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Abstract

This paper presents a closed-form demand approach for representing aggregate
equilibrium behavior under heterogeneous beliefs, even when preferences are non-
separable across time and states or asset markets are incomplete. Specifically, in
a multi-period stochastic setting where individuals have Kreps—Porteus (KP) pref-
erences with heterogeneous beliefs, we explicitly construct a representative agent
whose KP preferences rationalize the aggregate consumption of the economy (or a
subgroup of agents). While this equilibrium representation is unique in complete
markets, there may be multiple representations in incomplete markets depending
on the choice of benchmark state prices. Counterintuitively, heterogeneous beliefs
can cause the representative agent to exhibit a stronger present bias than any in-
dividual agent. Additionally, we construct the MIN and MAX representative agents
that delineate the range of equilibrium prices. This equilibrium price range not only
supplies informed initial values for numerical solvers but also defines the minimal
domain within which any computed equilibrium and comparative-static outcome
must lie.
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1. Introduction

The representative agent (RA) model has long been a cornerstone in macroeconomics,
finance, and growth theory due to its analytical tractability and clear insights into aggre-
gate behavior(Lucas (1976); Mehra and Prescott (1985); Kydland and Prescott (1982)).
However, this framework has limitations in addressing economic phenomena driven by in-
dividual heterogeneity, such as income inequality, wealth distribution, and the differential
impact of economic shocks on individuals (Kirman (1992); Stiglitz (2011)).

Heterogeneous-agent (HA) models explicitly incorporate individual differences in pref-
erences, incomes, and financial constraints, enabling analysis of distributional impacts of
economic policies and shocks (Aiyagari (1994); Krusell and Smith (1998)). These models
provide a microeconomic foundation for understanding how individual-level interactions
influence aggregate outcomes. However, compared to representative-agent (RA) models,
HA models introduce significant complexity in computing and interpreting equilibrium
outcomes, since intertemporal behavior must be tracked across high-dimensional state
variables (Heathcote et al., 2009).

To address this complexity, researchers have adapted the representative-agent approach
to capture aggregate behavior in heterogeneous-agent economies. This approach is devel-
oped under time-additive preferences (e.g. expected utility) by Wilson (1968), Rubinstein
(1974), Breeden and Litzenberger (1978), and Constantinides (1982). The classical ap-
proach constructs the representative agent’s preferences by characterizing the Pareto opti-
mality of allocations based on linear welfare functions. The “welfare function” approach
to equilibrium representation is further extended to dynamic economies with heteroge-
neous beliefs in Calvet et al. (2018) and Jouini and Napp (2006, 2007). However, this
approach cannot be applied directly when preferences are non-separable or asset markets
are incomplete.

This paper presents a closed-form demand approach for representing aggregate equi-
librium behavior in a dynamic stochastic economy where individual agents have Kreps-
Porteus (KP) preferences with heterogeneous beliefs. Asset markets need not be complete.
This novel approach is built on the individual demand function for KP preferences, which
is formulated explicitly in a complete-market setting. The demand function allows us to
explicitly construct two distinct classes of representative agents with KP preferences: one
designed to rationalize the aggregate behavior of the economy in equilibrium, and another
to delineate the range of equilibrium prices.

First, we explicitly construct a representative agent whose KP preferences rationalize
the aggregate consumption of the economy (or for a subgroup of agents) at an equilibrium



price. Specifically, we treat the representative-agent as an individual agent that optimally
chooses to hold the aggregate consumption at the equilibrium price. Then, by using the
explicit demand function, we invert the autarkic equilibrium condition with respect to the
agent’s preference parameters. This closed-form demand approach generates a representa-
tive agent whose preference parameters are expressed explicitly in terms of the aggregate
consumption and equilibrium prices. While this equilibrium representation is unique in
complete markets, there are generally multiple representations in incomplete markets de-
pending on the choice of benchmark state prices. The uniqueness of complete-market rep-
resentation is closely connected to the identifiability of KP preferences from consumption
data.

The closed-form demand approach to equilibrium representation differs fundamentally
from the welfare function approach, which relies on complete markets and additive pref-
erences (such as expected utility). The demand-based approach is developed for a gen-
eral equilibrium framework featuring non-additive KP preferences and possibly incomplete
markets. Furthermore, in complete markets, this alternative approach formulates the rep-
resentative agent’s preference parameters directly in terms of observable variables, such as
market prices and aggregate consumption.?

Second, we introduce two representative agents (MAX and MIN) whose preferences are
calibrated to identify the lower and upper bounds of the equilibrium price range in com-
plete markets. To this end, we explicitly derive the autarkic equilibrium price for a repre-
sentative agent with arbitrary KP preferences by inverting the agent’s autarkic demand that
equals the aggregate endowment. We then use this formula to calibrate the preferences
of the two representative agents to delineate the equilibrium price range. Specifically,
the lower (upper) bound for equilibrium prices is determined by the autarkic equilibrium
price of the MIN (MAX) agent, whose KP preferences are built from the minimum (max-
imum) values of individual preference parameters. Consequently, the equilibrium price
range remains robust to variations in the distribution of preference parameters, provided
the extreme parameter values remain unchanged. Furthermore, the autarkic equilibrium
prices that define the equilibrium price range can be used as “informed” initial values in it-
erative numerical algorithms, facilitating equilibrium computation and comparative static
analyses in multi-agent economies.

In a complete-market setting, the closed-form demand approach allows us to uniquely
construct the representative agent that reveals aggregate equilibrium behavior. We can
extend this approach to an incomplete-market economy by transforming it into an equiva-
lent complete-market economy. To do this, we select an individual agent from the economy

!A more detailed comparison between the two representation approaches is given later.



and use its subjective state prices as a benchmark. We then calibrate the discount factors
and probabilistic beliefs of the other agents so that they share the benchmark agent’s state
prices under the calibrated preference regime. This calibration process ensures that the
equilibrium allocation of the incomplete-market economy becomes Pareto optimal in the
newly constructed complete-market economy, where the benchmark state prices serve as
the equilibrium price.

However, the representations of equilibrium in complete and incomplete markets differ
in two fundamental ways. First, in complete markets, the KP parameters of the representa-
tive agent are observable because they are determined by market prices and the aggregate
endowment. In contrast, in incomplete markets, the representative agent’s calibrated pref-
erences are characterized by personalized state prices, which are generally not observed
in equilibrium. Second, in incomplete markets, the representation depends on the bench-
mark agent’s state prices. As agents typically possess different personalized state prices,
there can be as many representations as there are agents in the economy.

The explicit preference structure of the representative agent reveals its probabilistic
beliefs about the occurrence of future states as well as the discount rates applied to future
utility. We refer to these beliefs and discount rates as the social probabilistic beliefs and the
pure rate of social time preference or social utility discount rate (SUDR), respectively. Unlike
individual KP preferences, the representative agent’s discounting behaviour is augmented
with a stochastic adjustment factor that arises endogenously from the aggregation of in-
dividuals’ heterogeneous beliefs. This adjustment factor makes the representative agent’s
discount factors state-dependent.

The preference representation of the representative agent is closely related to the time-
preference shocks introduced in recent representative-agent approaches to asset pricing
(e.g., Albuquerque et al. (2016)), which address asset pricing puzzles, such as the equity
premium puzzle and the correlation puzzle. In this literature, exogenous shocks lead the
representative agent to discount future utility stochastically.? In contrast, this paper shows
that the stochastic nature of social discounting arises endogenously due to the stochastic
discount adjustment factors for equilibrium representation, even when individual agents
maintain a constant discount rate.

Counterintuitively, we illustrate that when individuals hold heterogeneous probabilistic
beliefs, the social utility discount rates can be uniformly higher across states than those of
any individual agent. This implies that belief heterogeneity may induce the representative

2The representative-agent approach implicitly assumes homothetic preferences among individual agents.
Consequently, preference shocks are treated as exogenous at both individual and aggregate levels.



agent to have greater impatience or, stronger present bias, than any individual agent.?
In particular, this phenomenon departs from the significant theoretical result in Gollier
and Zeckhauser (2005) that, in a dynamic economy with time-additive preferences, the
collective rate of impatience lies between the smallest and largest individual rates.* This
finding highlights the impact of heterogeneous beliefs on the collective impatience implied
by the representative agent. Specifically, when individuals have preferences with constant
relative risk aversion (CRRA), we show that in the presence of belief heterogeneity, the
collective discount factor is capped by the maximum patience among individuals, but can
fall below the lowest individual discount factor.

Because belief heterogeneity can lower social discount factors below every individual
rate, it can serve as a crucial determinant of social discounting, alongside intergenerational
equity and the opportunity cost of capital, which are emphasized in the Ramsey literature.
In particular, societies with diverse beliefs may collectively exhibit a stronger present bias
than any of their members when evaluating long-term public projects that affect future
welfare. Furthermore, in contrast to the declining social discount rates shown by Weitzman
(2001) and Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005), belief heterogeneity can prevent discount rates
from decreasing over time.

The equilibrium price range is potentially useful for computation and comparative
static analysis of equilibrium outcomes. First, the closed-form autarkic equilibrium prices
of the MAX and MIN agents delineate the lower and upper bounds of the equilibrium
price range. These prices, or their weighted averages, can serve as useful benchmark
prices for computing equilibrium outcomes and conducting comparative static analyses in
the heterogeneous-agent economy. Compared to randomly generated initial values, these
informed initial prices can significantly enhance the efficiency and accuracy of iterative
algorithms used for equilibrium price computations. In the numerical examples presented
later, algorithms initialized with these informed values successfully compute equilibrium
prices, whereas randomly selected initial values often fail.

Second, the equilibrium price range provides a minimal standard for designing com-
putational procedures to find approximate equilibrium outcomes. When analyzing com-
petitive equilibria through approximation techniques, approximate equilibrium must be
“close” to the equilibrium of the original model.> In the literature, first-order or second-

3This finding contrasts with the literature, which advocates for discount rates that are between, or even
below, individual discount rates when evaluating long-term public projects and climate policies. For example,
intergenerational-equity arguments often support near-zero rates (Ramsey (1928) and Stern (2008)).

“More generally, they prove that the social discount rate is a weighted average of individual discount
rates, with weights proportional to individual absolute risk tolerances.

>To verify the closeness of the two equilibria, the true equilibrium value must be known, which leads to a
tautological situation, as footnoted above.



order approximations of demand functions are often used to analyze approximate equilib-
rium. However, these approximation procedures do not guarantee outcomes that closely
match those in the true model.®

For example, if Gorman aggregation holds under homothetic preferences, the equilib-
rium price range collapses to a single price corresponding to the marginal rates of substitu-
tion at the aggregate endowment. In this situation, the approximate equilibrium may not
coincide with the true equilibrium and may therefore lie outside the degenerate (single
point) equilibrium price range. If we were to measure the closeness of the approximate
equilibrium to the true equilibrium by the ratio of the approximation error to the size of
the equilibrium price range, this measure would tend to infinity.

Now suppose that individual preferences are slightly perturbed so that Gorman aggre-
gation no longer holds. In this case, the equilibrium price range becomes narrow, making
the autarkic equilibrium prices of the MAX and MIN agents close to each other. These
prices thus serve as effective initial guesses for computing the exact equilibrium. However,
approximation errors can become disproportionately large compared to the (now narrow)
equilibrium price range. More generally, approximate equilibria may lie outside the equi-
librium price range in economies with heterogeneous preferences if the approximation
procedure does not carefully control deviations from the true equilibrium.

This paper contributes to the literature on aggregating individuals’ heterogeneous be-
liefs and discounting behavior into a single “representative” preference, which rationalizes
the aggregate consumption of the underlying economy in equilibrium. Wilson (1968),
Rubinstein (1974), Breeden and Litzenberger (1978), and Constantinides (1982) develop
the standard representative-agent approach to efficient risk sharing and asset pricing in the
complete market framework. This approach construct the representative agent by maxi-
mizing a linear social welfare function subject to the resource constraints, where welfare
weights are set by individual marginal utilities at equilibrium. More recently, Jouini and
Napp (2006, 2007) extend these classic works to dynamic complete-market economies
with heterogeneous beliefs. They introduce a representative agent whose consensus be-
liefs are formulated as a risk-tolerance-weighted average of individual beliefs, incorporat-
ing an adjustment discount factor to correct for aggregation bias. Within this framework,
they analyze the effect of belief heterogeneity on the Sharpe ratio, risk premium and risk-
free rates in the representative-agent framework. In particular, they demonstrate how the
market price of risk responds to the representative agent’s more pessimistic or optimistic
assessment of aggregate wealth growth. Empirically, Anderson et al. (2005) shows that

®Kubler and Schmedders (2005) demonstrate that approximate equilibrium can deviate significantly from
exact equilibrium in both allocations and prices, even when the approximate aggregate demand is sufficiently
close to the true aggregate demand.



cross-sectional dispersion in analyst forecasts can itself be a priced factor, by aggregating
individual forecasts into a composite market belief.

Our approach differs from these prior works in two key respects. First, rather than
deriving representative preferences from a social welfare program, we exploit closed-form
demand functions to directly infer the representative agent’s KP preferences via demand
inversion at the autarkic equilibrium. This inversion delivers explicit formulas for ag-
gregate beliefs and state-dependent discount adjustments in terms of observable market
prices and aggregate endowments. Second, while existing frameworks rely on additive
(expected-utility) preferences and complete markets, the demand function approach is
equally applicable to non-additive Kreps—Porteus preferences and incomplete markets, pro-
vided that closed-form demand functions are available. Finally, we show that in the special
case of CRRA preferences, the demand-function and welfare-function approaches produce
equivalent representation.

The social discount factors implied by equilibrium representation are closed connected
to the literature on cost-benefit analysis for large-scale public projects and policies with
long-term societal impacts.” In a simple Ramsey rule, the pure rate of time preference is a
key component of the social (consumption) discount rate 7:

r=p+ng,

where p is the time discount rate,  the CRRA coefficient, and ¢ the expected growth rate
of per capita consumption.

Weitzman (2001) investigates the shape of social discount rates for long-term public
projects, especially those related to environmental policy. Based on survey data, he shows
that even if individuals believe in a constant discount rate, the wide dispersion of those be-
liefs across society can produce an effective social discount rate that declines significantly
over time.

Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005) examine the collective discount rate implied by a repre-
sentative agent whose preferences are constructed to rationalize aggregate consumption in
equilibrium, under the assumption that individuals have different discount factors. They
establish that the collective rate of impatience is a weighted average of individual rates
of impatience, with weights proportional to individual absolute risk tolerances. Using
this result, they show that the representative agent’s discount rate is declining when all

’The literature on social discounting is extensive, and we focus here on two seminal works Weitzman
(2001) and Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005) that adopt a utilitarian perspective. For a comprehensive re-
view of this literature, we refer readers to Millner and Heal (2023), which examines the ongoing debates
over market-based versus approaches to determining social discount rates. They also present an alternative
framework for social discounting based on recent advances in intertemporal social choice theory.



individuals share a constant discount rate and exhibit decreasing absolute risk aversion.
Furthermore, they derive conditions under which the collective rate of impatience falls as
per-capita GDP increases.

The explicit preference structure of the representative agent is closely related to the
recently emerging literature that analyzes the impact of preference shocks and state-
dependent discount factors on asset returns in a representative-agent setting.® Albu-
querque et al. (2016) show that time-preference shocks can account for several asset pric-
ing puzzles in a recursive utility framework, including the equity premium, the bond term
premium, and the weak correlation between stock returns and fundamentals. Similarly,
Schorfheide et al. (2018), Gomez-Cram and Yaron (2021), and De Groot et al. (2022) in-
troduce state-dependent discount factors to resolve asset pricing puzzles in representative-
agent models with recursive preferences. Stachurski and Zhang (2021) addresses the
existence of the value function and optimal policies in infinite-horizon dynamic program-
ming problems with state-dependent discount factors that encompass these asset pricing
models. Stachurski et al. (2024) provide sufficient conditions for existence and uniqueness
of recursive utility in a general framework.

This emerging literature typically assumes that the representative agent’s current con-
sumption is subject to exogenous preference shock processes. In contrast, in this paper
the representative agent’s time preference shocks emerge endogenously as discount ad-
justment factors from the equilibrium representation of the economy. They discount the
representative agent’s certainty equivalent of future consumption flows rather than cur-
rent consumption. These aggregate shocks can arise even when individuals have a con-
stant discount factor and thus are not subject to such time preference shocks. In particular,
redistributive shocks (e.g., taxes and subsidies) manifest as preference shocks for the rep-
resentative agent with KP preferences. Hence, the findings of this paper can provide a
theoretical foundation for the literature on preference shocks.

