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Outline

In Section A we discuss the identification of the model’s structural parameters. In Section B, we
shed light on the model mechanism by estimating restricted versions of the model. In Section C we
include some additional results that complement the results in the main paper. In Section D, we
discuss the construction of the estimation targets and our empirical methodology. Last, in Section E

we provide proofs and detailed derivations.

A Identification

Here, we discuss the identification of the model’s structural parameters. In Figures A.4 through A.8
we plot the Gentzkow and Shapiro (2014) measure of sensitivity of parameters to moments. We

report the measure in elasticity form,

X7(0)

Aig = Aij =g

(A.1)
where ); ; is the element of the sensitivity matrix A that corresponds to parameter ¢ and moment j.
The matrix A is computed as

A=—(GWe)'aw (A.2)

where G is the numerical gradient of the sample moments g(f) = X — X and W is the optimal
weighting matrix.

The parameters governing the volatility of the two technology shocks are of primary importance
for the model’s implications about the dynamics of aggregate quantities and asset prices. Accord-
ingly, their estimated values 6, = 8.2% and 6, = 11% are estimated with considerable precision.
Examining the GS sensitivity measure, we see that o, is primarily identified by the volatility of
consumption growth, and the correlation between consumption and investment. Conversely, o¢ is
mostly identified by the volatility of investment growth, and the correlation between investment
and consumption. Recall from Figure 2 that both investment and consumption respond symmet-
rically to the disembodied shock x; by contrast, investment and consumption respond initially
with opposite signs to £. Hence, the correlation between investment and consumption carries
important information on the relative importance of these two shocks. In contrast, the parameters
governing the mean growth rates of the two types of technology, p, and pg, are much less precisely
estimated. To estimate u,, the model places considerable weight on the mean rate of consumption
growth; by contrast, to estimate p¢ our estimation procedure leans on the the moments of the
investment-to-output ratio; higher values of y1¢ imply that the mean of the stationary distribution
of w is higher, which implies higher investment-to-output, but also a faster rate of mean reversion,
and therefore a lower unconditional volatility for the investment-to-output ratio. However, since
these moments also depend on other parameters (for instance, the mean growth rate of the economy
depends on both p, and p¢) these two parameters are less precisely estimated.

The parameters governing the dynamics of Ay, are identified by both the aggregate investment-



to-output ratio, as well as the dispersion and persistence of firm-level investment, innovation, and
valuation ratios. Specifically, the parameter A, which corresponds to the cross-sectional mean
of Ay is primarily determined by the unconditional volatility in the investment-to-output ratio;
the aggregate ratio of the value of new projects to total wealth (v;/M;); and the persistence in
innovation outcomes at the firm level. An increase in A implies that the economy responds faster to
a positive shock to x or &, which implies that the state variable w exhibits a faster rate of mean
reversion and hence lower unconditional volatility. In addition, increasing A\ implies an increase
in the frequency of investment at the firm level, which implies higher firm-level persistence. The
parameter A\p = (Ag — A1)/A, which controls the relative differences in firm growth rates between
the low- and high-growth regimes, is primarily identified by the cross-sectional dispersion in firm
investment. The estimated value assigns considerable difference in the rate at which firms acquire
projects in the high- and low-growth regimes. The parameters governing the transition across the
low- and high-growth regimes (8) are identified by the persistence of investment growth, innovation,
and valuation ratios at the firm level, as well as cross-sectional differences in innovation outcomes
across firms. In particular, increasing either pz or uy lowers the persistence of investment and
valuation ratios at the firm level. Our estimates imply that the high-growth rate is pretty transitory,
while the low-growth rate is highly persistent. Hence, at any given time, most firms in the model
are in the low-growth regime.

The remaining parameters governing the production side of the model are also relatively precisely
estimated. The share of capital in the production function ¢ is primarily identified by the capital
share. Recall that the capital share in the model, defined as the share of output that accrues to the
owners of capital (shareholders) is equal to ¢ minus the share of output that accrues to inventors.
The rate of mean reversion of firm-specific shocks «,, is identified by the persistence in profitability
at the firm level. The volatility of firm-specific shocks ¢, is primarily identified by the persistence
and dispersion in profitability across firms. The depreciation rate J is identified by the average
investment-to-output ratio; similar to deterministic models, a higher depreciation rate of capital
implies a higher mean investment-to-output ratio. Last, the degree of adjustment costs « is primarily
identified by the volatility of investment growth, the cross-sectional dispersion in Tobin’s (), and the
volatility of the market portfolio. Recall that a higher value of « lowers adjustment costs; similar to
standard models, doing so makes investment more volatile but lowers the volatility of prices.

The parameter that governs the share of households that participate in the stock market ¢ is
relatively well estimated, with a point estimate of 0.15 and a standard error of 0.05. Our estimate
is largely in line with the facts reported in Poterba and Samwick (1995), who document that the
households in the top 20% in terms of asset ownership consistently own more than 98% of all stocks.
This parameter is primarily identified by the mean consumption share of stockholders.

The parameter that affects the division of surplus between shareholders and innovators is
estimated at n = 0.77 with a standard error of 0.39. Hence, approximately one-fourth of the
value of new investment opportunities in the economy accrues to the owners of the firm’s public

securities.! In general, this parameter has an ambiguous effect on the value premium. On the

! A quantitative evaluation of the plausibility of this parameter is challenging due to the lack of available data



one hand, increasing n increases the share of rents that go to innovators, and therefore increases
the displacement risk that is faced by shareholders. On the other hand, however, it reduces the
overall share of growth opportunities to firm value, which increases the volatility of the market
portfolio—since the market is now more vulnerable to displacement. Consequently, this parameter
is mainly identified by the average returns of the market portfolio and the value factor (which
are noisily estimated), and to a lesser extent by the long-run volatility of consumption. A higher
long-run volatility of consumption growth implies that the model needs a smaller value of 1 to
match asset prices.

The remaining parameters correspond to household preferences, and therefore are not always
well identified. For instance, the estimated utility curvature parameter is relatively high, (§ = 57),
but the large standard errors (41) suggest that the model output is not particularly sensitive to the
precise value of v. Examining the GS sensitivity measure, we see that the risk aversion coefficient
is primarily identified by the mean of the market portfolio relative to its standard deviation and
the mean of the value factor. Similarly, the elasticity of inter-temporal substitution has a point
estimate of § = 2.3 but the large standard errors reveal that the quantitative implications of the
model is robust to different values of . Examining the GS sensitivity measure reveals that
is primarily identified through the volatility of the interest rate in the model and the long-run
volatility of consumption growth. A higher willingness to substitute across time implies a higher
serial correlation for consumption growth, and hence a higher long-run variability in consumption
growth. The parameter governing the household’s effective discount rate p is somewhat better
identified, mainly through the mean of the investment-output ratio, as well as the mean interest
rate relative to the growth rate of the economy.

