D[Rl Dal, ([Raliy + [Ril[Re); bl ) (217
~pl R ([C4 ]J[cﬂ]k—[ FICE ST (44)
4o (RALIRY); — [BEJAZL) DS + (Dol ol (R[S
=0+0 (¢

Using (40) and (41) it is possible to write the following expression for expected excess

returns

B[] = 5 (IR, — (R, + plCfRel, + G LR (519 40 (€)  (45)

Substituting this into (44), using the fact that from (38) and (40), it must be that [D,] =
[C31) = [CF), [Ds] = [C4'] = [CF], and simplifying yields

+{Ra); (1Dsles + [Dl][Rz]j[v]k) [EW + [DQL- ([Rm,j + [RilRelbl) B9 (46)
HDoL[ R R[S =0+ O ()

which, by applying (43), simplifies to

[Rali ([D5]k,j + [Dl][éﬂjmk) (X% + [Dai[Rs]x 4[X]7 = 0+ O (¢%) (47)
which implies, for all %, that
([R2)i[Ds)i g [E]7 + [Dali[Rs]ig[E])

= b, O (e
) (D] ool o) () toL) (48)

which is our solution for v.? Equation (48) expresses the solution for 7 in terms of tensor

notation. It can equivalently be stated in the form of a matrix expression, as follows

v = —(DiRyXRY) "N (RyED;, + DyXR;) + O (e) (49)

25The error term in (48) is of order O (¢) . Thus the solution for 7 is of the same order of approximation as
the solution for & (the steady state portfolio). Note, however, that the solution for & will, nevertheless, be
of first-order accuracy because & depends on the (inner) product of v and z, where the latter is evaluated

up to first order accuracy.
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It should be emphasized that implementing this solution procedure requires only that
the user apply (48), which needs only information from the second-order approximation of
the model in order to construct the D and R matrices. So long as the model satisfies the
general properties described in section 2, the other details of the model, such as produc-
tion, labour supply, and price setting can be varied without affecting the implementation.
The derivations used to obtain (48) do not need to be repeated. In summary, the solution

for equilibrium ~ has three steps:

1. Solve the non-portfolio equations of the model in the form of (31) to yield a state-space

solution.
2. Extract the appropriate rows from this solution to form D, Rg, D,, Rs and Ds.

3. Calculate ~y using (48) or (49).

What is the intuition behind expression (48)7 When we evaluate the portfolio selection
equation up to a third order, we can no longer describe the optimal portfolio choice
as being determined by a constant covariance between (é’ — C’*) and 7,. Predictable
movements in state variables will lead to time-variation in this covariance, and this requires
changes in the optimal portfolio composition Take for instance the first term in the
numerator of (48), given by [Ry)i[Ds);[X]*/. Looking at (34), we see that [Ds] captures
the way in which movements in state variables affect the response of the consumption
difference to stochastic shocks. Since this leads to a predictable change in the covariance
between the (C'— C*) and 7, so long as [R,] is non-zero, a compensating adjustment
of the optimal portfolio is required. The other term in the numerator has a similar
interpretation; predictable movements in the state variables affect the response of 7, to
stochastic shocks at the second order, and so long as [D,] is non-zero, this changes the

covariance between (C’ — é*) and 7, and requires a change in the optimal portfolio.

5 Expected Excess Returns

Having derived an expression for 7, and thus an expression for &, it is now relatively

simple also to solve for the dynamics of expected excess returns, F [7,] using (26). Notice

19



that (26) can be written as follows

Ekf+;@ )+ L - *4—r+0() (50)

where time subscripts have been omitted and where
2(C + C*)fy — 2(C% + C2), ]

I'=F
o +8(C+ C7) (7 — 2)

(51)

In what follows we present a solution for I';.26. We postulate that I'; is a linear function

of the state variables, z, as follows
Ft = 60 + 5/Zt+1 (52)

Notice that third-order evaluation of I' requires first and second-order approximate ex-
pressions for 7, and C' + C*. The second-order solution for 7, is given in (39). The

second-order solution for C' 4+ C* can be written in the following form??