This research is related to the general equilibrium literature that explores the domain
of equilibrium prices. Won (2023) and Won (2025) develop the representative-agent ap-
proach to determine the equilibrium price range in a two-period setting. These papers
focus on sufficient conditions for equilibrium uniqueness in a two-period economy with
CRRA (constant relative risk aversion) preferences. In particular, Won (2025) demon-
strates that under homogeneous expectations, the equilibrium outcomes in a two-period
economy with KP preferences are in one-to-one correspondence with those in a two-good
economy with CRRA preferences. Thus, the belief homogeneity framework leaves no room

for examining how preferences for early or late resolution of uncertainty affect equilib-

8For a brief review of this emerging literature, see Stachurski and Zhang (2021) and references therein.



rium outcomes. In contrast, the current paper deals with KP preferences in a three-period
economy, where preferences for the timing of uncertainty resolution play a crucial role in
individuals’ intertemporal choices and consequently, in aggregate equilibrium outcomes.
This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 models the three-period economy with
KP preferences. Section 3 provides the closed-form demand functions. Section 4 provides
a closed-form solution for autarkic equilibrium prices in a representative-agent economy
with general KP preferences. Section 5 deals with the inverse problem of Section 4 in
both complete and incomplete markets: the construction of a representative agent whose
calibrated preferences rationalize the aggregate consumption of the economy or a subset of
agents at a given price. In this section, we demonstrate that, when individual agents have
CRRA preferences, the demand-based and welfare-based approaches produce equivalent
representation results. Based on the result of Section 4, Section 6 introduces the MAX and
MIN representative agents, whose closed-form equilibrium prices define the boundaries of
the equilibrium price domain, which depends on preferences for early or late resolution of
uncertainty. In Section 7, we present several counterintuitive examples where social utility
discount rates are significantly higher than individual ones. The final section concludes.

2. A Dynamic Economy with Kreps-Porteus Preferences

We consider a three-period economy where I agents have Kreps-Porteus preferences. Let J
denote the set of agents {1,...,7}. We assume that for t = 1,...,7, agent i’s preferences
are represented by

1
o 4 - kﬂ;l 1—yp—1
Vie=|(1=p)z™" + pibiE: [(Vi,tﬂ)l V] ] ; (D

where z; denotes contemporary consumption at time ¢ and V', , the certainty equivalent at
time ¢ + 1 of future consumption from time ¢ + 1 onwards. Here, p; € (0, 1) is constant and
the conditional expectation E; represents agent i’s subjective beliefs at time ¢. Agent 4’s
preferences are characterized by a constant relative risk aversion (CRRA) coefficient v > 0
and an elasticity of intertemporal substitution (EIS) ¢) > 0 with ¢ # 1. If v > 1 (v < 1),
she prefers early (late) resolution of uncertainty.

In contrast to conventional KP preferences, we introduce an adjustment factor ¢, for
time discounting, which can be stochastic depending on the context. This factor allows
agent i to discount future utility in a state-dependent manner. If ¢;; = 1 for all t =
l,...,7—1and 6,7 = 1 — p;, then p; acts as the time discount factor of agent i over the
finite time horizon. In this case, the representation in (1) is reduced to a standard KP



framework.

In this paper, we focus on the case with 7" = 3, where uncertainty evolves as a Markov
chain.’ Let s' = (s, ...,s;) denote a state at period ¢t where s; = 1 corresponds to the first
period, and for each 7 = 2,...,t, s, is a random variable taking a value in J = {2, ..., J}.
For simplicity, we use s, and (s9, s3) to represents a state in period 2 and in period 3,
respectively, instead of (1, s5) and (1, s, s3).

For K = 1+ J(J — 1), let X = R be the set of K-dimensional vectors with non-
negative components, and Xj = RX, be the set of K-dimensional vectors with positive
components. A point x € X, which may refer to a consumption or a price vector depend-
ing on the context, has the following coordinate structure:

z = (1, (27, (Tj0)i2) =2

where z;, z;, and z;, are the elements of = at period 1, state j of period 2, and state (j, k)
of period 3, respectively.

Let Pr; denote the probability that represents agent i’s subjective beliefs about the oc-
currence of states. We define the probability system ¢; = (¢ ;, (¢ijx)i—s)/—o Such that for
all j,kin g,

$ij =Pri(sp=7) >0 and ¢;;r = Pri(s3 = k[sy = j) > 0.

Then the three-period Kreps-Porteus preferences are represented by a utility function

Unl) = W (s s 0, s, 0) = ((1 e
1y 1Tl —L (2)

1
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where 6; = (05,1, (8;;)7_,) for all i € J. Agent i discounts future utility by applying p;d;, to

second-period utility and p?d; 19; ;/(1 — p;) to third-period utility. Note that these discount
factors may be state-dependent. We refer to U; as the standard-form utility function for KP
preferences because it explicitly reveals agent ¢’s probabilistic beliefs.

However, this standard-form utility function may not be appropriate for the represen-
tative agents introduced later, whose preferences are determined by the extreme values of
the individual parameter distribution. For example, the values {max;c; ¢; ; }3-’:2 constructed

°The three-period framework is the simplest setting necessary to analyze how preferences for early or
late resolution of uncertainty affect the dynamic behavior of consumption and equilibrium prices. As shown
in Won (2025), equilibrium in a two-period economy with KP preferences is indistinguishable from that in a
two-period economy with expected utility.



from the first-period probability distributions do not form a probability distribution when
beliefs are heterogeneous.

To unify the preference representations for both individual and representative agents,
we use the following alternative representation of KP preferences:

Ul(ﬂf) = W(‘I’p“g@,(&“’y,lﬂ) <<1 - p’L> L=y

J e o N s
1— 0 1— 4
(1—pz 1¢ +pz ,j(Z i,k jk) 7)lw > 7) s (3)

j=2 k=2

M“

+pz zl(

where ¢, indicates a vector of discount adjustment factors and ¢; a vector of utility weights
that satisfies
¢io=1 and ¢, =1 forall jeg. (4)

As shown later, this representation is well-suited to characterize the preferences of the
representative agents that (i) provide macroeconomic insights into the equilibrium price
range and (ii) rationalize the economy’s aggregate behavior at equilibrium.*°

Note that the standard-form utility function U; can be transformed into the utility func-
tion U; where §; and él are defined as follows: forall: € J, j € Jand k € 7,

_1 —1
/\4 _ 1¢ _ ¢ Qg e (bZ»] (b’t,],
17 — 0 ) ,J — Uiy ,g2 i, — &; ) &
2,2 1,32

and ¢, = (5)

Since ¢;5 = ¢;,2 = 1, each ¢, ; and ¢; ;, can be interpreted as the relative likelihood of
future states compared to the reference state j = 2.

Let ¢’ denote the initial endowment of agent i in X .. For a price p € X7, agent ¢ makes
an optimal choice in the following problem.

max Uy(z) st. p-z<p-é, (6)
z€Xp

where the dot - indicates the inner product between two vectors.
Let X7, denote the subset of X7 in which the first price is set to 1:

X1 =1{p € Xi withp; = 1}.

A price-allocation pair (p, T) in X}, x X is an equilibrium of the economy if each z* solves

0The utility function U; can be converted back into a standard KP utility function by normalizing the
relative belief system ¢;.
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problem (6), and the market clearing condition holds:

Yig(e) = (;&i,j,kx;p) = yied, o
Zig(e) = (1= p)ay ™" + ngzj<§ et g ) —
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Yia(z) = (g&w((l — et 4 pl.gaj(;q;”kx;?) 1151) 1_%)12

- (jf;éz-,xzi,j(x))l‘”)“. ©

The terms Y; ;(z), Z; j(x), and Y; ;(z) denote agent 7’s certainty equivalents for three con-
sumption profiles: (z;o,...,%;s), (z;,(xj2,...,%;s)), and the future consumption vector x
with its first component x; omitted. As shown later, each of these certainty equivalents is
associated with its own price index, which significantly simplifies demand analysis.

This notation leads to a simpler expression for U;:

Ui(x) = <(1 — )+ Pisz’,l(n,l(ﬂﬁ))l_w—1>ﬁ- (10)

Agent i’s intertemporal marginal rate of substitution (IMRS) between consumptions in
the first period and the jth state in the second period is given by

OU;/0x; (90U /0Y31)(9Yin/02:,)(0%/ D))

86@/8x1 @i@/@ﬁl (11)
= pigi,l(%i,jflwxj_a (ZZJ<I)) v (}/;,1@))7_

€|~

This agent has the IMRS between consumptions in the jth and (7, k)th states given by

U (x)/0x;p _ (OUi(x)/0Y;5)(9Y:5/0ik) _ pid

iy ret
Dij kT T (Yi () *
T
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(12)
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These results show that the IMRSs move in different directions with respect to changes in
Z;j, Yi1, and Y; ;, depending on whether agent i prefers early (y¢ > 1) or late (y¢ < 1)
resolution of uncertainty. As shown later, the effect of this timing preference on individual
agents’ IMRS plays a key role in shaping the preferences of the MAX and MIN representa-
tive agents mentioned in the Introduction.

3. Closed-Form Demand Functions

In this section, we provide a closed-form expression for individual demand, which is a key
step in establishing the representative-agent approach to dynamic equilibrium analysis.
Individual demand is derived by solving the optimization problem (6) through two-step
backward induction. In Step 1, agent i makes an optimal choice in each state j of period
2, as if state j were realized in period 2:

J 1—yp— 1 1

1 w 1 1— 1—p—1
max RJ ((]—_pz) + pi ’L](Z ,]k ]k> ! >

(), (w500 _o)ERT |

s.t. p;x;+ ijvkxj,k =m!(p), (13)
k=2
where m’(p) equals the expenditure allocated to the jth state in the optimization process
of (6).

Let Q;’Z denote the price index for the certainty equivalent Z, ;(x). In Step 2, agent i
makes an optimal choice of the first-period consumption z; and the certainty equivalent
Z; ;(x) for given (p1, (Q7°)jes). This problem is analogous to the two-period problem in
Step 1 except that the second-period consumption is replaced by the certainty equivalent
Z, ; and the time discounting is adjusted by 5,»71:

1

<

1711)7 1

— T_.—1
max ((1_pz) v + pi zl( ,ZJ 7) 1 )1%
(z1,(y5); o) ERY | z:; s
J .
s.t. pix1 + Z Q;Q?/j =p- 617 (14)
=2

The optimization problem in each step is reduced to the following prototype problem:
for a price ¢ € R}, and income 77,

<

1y~ L 1

max  u(x) = [(1 — )l 4 pé(Z(bjm;ﬂ) o ]l_wﬁ s.t. ¢-x=m, (15)
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=2
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where 0 < p<1,6 >0, and ¢, > 0forall j € J.

Lemma 1. The optimal choice z¢ in (15) is given by
e m(l - p)q;”
Lt (po) P
() e
T = = ! foreach j=2,...J, 17
(L=p)Pq "+ (po)V P

(16)

where
J 141 51
P=(X0q )" (18)
PROOF : See Appendix A.
By applying Lemma 1 repeatedly, we explicitly derive the demand functions from (6).

Lemma 2. For a price p € RY,, let (29, (2}, (2% ,){_,) be the optimal choice in (6). Then
for each (7, k) € J x J, we obtain the demand functions

(1= pi)¥py ¥ + (pidia)¥ (Pit)t=’

4 1 (p ez‘)pftb(Q?Q)w—%(Pzgl)%—d)
; EI:l_iw 151 v i) ! . X (20)
g5(p) = 25 = (1= pi) " (pi031)" (¢1,) T s + (e ()
9; k(p) =Tk — (pz&,j)d}(ng@ 1 w(ﬁgw k‘); (QBZJ);
iy, Ty ( iy L (i2\ Y pi1y A
(p- e, (PP2)A~2(QF%) " 7 (Pitya oD
(1= pi)ipr Y + (pidia) o (PRI
where the price indices P*?, Qj’Q, and P]’1 are given by
) T 1-1\ L5
P = (Z qsz,kpj,kW) o (22)
k=2
Q;z = ((1 - Pi)ijl-_w + (piSi,j)w (ij)k ) o (23)
I, NS
P = (3 @) (24)
=2

PROOF : See Appendix A.
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Here, P}, Q%% and P! represent the price index for Y;(z), Z;(x), and Y;(z), respec-
tively. The explicit demand functions in Lemma 2 provide a foundation for the equilibrium
analysis in subsequent chapters, where we view the economy through the lens of repre-
sentative agents.

4. Closed-Form Autarkic Equilibrium Price

In this section, we derive the autarkic equilibrium price for a representative-agent economy
with arbitrary KP preferences. By inverting the autarkic equilibrium relationship, the price
is explicitly expressed in terms of the representative agent’s preference parameters and the
aggregate endowment.

We use index d to denote this representative agent. Later in Section 6, this index will
take values from {max, min} to represent the MAX or MIN agent. We assume that the
representative agent d has the following KP utility function U, specified in (3): for all
r e Xy,

Ua(x) = W (@; pa, 0, da, 7, ¥). (25)

Here, the parameters pg, 4, and ¢, measures a tradeoff between current consumption and
the certainty equivalent of future consumption, the discount adjustment factor, and the
relative probabilistic belief parameters for agent d, respectively.

We refer to the economy with the representative agent d as the d-economy. Let G¢
denote the demand function of the representative agent d. Then G¢ has the same form
as the individual demand function formulated in Lemma 2, except that the individual
endowment ¢’ is replaced by the aggregate endowment é.

An autarkic equilibrium of the d-economy is the pair (p?,e) with p? € X}, that solves
the market-clearing condition G%(p) = e. This implies that the representative agent d
demands the aggregate endowment ¢ at the autarkic equilibrium price p?.

The autarkic equilibrium price p? can be expressed explicitly in terms of fundamental
economic parameters: preference parameters (pg, 4, 4,7, ) and the aggregate endow-
ment é. The closed-form expression for p? is obtained by inverting the autarkic equilibrium
relationship G%(p) = e. Specifically, using Lemma 2, we first express the demand ratios
€;x/€j2, €;/€;2, and €;/e, as functions of preference parameters and the relative prices
Pir/D59s P/0}s, and pf/pj. Then, by inverting these equations, we compute intra-period
and inter-period price ratios in a backward manner, starting with p¢, /p¢,, p/p?,, and then
p4/pg. Substituting these results into the equation for the demand ratio &,/¢;, we obtain
the value of pd/p{. Since p¢ = 1, this ratio immediately gives the value p¢. Substitut-
ing these second-period prices back into the earlier ratios, we can recursively compute all
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remaining prices. Details about the computational procedure appear in the proof of the
following theorem.

Theorem 1. The equilibrium price p? € X}, in the d-economy is explicitly solved as
following: for all (j,k) € J x d,

pz—ﬂdng(é—z) w(‘ﬁzz) N R (26)

1
. e\~ W2\ -1

i =rioas(2) T(552)" (27)

€2 d,2

4 4 Pdgd,j €2\ (2 \75 !

()2 a2)
- i\

p?,k:]??,ﬂd,j,k(f—’k) , (29)

6]"2

where

J &\ 1-7\ 71
g, = (Z Pk (?—k) 1 7) ; (30)
k=

2 €2
A 1 — p\Y—1/E:9\ L e iy
WA, = (1= pa)” + (pabag) (—22) " (22) 7 (a2,) ), 31)
padd,; €;

J _ 1 2 1\ 245

s NI 1=2 W2\ (p=1(A-1)\ 71
®é=(2¢d,j(é—”) (v3) " (35%) ) . (32)

2 d,2

PROOF : See Appendix A.

This theorem explicitly provides the equilibrium price p? at which the aggregate en-
dowment e becomes the optimal choice of the representative agent d. This result is later
applied to the MAX and MIN economies to determine the lower and upper bounds of
equilibrium prices for the economy.

Here, the terms ®7 ;, U7, and & represent the value of the following relative price
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indices at p?, respectively:

v

ph2? S pdk 1—% 5—1
o= = (e () ) 33)
=2

Pjo Pjo
02— DT (02 g+ (padag) P (P2 (o)) (34)
o= = (1= p0)” o+ (o) (B /) /) ™)
J
pd.l T QPP piy -2 T
e ( ¢v( ) > _ (35)
g JZ; W\ pd pd

The value of @7 ; is obtained by substituting p}, /p?, into P;m /p},. This value, combined
with pd/pd,, determlnes the value of Q 2/ p§ through (34). Substituting this and p}/p§ into
the relation in (35) yields the value of @}l.

The result of Theorem 1 is drastically simplified when each agent has CRRA prefer-
ences.