Last, the parameter governing the share of relative consumption h is identified primarily by
the differences in risk premia between the market and the value factor. Recalling the discussion
in Figure 4, higher values of h imply that households are more averse to displacement risk—they
resent being left behind—and hence increases the risk premium associated with displacement risk.
However, higher values of h also lower the household’s effective risk aversion towards aggregate—that
is, non-displacive—shocks, that is, the parameter ; in the expression for the stochastic discount
factor (A.101). Since the equity premium compensates investors partly for this aggregate risk,

increasing h lowers the equity premium while increasing the mean returns of the value factor.

on valuations of private firms. However, if we interpret the selling of ideas to firms as the inventors creating new
startups that go public and are subsequently sold to large, publicly traded firms, this pattern is consistent with the
empirical fact that most of the rents from acquisitions go to the owners of the target firm (Asquith and Kim, 1982).
In addition, a high estimate of 7 is consistent with the idea that ideas are a scarcer resource than capital, and since
the ‘innovators’ own the ideas, it is conceivable that they extract most of the rents from the creation of new projects.
An illustrative example is the case of the British advertising agency Saatchi and Saatchi, described in Rajan and
Zingales (2000). In 1994, Maurice Saatchi, the chairman of Saatchi and Saatchi, proposed for himself a generous
compensation package. The U.S. fund managers, who controlled 30 percent of the shares, voted down the proposal
at the general shareholders’ meeting. The Saatchi brothers, along with several key senior executives, subsequently
left the firm and started a rival agency (M&C Saatchi), which in a short period of time captured several of the most
important accounts of the original Saatchi & Saatchi firm. The original firm was severely damaged and subsequently
changed its name. Another real world example of an inventor is a venture capitalist (VC). A large value of  would be
consistent with the evidence that VC firms add considerable value to startups, but investors in these funds effectively
capture none of these rents (see, e.g. Korteweg and Nagel, 2016).



Our baseline estimates imply that households attach a weight approximately equal to 80% on
relative consumption. The small standard error (0.06) implies that this parameter is quantitatively
important for the implications of the model.

In sum, the two parameters that are key to our main mechanism, n and h, are estimated with
differing levels of precision, with A much more precisely estimated that 7. This suggests that the
precise value of n is much less important for the model’s implications than h. However, these are
local measures of sensitivity. Our findings stress the importance of the three relatively non-standard
features of the model: incomplete markets, preference for relative consumption, and embodied
technology shocks. Eliminating any of these three assumptions compromises the model’s ability to

simultaneously fit both the level as well as the cross-section in risk premia.

B Sensitivity Analysis

Here, we further shed light on the model mechanism by estimating restricted versions of the model.
Recall that our model has three relatively non-standard features. First, our model features technology
shocks that are embodied in new capital. Second, markets are incomplete in that households cannot
sell claims on their proceeds from innovation. Third, household preferences are affected by their
consumption relative to the aggregate economy. In addition, when taking the model to the data, we
assumed that a subset of households did not participate in financial markets. Here, we examine how
important these features are for the quantitative performance of the model. Last, we also estimate
a version of the model that imposes an upper bound on the risk aversion of the representative
household.

We proceed by estimating the model imposing several parameter restrictions. In Table A.2, we
only report the key estimated parameters of the model, along with targeted moments. Tables A.3
and A.4 present the full set of tables. To understand the impact of these parameter restrictions on
asset prices, we also report the equilibrium risk prices for the two technology shocks x and &, along

with the risk exposures of the market portfolio and the value factor.?

B.1 Full participation

We first estimate a version of the model in which all households participate in financial markets.
This is equivalent to restricting ¢ = 1 in (33). Comparing columns two and three in Table A.2, we
see that the restricted model does almost as well as the full model. Both the level as well as the
dispersion in risk premia are comparable to the baseline model and similar to the data; decomposing
the risk premia to risk prices and risk exposures yields similar results as the baseline model. The

overall measure of fit is also close (0.025 vs 0.021). However, the restricted model does require high

?In particular, risk premia can be written as E[R;] — ry = Bzide + Be,ide, where B are the risk exposures to
the two technology shocks, and Az = —cov (dz¢, dlog A¢) /dt and A\e = —cov (d€:, dlog A¢) /dt the risk prices. This
equation is an approximation that is useful for exposition: it only holds conditionally. If risk prices and risk exposures
are correlated, the unconditional expression is more complicated. However, it is a relatively accurate and useful
approximation in that it helps decompose the role of the two technology shocks in affecting risk premia.



curvature of the utility function (y of 105 vs 57), a higher surplus share to inventors (0.81 vs 0.77),
and a larger preference weight on relative consumption (0.93 vs 0.84).

One reason why these estimated parameters are higher is that the restricted model underestimates
the risks that financial markets participants face from innovation. As we saw in Figure 2, labor
income rises in response to improvements in technology. This increase in labor income acts as a
natural hedge for the displacement of households that occurs through financial markets. Restricting
a fraction of the population to not participate effectively limits the share of the labor income that
accrues to stock holders and therefore mitigates this hedging effect. Here, we should emphasize that
this hedging benefit of labor income is an artifact of the stylized nature of our model. Specifically,
we assume that technology has no displacive effect on labor, and that labor income is tradable
without any frictions. A more realistic model that allows for endogenous displacement of human

capital and possibly frictions, such as credit constraints, is outside the scope of this paper.

B.2 Restricting the surplus share to innovators

We next present the results when we restrict the surplus that accrues to innovators to be qual to
zero, 7 = 0. Doing so effectively completes the markets for innovation outcomes, since in this case,
all proceeds from new projects accrue to financial market participants. Examining column four of
Table A.2, we see that this restricted model performs relatively worse in fitting risk premia. The
value premium is equal to 3.4% (versus 6.3% in the baseline model), and the equity premium is
equal to 5.3% per year (versus 6.7% in the baseline model). The estimated parameters imply that
the preference weight on relative consumption is quite high (92%), while the share of households
that participate is 5%.

Examining the risk prices, we see that the price of the embodied technology shock is quite a bit
smaller than in the baseline case (-4.3% vs -7.8%) which attenuates the dispersion in risk premia.
Interestingly, even though markets for innovation are complete, the risk price of £ is still negative.
This occurs due to an artifact of the stylized nature of our model. In particular, we assumed that
households benchmark their consumption relative to the aggregate consumption in the economy,
which includes the consumption of the non-participants. As we discussed in Section B.1 above,
labor income acts as a hedge because it is homogenous and not subject to displacement. Because
aggregate consumption and labor income respond with opposite signs to an embodied shock &, the
marginal utility of market participants rises on impact, leading to a negative risk premium. Further,
the restricted model with n = 0 generates a counterfactually low stock market participation rate,
reflected in the low consumption share of shareholders (0.32 vs 0.43 in the data).

We conclude that incomplete markets is a crucial feature of our model, since the restricted
version with n = 0 is inadequate in matching the data. However, as long as markets are incomplete,
the model output is rather robust to imposing an upper bound of 7. Specifically, in columns five and
six of Table A.2, we present results when imposing an upper bound on 7 of 0.3 and 0.6, respectively.
Imposing an upper bound on 7 has a minimal effect on the quantitative output of the model. In
both cases, the model does a somewhat better job fitting both the level and the dispersion in risk

premia—that is, the market portfolio and the value factor. The cost is somewhat higher utility



curvature relative to the baseline model (v of 83 and 72, respectively, vs 57 in the baseline model).