(C+C7) = [Gol + [Gu]é + [Galile]’ + [Galu([27]" + [°])
+H[Galigle) el + [Galralel' (21" + [Golos [V [P + O (¢F)  (53)
which, after substituting for £ using (37), becomes
(C+C7) = [Gol + [Galilel + [Galu([2]" + [1) + [Galigle)'[e)
+ (1Gslhs + (IR ) VT + [Galus 1Y + 0 (€) - (59)

For convenience we define

(G2 ki = [Gsli + [Ga][Rali[Y]i
[Reki = [Rs]iq + [Ra[Ra]i[V]i

After substitution from (39), (40), (41) and (54), equation (51) becomes
| (GolilRal;[B1 + [Rel)ia[ Gy (3] [] ]
HG ks [Rolj[519 [ + LGoli[Raly (2] (R3] [27]*
r=? Gl E [7] (55)
—22[CUICH i + 2(CE ) [CE ) [Ra) (5] [0 )F
+1[Galu[=1F (R RY); — [R3):[R3),)[8]
26Tt is straightforward to derive expressions for the terms (72 — #2) and (73 — 73) so, for the sake of

brevity, we focus on the term T.
27 Again, to simplify notation, we have omitted time subscripts.
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where use has been made of the fact that [Gy] is a second-order term and that all third

moments of € are assumed to be zero. Making use of (45) this can be simplified to

Gl (2] + (R (Gl (2] )
p | +HGEkilRl[Z]]F + [Gali[Ral (] [R3]e[=']"

r==2
2 +8[Gsli[Gali[Ro) [Z] e
[Ro]; (%) 1]

—2(2[C4K[C3: + 2[CE1K[CTT:)
This expression can be further simplied by noting that, in equilibrium, [Dy];[Re];[X]* = 0

(56)

and
2(C5e[C]; + 2[CH1e[CS s = [Dsle[Dali + [Gs]k[Gals
hence
r—" ) [G2]i[R2]j[2]l’j + [Rg]1[ Gl 2 ]Z"J [Z{]k (57)
2 | Gkl Rel; (2] [ ]F + [Gali[Ro); [S17 [ RYa[27]F
It thus follows that
5o = EIGaL R (2] (58)
1 = SIRAa[CaL I + S[GA il Ral (1 + S[R3 (59)

As before, it is not necessary to derive these expressions for each model. Having
obtained a solution for  via (49) it is simple to evaluate [R£] and [G£] and thus apply
(58) and (59) to obtain 0y and 0.

6 Example

The solution procedure is illustrated using a simple dynamic endowment model. This is

a one-good, two-country economy where the utility of home households is given by

—p

= E Z st — C (60)

where C' is consumption of the single good. 2 There is a similar utility function for foreign
households. The home and foreign endowments of the single good are auto-regressive

processes of the form

logV; = CylogYi1 +eyy, logY) =(ylogYy  +ey-y (61)

28In this example, we assume a constant time discount factor so as to allow for explicit algebraic

solutions for portfolios.
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where 0 < (y < 1 and ¢y and ey~ are i.i.d. shocks symmetrically distributed over the
interval [—e¢, €] with Varley] = Varley<] = 0%. Asset trade is restricted to home and

foreign nominal bonds. The budget constraint of home agents is given by
Wi =api-1rps +apei1mp + Y — Cy (62)

where W is net wealth, ap and ap- are holdings of home and foreign bonds and rp;
and rp-; are the real returns on bonds. Net wealth is the sum of bond holdings, i.e.

W, = ap+ + ap~;. Real returns on bonds are given by

P Py
tPtl TB*,t = RB*’t_;t*l (63)

Bt = RB,t

where P and P* are home and foreign currency prices for the single tradeable good and Rp
and Rp- are the nominal returns on bonds. The law of one price holds so P = SP* where
S is the nominal exchange rate (defined as the home currency price of foreign currency).
Consumer prices are assumed to be determined by simple quantity theory relations of

the following form
M, = PY,, M =PY/ (64)

where home and foreign money supplies, M and M*, are assumed to be exogenous auto-

regressive processes of the following form
log My = log My_1 + ey, log M =1log M | + en- (65)

where €); and e/« are i.i.d. shocks symmetrically distributed over the interval [—e, €] with
Varley| = Varley-] = o3,.

The first-order conditions for home and foreign consumption and bond holdings are
Cy " =BE [Clhirpesn], C " =BE [CL{rpi11] (66)
E; [Ot:-per,t-i-l] =L [Ot:-per*,t-&-l] . [C:-:{JTB,H-I] = Ly [C:-:{JTB*,H-J (67)
Finally, equilibrium consumption plans must satisfy the resource constraint
Ci+Cy =Y+Y (68)

To make the example easy, the shock processes are assumed to be independent from
each other. There are four sources of shocks in this model and only two independent

assets. Hence, assets markets are incomplete.
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6.1 Solution for steady-state bond holdings

Devereux and Sutherland (2006) show how the model can be written in a linearised form
suitable for derivation of the solution for the steady-state portfolio. Applying (22) yields
the following expression for bond holdings

2

~ . Oy
BT T T2, + o) (1 - Bly)

Home residents hold a gross negative position in home-currency bonds, because their

real return (inversely related to the home price level) is positively correlated with home

consumption.