Corollary 1. Suppose that each agent has CRRA preferences, i.e., v¢» = 1. Then the
equilibrium price p? in the d-economy has the following closed form solution: for all (j, k) €

Jd x4,

p? = pada;da; (%)77 Vs =1 ( paby ) ( m)ﬂ, Pl = plda ( pcfd; > <€f%k>77. (36)

1— Pd éj d €;

5. Representation and Social Impatience

In the previous section, we derived the autarkic equilibrium price for a given d-economy
as a function of the aggregate endowment and the preference parameters of the repre-
sentative agent d. In this section, we address the inverse problem: for a given price p, we
construct a representative agent whose KP preferences rationalize the autarkic equilibrium
(p,€).

In complete-market settings, the KP preferences are derived by inverting the autar-
kic equilibrium condition G%(p) = € with respect to the unknown preference parameters.
Consequently, the agent’s preference characteristics—the discount factors and probabilis-
tic beliefs—are fully determined by observable quantities such as market prices and the
aggregate endowment. When every individual has CRRA preferences, this equilibrium
representation proves equivalent to that of Jouini and Napp (2006, 2007), in which con-
sensus beliefs are expressed as a risk tolerance-weighted average of individual beliefs. In
this case, we also show that the representative agent cannot be more patient than the most
patient individual.
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We extend the closed-form demand approach to incomplete-market settings, where
individual agents possess personalized state prices in equilibrium. To handle this, we con-
vert an incomplete-market equilibrium into a complete-market equilibrium by selecting
one agent’s state prices as a benchmark. We then calibrate the preference parameters of
the other agents so that their post-calibration state prices align with this benchmark. Under
this calibrated regime, the incomplete-market equilibrium allocation becomes Pareto opti-
mal. Consequently, we can apply the demand approach to the complete-market economy
induced by the calibration. However, as the personalised state prices are unobservable, the
calibrated preference parameters also remain unobservable.

Moreover, in an incomplete-market economy, the equilibrium representation depends
on the choice of the benchmark agent. Because agents typically have distinct state prices,
there can be as many different representations of equilibrium as there are agents. Although
the underlying representative agent exhibits the same functional form of preferences in
both complete and incomplete markets, these preferences differ in two key respects: ob-
servability and representational uniqueness.

5.1 Complete Markets

When asset markets are complete, we can construct a unique representative agent whose
preferences rationalize the aggregate endowment at each equilibrium price.

Theorem 2. For any price p € X} ,, there exists a representative agent with KP preferences
that demands the aggregate endowment ¢ at the price p. The rationalizing KP preferences
are represented by a utility function

Ua(x) = W(x;p,0,0,7,7) (37

over consumption z, where for each (j, k) € J x J and each 6; > 0,
S 1 1—y _F 1,5 1
5o —pa(2)T(S22) 70, P () ()
€1 Cs L—=p Dj2 €j

=@ () ham ()

P2 \ € Cao Pj2 \€j2

(38)
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where

Coy = (1+ 25207 (39)

PROOF : See Appendix A.

The first term in (38) shows that one of the two parameters, p or §;, can be treated as
a free variable. Since we can factor out (1 — p) from the utility function specified in (3),
equation (38) shows that p and ¢ affect the utility representation U, not individually but
jointly through the terms 56, and pd;/(1 — p). Consequently, Uy is uniquely determined,
despite the apparent degree of freedom in the choice of preference parameters.

The terms C} ;, Cs;, and Cs are derived from the relative price indices P /p; 2, Q3/p;,
and P'/p, in which the preference parameters p, 9, ¢ are evaluated at the price p:

p? ey o
o= (B
1,5 Dio ; i,k Dia
i 50 2
’ j 1-— Dia2 D ;

By the Second Fundamental Theorem of Welfare Economics, any Pareto-optimal allo-
cation can be supported as a competitive equilibrium under an appropriate redistribution
of the aggregate endowment. Combining this result with Theorem 2, we find that, for
each Pareto-optimal allocation, the economy can be represented by a single agent with KP
preferences whose parameters are determined according to equation (38).

The preference parameters ¢ specified in (38) is generally not a probabilistic belief.
To identify the probabilistic belief and time discount rate for the representative agent, we
transform U, into a standard KP utility function U, as in (2):

UA(:E) = W(x;pA75A’¢A7fY7¢)7 (40)
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where
11—~ 1

J J 1yl
pPA =P, 041 = 51<Zq§]> o 04 = 7j<Z§Ej,k> o ;
B j=2 - k=2 (41)
?; Pk
Zj/:z ng’j ZZ/:Q ng,k’.

This parameter transformation shows that ¢, represents the probabilistic belief of the

bay =

bajr =

representative agent.
The standard KP utility function U4 reveals the term structure of state-dependent dis-
count factors for the representative agent in the complete-market setting.

Corollary 2. The standard KP preferences for the representative agent are characterized
by a system of time discount factors o4 = (04,1, (04,)]—,) defined by

-1

e\ 5 (Coa\ 55 (& pj (€ \7 [ Ca\1—¥ T
o= =n(2)}(5) ¥ (S22 ™)
1=/ ! ? €1 Cs sz €2 02,2

5 . . -1 /7. = _ 1 J . o . % 1—vy
o= 2= () () e (Sha(2))
T l—pa Dj2 €; b 5 Di2 \€j2

Since the representative agent in Theorem 2 represents the economy at the equilibrium

(42)

price, we refer to o4 as the system of social utility discount factors for the economy. For
each j =1,...,J, the social utility discount rate is defined as 1/p4 ; — 1.

The relations in (38) and (39) show that ¢ depends on the equilibrium price p. Con-
sequently, the term structure of discount factors o4, becomes a nonlinear function of the
equilibrium price, rendering it endogenously determined by the economy’s fundamentals
through market prices.

Notably, the representative agent’s discount factors are generally state-dependent even
if individual agents have state-independent discount factors. For example, suppose that
9,0 = land 6;; = 1 — p; for all j € J. In this case, agent ¢ holds the constant discount
factor p;. However, since these time preference parameters are only a small fraction of all
the parameters that determine equilibrium prices, the social utility discount factor g, is
necessarily state-dependent.

When agents have CRRA preferences, the time preference parameters in (42) have
simpler expressions.

Corollary 3. Suppose that 4 = 1. Then the representative agent in Corollary 2 has CRRA
preferences with a system of social utility discount factors o4 and beliefs ¢4 as follows: for
all j,kin g,
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J=2 J=2
pi\~lse v < J P e v
J J,2 iy gk (C4.k
0A,5 = (—> <_—> E ik = E —<_—> ) (43)
Dj2 €7 e s Pi €
=Y Y
pje; d . Pjk€; i
¢A,j 7 7 an ¢A,],k - Wi "
> i PkEL D 2 Dik €

In this particular case, we will later provide the lower and upper bounds of g4 based
on information about equilibrium prices.

5.2 Incomplete Markets

In this subsection, we extend the demand-based approach developed in Theorem 2 to an
incomplete-market economy. Specifically, we construct a representative agent that reveals
social utility discount factors at an equilibrium of the incomplete-market economy.

To do this, we need to understand the distinct effect of asset market incompleteness on
equilibrium outcomes. In a complete-market setting, agents have the same state prices in
equilibrium. In incomplete markets, however, they generally have different state prices,
implying that equilibrium is typically not Pareto optimal.!! Thus, the complete-market ap-
proach, predicated on the Pareto optimality of complete-market equilibrium, is not directly
applicable in the incomplete-market context.

Nevertheless, we can exploit the linearity of asset pricing that holds in equilibrium to
extend the result of Theorem 2 to incomplete markets. Specifically, if risk-free assets exist,
the no-arbitrage condition requires that asset prices equal the discounted expected value
of their payoffs under a probability measure determined by each agent’s state prices.!? The
linearity of the asset pricing formula allows us to calibrate the preference parameters of
individual agents so that they face the same set of state prices as if they were in complete-
market equilibrium.

In the incomplete-market economy, we assume that agents hold N long-lived assets in
zero net supply with N < J — 1. These assets are retraded in the second period. Each
asset make its payoffs in units of the consumption good. Asset a pays 7 in state j € J of
the second period and r§, in state (j, k) of the third period. This asset has the payoff r* in

HFor details, see Magill and Quinzii (1996).

121f no risk-free asset is available, one can choose an asset with strictly positive payoffs in every state as a
numeraire. Under the no-arbitrage condition, the prices of all other assets relative to this numeraire follow
a martingale under the equivalent martingale measure (EMM). See Duffie (2010).
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RE-1 given by
Tt = (7‘?, (T?,k)gzz)j:?
Let r; and r;;, denote the payoff vector of the IV assets in states j and (j, k).

We introduce a set © = R’ which indicates either the set of portfolios or the set of
asset prices depending on the context. Agents can choose a portfolio in © to make an
intertemporal income transfer across states.

In this incomplete-market framework, for an asset price ¢ = (¢1,¢2,-..,qs) € O, agent
i faces the following choice problem:

max  Uj(z)
($,0)€XK X O

iUl—eli =—q -0 (44)
vj—e;=(rj+q) bh—q-0; Vj€
xj7k—e§7k:rj7k~0j. \V/(j,/{?) edx{g

Let (z',0") € X x © be an optimal choice for agent i in the above problem. A triplet
(q,2,0) € © x X}, x ©! is an equilibrium of the incomplete-market economy if each (x*, 6°)
solves (44) for ¢ and the market clearing conditions for goods and asset markets hold, i.e.,
ST (@i —¢e)=0and YL 0 =0.

The following theorem presents the equilibrium representation for the incomplete-
market economy in which the KP preferences of all agents are calibrated so that their
post-calibration state prices align with those of the first agent chosen as the benchmark
agent. As discussed below, choosing a different benchmark agent will generally lead to a
different equilibrium representation.

Theorem 3. Let (¢, z, ) be an equilibrium in the incomplete-market economy where \’ €
X% is agent i’s Lagrangian multiplier for the budget constraint in (44).!3 Let p be a price
in X7, defined by

pr=1,p;=A/\ forall jeg, and p;r = A,/ forall (j,k)€dxg. (45)

Then (p, x) is an equilibrium in the complete-market economy in which agent i has a utility
function W (z; p;, 5, i, 7, 1) with 6; and ¢; defined as follows: for eachi € J, j € g, and

13Duffie and Shafer (1986) show that equilibrium generically exists in multi-period incomplete markets
with long-lived assets that pay out in units of consumption goods. This means that for any random choice of
a pair ((e')I_, (r*)2_,) of endowment profile and asset structure, equilibrium almost certainly exists in the

incomplete-market economy.
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(j,k) € d x4,

NEPPY; AN
1¢7,2)\Z )\17 5 1, — 5Z7J¢Z,j2 /\17 (46a)
. DYDY SN y A NN AL A
Gij = (GipT = ¢z,‘ =2 Gijr = (Gijorim =2 G jr——22). (46b)
/ ( AL )\1> ( ])\ /\1> ik ( 7 Yo A}) ( ) Lk A})
(Note that ¢;, = 1 and ¢; j» = 1.)
PROOF : See Appendix A. O

The equilibrium price p in (45) is set to agent 1’s state prices (\; /A, (A} ,/A})i_s) /=0
The KP preference parameters in (46) are calibrated to support (p,z) as the complete-
market equilibrium. In this construction, agent 1 is arbitrarily chosen and can be replaced
by any agent in the economy. Because individuals in incomplete markets typically have
different state prices, the equilibrium price representation in (45) will vary depending on
which agent is chosen as the benchmark for preference calibration.'# Therefore, in general,
there are / ways of representing equilibrium in incomplete markets, in sharp contrast to
the unique representation of equilibrium in complete markets.

The result of Theorem 3 is based on the calibration of preference parameters formu-
lated in (46). Under this new preference regime, agents may have state-dependent dis-
count factors and heterogeneous beliefs, even though their original preferences have state-
independent discount factors and homogeneous beliefs. These calibrated preferences may
not be observable because the personalized state prices are not revealed in equilibrium.

Specifically, let p* denote the equilibrium price that stems from setting agent h’s state
prices to the benchmark in Theorem 3. For each i € J, let p, ", and ¢! be the preference
parameters of agent i which are calibrated according to the rule in (46)) to support (p", x)
as the complete-market equilibrium. Then for each h € J, there exists a different Version
of equilibrium representation where each i holds the utility function W (z; p;, 0%, &%, v, )
in the complete-market setting.

Note that the equilibrium allocation z attained in the incomplete-market economy is
Pareto optimal under the new preference regime. At first glance, this result seems contra-
dictory because x is not Pareto optimal in incomplete markets where agents have different
personalized state prices. However, there is no inconsistency here: the calibration rule in
(46) is designed to induce complete-market behavior among agents.

By combining Theorems 2 and 3, we can construct an equilibrium-representing agent

14See Section 25 in Magill and Quinzii (1996) and the references therein for discussions on why equilib-
rium typically fails to attain Pareto optimality in multi-period incomplete markets.
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for the incomplete-market economy. Specifically, for a given equilibrium in the incomplete-
market economy, there exists a representative-agent economy with the autarkic equilib-
rium (p", €) for each h € J where p" is the complete market equilibrium price constructed
in Theorem 3. Then, each equilibrium price p" determines the KP preferences of the rep-
resentative agent in the same way as described in Corollary 2.

Corollary 4. For each h € J, there exists an representative agent with standard KP prefer-
ences characterized by the following system of discount factors o = (¢4 ;, (/i ;)7=,):

1

(C_) TN ( Z ¢h> Llfw

-1

&l

h  _ . h @)
941 p2<él

(47)

1yt

s =Cr (qu?k) "7 foreach j €.

Here, C"’s and ¢" are formulated in (38) and (39) where p is replaced p".

The standard KP preferences of the representative agent reveal the state-dependent
term structure of social utility discount factors for the incomplete-market economy, which
may vary with the choice of benchmark agent 4 in Theorem 3.

5.3 Group-Level Preference Representation

Economic analysis often needs to divide the set of agents into distinct groups based on de-
mographic and socioeconomic characteristics—such as income, geography, gender, age, eth-
nicity or nationality—to study how these groups, as economic entities, respond differently
to taxes, subsidies, economic shocks, and institutional changes. Such group-level analy-
sis implicitly or explicitly assumes that each group possesses representative preferences,
derived from aggregating the individual preferences of group members. One straight-
forward method for representing group preferences is simply to assume that each group
member has identical preferences. However, when group members have heterogeneous
preferences, the literature often employs predetermined weighting systems for preference
aggregation, such as arithmetic and geometric averaging of preference parameters.'®

I5For example, in a CES preference framework, Redding and Weinstein (2020) examines the effect of
taste shocks on households’ cost of living by constructing a representative expenditure for the actual demo-
graphic composition of each region. They use a predetermined weighting scheme obtained by modifying
the original weighting system from their data source to enhance the regional representativeness of sampled
household data. In contrast, our approach determines the weights for aggregating individual characteristics
endogenously through the group-level preference representation.
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In this subsection, we provide a theoretical foundation for aggregating preferences
among the members of the same group in both complete- and incomplete-market settings.
This goal is easily achieved by exploiting the results of Theorems 2 and 3. To this end,
we arbitrarily partition the set of individual agents in the economy into nonempty distinct
groups and then aggregate the optimal consumption choices of the members of each group.
We then take the aggregate consumption at the group level as the initial endowment of
the underlying group. This approach allows us to formulate the group-level preference
representation in equilibrium by applying the results of Theorems 2 and 3 to each group.

We partition the / agents into n nonempty groups {Ji,...,J,} where for each h =
1,...,n, the group J; consists of [, agents. Let (p,z) be an equilibrium of the economy.
For each group h = 1,...,n, we define its aggregate consumption bundle z’» as

i = Z .
€Ty

Now we consider a subeconomy &, consisting of [, agents in J,, where each i € J;, has the
utility function U; and the initial endowment z?. Then z' is the aggregate endowment of
this subeconomy, and the price-allocation pair (p, (x)es, ) is clearly the equilibrium of the
subeconomy €&,. The following result is immediately obtained by replacing ¢ with z’» in
the statement of Theorem 2.