B.3 Restricting the weight on relative preferences

We next consider versions of the model in which we impose restrictions on the preference share
of relative consumption h. In column seven, we show results from estimating a version without
relative consumption preferences, h = 0. We see that this restricted version can only fit the equity
premium, but not the value premium. To understand why, recall that the embodied shock ¢ is
primarily responsible in generating cross-sectional differences in risk premia across value and growth
firms. The risk price on & largely depends on households’ aversion to displacement risk, and hence h.
Hence, we see that the risk price associated with £ is about two-thirds smaller than in the baseline
case.

In sum, preferences for relative consumption are an integral part of the model. However, the
model can largely accommodate restrictions on the relative preference weight, h. To see this, in
columns eight and nine, we present results using an upper bound of 0.3 and 0.6 on h. In this case,
we see that imposing an upper bound on A has only a moderate impact on the model’s ability to fit
the value premium. Imposing an upper bound of 0.3 and 0.6 leads to a value premium of 4.1% and
5.2%, respectively, compared to 0.063 in the baseline model. The cost of imposing these restrictions

on h is a somewhat higher equity premium than in the data (0.089 and 0.078, respectively).

B.4 Restricted model with no capital-embodied shocks

To further emphasize the role played by the embodied shock £, we next estimate a version of the
model with only disembodied shocks. Column ten of Table A.2 shows that this restricted model can
generate the equity premium, but not the value premium. This pattern reinforces the discussion in
Section 2.2, that the embodied shock is crucial in generating cross-sectional differences between

value and growth firms.

B.5 Restricting the coefficient of relative risk aversion

Last, we also estimate a version of the model in which we impose an upper bound of 10 on the
coefficient of relative risk aversion. As we see in the last column of Table A.2, the restricted model
generates an equity premium of 3.9% and a value premium of 5.0%. Examining the risk prices of
the two technology shocks, we see that the price of x is essentially zero; hence all risk premia are
due to the embodied shock. To understand why this happens, notice that the parameter estimates
imply that households place almost all of their preference weight on relative consumption, that is,
h = 0.99. Doing so, magnifies the risk price of the embodied shock £, but at the cost of pushing
the household’s effective risk aversion towards purely aggregate shocks—the parameter «; in the
definition of the SDF in equation (A.101)— towards one. Hence, in this parametrization, households
care almost exclusively about displacement risk, leading to a non-trivial risk price for £ but a zero

risk price for x.



B.6 Summary

In sum, these results highlight the importance of the three relatively non-standard features of the
model: incomplete markets, preference for relative consumption, and embodied technology shocks.
Eliminating any of these three assumptions compromises the model’s ability to simultaneously fit
both the level as well as the cross-section in risk premia. Specifically, cross-sectional differences in
risk premia arise because of displacement. To fit the data, the model requires that there is sufficient
displacement risk, and that households care enough about displacement. The model can largely
accommodate a strong prior belief about an upper bound on 7 or h, as long as these features are
not eliminated fully. Last, restricting the coefficient of relative risk aversion to lie below 10 still

results in risk premia that are not too different than the data.

C Additional Results

This section is organized as follows. In Section C.1 we analyze the cashflow risk implied by the
model. In Section C.2 we demonstrate by the market to book ratio is a good proxy for the firms’
technology risk exposures. In Section C.3 we verify the results of the existing literature on income
inequality, which concludes that most of the inequality is within cohorts (O’Rand and Henretta,
2000). In Section C.4 we show that, unlike many existing models, the model can generate a positive

correlation between consumption corporate payout.

C.1 Cashflow risk and risk prices across horizons

Our model generates a sizable equity premium due to joint movements in aggregate dividends and
the stochastic discount factor. Here, we briefly examine how risk at different horizons contributes to
asset prices. To do so, we follow Borovicka, Hansen, and Scheinkman (2014) and construct shock

exposure

Ey(DrM;log Dr|Xy)

eq(T —t, Xy) = n(X A3
and shock-price elasticities,
E; (DTMt lOg DT|Xt) FE; (7TTDT (Mt log Dr + Mt log 7TT)|Xt)
(T —t, Xy) = n( X — . (A4

Here, M;log Dt is a Malliavin derivative — that is, it measures the contribution of a shock dB; to
the stochastic process D at time T > t. Here, n(X) indexes the direction and size of the shock.
Expression (A.3) is very similar to a non-linear impulse response function; it examines the effect of
a shock today to future values of D;. Expression (A.4) represents the sensitivity of the expected log
return associated with cashflow equal to Dr to a marginal increase in the exposure of that cashflow
to a time-t shock. These marginal risk prices potentially vary across horizons based on how the

shock D propagates.



We focus on two cashflow processes, the total payout to holders of the market portfolio,
Dy =¢Y: — It —n Ay, (A.5)
and the payout accruing from assets in place at time t,
DY =py e PV, (A.6)

Even though aggregate dividends D can potentially become negative, this does not happen near the
mean of the stationary distribution of w. It only happens at extreme ranges of the state space that
were not reached across 1,000 model simulations. We compute shock-exposure ¢, and shock-price ¢,
elasticities for the two processes D and D at the mean of the stationary distribution of w using
Monte Carlo simulations. We plot the estimated elasticities in Figure A.2.

The first two columns show the impulse response ¢, of the two cashflow processes to a technology
shock. A positive disembodied shock (z) increases dividends, both for the overall market and for
assets in place. By contrast, improvements in technology that are embodied in new vintages ()
lead to a decline in aggregate dividends in the short term — as firms fund new investments — and an
increase in the long run. By contrast, the cash flows accruing from installed capital falls due to
competition — the equilibrium price py falls as the economy acquires more and better new capital.
The last two columns show the shock-price elasticities £,. We see that the marginal risk prices are
essentially flat across horizons.

We conclude that the model’s implications about the term structure of risk premia stem mostly
from the dynamics of cash flows—the impulse response of dividends in column four of Figure 2.
Specifically, we saw in Panel A of Figure 2 that the contribution of the dividend dynamics induced
by z to the equity premium rises modestly with the horizon. Panel B implies the opposite pattern;
the contribution of the dividend dynamics induced by £ to the equity premium is concentrated in
the short and medium run, and the rise in long-run dividends contributes negatively to the equity
premium. Thus, the equity premium in the model is concentrated at shorter maturities and the
term structure of dividend strip risk premia is downward sloping.

We can perform a similar exercise for the value premium. Specifically, in terms of assets in place,
the risk due to x is somewhat higher in the short run, while the exposure to £-shocks is negative and
increases in magnitude with maturity. These patterns imply that, in the model, the value premium

is most pronounced at longer maturities.

C.2 Firm risk exposures and the market-to-book ratio

We next examine the extent to which @) is a useful summary statistic for firm risk and risk premia

in our model. Recall that a firm’s log market-to-book ratio can be written as

Vi - _ Gy u - A
log Q¢ — log Q¢ = log v +th (14 p(wy) (uft—l))—i—ﬁtafz—;: <1+g(wt) (){t— ))],



Examining (A.7), we note that a firm’s market to book ratio is increasing in the likelihood of future
growth Ay, decreasing in the firm’s relative size zy, and increasing in the firm’s current productivity
ty. This latter effect prevents Tobin’s () from being an ideal measure of growth opportunities, since
it is contaminated with the profitability of existing assets.