6.2 Solution for first-order time-variation in bond holdings

Solving the model up to the second order, and applying the procedures described in

Section 3 above, we obtain the following expressions:

D1:[2(1—5)]
Br=[1 -1 -1 1], Dp=| 284755 28120 24 2
(000 0] [ A A —A A |
0000 A ~A —A A
Rs=|0000]|, Ds= 0 0 0 0
0000 0 0 0 0
000 0| | —A=8)/8 =5/ 0 =20-p)/8 |

where A = (8 — 1)ap and, for simplicity, we set p = 1. The vectors z; and ¢, are defined

as follows
N N N N R !
a=| Yo Y7, Mo M Wio |

/
&t = [ €yt Ey*t EMi EM*t }

The solution for &p; is

apg = 71?75 + 'VzYt* + 73Mt + '74Mt* + '75Wt/6 (69)
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where
1 1

71:7225543: V3 =74 =0, '7525

Note that, from (28), it follows that the solution for dp-«, is
Gt = —’Ylyt - ’72?: - ’73Mt - ’Y4Mt* +(1- 75)Wt/5 (70)

The intuition behind the time variation in portfolios in this example follows the logic
of the previous section. Predictable movements in home income make the consumption
difference (é — C’*) more sensitive to stochastic shocks to home or foreign income, when
evaluated up to a second order. This means that consumers in each country must increase
the degree to which nominal bonds hedge consumption risk. So, for instance, in response
to a predictable rise in home income, home consumption becomes more sensitive to home
output shocks, at the second order. As a result home consumers increase their short
position in home currency bonds. For the same reason, they increase their long position
in foreign bonds. A predictable rise in foreign income has the same effect.

In this example, movements in net wealth are distributed equally among home and
foreign currency bonds. Hence, as the home country’s wealth increases, beginning in the
symmetric steady state, it increases its holdings of both bonds, becoming less short in
home currency bonds, and more long in foreign currency bonds. Of course the foreign
country experiences exactly the opposite movement.

The expressions for &p; and dp«, given in (69) and (70) can be used to study the
dynamic response of bond holdings to shocks. Figure 1 shows the response of home-
country gross and net asset holdings to a persistent fall in home income .2° Figure 1
shows that the short-run impact of a persistent fall in Y is a large one-time increase
in home-country net wealth. This comes from an (unanticipated) capital gain on the
home portfolio, caused by a jump in P, given that home currency bonds are a liability

30 But since the home endowment is persistently lower, net wealth

for the home country.
subsequently falls and converges to a new (lower) steady state. The extent of the initial
rise and subsequent fall in net wealth depends on the scale of the initial portfolio positions

ap and ap-. As o3, falls relative to 0%, steady state gross asset and liability positions

29The figure is based on the following parameter values: 3 = 0.98, p = 1.0, ¢y = 0.9, and 0% = 0%,
Bond holdings are measured in terms of the deviation from steady-state value expressed as a percentage

of steady-state income.
30 An equivalent interpretation is that the home country gains from an exchange rate depreciation.
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are higher. With greater leverage, the initial rise in net wealth then becomes larger, and
the subsequent decline smaller, so that the response to a shock tends towards that under
complete markets.

The movement in gross asset and liability positions are illustrated by the other plots
in Figure 1, which show how the time path for net wealth is divided between holdings of
home and foreign bonds. The short run effect of the fall in Y is to cause a rise in the
holdings of the home bond which is roughly equal in magnitude to the fall in net wealth.
This can be understood by considering equation (69) which shows that the fall in Y and
the rise in W both imply that it is optimal for home agents to increase their holdings of
home bonds. On the other hand, the shock to income has a much smaller short-run effect
on home country holdings of the foreign bond because the fall in Y and the rise in W
have offsetting effects on & p+, as can be seen from (70). After the initial shock, as net
wealth gradually falls, the holdings of home bonds and foreign bonds both decline to new

lower levels.

7 Conclusion

This paper develops a simple analytical method for characterizing optimal equilibrium
portfolios up to a first order in stochastic dynamic general equilibrium models. In addition
to obtaining time-varying optimal portfolio holdings, the approach also gives a solution
for time varying excess returns (or risk-premiums). There are a number of advantages
of our approach relative to previous models of portfolio choice. First, the method is not
restricted to situations of low dimensionality - we can use (49) to characterize portfolio
holdings in any dynamic economic model in which it is practical to employ second-order
solution methods. Second, as we have shown, the method applies equally to contexts
where financial markets are either complete or incomplete. Thirdly, the application of
the formula does not actually require the user to go beyond a second-order solution to
the underlying model. While, as we have shown, capturing first order aspects of portfolio
behaviour requires a third-order approximation of the portfolio selection equations, all
implications of that approximation are already contained in the derived expressions for
the response of portfolio holdings to predictable state variables. The ingredients on the

right hand side of (49) can all be obtained from a second-order approximation of the
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non-portfolio parts of the model.