Corollary 5. Let (p,z) be an equilibrium of the economy. Then for each h = 1,...,n,
there exists a representative agent h in the subeconomy €&, for whom z’* is the initial
endowment as well as the optimal choice at the price p. Here, the representative agent A
has the KP utility function

Un.a(z) = W(2'; pn, On, G, 7, 0)

over consumption z’, specified as follows: for each (j, k) € J x J and each 6, > 0,

In 1 1=y _ 7 _ In 1
_ = . Ty P Ch,2,2 ~i phéhvj o Dj 1 Ij,Q 1/) —,Y%p-i-l
PnOn1 = P2\ —7- ;o hg (£ 2) 0ot
T Cha L= pn Dj2 x;
I I (48)
5 P (TN (Ch2a ' g Pk (T
i =1 ) \G ,oand  dpyp =),
P2 \x, h,2,2 Piz \xh

24



where

J In o o
Chpi = <Z Pjk j,k) -1
b 7j - Ih )
k—2 152 Ljo
Iy, 1
R 1=1N\ 73
3,2 7 J,2 1
Choj=(1+="=—"7-C, , (49)
p] T 'h IRV
J
I L T
Chrs = ( piL; A1 w(ChQu)V w)”
b - I h727 |
‘o P2 xy" T \Chpp

The utility function U, 4 represents the KP preferences for the group h of agents that
form the subeconomy &,,. For each j, k in J, we define the expenditure shares of group h:

I Ih Ih
h " h_ Pi%j ]
7'('1 = R — and 7]',k =
I I D>
p.xh p.xh

The terms in (50) and (51) can be expressed in terms of the group’s consumption
expenditures or its expenditure shares:'®

I 1 1=y hy L 1=9%
13 _pl—i <P2~’U2h>w (Ch,2,2> e _pl—i <7Tg v (Cho22\ 50
hOn1 = Dy T =p "= :
" Chs ™ Chs
_ < 1 I, 1 1 h 1
Pron; (pjg)l_w (pj,ﬂjz)@ —aptl (pj,2>1_w (%’,2)@ 5+l
_ 5 ) I h,1,j o ) h h1,j >
L= Ap P’ J " (50)
_ lh _ _ h _
By = (@)1 7<p]xj >'Y<Ch,2,j>1 "W <1ﬁ)1 7(3)7(0;1,2,]-)1 s
J I - h )
P2 oty Cho2 D2 Ty Ch22
_ o dn _ h
o (22) (225 - (22 (2R
sk T . Ih - . h )
Dj2 Dj2%; 9 Pj.2 Tj2
where
J J _h
PjkT g\ 7= TR\ 71
Ch,LJ I, = E h
k=2 Pi27j2 =2 75.2
Ip, 1 h 1
Dj 2% ) 1-I\ =% T2 1-IN\ =%
Choj=(1+ =C 1) = (14+2°C, 1) ; 51
s xlh » 1,7 7Th » 1,7
p;T; J

J Iy 1 X J h 1 X
o iy =5 (Ch2g \ 7Y\ 7 Mot (Ch2a 7T\ T
h,3 = Z In ~h2.5\ ¢ - h 23\ ¢ ’
= D2Ty h,2,2 =2 "2 h,2,2

16Demand-analysis literature (e.g., Deaton and Muellbauer (1980), Deaton (1986)) typically estimates
systems of demand equations in expenditure-share form. In particular, Redding and Weinstein (2020) uses
average expenditures on product varieties for regional consumer groups to assess the effects of taste shocks
on cost of living.
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Since (p,z™) is an autarkic equilibrium for the representative agent h, we can now
build an n-agent economy in which each “group agent” h has the initial endowment z’»
and the utility function U}, 4. In this new economy, the market clearing condition holds:

B

h=1 i€ i€’
It then follows directly from Corollary 5 that the price-allocation pair (p, (x/»)?_,) is an
equilibrium of the n-agent economy.

Theorem 4. Let (p,x) be an equilibrium of the original economy with I agents. Then the
pair is also an equilibrium of the n-agent economy where for each h = 1,...,n, agent h
has the utility function U}, 4 and the initial endowment x'».

The results of Corollary 5 and Theorem 4 can be extended to the incomplete market
economy specified in Subsection 5.2 by applying Theorem 3.

5.4 The Representational Equivalence for CRRA Preferences

We show that the closed-form demand approach and the welfare approach of Jouini and
Napp (2006, 2007) produce the same representation outcomes in complete markets where
agents have CRRA preferences with heterogeneous beliefs. To this end, we assume that
v) =1and foreachi € Jand j € J, 6;; = 1 and ¢, ; = 1 — p; in the utility function (2).
Then each U, is expressed as

J J 1
Us(z) = (1= pi) ™3 (wi_”’ +pi Y i (x}_” +piY cbi,j,kx},?» o (52)
=2 k=2

By an increasing transformation of U;, the CRRA preferences of agent i are equivalently
expressed in a standard form:

J

J
Vi(z) = 1 i 5 (ZU}M{ + pi Z ®ij <SE]1-77 + pi Z ¢ukl’;?>> (53)

j=2 k=2

Suppose that the occurrence of states is governed by the following objective probability
measure 7 = (7, (T x){_y)7_,: for all j, k in ,

m; =Pr(ss=7)>0 and m;; =Pr(ss=klse=7)>0.
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Following Jouini and Napp (2006, 2007), we can rewrite V; as the expected utility under
the objective probability measure.

) = (e e (W) (e (2)T)). o
i 1—’7 1 1 J T J Zkzz J.k Tin ik :

Here, ¢; /7 denotes the density process of ¢; with respect to 7.

We show that for CRRA preferences, the belief representation in Corollary 3 is equiva-
lent to the result in Jouini and Napp (2006, 2007) where the representative agent is de-
rived from maximizing a linear social welfare function subject to the resource constraints.
In particular, Example 2.3 of Jouini and Napp (2006) and Example 2.1 of Jouini and Napp
(2007) provide “consensus belief” for the representative agent when individual agents
have power utility functions.!”

Let p be an equilibrium price in the CRRA economy. Jouini and Napp (2006) applies
the welfare approach to constructing the preferences of the representative agent defined
by

Vi(z) = max Z )\ll/;(x,) subject to le <z (55)

Xot
(@1 )E(X5) S A e

where )\; denotes the Lagrange multiplier associated with agent i’s optimal choice at the
price p. Since V; is separable across states, this problem can be decomposed into a state-
by-state preference aggregation problem.

In Example 2.3 of Jouini and Napp (2006), the aggregate utility weight (i.e., consensus
characteristics) ¢, is expressed as follows: for each j, k in J,

Q;/\,j = (sz‘(m%]’)%y and QB/\,j,k = (Z (wiﬂ?@,j@,j,kﬁ)w’ (56)

i€] 1€]

where the weight w is given by w; = A, Y /> hes /\,:1/ 7. Let ¢ denote the aggregate belief

defined by

92_5)\, j Q_ﬁ)\, K

—_—0 (57)
Zj'eg ¢>\,j’ Zk’ea ¢>\,j,k’
Then the representative agent has the preferences represented by
1 J J
O R e CRED M OVCRED SOV )
j=2 k=2 (58)

J J
1 _ _ _
=1, (Z% T+ pan Z Oxj <Z]1 T+ pag Z Gi\,j,kz;,ﬂ)),
=2 =2

17The latter work adopts a continuous-time framework.
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where the discount factors p, ; and p, ; are given by
_ 1 _
pa=Y Gy and pyy=— by
J'€d Pr1 k'ed

Note that the aggregate belief ¢, is expressed in terms of individual agents’ Lagrange
multipliers, while the aggregate belief ¢4 in Corollary 3 is expressed in terms of market
prices and the aggregate endowment. Although the two representations appear different,
they are in fact equivalent.

Lemma 3. Let (p, x) be an equilibrium in the economy. If ¢y = 1, then it holds that
or=¢a and py=a. (59)

PROOF : See Appendix A. O

The following shows that when individuals have CRRA preferences, the representative
agent is less patient in equilibrium than the most patient individual if v > 1, and more
patient than the least patient individual if 0 < v < 1.

Lemma 4. Let (p, z) be an equilibrium in the economy with ¢y = 1. Then it holds that for
eachj=1,...,J,

a) o4, < max;eyp; fory > 1,

b) 04, > min;eyp; for 0 <y < 1.

PROOF : See Appendix A. O

For v > 1, the representative agent’s patience is capped by the maximum patience
among individuals. Remarkably, it is later shown that under belief heterogeneity, the rep-
resentative agent can exhibit greater impatience than any individual agent. This result
departs from Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005), which shows that the collective discount
factor is bounded below by the smallest individual discount factor under heterogeneous
time preferences. This departure highlights the impact of heterogeneous beliefs on the
collective impatience implied by the representative agent.

6. Equilibrium Prices in a Hyperrectangle

In this section, we apply the result of Theorem 1 in Section 4 to delineate the range of
equilibrium prices in the economy. For each d € {max, min}, we refer to the representative
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agent in the d-economy as the MAX and MIN agent, respectively. These representative
agents are designed to have autarkic equilibrium prices that serve as the lower and upper
bounds of the equilibrium price range. They possess KP preferences determined by the
aggregate endowment and the extreme values of the individual parameter distribution.
Moreover, the preference parameters are expressed as functions of these exogenous vari-
ables in different ways depending on whether individual agents uniformly prefer early or
late resolution of uncertainty.

Depending on whether agents prefer early or late resolution of uncertainty, the extreme
values of individual preference parameters are incorporated differently into the preference
representation of the MAX and MIN agents.

6.1 Equilibrium Price Range with Early Resolution Preferences

This subsection characterizes the equilibrium price range when every agent : € J prefers
early resolution of uncertainty, i.e., vy > 1. To this end, we construct the extreme agents,
MAX and MIN, whose KP preferences are represented by the utility functions Uy, and
Uiy in (25), respectively:

Ud([[') = W(x;pda5d7$d777w)a d S {min,max}.

Specifically, we show that the autarkic equilibrium prices of the MAX and MIN agents
bound the equilibrium prices of the economy, provided that for each d € {min, max}, the
preference parameters (py, 64, 04) are expressed as the following extreme values: for each
jand k in g,

Pmax = MaAX P;, Pmin = I Py,
€] €]

A " " " " . 92 2
. max, min,
Omax.1 = MaX 0; 1, Omin1 = MINJ; 1, Omax.; = Max d; ; 5 Smin ml 5 J (60)
s . s s X 51 5] y 5J q)2 ’ J 1,5 (1)2 ?
i€J €] i€J min, j max,j

Pmax,j = max Gijy Pming = fgleigl Gijs Pmaxjk = max Gijks Dmingk = I?Eigl Pijiks

where for each d € {min, max}, ®7 ; is defined as

N
1-7\ 7-1
2 Cjk
o3, = (Lun(2) )
Note that for each d € {max, min}, the discount adjustment factor d,; is equal to 4

times an additional term introduced to account for the effect of the preference for early
resolution on intertemporal choice. We recall that ¢;, = 1 and ¢; ;, = 1 for all i € J and
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j € J, which yield
ggmax,Q = qgmin,2 =1 and ngax7j72 = ggmin,j,Q =1 for all j S 8

To reflect the combined effect of time discount and elasticity of intertemporal substitu-
tion on equilibrium prices, we define

1 - min - jf 0 < <1

- pAmaX

pminé;min,j lf w >1

)

Epj = for each j € g, (61)

pmax(smax,j

¢, = manegwa, if 0 < Y <1 (62)
v Hlil’ljeg 51%]" if v >1 .

For d € {min, max}, let p™™ and p™* be the autarkic equilibrium prices for the MIN and
MAX agents, respectively, as formulated in Theorem 1. These prices determine the lower

and upper bounds of the equilibrium price range.

Theorem 5. Let (p, ) € X}, x X} be an equilibrium of the economy. If y¢) > 1and v > 1,
then p lies in the price range defined as follows: for each (j,%k) € J x g,

Py €k Djik Eik\""  Pik
S = Ouin (éj ) << quax,]k(ef’ ) = (63)
max min
zinax S ]j?_j < men’ (64)
7,2 7,2 7,2
and )
wi(l YY) <\I{ma 2) 'y'[[}pmln p] <§ 2’90(1 ’W)) (\I{mln2> —'yzppmax (65)
0 \Ilr2n1n 2 pr2n1n - D2 7 \Ilgnax 2 pr2nax
Moreover, each p; satisfies
—L 41 min L 1 max
Tt <py < YA e, (66)

where

2001 2w \112 (1—~¢) q)rlnax -1
T=&" (\112 > (cpl > '

min,2 min

Here, for each d € {min, max}, ¥7, and ®} are defined in (31) and (32), respectively.

PROOF : See Appendix A.

Two remarks are in order about Theorem 5. First, the equilibrium price range is robust
to variations in individual endowments and preference parameters, provided that the ag-
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gregate endowment and the extreme parameter values in (60) remain unchanged. This
robustness is due to the fact that the preferences of the MIN and MAX agents depend solely
on the aggregate endowment and these extreme values.

Second, the equilibrium price range for a heterogeneous economy can be viewed as
a generalization of the single-agent representation for complete-market economies that
satisfy Gorman aggregation conditions. If agents are identical in terms of probabilistic
beliefs and time discounting, the MAX and MIN economies coincide and thus share the
same autarkic equilibrium price. In that case, Theorem 5 ensures that the equilibrium
price range collapses to this unique equilibrium price.

The size of the equilibrium price range is significantly affected by the degree of hetero-
geneity in probabilistic beliefs and time discount rates. It is further widened by the relative
sizes of aggregate endowments across states of nature. For example, the first inequality in
(60) shows that the interval length for the price ratio p;x/p,. depends both on the diver-
gence of the probabilistic beliefs of the MAX and MIN agents and on the relative sizes of
the contingent aggregate endowments.

In the case of CRRA preferences (¢ = 1), the equilibrium price range in Theorem 5
has a simpler expression.

Corollary 6. If v¢) = 1, the equilibrium price p € P in Theorem 5 is in the price range
defined as follows: for all (j,%k) € J x 4,

~ € - : N € -
¢min,j,k<_]_7k> S Zﬁ S ¢max,j,k <_J_J€> (673)
€52 Pjz2 €j,2
(ﬂ) (@)” <P (ﬂ) (@)” (67b)
pmaxémax,j €j Dj,2 pminémin,j €j
A~ e\ . ~ e\ 7
¢min,j <é_]> S % S ¢max,j <é_]> . (67C)
2 2 2

Moreover, each p; satisfies

~

o (Y <y < b b (G 68
Pmin mm,l‘bmm,] = p] > Pmax max,l(bmax,j é2 . ( )

D |Q_|

For v¢) = 1, the last result in (67) combined with Corollary 3 provides the bounds of
the utility discount factors for the representative agent.
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Corollary 7. Suppose that 4y = 1 holds. Then g4 is bounded as follows:

- mm( ) (30 ) < 000 s (2) (3 o).
7j=2

Jj=
p - [
min mln] (Z mm,j,k) < 04 < w< ¢max,j,k> for allj €d.

»Sbllw

(69)

M“

— Pmin — Pmax

£
I

2

If émin = ¢fl for all i € J (belief homogeneity), then it holds that

e 12
Pmin min 6i,1 < 72> < QA 1 < Pmax maX 52 1 ( 2) ;

dij < 9;,; forall
T "0 000 % T ey forall 22

Pmin pmax

PROOF : If y) = 1, the second result in (38) gives ¢; = (p;/p2)(¢;/e)" for each j € .
Using the inequality (67c), we obtain &minyj < qu < gz@max,j. On the other hand, by Corollary

3, 04, 1s given as
L J
QAl—p2< )w(z >

By applying (68) to p,, we obtain

pmmgmlnl(el) <Z¢mmj> < 04,1 = Pmax maxl( >%1b<i¢E ax,j)-
=2

Again by Corollary 3, g4 ; for each j € J is given as

eAd = <p32> (eﬂ) Zq%’“ 71

By the inequality (67b), we obtain

Pmin < (p_]> -1 (éi_,2>’y < Pmax
I = pmin Dj2 €; 1—

pmax
Combining the first result in (38) and the inequality (67a), we have
(imin,j,k S ng,k S (ﬁmax,j,k-

Applying these results to (71), we obtain the second result in (70).
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Suppose that gﬁmm = gZSl for all i € J. Then by (5), for all i € J, we have
n gbz,]

5min,1 - IIllIl 5i,1¢i,2 and ¢min,j — ¢max,j ¢7,,_]
€] ¢z,2

Since ¢; represents the probabilistic belief of agent i in the standard KP utility function, it
holds that

1 = Z ¢z,] sz 2 Z Qbmln,j
This implies that ¢, » is independent of i. It follows that
A J A J
5min,1 < 22 ¢min,j> = 1116151 (51'71 22 ¢1,j = 1’5161%1 (5@1.
j= j=

Analogously, we can show that

J J
5max,1< E ¢max,j) = Hiléan5i,17 m1n,]< E m1n,j,k> mlnd,j; max,j(

M&

max,j,k> = max Oi j
1

O

We recall that §,; and §;; denote the discount adjustment factors in agent 7’s standard
KP utility function. Corollary 7 shows that, under homogeneous expectations, the social
utility discount factors in the CRRA economy lie in the range determined by the aggregate
endowment ratio é;/¢e; and the extreme values of the individual time discount factors and
discount adjustment factors.