To examine the extent to which @) is correlated with technology risk exposures, we examine
how changes in the firm’s current state (s, ks, Uge) jointly affect both firm @ and risk exposures.
We plot the results in Figure A.3. In each of the three columns, we vary one of the elements of
the firm’s current state (s, zp, or @y) and keep the other two constant at their steady-state
mean. On the horizontal axis, we plot the change in the firm’s @ (relative to the market). On the
vertical axis we plot the firm’s return exposure to z and £ (panels A and B, respectively) and the
firm’s risk premium (panel C). We scale the horizontal axis so that it covers the 0.5% and 99.5% of
the steady-state distribution of the each of the firm’s state variables. The resulting cross-sectional
distribution of Tobin’s @ is highly skewed.

Examining Figure A.3, we see that regardless of the source of the cross-sectional dispersion in
@, the relation between @ and risk exposures is positive. The pattern in the first two columns is
consistent with the impulse responses in the previous section — small firms with high probability of
acquiring future projects have higher technology risk exposures than large firms with low growth
potential. The last column shows that increasing the firm’s current productivity %; — holding As
and k; constant increases both () and risk exposures. This pattern might seem puzzling initially,
since increasing productivity @y while holding size k; and investment opportunities Ay constant
will lower A;/z;. However, altering @y also has a cashflow duration effect: due to mean reversion
in productivity, profitable firms have lower cashflow duration — their cashflows are expected to
mean-revert to a lower level. This lower duration of high @y firms implies that their valuations are
less sensitive to the rise in discount rates following a positive technology shock— see the response of
the interest rate in the paper. In our calibration, this duration effect overcomes the effect due to
Ar/zg, implying a somewhat more positive stock price response for high-u firms. However, the
magnitude of this effect is quantitatively minor.

The last row of Figure A.3 shows how the firms’ risk premium (unlevered) is related to cross-
sectional differences in (). Recall that the two technology shocks carry risk premia of the opposite
sign. The disembodied shock carries a positive risk premium; in the absence of other technology
shocks, this would imply that firms’ risk premia rise with their market-to-book ratio. However, the
fact that the embodied shock carries a negative risk premium — coupled with its higher volatility —
implies a lower risk premium for growth firms relative to value firms. Households are willing to
accept lower average returns for investing in growth firms because doing so allows them to partially

hedge the displacement arising from the embodied shock & — the decline in their continuation utility.

C.3 The importance of within cohort inequality

An important distinction between our paper and prior work is our focus in within- as opposed
to between cohort inequality (Garleanu, Kogan, and Panageas, 2012). The literature on income

inequality largely agrees that the degree of within-cohort inequality is an order of magnitude greater
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than between-cohort inequality (O’Rand and Henretta, 2000). Also, Song, Price, Guvenen, Bloom,
and von Wachter (2015) document that most of the rise in income inequality over the 1978 to 2012
period is within-cohorts.

Here, we show that similar patterns hold if we measure inequality in terms of income, consumption
or wealth. To illustrate this point, we compute inequality measures for consumption (using the CEX)
and income or wealth (using the SCF). We first remove observation year effects from consumption,
income and wealth. We then report the resulting inequality moments before and after removing
cohort fixed effects. We also do so separately for the subsample of households that own stocks (since
the limited participation model is now the baseline, following your point 6 below). Here, we define
cohort effects as the birth year of the leading member of the household.

We deal with the age-cohort-period identification problem in two ways. The first set of columns
reports results without any age effects, so assigns the maximum amount of variation to a cohort effect.
However, this may be problematic for wealth inequality, since wealth accumulation mechanically
grows with age. Hence, the second column reports results after removing a cubic polynomial in age
similar to Garleanu, Kogan, and Panageas (2012). Even then, the linear age effect is not identified,
so we set it to zero in order to maximize the explanatory power of cohort effects.

Table A.5 shows that cohort fixed effects explain a quantitatively minor amount of inequality
in either consumption, wealth or income inequality—especially at the top of the distribution and
among stock market participants. Standard variance decomposition methods assign substantially
less than 1% of the overall variation in log income, or wealth to cohort effects, and at most 3% of

the overall dispersion in consumption to cohort fixed effects.

C.4 Consumption and Corporate Payout

Here, we discuss the relation between consumption and net corporate payout in the model. In
addition, we compute the risk and return characteristics of unlevered claims on both. We report the
results in Table A.6. Examining the table, there are several points worth discussing.

First, the volatility of payout growth is considerable in the model, much higher than consumption
growth. As a result, an (unlevered) claim on corporate payout is considerably more risky than a
claim to aggregate consumption, and therefore carries a higher risk premium. Further, consumption
and net corporate payout (dividends) are positively correlated. These features are in contrast to
most existing general equilibrium models, in which payout is often either negatively correlated with
consumption or substantially less risky (see, e.g. ??7). In our model, dividends and consumption
are positively correlated because they respond with the same sign to both technology shocks in the
model. Recalling Figure 2, we see that a positive disembodied shock z leads to an increase in both
consumption and aggregate payout. By contrast, a positive embodied shock £ leads to a short-run
drop in consumption and dividends as resources are diverted to investment. Second, the volatility
of net payout growth is considerably larger than the volatility of the returns to the corporate sector.
In the model, this happens because corporate payout has a mean-reverting component—following a
positive shock to &, net corporate payout drops to finance investment but then rises as investment

is transformed into productive capital.
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These features of the model are consistent with the data. Specifically, 7 show that net corporate
payout is substantially more volatile than returns. 7 argue that a claim to aggregate consumption

has a substantially lower risk premium—approximately one-third of the risk premium of equities.

D Data and Estimation Methodology

Here, we briefly discuss the construction of the estimation targets and our empirical methodology.

D.1 Measuring the value of new blueprints

The market value of new blueprints v, plays a key role in the model’s predictions, both for the
dynamics of firm cashflows (32) and for the evolution of investors” wealth (27). To take the model
to the data, we use data on patents and stock returns to construct an empirical proxy for .
Specifically, we view patents as empirical equivalents to the blueprints in our model. The Kogan,
Papanikolaou, Seru, and Stoffman (2016) methodology allows us to assign a dollar value to each
patent, that is based on the change in the dollar value of the firm around a three-day window
after the market learns that the firm’s patent application has been successful. To replicate this
construction in simulated data, we employ an approximation that does not require the estimation
of new parameters:

In particular, we create @ using a non-parametric variant of the Kogan et al. (2016) procedure.
First, we create idiosyncratic stock returns for firm f around the day that patent j is granted to
equal the 3-day return of the firm minus the return on the CRSP value-weighted index around the

same window,

TG =T~ Tmj (A.8)

Patents are issued every Tuesday. Hence, ry; are the accumulated return over Tuesday, Wednesday
and Thursday following the patent issue. Second, we compute an estimate of the value of patent
J as the firm’s market capitalization on the day prior the patent announcement V;; times the

idiosyncratic return to the firm truncated at zero,

vj = ]\17] max(rf;,0) Vy;. (A.9)
If multiple patents were granted in the same day to the same firm, we divide by the number of
patents N. Relative to Kogan et al. (2016), we replace the filtered value of the patent E[x q|rtq]
with max(r; > 0). Our construction is an approximation to the measure in Kogan et al. (2016) that
can be easily implemented in simulated data without the additional estimation of parameters. See
the earlier working paper version of Kogan et al. (2016) for a comparison between the two measures.
We follow a similar approach when constructing ; in simulated data. We compute the excess return
of the firm as in equation (A.8) around the times that the firm acquires a new project, and then

construct ; as in equation (A.9).
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We construct an estimate of the aggregate value of new blueprints v at time ¢ as

D=, (A.10)

JEP;
where P, denotes the set of patents granted to firms in our sample in year ¢. Similarly, we measure
the total dollar value of innovation produced by a given firm f in year ¢ by summing the estimated

values for all patents v; that were granted to the firm during that year ¢,

Dpa= > v, (A.11)

JEP; ¢

where now Pr; denotes the set of patents issued to firm f in year ¢. In the context of our model,
(A.11) can be interpreted as the sum of the net present values of all projects acquired by firm f in
the interval s € [t — 1, 1],
Vip = /t Vs ANy 5. (A.12)
t—1

To obtain stationary ratios, we scale both (A.10) and (A.11) by the market capitalization M of the
market portfolio and firm f, respectively. We label the corresponding ratios v4/M; and v /My as
estimates of the (relative) value of innovation at the aggregate and firm level, respectively.