More generally, an advantage of our general formula is that it can provide simple and

clear insights into the factors which determine the dynamic evolution of portfolios and

returns in general equilibrium. These insights may not always be easy to obtain using a

purely numerical solution procedure.
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Appendix

A number of alternative solution algorithms are now available for obtaining second-order
accurate solutions to DSGE models. See, for instance, Judd (1998), Jin and Judd (2002),
Sims (2000), Kim et al (2003), Schmitt-Grohé and Uribe (2004) and Lombardo and Suther-
land (2005). For the purposes of implementing our solution procedure for portfolio dy-
namics, any of the methods described in this literature can be used to derive second-order
accurate solutions to the non-portfolio parts of a model. Care must be taken, however,
to ensure that the solution thus obtained is transformed into the correct format. As an
example of the steps required to accomplish this, in this appendix we show how the Lom-
bard and Sutherland (2005) solution can be transformed into the required format. Similar
steps can be used to transform the second-order solutions obtained by other methods.

It is assumed that the entire second-order approximation of the non-portfolio equations

of the model can be summarised in a matrix system of the form

~ S ~ | s ). ~ ~
Ay . = Ay | 7| 4 Agmy + Aghy + AsEy[Ap1] + B, + O (63) (71)
Ey [Ct+1] Ct
Ty = Nl’tfl -+ Et (72)
Tt
A; = vech Sy [ Ty S G } (73)
Ct

Lombardo and Sutherland (2005) show that the solution to a system of this form can be

written as follows

Se1 = Fiay 4 Fosy + Fy€, + F,V, + Fyvech(X) + O (63) (74)
C = ]511;t + P2St + P3£t + P4V;§ + p5VeCh(Z) +0 (63) (75)
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where

Y= Et5t+1 6;4_1 (76)

V; = vech < x; [ X 5{ }) (77)
Si

S{_,’_l = P+ Bsl +0 () (78)

where the superscript f indicates the first-order part of the solution.

When written in this form, the solutions for s;,; and ¢; depend on x;, s; and the
cross product of the vector [z, s{ ]’. And thus the solution for ¢;1 depends on z;,1, Siy1
and the cross product of the vector [x;;4 s,{ +1)'- Notice, however, that the solutions for
C’t+1 — C’fﬂ and 7,441, given in equations (34) and (35), are expressed in terms of 2,1y
and €441 (where 2, = [#; S441]) and cross products of 2 .1 and €;41. We show here how
the solutions given in (74) and (75) can be re-written in the appropriate form.

First note that [z, s/ ]’ and =/ are related via the following equation

T
s
N 0 I
) U2:
0 I 0

It is thus possible to derive the following expression for V; (where V; is defined in (77))

= Ulz,{ + U2€t

where

U, =

V, = Xyvech (g4e}) + Xavec (zfeé) + Xzvech (zfzf’) (79)

where
X1 = LU, ® U L"
X, = L [Uy & Uy + Uy @ Uy P |
X3 = LU ®UL"
Where the matrices L¢ and L" are conversion matrices such that
vech(-) = Lvec(+)
L'"vech(-) = vec(")
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and P is a ‘permutation matrix’ such that, for any matrix Z 3!
vec(Z) = Pvec(Z")
Equations (72) and (79) can now be used to write (74) and (75) in the following form

See1 = Fiey + [FIN, Fy)z + F3€,+
FyXyvech (e4e}) + FyXyvec (z{eé) +
FyXgvech (2 z{’) + Fyvech(X) + O (¢%) (80)
¢ = Piey + [P\N, Pylz + Psé+
Py X vech (g,6}) + PyX,vec (2582) +
P, X3vech ztfztf/) + Pyvech(Z) + O (€%) (81)

and thus

Cty1 = 151€t+1 + [Ple P2]2t+1 + ]53§t+1+
ﬁ4leech (€t+1€;+1) + 154X2VGC (Zf+15;+1> +

P, X3vech <zf+1z£rl> + 155V€Ch(2) +0 (63) (82)

These expressions now express the solution to the non-portfolio parts of the model in a
form which is appropriate for constructing equations (34) and (35). So, for instance, if
C and C* are respectively the ith and jth elements of the vector ¢, then D is formed
from the difference between ith and jth rows of P;, while Dy is formed from the difference
between ith and jth rows of ]54X2. In the latter case, the row vector is transformed into

the matrix Ds using the vec™(-) operator.

31Here the vec(-) operator converts a matrix into a vector by stacking its columns. See the Appendix

to Lombardo and Sutherland (2005) for further discussion of the construction of these matrices.
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