6.2 Equilibrium Price Range with Late Resolution Preferences

This subsection establishes the equilibrium price range in the case that each agent i € J
prefers late resolution of uncertainty, i.e., v < 1. In this case, we show that the MAX and
MIN agents whose autarkic equilibrium prices bound the equilibrium price range have the
utility functions Upax and Uy, in (25), respectively:

Ud(x) = W($7 Pd; Sda dia s w)a de {min, maX},

33



where the preference parameters (p,, o4, ngﬁd) are defined as the following extreme values of

preference parameters: for all j, k in g,

Pmax = max Piy Pmin = HIGIJH Piy
i

5max,1 = max 52 1 5min,1 - Hlll’l 61',1» 5maxg — maX5 4,59 5min,j - Iﬂln 5i,j7

€] 1€] 1€] €]
. L2 N L T2 (1) (72)
o JJ min,j
QbmaXJ - maX gbm ( w2, ) y ¥Ymin,j — mln i ,J (\112 ) )
min,j max,j

¢max,j,k = Hilgx ¢i,j,k: ¢min,j,k = Ifleljn ¢i,j,k'

Here, U7, ;and W} . are defined in (31).

The parametric specification in (72) differs from the case in (60), where agents prefer
early resolution of uncertainty. Unlike (60), the preference for late resolution is reflected
in calibrating the representative agents’ probabilistic beliefs rather than the discount ad-
justment factors. Specifically, for each d € {max, min} and j € J, the relative probabilistic
beliefs gz@d,j’s are determined by the extreme values of gﬁm’s augmented with additional
terms arising from aggregating individual intertemporal marginal rates of substitution.
When individual agents prefer late resolution, the time-discount adjustment factors for
the MIN and MAX agents are simply set to the extreme values of individual agents’ ad-
justment factors. This contrast with (60) where the adjustment factors include additional
terms to account for the effect of early resolution on intertemporal choices.

For each d € {max, min}, let p? be the autarkic equilibrium price of the d-economy
where the MAX and MIN agents have KP preferences specified in (72). The following
theorem shows that p™® and p™®* serve as the lower and upper bounds for the equilibrium

price range when each individual agent prefers late resolution of uncertainty.

Theorem 6. Let (p, ) € X}, x X} be an equilibrium of the economy. If 0 < 74 < 1 and
v > 1, then p lies in the price range defined as follows:

min max

Pk €k .k €\ Y _ P
IR — Drningik (} ) S < G (25) = (73)
p], €j.2 Dj2 €j,2 pj 2
pfnax S p_J < pfmn’ (74)
Pj2 DPj2  Pj2
and
1-— min 299 min j 11— max 2y P
o I e e (75)
1 - Pmax Do D2 1— Pmin Do
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Moreover, each p; satisfies

- Pmax 21(11:11&) i 1- Pmin 2w§1:1w>
it mln < . < (_ max. 76
( I = pmin by =hi= I = pmax b 7o)

PROOF : See Appendix A.

The equilibrium price ranges in Theorems 5 and 6 are formulated differently, particu-
larly with respect to the range for second-period equilibrium prices. This divergence arises
because the preferences for early versus late resolution of uncertainty affect the intertem-
poral marginal rates of substitution (IMRS) of individual agents in different ways.

7. Numerical Examples

In this section, we present several numerical examples where all agents have either KP
or CRRA preferences. These examples yield a counterintuitive result about the relation-
ship between individual and collective discount rates: under heterogeneous expectations,
the representative agent can exhibit a stronger present bias than any individual agent, re-
gardless of whether the underlying preferences are KP or CRRA. Notably, this excessive
present bias of the representative agent disappears when expectations are homogeneous.
These examples illustrate how belief heterogeneity among agents can act as a fundamental
driver that causes social utility discount factors to fall below those typically observed at the
individual level.

7.1 A Two-Agent Economy with KP preferences

We consider a three-period, two-agent economy with v = 4 and ¢ = 1/3 where uncer-
tainty consists of two states, i.e., J = 3. Since y¢ = 4/3 > 1, each agent prefers early
resolution of uncertainty. For i = 1,2, agent i has the following standard-form preference

characteristics:
agent 1: _» 0 = 1,010 =013 =1/100
g .01—100,1—71,2— 1,3 = )
1 2 1 2 ]
P12 = §7¢1,3 = §,¢1,j,2 = §,¢1,j,3 =3 for each j = 2,3,
95
agent 2: P2 = m,ég = 1,5272 = (52,3 = 5/100,

2 1 2 1 .
P22 = §,¢2,3 = §>¢2,j,2 = 574252,3',3 = 5 for each j =2,3.

35



Agents 1 and 2 have state-independent time discount rates of 99/100 and 95/100, respec-
tively. They have heterogeneous expectations: agent 1 believes that state 2 is more likely
to occur than state 3, while agent 2 believes that state 3 is more likely to occur than state
2. Their standard KP preferences are represented as

Lo 99 (101 99 (1, 2 e
Uile) = (100 o +100<3<100x2 +10000(3 227 3" 23) )

+2<1 2, 99 (1 3, 2 )2/3 3/2\ 2/3\ 71/
3\100" T 10000 \3782 T 3783 ’
1, 197271 _, 19 /2 o 1 _\2/3\32
Urle) = (% % (5(%%2 + g (gt +gmd) )
+1(1 2, 19 (2 5 1o )2/3>3/2 25\ T2
3203 200 \3732 T 3783 '

We apply the parameter transformation in (5) to convert these standard-form utility
functions into U; and Us:

~

1 5
t1: (—) — 04808, 815 = 615 — —L — 0.004808,
agen p1r = 3 1,2 1,3 = 100
¢12—1¢13 2,010 =1,01,3 =2 foreach j =23,
95 ) . . 5y
£2: (-) — 0.7631, 899 = g5 = <2 = 0.03816,
agent 2: py = 100 3 22 = 023 = 5
. 1 ) 1 ‘
¢ =1 ¢23 27¢2]2 17¢2,j,3 == 5 fO]f' eaCh J= 273

We assume that the aggregate endowment in the first period is 10, i.e., &g = 10 and
then grows exponentially at 5% per period:

&, =10, & = 10.5127, &y = 11.0517, &35 = 11.0517,
&3 = 10.5127, &35 = 11.0517, &35 = 11.0517.

The aggregate endowment e is allocated to the two agents by a state-contingent rule:
Agent 1 possesses 60% of ¢;, and in subsequent periods, its share increases to 70% in state
2 and remains at 60% in state 3, while agent 2 takes the rest of the aggregate endowment.
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This allocation rule produces the following profile of initial endowments:

agent 1: e} = 6,e5 = 7.3589, e5 , = 7.7362, e3 5 = 6.6310,
ey = 6.3076, €3, = 7.7362, €5 5 = 6.6310,
agent 2: ¢ = 4,¢5 = 3.1538, €5, = 3.3155, €3 5 = 4.4207,
€5 = 4.2051, €3, = 3.3155, €3 5 = 4.4207.

This initial allocation indicates that agent 1 holds a larger portion of the aggregate endow-
ment across all the periods and states.
The economy has an equilibrium (p, (2!, %)) where

p = (p1, (pj, (Pjx)i=s)]—s = (1,(0.3726, (0.1425,0.1608)), (0.4438, (0.1607, 0.2028))),
o' = (6.2296, (6.1443, (6.0238,6.9499)), (6.9966, (6.9488, 7.7966))),
x? = (3.7704, (4.3684, (5.0279,4.1018)), (3.5161, (4.1029, 3.2552))).

The price ratios p273/p272 = 1.1288, pg,g/pgg = 1.2620, pg/pgg = 2.6143 and pg/p:),,g = 2.7619
is contained in the equilibrium price range specified in Theorem 5:

[5s /phs, Py /phs¥] = [0.5,2], [p5/p5%, pis™/pssY] = (0.5, 2],

o et 77)
(5 /P55, 5™ ] = [0.1760, 36.6895], [p5™ /p5Y", p5™/p35*] = [0.1760, 36.6895].

The equilibrium price range is determined by the autarkic equilibrium prices of the MAX
and MIN agents computed in the following subsection. As remarked below, the significant
size of the price range can be attributed to the substantial heterogeneity of probabilistic
beliefs and time discounts.

Remark 1. The equilibrium outcomes in this example were computed using FindRoot in
Mathematica 12 with the initial value set to the autarkic equilibrium of the MIN agent.'®
Over 20 additional attempts were also made with randomly generated initial values, but
the algorithm failed to converge to a true equilibrium in all cases. Notably, the MAX agent’s
autarkic equilibrium price also failed to produce convergence, likely due to its significant
distance from the economy’s actual equilibrium. This example illustrates that well-chosen
initial values play a key role in ensuring the convergence of computational algorithms to a
true target value. O

18FindRoot is a Newton-Raphson-based numerical solver in Mathematica.
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Remark 2. For comparison purpose, we compute equilibrium outcomes under homoge-
neous beliefs. Specifically, we consider an economy with the same primitives as before,
except that agents 1 and 2 share common beliefs: in each period, they assign probability
1/3 to state 2 and 2/3 to state 3. In this homogeneous belief economy, the equilibrium
price range becomes

min min ma. min min

[P23 /p22 »y P2 3X/pmax] = [ ] [p33 /p32 apéngx/pmax] = [272]7
gli“/pggn,pQ aLX/pmax] = [0.7041, 18.3448], g“n/pgl;n,p?) aX/pma"] = [0.7041, 18.3448].

This range is markedly narrower than that in (77). We will revisit this example later to
illustrate how belief homogeneity affects agents’ discounting behavior. O

7.2 Equilibrium-Representing Agent

We apply Theorem 2 to construct the representative agent that rationalizes the aggregate
behavior of the economy at the equilibrium price

p = (1,(0.3726, (0.1425,0.1608)), (0.4438, (0.1607, 0.2028))).

Substituting p and e into the closed-form formula in (38), we obtain the parameter values
for the KP preferences of the representative agent:

po =

5717, 2 = 0.5522,
1—p 1—p
P2 =1, goo =1, g3 =1.1288, ¢3 = 1.1897, ¢35 = 1, ¢33 = 1.262.

(Recall that ¢, and ¢35 is pre-set at 1.)
By applying the belief normalization rule (41) and the result of Corollary 2, we obtain
the standard KP utility function U, of the representative agent:

041 = 0.9485, 045 = 0.9460, 043 = 0.9515,
Gas = 0.4567, paso = 0.4698, ¢a3, = 0.4421, (78)
bas=0.5433, ¢a0s = 0.5302, pass = 0.5579.

The discount factors of this representative agent are state-dependent and uniformly
lower than the state-independent discount factors of 0.99 and 0.95 held by agents 1 and
2, respectively. Notably, the representative agent is more present-biased than the two indi-
vidual agents, discounting future utility more heavily than either individual. This outcome
underscores the subtlety of aggregating time preferences: collective discounting behavior
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can diverge markedly from the simple average of individual agents’ preferences.

Furthermore, the discount factors of the representative agent exhibit non-monotonic
temporal behavior: they decrease slightly in state 2 and increase slightly in state 3 during
the second period. This observation contrasts with the findings of Weitzman (2001) and
Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005), which report the strict decline of discount rates over time.
This divergence may be due to the non-separability of KP preferences.'®

Remark 3. If individual agents prefer late resolution of uncertainty, the representative
agent can exhibit even greater present bias than in the early-resolution case. To illustrate
this, consider an economy identical to the original example except that v = 3 and ¢ = 1/4.
Since v1 = 3/4 < 1, both agents now prefer late resolution of uncertainty. In this new
example, the representative agent has standard KP preferences with the following time
discount factors:

oa1 = 0.9228, 045 = 0.9186, 045 = 0.9286.

These discount factors are uniformly lower than those in (78). This example shows that
preferences for late resolution of uncertainty can make social discount factors more diver-
gent from those of individual agents. O

Remark 4. In the homogeneous-belief economy described in Remark 2, the representative
agent shares the same probabilistic beliefs as the two individual agents but differs in its
discounting behavior for future utility:

041 = 0.9746, 04 = 0.9747, 045 = 0.9747.

These discount factors lie between those of agents 1 and 2, yet are uniformly higher than
those in the heterogeneous belief economy given in (78). They increase slightly over time,
consistent with the findings of Weitzman (2001) and Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005). Thus,
the examples in this paper illustrate that the temporal behavior of the representative’s
discount factors is sensitive to variations in individual agents’ probabilistic beliefs. O

19The current example focuses on a three-period CRRA economy, while Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005)
consider an infinite horizon model with time-separable preferences. This temporal difference may lead to
different conclusions about the behavior of the discount factor.
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7.3 Autarkic Equilibrium of the MIN and MAX agents

The MIN agent’s KP preferences are characterized by the following parameters:

1\ 2/3

19 . / . .
= 0.95, 8in1 = <§> — 0.4808, Sy = 0.001908, 6,mins = 0.001908,

Pmin = 2_0
1 - n 1 )
¢m1n 2 =1 ¢m1n 3= 2 ) ¢min,j,2 = 1, ¢min,j,3 = 5 for each ] = 2, 3.

This parameter profile implies that the MIN agent shares the same probabilistic beliefs as
agent 2. The time discount adjustment factors in 6™ are state-dependent, in contrast to
the constancy of individual adjustment factors.

The autarkic equilibrium price of the MIN representative agent is

P = (pin (piin (pm) )7, = (1,(0.3434, (0.00936, 0.00468)), (0.1717, (0.00468,0.00234) ).

The preference parameters of the MAX agent are

_ 90993 —(2)2/3—076315 — 0.096.5. 5 = 0.096
pmax—loo— . y Umax,1 — 3 — Y. y Umax,2 — Y. s Umax,3 — Y- )

(bmaxQ 1 d)maXS 2 d)maXJQ 1 ¢maxj3 =2 fOI' eaCh ] = 2 3.

The MAX agent retains the probabilistic beliefs of agent 1 and has state-dependent time
discount adjustment factors that exceed those of agents 1 and 2.
The autarkic equilibrium price of the MAX representative agent is

PR = (PR (i (phe))) T, = (1, (0.4509, (2.5613,5.1226)), (0.9018, (5.1226,10.2451))).

The prices p™® and p™** delineate the equilibrium price range specified in (77).

7.4 A Special Case with Constant Relative Risk Aversion

We now illustrate the representative agent in an economy with constant relative risk aver-
sion (CRRA) preferences. Consider the two-agent economy, which is the same as in sub-
section 7.1 except that v = )~ = 3.

This CRRA economy has an equilibrium (p, (2!, 2%)) where

p = (p1, (pj, (Pix)3)]—s = (1,(0.3696, (0.1414,0.1564)), (0.4394, (0.1564, 0.2008))),
= (6.2218, (5.9913, (5.7031,6.9473)), (7.1253, (6.9473,8.0541))),
= (3.7783, (4.5214, (5.3486,4.1044)), (3.3874, (4.1044, 2.9976))).

The price ratios p3/p2o = 1.1064, ps3/ps2 = 1.2836, pa/pa2 = 2.6137 and p3/ps2 =
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2.8088 are in the following equilibrium price range:

P53 /P55 55 /P55 = 05,2, b5 /p5s" pis™/p55"] = [0.5,2],
[P /P, py™ /p5'5] = [0.1245, 51.8868], [p5™ /piy', p5*™/py5] = [0.1245, 51.8868].

Compared to the KP economy, the CRRA economy has the same range for the intra-
period price ratios but a wider range for the inter-period price ratios than the KP price
range in (77).

The economy is represented by the representative agent with the standard CRRA utility
function Uy:

041 = 0.9399, 045 = 0.9363, 043 = 0.9446,
Gao = 0.4568, da02 = 0.4TAT, ¢pazo = 0.4379,
paz = 0.5432, da03 = 0.5253, ¢pa33 = 0.5621.

The representative agent’s discount factors are state-dependent and strictly lower than
those of either individual agent. They also fall slightly below the values in (78) obtained
under KP preferences. Consequently, under CRRA preferences the representative agent
exhibits a stronger present bias relative to both individuals than in the KP economy.

As in the case with KP preferences, the representative agent has non-monotonic dis-
count factors over time: they decrease slightly in state 2 and increase slightly in state 3 in
the second period. This observation contrasts with Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005) where
the discount rates decrease over time in an economy without uncertainty when individual
agents have time-separable preferences with decreasing absolute risk aversion (DARA).
This divergence may be due to the presence of uncertainty in the current model. This
example illustrates that in the economy with time-separable preferences, uncertainty may
prevent the representative agent from revealing the monotonic discount factors reported
in Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005).