Further, we note that the dollar reaction around the issue date is an understatement of the dollar
value of a patent. The market value of the firm is expected to change by an amount equal to the
NPV of the patent times the probability that the patent application is unsuccessful. This probability
is not small; in the data less than half of the patent applications are successful. Consequently, when
comparing the dispersion in firm innovation between the data and the model, we scale the firm
innovation measures vy /M 7.+ in both the data and the model such that they have the same mean
(equal to 1) conditional on non-zero values.

In the model, the ratio of the value of new blueprints v to the value of the stock market M is a
monotone function of the state variable w, as we can see in Panel A of Figure A.1. Hence, we view

the ratio v/M as a useful proxy for the state variable w in the model and define

& = log (M) . (A.13)

In Panel B, we plot w; in the data. Similar to Kogan et al. (2016), this time-series lines up well with
the three major waves of technological innovation in the U.S. — the 1930s, 1960s and early 1970s,
and 1990s and 2000s.
When examining the model’s implications for displacement, we also construct a direct analogue
of @ at the industry level (excluding the given firm) as
> frens Vit

op g = SN I (A.14)
N > peny My

where industry I is defined by the 3-digit SIC code and I\ f denotes the set of all firms in industry
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I excluding firm f.

D.2 Construction of Estimation Targets

Aggregate consumption: We use the Barro and Ursua (2008) consumption data for the United
States, which covers the 1834-2008 period. We compute the estimate of long-run risk using the
estimator in Dew-Becker (2014). We thank Ian Dew-Becker for sharing his code.

Volatility of shareholder consumption growth: The volatility of shareholder consumption
growth is from the unpublished working paper version of Malloy, Moskowitz, and Vissing-Jorgensen
(2009) and includes their adjustment for measurement error. Data period is 1980-2002. We are
grateful to Annette Vissing-Jorgensen for suggesting this.

Aggregate investment and output: Investment is non-residential private domestic invest-
ment. Output is gross domestic product. Both series are deflated by population and the CPI. Data
on the CPI are from the BLS. Population is from the Census Bureau. Data range is 1927-2010.

Firm Investment rate, Tobin’s Q and profitability: Firm investment is defined as the
change in log gross PPE. Tobin’s Q equals the market value of equity (CRSP December market cap)
plus book value of preferred shares plus long term debt minus inventories and deferred taxes over
book assets. Firm profitability equals gross profitability (sales minus costs of goods sold) scaled by
book capital (PPE). When computing correlation coefficients, we winsorize the data by year at the
1% level to minimize the effect of outliers. We simulate the model at a weekly frequency, dt = 1/50
and time aggregate the data at the annual level. In the model, we construct Tobin’s Q as the ratio
of the market value of the firm divided by the replacement cost of capital using end of year values.
Replacement cost is defined as the current capital stock adjusted for quality, K = e S K rt - The
investment rate is computed as I/ K ft—1, where Iy is the sum of firm investment expenditures
in year t and K f,i—1 is capital at the end of year ¢ — 1. Similarly, we compute firm profitability
as pzilyt/ K f,t—1, where pzZ;; is the accumulated profits in year ¢ and K f,t—1 is capital at the
end of year t — 1. Data range is 1950-2010. Following standard practice, we exclude financials and
utilities.

Market portfolio and risk-free rate moments: We use the reported estimate from the
long sample of Barro and Ursua (2008) for the United States and cover the 1870-2008 sample (see
Table 5 in their paper). In the data, the risk-free rate is the return on treasury bills of maturity
of three months or less. The reported volatility of the interest rate in Barro and Ursua (2008),
which equals 4.8%, is the volatility of the realized rate. Hence it is contaminated with unexpected
inflation. We therefore target a risk-free rate volatility of 0.7% based on the standard deviation
of the annualized yield of a 5-year Treasury Inflation Protected Security (the shortest maturity
available) in the 2003-2010 sample. In the model, r is the instantaneous short rate; and Ry is the
return on the value-weighted market portfolio.

Value factor, I/K, and E/P moments: We use the 10 value-weighted portfolios sorted on
each of these characteristics from Kenneth French’s Data Library. The value factor is the 10 minus 1
portfolio of firms sorted on book-to-market. The I/K and E/P spread are defined analogously. Data
period for the value premium excludes data prior to the formation of the SEC (1936 to 2010); data
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period for the investment strategy (I/K) is 1964-2010; data period for the earnings-to-price strategy
is 1952-2010. Standard errors for the empirical moments are included in parentheses. Standard
errors for R? are computed using the delta method.

Consumption share of stockholders: Consumption share of stock holders is from Table 2
of Guvenen (2006). This number is also consistent with Heaton and Lucas (2000): using their data
on Table AIT we obtain an income share for stockholders of approximately 43%.

Consumption growth of shareholders: We use the series constructed in Malloy, Moskowitz,
and Vissing-Jorgensen (2009), which covers the 1980-2002 period. We follow Jagannathan and
Wang (2007) and construct annual consumption growth rates by using end-of-period consumption.
In particular, we focus on the sample of households that are interviewed in December of every
year, and use the average 8 quarter consumption growth rate of non-stockholders and stockholders,
defined as in Malloy, Moskowitz, and Vissing-Jorgensen (2009).

Consumption measure of inequality: Mean/Median To estimate this measure in the
data, we compute the difference between log aggregate per capita NIPA personal consumption
expenditures and the logarithm of median consumption in the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX).
To be consistent with the model, we estimate the median only using the set of households that are
stockholders. The sample covers the 1982-2010 period.

Inequality Data Data sources are the Consumption Expenditure Survey (CEX), the Survey
of Consumer Finances (SCF) and the data of Piketty and Saez (2003) and Saez and Zucman
(2016). The top income and wealth shares are from Piketty and Saez (2003) and Saez and Zucman
(2016). Top consumption shares are from CEX (1982-2010). Top shares are calculated relative to
all households. The top percentile shares of income (total income) and wealth (net worth) are from
the SCF (1989-2013); we report percentile ratios of the stock ownership sample (equity=1 in the
SCF summary extracts) and after obtaining residuals from cohort and year dummies and cubic
age effects. We use a similar procedure for the CEX data. The corresponding estimates in the
model are computed from a long simulation of 10m households for 10,000 years. Percentile ratios
are computed among the subset that participates in the stock market. In the model, income equals
wages, payout and proceeds from innovations. In the data, we use the total income variable from
the SCF, which includes salary, proceeds from owning a business and capital income. In the Piketty

and Saez (2003) data, we use income shares inclusive of capital gains.

D.3 Estimation Methodology

The model has a total of 21 parameters. We calibrate two of these and estimate the rest. We choose
the probability of household death as 6" = 1/40 to guarantee an average working life of 40 years.
Second, we calibrate p; to match top income shares.We do so because the statistics reported in
Table 1 in the paper are largely insensitive to the arrival rate of new blueprints ;. The reason
why pr has a negligible impact on asset returns is risk aversion. As long as uy is small, and given
moderate amounts of utility curvature, households make portfolio decisions by effectively ignoring
the likelihood that they will themselves innovate—that is, they behave approximately as if u; = 0.
To see this, note that the certainty equivalent of a bet that pays with probability p; an amount that
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is proportional to 1/uy is negligible for small p;. We therefore calibrate the arrival rate to equal
pur = 0.13% so that, conditional on the other parameters, the model average top 1% income shares
that are in line with the data. Including p; in the full estimation along with the inequality moment
is computationally costly because of the number of simulations required to estimate inequality in the
model with sufficient precision. Our algorithm therefore alternates between fixing p1; and optimizing
over all other parameters, while targeting all moments other than the income shares, and optimizing
over uy with other parameters fixed, while targeting the top income shares.

Our estimation targets are reported in the first column of Table 1 in the paper. They include a
combination of first and second moments of aggregate quantities, asset returns, and firm-specific
moments. Due to data limitations, each of these statistics is available for different parts of the
sample. We use the longest available sample to compute them. Many of the moments that we target
are relatively standard in the literature. Others are less common, but they are revealing of the main
mechanisms of our paper. We discuss them next.

First, the dynamic behavior of our model is summarized by the dynamics of the stationary
variable w;. In the model, both the investment-to-output ratio (I;/Y;) as well as the relative value of
new innovations (v/M;) are increasing functions of w; therefore, the unconditional volatility of these
ratios is informative about the model parameters. Similarly, fluctuations in w lead to predictable
movements in consumption growth. We therefore also include as a target an estimate of the long-run
volatility of consumption growth using the methodology of Dew-Becker (2014) in addition to its
short-term (annual) volatility. In contrast to short-term volatility, the long-run estimate takes into
account the serial correlation in consumption growth, and is therefore revealing of the magnitudes
of the fluctuations in w.

Second, a large fraction of the parameters of the model affect the behavior of individual firms,
specifically, the parameters governing the evolution of As; and the persistence and dispersion
of firm-specific shocks in (5). To estimate these parameters, we therefore include as targets the
cross-sectional dispersion and persistence in firm investment, innovation, Tobin’s Q, and profitability.

Third, our model connects embodied technology shocks to the return differential between value
and growth firms. We thus include as estimation targets not only the first two moments of the
market portfolio, but also the average value premium, defined as the difference in risk premia
between firms in the bottom versus top decile in terms of their market-to-book ratios (@), following
Fama and French (1992). Given that the model has no debt, we create returns to equity by levering
the value of corresponding dividend (payout) claims by a factor of 2.5.3

It is convenient to transform some of the parameters of the model. Specifically, we replace the

volatility of the idiosyncratic shock with the variance of its ergodic distribution,

0_2

u (A.15)

2fy — 02

v

Further, in place of the project arrival rate parameters [Ar, Ag|, we formulate the model in terms of

3This value lies between the estimates of the financial leverage of the corporate sector in Rauh and Sufi (2011)
(which is equal to 2) and the values used in Abel (1999) and Bansal and Yaron (2004) (2.74-3).
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the mean arrival rate,

mr HH
A AL+ A A.16
UL + pHH L U + pHH " ( )

and the relative difference,
_AH— AL

A

We estimate the parameter vector p using the simulated minimum distance method (Ingram and

Ap (A.17)

Lee, 1991). Denote by X the vector of target statistics in the data and by X(p) the corresponding

statistics generated by the model given parameters p, computed as

S
X = =3 %), (A.18)
=1

|

where X; (p) is the 21 x 1 vector of statistics computed in one simulation of the model. We simulate
the model at a weekly frequency, and time-aggregate the data to form annual observations. Each
simulation has 1,000 firms. For each simulation ¢ we first simulate 100 years of data as ‘burn-in’ to
remove the dependence on initial values. We then use the remaining part of that sample, which
is chosen to match the longest sample over which the target statistics are computed. Each of
these statistic is computed using the same part of the sample as its empirical counterpart. In each
iteration we simulate S = 100 samples, and simulate pseudo-random variables using the same seed

in each iteration.

Our estimate of the parameter vector is given by
p = argmin(X — X(p))'W (X — X(p)), (A.19)
pe

where W = diag(X X’)~! is our choice of weighting matrix that ensures that the estimation method

penalizes proportional deviations of the model statistics from their empirical counterparts.

We compute standard errors for the vector of parameter estimates p as

) 1\ /8 R ) D d ;D !
V(p) = <1+5> <ap?f(p) WapX(p)> a*p/l’(p) WVx(p)Wapr(p) <ap?f(p) Wap?f(p))A 2(;)
where
S
Vi (h) = 5 S(Xilp) ~ X)) (Ki(5) — X)) (A21)
=1

is the estimate of the sampling variation of the statistics in X computed across simulations.

The standard errors in (A.19) are computed using the sampling variation of the target statistics
across simulations (A.20). We use (A.20), rather than the sample covariance matrix, because the
statistics that we target are obtained from different datasets (e.g. cross-sectional versus time-series),
and we often do not have access to the underlying data. Since not all of these statistics are moments,
computing the covariance matrix of these estimates would be challenging even with access to the

underlying data. Under the null of the model, the estimate in (A.20) would coincide with the
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empirical estimate. If the model is misspecified, (A.20) does not need to be a good estimate of
the true covariance matrix of X. Partly for these reasons, we specify the weighting matrix as
W = diag(X X')~!, rather than scaling by the inverse of the sample covariance matrix of X. In
principle we could weigh moments by the inverse of (A.20). However, doing so forces the model to
match moments that are precisely estimated but economically less interesting, such as the dispersion
in firm profitability or Tobin’s Q.

Solving each iteration of the model is computationally costly, and thus computing the mini-
mum (A.18) using standard methods is infeasible. We therefore use the Radial Basis Function (RBF)
algorithm in Bjorkman and Holmstrom (2000). The Bjorkman and Holmstréom (2000) algorithm
first fits a response surface to data by evaluating the objective function at a few points. Then, it
searches for a minimum by balancing between local and global search in an iterative fashion. We
use a commercial implementation of the RBF algorithm that is available through the TOMLAB
optimization package. The RBF algorithm searches for an approximate minimum over a rectangular
set. Table A.1 reports the bounds of this set. We confirm that the estimated parameters lie in the

interior of the set.

E Analytic Appendix

To conserve space, we provide the solution for the extended model with limited participation. We
begin by describing the differences between the extended model and our baseline model. The

solution to the baseline model is a special case in which gg = 1.