Remark 5. In Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005), the social discount rate coincides with the
individual discount rate when individuals have time-additive preferences with identical
discount rates. This result may not hold under heterogeneous expectations. To illustrate
this, we consider a CRRA economy that is the same as the previous CRRA economy except
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that both agents have the same time preferences:

95

agent 1: p; = M’él = 1,612 =013 = 5/100,
95

agent 2: P2 = m,(gg = 1,(52,2 = (5273 = 5/100

In this economy, the representative agent has the following characteristics with time-
varying, state-contingent discount factors:

041 = 0.9160, 045 = 0.9144, 045 = 0.9183,
Gao = 04570, Ga02 = 0.4761, ¢pa39 = 0.4391,
das = 0.5430, b3 = 0.5239, ¢pa33 = 0.5609.

Moreover, the social discount factors are substantially lower than the individual discount
factor 0.95 across all states and time periods. In this example, heterogeneous expectations
make the economy as a whole more impatient than any individual. O

8. Conclusion

This paper develops a closed-form demand approach to equilibrium analysis in a dynamic
stochastic economy with heterogeneous Kreps—Porteus (KP) preferences. Specifically, we
represent aggregate equilibrium behavior and characterize the equilibrium price range
when individuals hold diverse beliefs and time preferences. These results rest on a closed-
form demand function for KP preferences. By inverting this demand function at autar-
kic equilibrium for appropriately defined representative agents, we construct two distinct
classes of representative agents, each serving a specific analytical purpose.

First, we introduce the MIN and MAX representative agents whose autarkic equilib-
rium prices determine the lower and upper bounds of the equilibrium price range. The KP
preferences of these agents are calibrated using the minimum and maximum values of the
individual preference parameters, respectively. We then compute these price bounds by
inverting the autarkic equilibrium conditions for each representative agent. This equilib-
rium price range is robust with respect to changes in the overall distribution of preference
parameters, provided the extreme parameter values remain fixed.

Second, we construct a representative agent whose KP preferences are calibrated to
rationalize the economy’s (or any subgroup’s) aggregate consumption at equilibrium. The
representative agent’s preference parameters, such as discount factors and beliefs, are ex-
plicitly formulated by inverting the autarkic equilibrium condition at the equilibrium price.
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Notably, the representative agent reveals the stochastic term structure of social (or group-
specific) utility discount factors, which quantify the trade-off between current and future
consumption at the societal (or group) level. Under belief heterogeneity, the representative
agent cannot be more patient than the most patient individual. This finding is consistent
with the analysis of Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005), who examine how heterogeneous time
preferences are aggregated into the social discount factors in a deterministic setting.

However, in contrast to Gollier and Zeckhauser (2005), heterogeneous beliefs can cause
the representative agent to be more impatient than the least patient individual. As shown
in Section 7, heterogeneous expectations alone can significantly raise social utility discount
rates above individual rates in an economy with CRRA preferences. This finding conflicts
with the existing literature that suggests lower social discount rates relative to individual
rates based on intergenerational equity or the opportunity cost of capital. Thus, heteroge-
neous expectations can act as a critical driver of the wedge between individual and social
discount rates in the cost-benefit analysis of long-term public projects.

Furthermore, even if individual agents with KP preferences are time-consistent, the
economy can exhibit time-inconsistent (i.e., hyperbolic) discounting at the aggregate level.
The time-inconsistent behavior of the representative agent contrasts sharply with the con-
ventional macroeconomic and financial literature, which typically assumes time-consistent
representative agents. This also has implications for the theory of hyperbolic social dis-
counting, often used to evaluate public policy in economies populated by time-consistent
individuals.

The closed-form demand approach produces the explicit preference structure of the
representative agent, which can offer a new perspective for the representative-agent ap-
proach to asset pricing models with heterogeneous beliefs. In a complete-market setting,
the representative agent’s preferences are uniquely determined by the market price and the
aggregate endowment, making its observable probabilistic belief a natural representative
expectation operator. In incomplete markets, however, multiple representations emerge:
each with distinct (and unobservable) probabilistic beliefs and discount factors. The mul-
tiplicity and unobservability of the incomplete-market representation pose a challenge to
the representative-agent approach.

The closed-form framework also facilitates comparative-static analysis of redistributive
endowment shocks (e.g., taxes, subsidies). In the post-shock equilibrium, the representa-
tive agent’s KP preferences are recalibrated to reflect new discount rates and beliefs, so that
shocks to individual endowments translate into preference shifts at the aggregate level. By
tracking how the representative agent’s parameters adjust, we may infer macroeconomic
effects—such as changes in aggregate saving behavior, interest rates, and risk premia.
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The MAX and MIN agents also encapsulate important macro fundamentals, so their
autarkic equilibrium prices provide informed initial values for computing equilibrium out-
comes via iterative solvers. As demonstrated in Section 7, this informed starting point can
significantly improve the performance of computational algorithms.

Finally, while this paper assumes homogeneity in relative risk aversion and intertem-
poral substitution across agents, relaxing this assumption may require the use of multi-
ple representative agents to characterize the equilibrium price range. For example, Won
(2025) constructs four representative agents in a two-good economy to accommodate het-
erogeneity in both time discounting and elasticity of substitution.

Appendix A

This appendix contains the proofs of lemmas and theorems in the main text of the paper.

Proof of Lemma 1. Let A be an aggregator defined by

—1

I 1l TT
Alys, y2) = [(1—/))3/% U poyy Y }1 .
where

J 1
yr=x1 and yo = (Z ¢j9€]1-_7> o
j=2

The problem (15) is decomposed into two stages. In the first stage, agent ¢ optimally
divides income m between the first-period consumption and the certainty equivalent of
the second-period contingent consumption:

max A(z,Y) s.t. qz;+ PY =m.

Let (z%,Y") be a solution to the first-stage problem.
In the second stage, agent i optimally allocates the certainty-equivalent value P Y™
determined in stage 1 across the second-period states:

J 1 J
<Z Qﬁjl'}_V) o S.t. Z qjxr; = PYl
j=2 =2
STEP 1. The pair (z},Y") satisfies the first-order condition for the first-stage problem:

i L
%(%)”’ _ q—]:. (A1)
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This condition is solved for Y /xi:

Yoo < po >w<P)—¢
] L=p 0 .
Substituting this into the budget constraint, we obtain

, (1 — Vg A SV P—v
ol = m(1_¢ P)"d, — Y= m§€j> — (A2
(I—=p)¥q "+ (po)vP=¥ (I =p)q "+ (po)vP1-¥

STEP 2. By inverting the first-order conditions for the second-stage problem, we obtain

2l WL, o1
2 = <@> K <&> " foreach j > 2. (A.3)
L 03 42
Substituting this result into the budget constraint Z;LQ gjz; = PY", we have the closed-
form demand functions: for each j =2,..., J,

m(pé)”(%ipi—iﬁ

q2

1
zh = <@>WP$Y" =

A.
(2 (1= p)¥q " + (po)e P (A
| N g m(po) (&) Pv
= (20)} () = () | *5)
T\ \g (1= p)lq; " + (po)» P

STEP 3. Now we claim that 2’ formulated in (A.2), (A.4) and (A.5) solves the full
maximization problem (15). The proof is done if x* satisfies the first-order conditions

u(z)/0z2 _ ¢ and ou(x)/0x; g

dulz)/0z; 4 Julz) [ors @ (4.6)

The second term (intra-group MRS condition) is exactly the first-order condition for the
second-stage problem in (A.3).
To verify the first relation in (A.6), we apply the chain rule to obtain

ou(z)/0xq N 0A(x1,Y) /01 O - qu

Qu(x)/dxy _ DA(21,Y)/0Y OY _ P <Yi>”, A7)

A
Ty

where the last equality follows from the condition (A.1). Next, substituting (A.3) into the
definition of Y yields
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Combining this with (A.7) delivers the first MRS condition in (A.6):

ou(z)/0xs P/Y' 2
s, = ala) = o

]

Proof of Lemma 2. We apply Lemma 1 to the first-stage problem (13): for each
j=2,...,J,

()(1 — pi)Yp?
o m;(p)(1 — pi)*'p; (A8)

(1 _Pz)wpl - (pi 1]) (Pﬂ)

)b () (B o)
(1= p"p; " 4 (o) (B |

Tik =

where P]” is the price index defined in (22).
Again by Lemma 1, the optimal choice (2}, (y;)7_,) in the second-stage problem (14) is
given by

V(1 = p:\¥epT?

(1= pi)¥p1 Y + (pid, 1)w(pi,1)1,
(p- )(Pzéz 1) (gzﬂ) (Pi,l)%—zﬁ
(1- pz)%bpl Y4 (pZ(Sz L)Y (Pit)1—¢

where Q?Q and PJ’1 are the price indices defined in (23) and (24).
Since Qéiz is the unit price of the certainty equivalent of (27, (},);_,, it holds that for
eachj=2,...,J,

)

yh = foreach k£ =2,...J, (A.11)

J
m'(p) = pjx + ij,kxé B = QZ 2yt

k=2
Substituting this result into (A.9), we obtain the demand functions in (19)-(21):
i (p-e)(1—p)¥p”
L (U= pa)epy Y (pidia) (PRI
| (1—pi)'p, Q) (- e)lpdia) (Git) (P
],'Z- J
J

(L= pa)?p; ™+ (pidig) P (P )10 (1= pi)opy ™"+ (pidia ) (Po1) Y

S (pee)p (@) (P
=(1- 7 1Yi,1 7,7 7 ;
( p) (p ) (¢ ) (1—pz)¢p1 w—l—(pz@l) (Pist)l—v
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(b (52 QB - odia) () (P

Pj.k

(1= pi)p; ™" 4 (pidig ) (P*)1=% (1= pi) " + (pidi) ¥ (Po1) v

(qg )% (p . Gi)p;k% (Pz‘,Q)lfw (Qz‘,Q)w*%(Pi,l)%*d)
s (1= pi)Ppr " + (pidig)o (PP

7
Tik =

~

= (pi(;i,j>w(pi5i,1)d} (QZASZ]k)

2=

]

Proof of Theorem 1. STEP 1. For each j > 3 and k£ > 3, we find the intra-period price
ratio p}{k /p%, in the third period. To this end, we apply the demand function in (21) to get
the third-period demand ratio in the d-economy:

Ga (pd . L1 d \-2
fj’k(pd):L:qﬁgjk(]%) foreach k=3,...,J.
Gj,2<p ) €2 AP
This relation produces the price ratio
Pl €k 7
2k ¢d%k<é¢> . (A.12)

J d _1\ 2
pe o (Soad (M)
J Pj2 d.gik \ pd

k=2 Pj2

Substituting the price ratio in (A.12) into this relation, we obtain the relative price index
to the price pf,.

pjd,Q ! n éjk I—y ﬁ 9
P (Z%m(—) ) = Ca;e (A-13)

This price ratio consists of the extremes of the individual preference parameters and the
aggregate endowment.

STEP 3. We show that for all j = 3,...,J, the demand ratio ¢; /e, at p? is related to
the inter-period price ratio p{ d/pd Pjo- By adaptlng the demand functions in (20) and (21) to
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the d-economy, we see that forall j = 3,...,J,

W) _ & (Lo t0) o) ()4

— — p .
Gly(p?) €2 Pddd,; ! 72 ’
1— pg\¢y ph\—v P2\ Ly
=(=") () G (.14
pada, D2 Djo
() () m)
- R d d,j
Pd0d,;j Pjo
This relation gives
d — 1 1
! 1— . = _T—H
o (= () (en) T (A.15)
Pj2 pada; 7 N € ’

STEP 4. For each j € J, the relative price index Q?’Z /p} in the d-economy is given by

Q;'u 1 (o d\1—1 SNy pd2\ 1Y =
H = (0= ) BN + (padag) ()
pj D
; : -\ 7 A.16
= (1= p)® + (pabas) (P2 /) (/) ) (A.16)
5 1—4) 1\ T
= ((1 = pa)’ + (padag)” (®3;) " (052/1)) >
Substituting (A.15) into this, we obtain
Q> A T A DS
O (i () ()T @) ) o
J 5]
STEP 5. For each j = 2,...,J, we can find the price ratio p? /p3 from the demand ratio
in the d-economy:
G?(Pd) _ 5 _ (ﬁ%d,j)i(p_?)—ib( gz)l—w(Qd,Z)w—L
Gg(pd) €2 G2 pg !
~ d,
[ bag\G (PN QYN QS 2\ v-1 (A.18
==7) Ud) o e -18)
Gd,2 P2 2 D;
- (B (2 ()
Gda2 pg 31,2
Since W7, = 1, this equation is solved for p?/p{.
d _ 2
P _ g .(ﬁ)’”(%)w’l (A.19)
4 Pa €2 7, :
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STEP 6. Let P%! denote the price index in (24) adapted to the d economy. The relative
price index P41 /pd is given by

pit (Z%](QM d) 1)711 _ (i:éij@i,ji—z)l_;)w

Iz p] ps = 2
Substituting (A.19) into this, we obtain
pd1 g 1-1 W2\ (e-Da-1)\ 71
r- (@) 700 ) ) S
4 d,2
STEP 7. Now we attempt to find p? forall j = 2,...,J. Since p¢ = 1 (due to price

normalization), it follows that pj d/pd = p] We show that this price ratio is determined
through the relationship that the demand ratio ¢;/¢; meets at p?. We apply (19) and (20)
to the d-economy:

p p; p2
I SED
= (paba)* (Gas) () (pg) (v3,) (@)
This relation is solved for p? as
A AN P 2\ g o1
) = padaa(9;) () <p2> Faz) T e (A.21)

Substituting p? / pg in (A.19) into this relation, we obtain p;-i as a function of the parameters

of the d economy:

e\ T (Ej\ "V ‘I]?l‘ (Wﬁl)z 1-55 1
= padaidas(2)7(2) T(552) T (w) T(ey)Tn (A.22)
€2 €1 L P ’
In particular, p¢ is expressed as
~ [\ ¥ - 1
p=padan(2) 7 (WE) (@) (A.23)
1

STEP 8. Substituting p¢ from (A.23) into (A.19) yields the expression for p‘j in (27).
Combining this result with equation (A.15) leads to the formula for p;{z in (28). Sub-
stituting this result into (A.12) then determines the value of p}{k as stated in equation
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(29). Consequently, these recursive substitutions produce the equilibrium price p? in (26)-
(29). O

Proof of Theorem 2. We constructively build the utility function U, of the repre-
sentative agent, which shares the same CRRA and EIS coefficients with the individual
agents. In particular, we determine the preference parameters p, 6 = (dy,(9;)7_,) and
¢ = (95, (djx)i—s)]—, such that they rationalize the aggregate endowment ¢ at the given
price p. Consequently, these parameters are expressed as explicit functions of p and e.

Since Theorem 2 addresses the inverse of the problem explored in Theorem 1, the
following proof will frequently reference relationships derived in the proof of Theorem 1.
When making these references, we will treat the price p as if it were the equilibrium price
p? from Theorem 1.

STEP 1. Using (A.12), we compute

Bin = Zﬂf”) for each (j,k) € g x 4. (A.24)

€J 2
STEP 2. Substituting (A.24) into (A.13), we compute the relative price index.