E.1 Limited Participation

There are two types of households in our economy, workers and shareholders. There is continuum of
each type, with the total measure of households normalized to one. We denote the set of workers by
W; and the set of shareholders by S;

Workers

Workers in this economy are hand-to-mouth consumers. They do not participate in financial markets,
supply labor inelastically and consume their labor income as it arrives. When a new household is
born, it becomes a worker, independently of all other households and all other sources of randomness
in the economy, with probability 1 — gg. Each worker receives a measure A\(1 — ) /ur of blueprints

upon innovating.

Shareholders

A newly born household becomes a shareholder with probability gg. Workers that successfully
innovate (see below) also become shareholders. Shareholders have access to financial markets, and
optimize their life-time utility of consumption. Shareholders are not subject to liquidity constraints.
In particular, shareholders sell their future labor income streams and invest the proceeds in financial

claims. All shareholders have the same preferences, given by (13)-(14). Each shareholder ¢ receives a
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measure of projects in proportion to her wealth W;; relative to shareholders as a group, specifically
-1
N7 Wig (fies, Windj) - Here,

_ fr + qs 6"
pr + oh

is the steady-state fraction of households that participate in financial markets. The case gg =1 (or

(4 (A.22)

equivalently, ) = 1) corresponds to our baseline model.

E.2 Proofs and Derivations

First, it is useful to establish the following lemma.
Lemma 1 (Stationary distribution for u) The process u, defined as
duy = Ky (1 — wg) dt + oy ug dBy (A.23)

has a stationary distribution given by

flu) = cu " ) exp <—202) , (A.24)

uo?

where ¢ is a constant that solves fooo f(u)du = 1. Further, as long as 2k, > 02, the cross-sectional

variance of u is finite.

Proof. We follow (Karlin and Taylor, 1981, p. 221). The forward Kolmogorov equation for the
stationary transition density f(u) yields the ODE

3, 1, 0%
0=~ [(1 = ) ()] + 502 5 [ (w)] (4.25)
Integrating the above with respect to u yields
1 50 (9
k= =k [(1—u)f(W)] + 505 - [uf(u)] (A.26)
2 " ou
where k is a constant of integration. We set £ = 0 and find
—2-2ru 20
— o2 — A2
f) = o (-2 (A2)

where ¢ is an unknown constant. By construction, the function f is positive. Further, setting the

©  _p 2ny 26 -1
(/ w TR exp <— 2) du) (A.28)
0 Ugy,

the above integral is finite as long as x, > 0) guarantees that [>° f(u)du = 1, and therefore f(u
0

constant ¢ to

is the stationary density of the diffusion process wu.
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The last part of the proof is to show that the variance of u is finite and positive as long as

2 ky — 02 > 0. Given the solution for c,

[e'e) o 2ky 20 2
/ (u—1)2cu S exp <—> du = LQ, (A.29)
0

which is finite as long as 2, — 02 > 0. =

Before proving the Propositions in the main text, we establish some preliminary results. First,
we show how to relate the stochastic discount factor (SDF) to the value function of an investor.
This is a straightforward application of the results in Duffie and Skiadas (1994) on the relation
between the utility gradient and the equilibrium SDFs.

We focus on a single household and omit the household index. To simplify exposition, we present
the result in a slightly more general form, not limiting it to the exact structure of our economy. As in
our model, the household is solving a consumption-portfolio choice problem with one non-standard
element: it receives a stochastic stream of gains from innovation in proportion to its financial wealth.
Let W; denote the household’s wealth.

The market consists of I financial assets that pay no dividends. Let .S; denote the vector of

prices of the financial assets. S; is an Ito process
dS; = e dt + oy dBy. (A?)O)

The first asset is risk-free, its price growth at the equilibrium rate of interest ;. Let F denote the
natural filtration generated by the Brownian motion vector Bjy.

The investor receives a flow of income from innovation projects according to an exogenous
Poisson process N with the arrival rate A\. The process N is independent of the Brownian motion
B. We assume that conditional on innovating, household’s wealth increases by a factor of exp(o;),
where the process ¢ is adapted to the filtration F. The consumption process of the household, C,
and its portfolio vector 8, are adapted to the filtration generated jointly by the exogenous processes
N and B.

As in our model, the investor maximizes the stochastic differential utility function given by
equations (13-14) in the main text, where we take the process C; to be a general Ito process adapted

to the filtration F, subject to the dynamic budget constraint
dWy = oW dt — Cydt + (e® — 1) Wy dNy + 0,dS;, W = 0.5, (A.31)
and a credit constraint, which rules out doubling strategies and asymptotic Ponzi schemes:
Wi > 0. (A.32)

Note that the first term in (A.30) captures the flow of income from annuities that the household
collects conditional on its continued survival. The death process is a Poisson process with arrival

rate ¢, which is independent of N and B. We are now ready to define an SDF in relation to the
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value function of the household. In particular, we construct an SDF process that is adapted to the

filtration J, and hence does not depend on the household-specific innovation arrival process V.

Lemma 2 (SDF) Let C}, 0F, and W} denote the optimal consumption strategy, portfolio policy,
and the wealth process of the household respectively. Let J; denote the value function under the

optimal policy. Define the process As as

99(C5, I33Cs) (1-7)es
Ay = exp (/ 0+ N + A (e — 1) ds | A, (A.33)
where _ ;
Ay = MCN—JI’CO exp / ~vos ANy | . (A.34)
0C} 0

Then A; is a stochastic discount factor consistent with the price process S and adapted to filtration

F.

Proof.
Let M denote the market under consideration, and define a fictitious market M as follows.
M has the same information structure as M, with modified price processes for financial assets.

Specifically, let
t
Ry = exp </ dds+ s st> (A.35)
0

and define price processes in the market M as
Sy = R,S;. (A.36)
The budget constraint in the market M is standard,
AW, = —Cydt + 0,dS,, W, = 6,5,. (A.37)

If a consumption process {C'} can be financed by a portfolio policy # in the original market M, it
can be financed by the policy R~6 in the fictitious market 6 = R71'6, and vice versa. Thus, the
set of feasible consumption processes is the same in the two markets, and therefore the optimal
consumption processes are also the same. Since the consumption-portfolio choice problem in the
fictitious market is standard, according to (Duffie and Skiadas, 1994, Theorem 2), the utility gradient

of the agent at the optimal consumption policy defines a valid SDF process At,

9¢(C3, J3; Cs) 9¢(Ct, Ji; Cy)
Ay = . A.
+ = exp </ oI ds) acy (A.38)
Thus, for all ¢t < T,
MRS, = MSy = E, [[\TST] —E, [[\TRTST} (A.39)

and therefore A}, = A;R; is a valid SDF in the original market M. Note that A} is not adapted to
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the filtration F, since it depends on the agent’s innovation process N. In other words, A} is an
agent-specific SDF process.