(Z%k(eu)l 'Y> (Zijoﬂ;)) - = Cy. (A.25)

p]2 €j2

This price ratio is determined by the market price p and the aggregate endowment é.
STEP 3. Substituting (A.25) into (A.15), we obtain

P _ ()7 (G2 E e
— — 1,j .
L—p Dj2 €;

For each j € g, this gives
_ . -1 /7. _ 1
55— 1) () " (22) e (A.26)
Dj2 €,
STEP 4. Substituting (A.25) and (A.26) into (A.17), we compute the relative price

index )

p_jjz<(1—ﬁ)w (p6;)" (1_) (%)ww W>

n
=(1—ﬁ)%<1+ Po; (Z— Clj )7
(

€; (A.27)
1



STEP 5. Substituting (A.27) into (A.19), we obtain

Pi_ 5 (&) (Ca\"!
D2 _¢](€2> <0272> '
For each j € g, this yields

7. — &<ﬁ>7<%)1_7w (A.28)
& P2 \€2 Cao
STEP 6. Substituting (A.27) and (A.28)into (A.20), we compute the relative price index

1

P! (K g\ e N e (SN
P = (a(2) e -ar) () )

0o (Sael (2) (8 )

=2 2 (A.29)
J 1,5, N Lo\ T
= (e () (@) )
= Cy(1 - p)7
STEP 7. Substituting (A.27), (A.28) and (A.29) into (A.22), we have
n=rin(2) 7 (2) (@) et ()
P SN DUV § A (714;*1)2 ' _%
=rai(2) () () T ()T (A.30)
D BN BN\ N J -
') 8 @
TN N S 1=
PR} (G (%)
For j = 2, this gives o -
po1 = Do <Z—?)w (%)W (A.31)

This single equation contains two unknowns, p and §;, implying one of them is a free
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variable. By setting 6, to any real number in (0, 1),2° we obtain

e (e\u (Cap =T
i (2)} ()
Substituting this into (A.26), we have the value of each 5]- for each j € J. O

Proof of Theorem 3. For each i € J, let \' be the Lagrangian multiplier associated
with the budget constraint in (44). Then ) satisfies the first-order conditions for utility
maximization can be expressed in terms of the IMRSs in (11) and (12): for all j € J and

(J,k) €d <3,

5(7-/8% Aoa 11 i N
= pib Gy Y (Zig ()Y (YVia() T = (A.33a)
oU; /9, Pil; 1 $i T J ( Al )) ( a( )) N
8[]}(1‘)/8% k nglj ~ % . -1 )\; .
) 1=t Tk Taaw) = A (A.33b)
0T ) oy 1 g s Tk (Vi) Y
A A\
0= i and @ =) S+ ) (A.330)
keg "I jeg 1

Here \:/A{ and X, /)\} indicate the state price of agent i that represents the present value
of one dollar in states j and (j, k), respectively. The new preference parameter in (46) al-
lows us to transform the conditions in (A.33) into the equilibrium conditions for complete
markets. To see this, we rearrange the first-order conditions in (A.33) in terms of the state

1/ (1—7)

20Taking into account the parameter transformation in (5), we can set §; = ¢517w7 , where ¢o
satisfies
J
71 7
ol =1+ &5
j=3
By setting ¢; = ¢;$2, we observe that (¢2,...,$,) forms a probability measure. However, §; can be set to

any positive value, as it is possible to transform these parameters into a valid probability measure according
to the rule in (??).
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prices for agent 1:

A\l . ~ )\ A\l 1 _1 1 1
J 1% % % ¥ v
31 pz(szl gbl Nil Ty Z; Zz (ZL‘) v Y;l(l‘) v
S = i (9531 ot (@)Y (Va @)
oL 1 1 1 1
= pidin@igay x; ° (Zij(x))? 7 (Yin(z) 7, (A.34a)
)\1 5 ~ )\Z )\1 1 ~yp—1
7.k Pi %, J 7,k =
= ik )T (Yig(x)) v
= P (g 3 el o)
i 3 - 11
= 1p_ ;‘Qﬁi,j,k'rj .I‘jJZ (Y;’](I)> ¥ y (A34b)
/\}k A]l
q; = Z )\—’173', and ¢ = Z ;(Tj + Qj)- (A.34c)
keg I jeg 1

Let p be a price in Xk defined by (45). Then by the budget constraint in (44) and
(A.34c), the optimal choice z° satisfies the complete-market budget constraint p-z° = p-e’.
Moreover, the relations in (A.34a) and (A.34b) yields the same first-order condition for
the complete-market economy as in (11) and (12), where agent ¢ maximizes the utility
function W (x; p;, 01, i, v, )z

o o 1 1 1_ _1
pj = pidiadigay x; * (Zig(x)) 7 (Yia(x)" 7, (A.35a)
, ;i o i -1
Bik _ Pidis Gty vy (Yig(@) ¥ (A.35b)
Pj 1 —p; ’

Obviously, = clears the goods markets, since it is already an equilibrium allocation in
the incomplete-market economy. Therefore, we conclude that (p,z) is an equilibrium in
the complete-market economy. O

Proof of Lemma 3. This result follows immediately from the uniqueness of the aggre-
gate preference representation, as noted after Theorem 2. However, it does not reveal how
the closed-form demand approach and the welfare-based approach are interconnected. To
clarify this connection, we derive Corollary 3 from the parametric specifications (56) and
(57), which appear in Example 2.3 of Jouini and Napp (2006)).

By construction, (p, €) is an autarkic equilibrium in the representative-agent economy.
That is, € solves the following utility maximization problem:

J
S pirlzin —eja) = 0. (A.36)

J J
=2 k=2

¢ = argmax V)(z) subjectto z; + ij(zj —é;)+
Jj=2 J
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The first-order conditions for this problem is given as follows: for each j, %k in g,
p=z1", up; = pxidr;z; , and ppjr = px1priOriPrjkZ L -
Since ¢ is the optimal choice of the representative agent at the price p, it satisfies
p==ey’, upj = px1dr;€; ', and ppjr = pa1px;Or k- (A.37)
On the other hand, the first order conditions for agent ¢’s utility maximization problem

1\= . i i\ 5 L 2 i Di ik \ = L
()\—) :le7 (—pf‘J)’y :p;x;, and (—pqu’)]\qb ,_],k:)'y :p;kl';,k

Aggregating these equations over J and using the market clearing condition, we obtain

- J ; v i€d

i€J i€J v

yield

Solving (A.37) for e and then substituting it into (A.38), we see that

= (ZG))

i€J
PALDN, = N(Z (/Mb”) ) = (sz pidij) ) = drj, (A.39)
=
PALPAG PN DAk = M(Z (%) i) = (Z w; (P?Qbi,j(/ﬁi,j,k)%)’y = Q_SA,j,kz‘
i€J ! i€J

For each j, k in J, we substitute the terms in (A.37) into the utility weight ¢, in (A.39):

o =n( () ) = (So) = ()

1€

2 1 _
- Pi Gij i gk _ T\ €jk\?
dran = (3 (PP520) ) = e (S muia) = e (1)
v i€d

i€]

(A.40)
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Then the utility function V) in (58) is expressed as

Wa(z) = 1— <21_7+Z (qﬁm z; +Z¢mk Zik >)
. ( ( )7229@ ( 1- 7+p42p‘7,k6],kz, ))

]‘_7 =2 ]j k=2

J _ J —
1 < 1—v 2 : en\"” j : pjej
1—7 N D Dy

2

J =Y
Zh 2 Dy, hejh Pjk€; i 1—y
X ZJ' Z J ik
pje ] Zh 2Djn€;

k=2
1
:1_7< ’Y_’_QAlZ(éA,]( +QA,jZ¢A,]kZJk >>7

where the last equality is obtained using the preference parameters specified in (43). This

result shows that the welfare-based representation in Jouini and Napp (2006) is equivalent
to the demand-based representation in Corollary 3. O

Proof of Lemma 4. For v > 1, 27 is strictly convex for all z > 0. For j = 1, this fact

gives

) ij( o ]> ij<z elxly

€7

(‘Dllbl

ij(
<zpjzf< 1y 222 (2)

1€ i€ j=2

(A.41)

We claim that 37 s pj(zi/a})" = p;. By Lemma 2, the demand ratio /x4 is expressed
ale
_ 1 1
R e Ne Y
i VRS

This gives p;¢;; = p;(«}/2})". By summing it over J, we obtain

21The dgmand z' from V; in (53) is obtained from the demand function ¢° specified in (19)-(21) by
replacing ¢; with ¢; and setting 6, ; =l and ¢, ; =1 — p; forall j € J.
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Substituting this into the last term in (A.41), we have
< — 0, <
oA Z pz < max p;.
i€d
Similarly, for j € J, we see that

s
e . x’ o
ons = Zm( m) é_JZm<xﬂ> , (A.42)

i Pi iel I k=2 Y J

Substituting this into (A.42), we have

a5 < Z —pz < max p;.

i€J
€7

For 0 < v < 1, 27 is strictly concave for all > 0. We can obtain the result in (b) by
applying similar arguments to those made above. O

Proof of Theorem 5. STEP 1. We show that (63) holds. From the demand function
(21), the third-period relative consumption satisfies

7 11, 1
“:(my(@) " foreach k=3,...,J.

Z .
Lj2 Gij2 Dj2

Since ¢, ;o = 1, this relative consumption is bounded as

1 . -1 l’i. 1 . -1
5 Pik\" - Tik o7 Djk\ "~
min,j,k — 4 — 7max,jk :
Pj2 Ljo Pj2
Aggregating this relation over J, we obtain
. Pik\ "5 €; - Pik\ "5
b (Pik ) T Gh g <_J’ ) B (A.43)
min,j,k <pj,2 — éj,2 — "max,j,k pj,Z
This gives
2 Cik\Y _ Pik _ 7 €k Y
Qbmin,j,k(_j_) S == S ¢max,j,k (_J_) . (A44)
€2 Pj2 €52
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STEP 2. We show that the relative price index P;Q /P2 is bounded as

- ] max’ (A.45)
Pj2 ’

For v > 1, P increasesin ¢, j; forall k =2,..., J:

) Al 1 -1
anZ’Q z]kp]k (Zk 2¢l]kpjk )
- = > 0. (A.46)
a¢i,j,k v—1

By (A.44), this monotonicity gives the lower and upper bounds of P}*/p;:

~

e 1—v\ 7—1
]m1n_<z¢mln]k( > )
P’.L’2 ( J AL Di 1-1 ’Y’yj

J Jsk v
= (Db (B ) (A47)
Pj2 ,; TP\
oy &\ 7 2
S Z ¢max,j,k: (é_> = q)j max"*
k=2 32

STEP 3. We claim that if ) > 1, then (64) holds. By (20) and (21), we see that for all
j=3,....J

IN

7 pidij \¥ 1\5, o
e () ()
xj — Pi Pj2
5 \v PPN Ly
- (22 (2GR (8.48)
L—pi Pj2 Pj2
For each d € {max, min}, we rearrange this as

i : i\2 02
””172_<_f’i5iu‘>”’<&)¢<i>i (2 .)w(Pj )_w (@2)7"
7 L—=pi/ \pj2/ \Dj2 47 : il

For each j € J, we set

a _ a —
0% y rrllgxél ; and 6%, y r?eljn 0. ;-
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Then by (A.45), we see that

~ 7,2 0,2
Ti2 _ (pz-@,j )%ﬁ)w(}i)i (@2, )¢<i>—¢ (®2,) "
(L’l~ 1 _ pz pj,Q pj,2 J,min pj,2 J,min

J

L—pi Pj2 Pj2 7

pmaxéglax Y/ Dj\¥ 1 -
< <_J> <_J> P2 Vi (d2 )Y

1— Pmax Pj2 ( ) ( )

Similarly, we obtain

PrinOming N [ D3 \Y g2 \Eim2  y¥ T
( 1 — pmi > (_> (DT min) " (Pma) < =5
Pmin Pj2 xj
Aggregating these inequalities over J, we have
minggnin i\ ¥ i \¥ i -
(T ) () (@) (¥) ™
— Pmin Pj2 ' ’
€;2 Pmaxéglax,j Vi 10 Lo =1
S - S (1_—> <_> (q)j,ma)()ﬂ/ ((I)j,min) :
€; Pmax Dj2
We solve this relation with respect to p;/p;.:
( 1 — Prnax )(eﬁfﬁ(qﬂ. )1—%/) ©F in
pmax5gqax7j é] s q)?,max
i 11— min €, m 1-3% (Dzmax
< B () (S2) (02, ) Tt (A.49)
Djz2 pminfsglin’j €j (I)j,min
For each j € J, we recall from (60) that
. . 2 . . 2
Omin,y = Omin (D;’mm and  dmax,j = Opax R (A.50)
J,max J,min
It follows from (A.15) and (A.49) that
Py ( 1 — Proax )(@)i(qﬂ )1—7%
p?,IQaX pmaxémax,j éj e
A 1 — puin 5 o\ 1 1—L min
< Pl (Sl (L2 (g2 ) S (A.51)
Dj,2 pmindmin,j €j 7 pj,?
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STEP 4. We claim that

e rpin 2 i',2 Ly (max 2
fw ;ﬂp C2jrnin S Q] S 5127]7*[’ Q]max (ASZ)
’ p; Dj Yp;

We recall that QjﬁQ /p; is given by

Qi‘,Z 1 - ) o1 %

T = (=) ) (i) (P T) T

Dj Dj

This ratio responds differently to changes in the time preference factors and the price
terms, depending whether 0 < ¢ < 1 or ¢) > 1. This dependence leads to a different form
of the bound in (A.52).

STEP 4A. Suppose that 0 < ¢ < 1. To use this information, we rearrange the price ratio
2
Q; /p; as

U (1 p® + (g (o iz) Y

pj Pj2 Dj
05\ PP p o\ 10N
=(1—m)%<1+<p ’J> ( J @) >1 7 (A.53)
1—pi Dj2 Dj

Then the first term (1 — pi)% decreases in p;, and the other term in (A.53) increases in
i, 51»,]-, P;’Q /pj2, and p;2/p;. By (A.45) and (A.51), the monotonicity property of Q§’2 /p;
yields the relation

minégnin N min .y 1
(1 (i o, ) )
~ Pmin TP
Q;* v P01\ ¥ PRAX| 1oy L (A.54)
< — < (1 - pmin)m <1 + <—maX max,g) (éimax g2 > >17w_
pj 1— Pmax ’ p;nax
On the other hand, since @3, < ®* . by (A.47), (A.50) yields
Smin,j < 5glin,j and SmaXJ > gr?uaxj' (A.55)
Then it follows from (A.54) that
mingmin N\ Y min N
(1 (o, ) )
~ Pmin TP
Q' . 5w P 1 L (A.56)
< Sl < (1= ) T (1 (Bt ) (2| B2 )T
Dy 1 — Pmax J> p;nax
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This is rearranged as

min

v i L 0,2
<]- _pmin) 1= ((1 - )1/,+ (p ) 8 ) ])¢<(I)2 ' pj,2 )1 ¢'> 1= < Qj
min minYmin, Jsmin"“min >~

1 Pmax p] p] (A57)
1-— Pmi 112[, A pmgx 1—9 —1_111)
<— = 1 max ¥ max(smax )Y <(I)2 2 ) ) .
( 1 pmax> <( P ) (/0 7]) ],maxp;nax

This result combined with (A.16) leads to (A.52).
STEP 4B. Suppose that ¢ > 1. In this case, the price ratio Q;’Q /pj is rearranged as

02 i2
; . Py \N1—9 1%
Q_J = ((1 —pi)¥ + (piéi,j)w(—] p—]’2> > v

by Pj2 Pj
e w700 NY (PP pioN1vy i
= (pidig) o (L) 4 (S B2 )T (A.58)
- P Pj2 Dj

Then the first term (pi&,j)ﬁ decreases in p; and &J, and the other term in (A.58) increases
in pi,0ij, P} /pja, and p;»/p;.

The monotonicity of Q;’z /p; combined with (A.45), (A.55), and (A.51) gives the rela-
tion

~

(pmaxgmaxj)% ((%L&nm,]) v + (CD? . p;??én)l—w) ﬁ
7 1 - min ,mlnpmm
p s (A.59)

max

9,2 )

.7 A . —w ] 1_¢ —

< @ < (PrminOumin ) 7 ((PIHL;IHW) n 1(q)2maxpg,2 ) )1 7
) 1 _ pmax s p;nax

This is rearranged as

min 1

mingmin j 7% 5 ' )
<u) 1-9 ((1 _ pmin)w + (pmin(gmin7j)w <¢J2"minpﬁ§n> > o

pmaxamax,j pj
6,2 D YT R Max . g\ L
< D (Dmnins Y (1 () (P ) )
J J,max _max
Dj pmaxémax,j pj

When ) > 1, this result combined with (A.16) leads to (A.52).
STEP 5. We examine the demand ratio /2 to obtain information about the price ratio
p;/p2- By (20), 2’ /z% is given by

bt 1 I o 1opN—E QB2 21—y QY — L4y

J T o —b 2N E i 2\ — L4 5 (Pi\ "~ 2 \"° g P

—= =@/ pyp; Q)T =9 (—) (—) <—> . (A.60)
Ty Ca (@27) ( ! ) 7\ p2 D2 Dj

Since v > 1 yields ¢ — 1/ > 0, the last expression increases in Q%°/p; and decreases in
1,2
5 /D2
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Then (A.60) combined with (A.52) allows us to have

1 ) min,2 1
% & -1 § 2 w Qmax 67 % Q] 5 "l‘w
min,j ,j max P,g min

D2 p2 p]
T _ 2 2 QAN s QT A
S x_z S max,j p £¢ mln gw,J pmax '
2 P2 J
Aggregating this relation over J, we obtain
) in,2
5 pj 3 I meaX Ed £ wQ;mn 5+
min)j p2 1/1,] pgnax 1:[} .7 pmln
J
— 1 min,2 max,2 1
<_j<¢1 & Ty 5 1¢Q S%QJ S+
=& = max,j Do »,j pr2n1n N poax :
J
We solve the relation with respect to p,/p:
,2 min,2
¢ € 51 s Q5 N\ 1 571% Qj —14+y
min, j &9 ¥.J pax ¥.J pin
J
in,2 max,2
p] < 6] — 1/) Qm RN el 1L Qj Rl
p2 ¢max,y 62 gq/)] pgnn gqp,] pmax .
J
Using (A.19), this relation is rearranged as
521/)(11_—7;1/,) Q;nax,Z 1—tp len )2 1y pmin
¥.J p12nax p12mn p12mn
min,2 max,2  _ max
<P R J¢)<Q2 >1 W(Q - ) e (A.61)
— V,J min max max :
p2 Do D P2
STEP 6. We claim that P! /p, is bounded as
Swul—_z:;w) <Q12nax,2 > -y ( Qmm ,2 > B ) Pmi.n’l
P prznax pénm p12mn
_ Pi’l _ 577’[’(11:21]@ Q;mn,Q yp— QmaXZ — 14y Pmax,l (A 62)
T Y Py Py Py '

where
€y = { max ey, if 0 <t <1

mil’ljeg &pJ, if w >1

Here, Pmint /pmin and pmaxl /pmax gre obtained explicitly in (A.20).
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The relative price index P! /p, is given as

e i(iw@;%“)”% (D& e

D2 P2

Since > 1, the last term shows that P"!/p, increases in ¢ ;, Q'?/pj, and p; /p».
On the other hand, the relations in (A.52) and (A.61) give the lower and upper bounds
for (Qj’Q/pj)(pj/pg): is bounded as

lejpw) <Qr2nax,2) —Wﬁ(Qmm 2> 1+7¢Q mln

51/)73’ pyax pipin p;mn pénm
Q;;Z i 77’[,(11%21;@ Q;nin,Q 1= Qmax ,2 142 Qmax 2 p;nax
S D; p_2 S 51/17]' < p12nin > < pIQnax > p;nax pmax

Since the exponent (1 — 2y%)/(1 — ) of &, sr—1 changes signs depending on whether
0 <ty <1lorey > 1, the term 5$‘81;?] W/A9) il vary accordingly. By applying the extreme
values of ¢, ,r—1 from (62) to the previous relation, we obtain the following inequalities:

min

w(ll—_sz) Q;nax,Q ) len 2 14y Qmm ,2 p;nm
51/’ < > ( pg’lln > pmln p
J
%,2 o min,2 max,2 max
<9 &<£—W<Q2 )1 W’(Q ) v QR pipex

— p] Do — Sy pr2nin pznax pmax'

max
Y2

— (A.64)
Py
Substituting this relation into (A.63) yields the relation (A.62).

STEP 7. Now we attempt to find the range for the ratio p;/p; forall j =2,...,J. Since
p1 = 1 (due to price normalization), we have p,;/p; = p;. We seek for the range for this
ratio based on the demand ratio =’ /z}. We apply (19) and (20) to obtain

%

€T N ~ 1 iov_1 i
acil = (i) (15) 70 Q") V(PR
N 1 QZQ 1 Y /p —Lliy , pily iy
- w ¥ Y ~
=Dy ( ) (9252,]) < P > (p;) ( - > ' (A.65)

For simplicity, we define

_ max,2 _ min,2 _ max _ min,
v gzwqiiw) Q5 201-7¥) 1 QY 2(—14vyy) , pmax,l| 1 pmin,l
v P i

max

Y2

max

Y%
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By (A.62) and (A.62), (Q}*/p;)(p;/p2)(P™! /p2)~" is bounded as

min,2 ©,2 ; max,2
. mm Pmln 1 ) ) Pz’l max pmax, 1. 1
Q]mln min < min ) — Q] p] < ) < T ! Qmax max < max > . (A66)
Pyt Pyt N py pj P2\ P2 Py py 12

Substituting this into (A.65),

2=

_ _1
pj wT ’Y—Hp(pmln mml) (¢m1n])

min,2
(Qj mm <Prnml) )_’1Y+¢
min min min
p

p] p2
7t . R 1 Qmax2 max  pmax,1\ —1 Liw
“J —Pt—1p P = J ¥
S (PmaxOmax,1) (¢max,j)W< p pgm< T ) ) :

Aggregating this relation over J, we obtain
<Q;nm ,2 mln <Pm1n 1 > > ,%Jﬂ/,
p‘r;’lll’l pmln pr2n1n

< T b)) (B o (P52 a)

max max
Py D P2

2=

pj v (pmln min 1) (¢m1ng)

Ay

Using the value p¢ in (A.21) for each d € {min, max}, we solve this inequality for p;:
—L 41 min L 1 max
T pi < p; < T9 pj (A.68)

]

Proof of Theorem 6. The proof of this theorem is similar to that of Theorem 5, except
that the preference for late resolution affects the intertemporal choices of individual agents
differently from the preference for early resolution. In particular, since v > 1 and 0 < vy <
1, it follows that 0 < ¢» < 1. This property simplifies the proof arguments compared to the
case with a preference for early resolution.

STEP 1. Steps 1 and 2 of the proof of Theorem 5 carry over unchanged, since their
derivations do not depend on whether v1) > 1 or 0 < v < 1.

STEP 2. Since 0 < v < 1 implies 1/y — ¢ > 0, (A.45) and (A.48) yield

)

(—pmin5m1n7j>¢ <p_]) <CI)? m1n> l_¢ < xj,‘Q < (pmaxémax,j)w (p_J) (q)? max) %_w.
I = pmin Pj2 x® 1-— D2

7 )Omax

Aggregating this relation over J, we obtain

~

mingmin N\ ¥ j %71’0 e maxOmax,j \ ¥ j %7"1’
(p ,J> (p_1> (q>§m1n> < G2 o (ﬂ ,:z) <P_J) <<pj2max> (A.69)
L — pmi DPj,2 €; 1-— Dj2

Pmin Pmax



Then the price ratios in (A.15) become the lower and upper bounds of p;/p; ..

max

Pj :<1—pmax><ejz> <®2 >lﬁp<&
p;n;X pmax(smax,j €j P B Dj2
1 - min -3 p i
S (—Ap) (6]2> <(I)2(¢m1n7 )) W/ pimn (A70)
PrminOmin, j €5 P;o

Note that this price range appears the same as (A.51). However, since v < 1, the ad-
justment factors 5max,j and Smin,j are taken from (72), which are defined differently from
(60).

STEP 3. Since 0 < ¥ < 1, we can the same arguments made in Step 4A of the proof of
Theorem 5, which yields (A.57). Using (A.16), this relation is simplified as

. RN min,Q z",2 . ) RN max,2
<1 pmax) 1-9¢ Qjm-m S Q] S ( 1 pmm) 1= Qmax . (A71)
11— Pmin pj by 1- Pmax pj
STEP 4. We claim that
1— min —2v min j 1— max \ 2y Pt
(Lmm) L < B o (S ) AL (A.72)
1— Pmax Do D2 1— Pmin Do

This bound is derived from the demand ratio #’/x% in (A.60). Since —1/v + 1 < 0, the
ratio 2 /x, decreases in Q;g /p; and incregses in Q%% /po.

The monotonic decrease of 2 /2 in Q% /p; makes it difficult to find a bound for P*! /p,,
which becomes a component of the bound for the price ratio p;/p; discussed in the next
step. To see this, we examine the functional form of P*!/p, given by

Wl 21 1 Qy’ 7\ 7
P2 <:2 5 (Q) ) <Z¢ (pj i;) ) , (A.73)

Since v > 1, the last term increases in Q?Q /p; and p;/p,. This shows that the bound for
P! /p, is determined by the bound for (Q}?/p;)(p;/p2)-

The bound for Qjﬁz /p; is given in (A.71). If we follow the same procedure as in Step
5 in the proof of Theorem 5, the monotonic decrease of z’/z} in Q;g /p; would give the
following form of the bound for p; /p,:

M“

max min

Al

where A and B are parameters independent of j. Combining these results, we see that the
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lower and upper bounds for (Q§’2 /p;)(p;/p2) are mixed with the max and min terms:

min,j . max

A/ 2rmn pfnax — p] S B/ Qmax min ’
P oph P2 P P

max,j m1n

where A’ and B’ are parameters independent of ;.

By applying this result to (A.73), we can find the bound for P*!/p,. However, these
lower and bounds with the mixed terms cannot be expressed in terms of Pmax!/pmax and
pmint /pmin defined in Step 6 of the proof of Theorem 1.

To avoid this difficulty with the sign problem of Qjﬂ2 /p;» we rearrange z’ /x5 in (A.60):

1 =t OB e QAN 1L QPP gt
o Zﬂ'(&) ' (Q_2> ' <_J. ) ’ (—J, ) - (A.74)
Lo D2 P2 p] py
For each d € {min, max}, we define
g’lax,j = H,nggx ¢i,j-

By (A.71), we have

l’i» D 1 N 1 1 — Pmi % Qmax,Z ;_w
J 7\ min 2 vy
_z<_> S ( 1?1139(7]')’y << ) max )

1’2 D2 1 — Pmax p2
" (<1 - pmin>11—prj i 2)1_$ <Qj’2>w—1
1- Pmax p?ﬂax bj

Since ¢ < 1, (A.71) allows us to have
4,2 min, 2
()" < (=) ()
Dj 1— Pmin p;mn
_ (1 - pmax)—w(Q?M)w 1(( 1— pmin)%Q a"2)1—¢(< 1-— pmm>in?1aX’2>¢‘1
1 — Pmin p;mn ]- — Pmax p;‘nax ]- — Pmax p;nax

- (1 — pmax>2¢<Q;ﬁin,2>wl<Q;ﬂax,2>1w<< 1 — pmin>wa;nax2 w1

B 1— Pmin min pmax 1- Pmax pmax

pj

Substituting this result into (A.75), we obtain

ﬁ'(&)i < (1 - pmax>2¢<<1 - pmin> = Qmm)
xé P2 - 1 - pmin ]- - pmax pr2nax
min,2 max,2 ¢ max,2 1
‘(3 );<Qj v=1/Q; )1—¢<<1—pmm)1_w@ v i_

max,j min max max
’ p J p j 1— Pmax

pj

(A.76)
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Similarly, we can show that

fff_é(@)i . (1 - pmm>2¢<<1 - pmax>1%Q’§i“’2>iw
le D2 A\l Pmax 1-— Pmin p]énm

max,2

max
p .

x (g )i(Qa‘ )‘”"1 Q?“M)l—@b((l—pmax>1i@Q§“i“’2 -1
min,j )

min
P;

min

1— Pmin pj

Aggregating these inequalities, we have
max,2 min,2 min,2 1 min, 2 1
<1_pmin)2w($a )i(Qj )¢1<Qj >1¢<Qz ’ >w¢<Qj V=5
1— Prmax min,j p;nax p}mn pr2n1n p;mn

_ min,2 max,2 max
B N SN L N T T Y T o L A B N S
< - < (=) (9hay) ~

€2 \P2

L~ Puuin P - 5™

For each j € J and d € {max, min}, we define

x,2 in,2
b g QYN - QN (1-w)
min,; —

min,j

max

min )
Pj

, . QU™ (1) QM \ A(1-)
¢ma = Qba (=L J

X,J] max,j min max :
Pj Pj

Then p,/p- satisfies

€\ 71— pmin) "2 ;L N Q;.nin’Q -1
(6_2> (1 —p ) ¢min,j< min > ( )
max

Dy p;'nin
<P (é_J> - < 1— pmax> —271#(%% < ;“ax’Q ) 1—y¢ <Q;nax’2>w—1
TP \é 1= pmin I pp P

Using (A.19), we simplify this relation as

(1 — Pmin ) _Q,pr;nln < & < (1 - pmax> _2ﬁ/wp;'n: '
Py

- Pmax pIZmH o D2 — Pmin

It is worth comparing this result with (A.61).
STEP 5. We show that P"!/p, satisfies

14y)w i ; L)
<1 - ,Omax) Rl A ( 1 — puin ) oty 2 pmax
1 —_ —_ )
1— Pmin pmm D2 11— Pmax énax

where for each d € {max, min}, P%!/pd is given in (A.20).
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Q;naxﬂ 7/}_

max
bj

(A.78)

(A.79)

(A.80)

(A.81)



The relative price index P! /p, is given as

P (Saen )T = (DT )T e

D2 P2 N

Since v > 1, the last term increases in qgi,j, Q§’2 /p;, and p;/ps.

Note that P!/p, in (A.82) contains ¢;;’s, the preference parameters of individual i.
To express the bound for P“! /p, in terms of the equilibrium prices of the MAX and MIN
representative agents, we need to understand how qu is related to gzgmin,j and gﬁmam. To
this end, we use the following inequalities derived from (A.71):

(1 - pmaX)QW <Q;-nax’2>v(w—1) <Q?ﬂm’2>v(1—w) <1
1 — . p?lax p;nin — )

pmm

min,2 max,2
<1 — Pmin >2W<Qj | )'y(wl) (Qj >w(1w) -
11— Pmax p;'nm pmax

Combining (A.78) and (A.79) with these inequalities yields

min,2
- L = pmax \2¥ =+, 1 — Pmax \ 2% Q Y(=1) /() (=)
¢min,j (1—> = gbmin,j (—> < max ) ( jmm > S gbminvj’

— Pmin 11— Pmin p] p]
(A.83)
Qb ( - pmm>2’7¢ _ Ja ( - pmin>2’yw Qmin,Z y(y—1) Q;nax ? y(1-%) > Ta
max,j i — ¥max,j 1 — Dimax p§n1n p;nax - ¢max7j.
(A.84)
Applying this result to (A.82), we see that
(1_pmax>'2ywﬁ<iqg}y (Q p])l i).ﬂ
1-— Pmin =2 i, Pj P2
pit 1 — pmin \ 225 T QY% pN1-2\ 22
<< () (Zaﬁglm( LB (A.85)
P2 1 — pmax 2 P D2

On the other hand, the relations in (A.71) and (A.72) gives the lower and upper bounds

for (Q}*/p;)(p;/p2):

(1 - pmax)2W¢+11_pw mlnj p;nln Q p] < ( 1-— pnnn) '7771""1 P Qma’(] max (A 86)
1= pumin P S Ty g = NI e pmax
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Substituting this result into (A.85), we obtain
2 J min,2 min
(1 - pmax)?—i”ﬂ—m (Z& A<Qj 2l )H)J_l
1 — pmin — TR pmin . piin

max,2 max

prt 1 - Pmin ww S Q p] =2\ 71
S S( ) (Z max,y( max pr2nax> > ’

which is simplified as

(A.87)

2 . ) )
<1 — pmax> 2’;/}14’4-% pmin,1 - pil - (1 — Dunin ) 2'77111+% pmax,1
1- Pmin 1-— Pmax

max

prznin P2 V%)

STEP 6. Using the demand ratio z}/z} in (A.65), we attempt to find the range for the
ratio p;/p, for all j = 2,...,J Substituting (A.86) and (A.87) into (A.65), we obtain

(1 - pmax) i ( g p?ll“)-%w <Pmin71> i (Qi’z &) L <P"’1> 1y

1= Puia e pE Py T\ D P2
< (1 — Pmin ) w ( max,] p;nax>_i+¢ (Pmax71>’1y_¢ (A88)
= 1 — pmax p‘IjnaX pI2naX pgnax

On the other hand, (A.83) and (A.84) give

1-— Pmax 2 N 1 N Ta 1
(?) (pmm min 1) (qﬁmm,])'y S (pminémin,l)w(gbmm,])'y

i N Y la 1 1_pmin 2
(pz 11) (¢l,j)’y (,Omaxémax1> ( max,j)w(?> (,OmaxémaxJ) <¢max,_7)

~2\>—'

Applying this result and (A.88) to (A.65) and aggregating it over J, we have

2 1— mln 1 i 1
_y 1— Dimas w . oo 1 J p;mn ~Liy pmin,1 1y
pﬂ (pmin(smin,l) (¢min,j) 7 min min min
1- Pmin pj Pa Y2)
_ 2y (1—1) max, max ., _ 1 max 1_
i (L= Pmin\ AT 2 wia 1 7] Ty pmasly Loy
S — S pj P E— (pmaxémax,l) (¢max,j)’y W max max ’

This result gives

= 1 2v(1—4) min,j ,omin _ _ 1 inl. 1_
<e_]) ¥ (ﬂ) v-1 Prmi 5 i 1(&5 ) )@(Qz p; ) ,w-l-l(Pmln )w L
- min9min,1 | Pmin,j I .
€1 1= Pmin p] o o
< < €; _i I — pmin w 5 (é )%p max,j p;nax W +1 , pmax,1 %_1
=P x>\ - : (&
' €1 1 - Pmax PmaxOmax max,J p;nax pmax pr2nax ;
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Using (A.21), for each j € J, we obtain

1— Pmax zv’(vl:lw) i 1— Pmin 2“/’&1:11#)
e el g, < | ——— ax, A.89
( 1— Pmin p] =bi= <1 — Pmax p] ( )
[
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