The last remaining step is to show that the process A; is adapted to the filtration F and a
valid SDF. First, we show that the process exp (f(f dp(Cx, J*: C )/8J*> is adapted to F, and the
process 0¢(CF, J5; Cy)/OCF can be decomposed as A;R, 7, where A; is also adapted to F. Given
the homotheticity of the stochastic differential utility function and the budget constraint (A.30),
standard arguments show that the agent’s value function and the optimal consumption policy can

be expressed as
Jr =W oy, (A.40)

where g, is a stochastic process adapted to F. The optimal wealth and consumption processes
then take form
W = Riowy, Cf = Reocy, (A.41)

where oy and goc are adapted to F, and therefore
1—y 1—
Ji =R, 7vi,thJﬂt' (A.42)

We next use these expressions to evaluate the partial derivatives of the aggregator ¢:

1-9— L

08(C, J1:Cr) _ p(L—v)  pl=9) 7T (v =07" (1 T i, B
taJt*t ! = - 1— 9_1 - 1— 6_1 (Qé’th (QC,t/Ct) > (9114/7?QJ,t) =1 )
(A.43)
which is adapted to F; and
oo(Cr, Jr C -0 __p1—0-1) _ _ 1=t
W = p(1—~) 1 O} )@ci Nowies) T R (A.44)
t
Thus, the process
0p(Cr, JF: C
Ay = . gc*t | t)e—”ﬂ;tRz (A.45)
t
is adapted to F. Based on the above results, we express A} as
top(Cy, Jg: Cs _
A} = exp < /0 ¢(8’J) + 78 ds> AR} (A.46)

Define A; = E[A}|F]. Since all asset price processes in the original market are adapted to F, A; is

also a valid SDF process. Using the equality (see below)

E [Rtlwft} = exp ( / t 5(1—7) + A (6(1_7)9‘9 - 1) ds) , (A.47)
0

we find

Ay = exp (/ ‘%(Csa’jj’) F+ A (e(l—% . 1) ds> A, (A.48)
0 s
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To complete the proof, we show that

E[(R)'"7F] = exp (/Ot d(1—=7)+A (e(l_“/)gs - 1) ds> . (A.49)

Fix the path of o5 and consider only the uncertainty associated with Poisson process N. Define

t t
M, = exp < / 0s(1 — ) dN, — / A <e<1—7>@s - 1) ds> . (A.50)
0 0

Then
dM; = — M\ (6(1_7)93 - 1) dt + (6(1_7)93 — 1) My dNy, (A.51)

and therefore
E [dM|Ns, s <t] =0 (A.52)

and M, is a martingale. So, E[M|F] =1. =
Next, we consider some of the equilibrium relations in order to gain intuition for the overall
structure of the solution. Define
Cit = wjp €570 Ky (A.53)

and

Zt = / 653(3') Ujt Kj,t d] (A54)
Jt

The labor hiring decision is static. The firm managing project j chooses Lj; as the solution to
I, = (€™ L)' ™ —w, L A.55
gt = Szlp G (€™ Ljt) Wi L (A.55)
jt

The firm’s choice

1
L= G ((1 - ¢2;<1—¢>xt> : o)
After clearing the labor market, [ 7 L;dj = 1, the equilibrium wage is given by
wy = (1—¢) el =9 79 (A.57)
and the choice of labor allocated to project j is
Ly =Gu 2 (A.58)
Aggregate output of all projects equals
Y, = / el w 2071 gj — (1=9) @ 79 (A.59)
Ji

Here, note that the definition of aggregate output, along with other aggregate quantities in the model,
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requires aggregating firm-level quantities. Aggregation over the continuum of firms should satisfy
a law of large numbers, canceling out firm-specific randomness. Several aggregation procedures
with such property have been developed in the literature, and the exact choice of the aggregation
procedure is not important for our purposes. Specifically, we follow Uhlig (1996) and define the
aggregate as the Pettis integral. We denote the aggregate over firms by an integral over the set of
firms, €} - df. For alternative constructions that deliver the law of large numbers in the cross-section,
see for instance Sun (2006) and Podczeck (2010), as well as the discussion of similar issues in
Constantinides and Duffie (1996).
The project’s flow profits are

I1;; = sup Cﬁ (e”"”tl'/jvt)l_q5 — Wy lj,t} = pt Gjit (A.60)

Jrt

where

p=0Y, Z; (A.61)

Because firms’ investment decisions do not affect its own future investment opportunities, each
investment maximizes the net present value of cash flows from the new project. Thus, the optimal

investment in a new project j at time t is the solution to

A
sup E; [/ A—S I 6 ds} — K]léa = sup [Pt Kj,teft — K;{a] , (A.62)
Kj, t t Kj,

where P; is the time-t price of the asset with the cash flow stream exp(—d(s — t))ps:

00 As
P, =E, [ / Te—5(5—t> Ds ds] : (A.63)
t

t

The optimal scale of each new project is then given by
k= (a e pt) e (A.64)

Note that the solution does not depend on the identity of the firm, i.e., all firms, faced with an
investment decision at time ¢, choose the same scale for the new projects. The optimal investment
scale depends on the current market conditions, specifically, on the current level of the embodied
productivity process &, and the current price level F;.

We thus find that the aggregate stock of quality-adjusted installed capital in the intermediate

good sector, defined by (7), evolves according to
dK; = <—6Kt A€t k;t*) dt = (—5Kt +Aebt (a ekt Pt)““) dt. (A.65)
An important aspect of (A.64) is that the growth rate of the capital stock K; depends only on

its current level, the productivity level &, and the price process P;. Furthermore, as we show

below, we can clear markets with the price process P; expressed as a function of the state vector
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Xt = (x4, &, Kt). Thus, X; follows a Markov process in equilibrium.

We express equilibrium processes for aggregate quantities and prices as functions of X;. For
instance, the fact that investment decisions are independent of w implies that Z; = K;. Aggregate
investment I; is given by

I = A(kD)Ye, (A.66)

The aggregate consumption process satisfies
Cr=Y, — I = KPeU=9 — X (k)Y (A.67)

Prices of long-lived financial assets, such as the aggregate stock market, depend on the behavior of
the stochastic discount factor. In equilibrium, the SDF is determined jointly with the value function
of the households, as shown in Lemma 2. Below we fully characterize the equilibrium dynamics and
express A; as a function of Xj;.

Define the two variables

_1-9 o
Xt—l_a¢$t+1_a¢ft- (A.68)
and
wr = (ﬁt +ax; — log Kt) (A.69)

wt and y¢ are linear functions of the state vector X;. In Lemma 3 below, we characterize the SDF
and aggregate equilibrium quantities as functions of w; and ;.

In the formulation of the lemma, we characterize the value function of a household, as well as
prices of financial assets, such as P, in (A.62), using differential equations. Verification results,
such as (Duffie and Lions, 1992, Sec. 4), show that a classical solution to the corresponding
differential equation, subject to the suitable growth and integrability constraints, characterizes the
value function. Similarly, the Feynman-Kac Theorem (Karatzas and Shreve, 1991, e.g, Theorem
7.6) provides an analogous result for the prices of various financial assets. Because we solve for
equilibrium numerically, we cannot show that the classical solutions to our differential equations
exist and satisfy the sufficient regularity conditions. With this caveat in mind, in the following

lemma we characterize the equilibrium processes using the requisite differential equations.

Lemma 3 (Equilibrium) Let the seven functions, f(w), s(w), k(w), i(w), v(w), g(w), h(w) solve

the following system of four ordinary differential equations,

(1 + 3}3(&;))1’y - 1] M}

+ f(w) {c{ —(1-a¢) ﬁ(w)} + f"(w)dd, (A.70)

—1

0=A1(W)f(w) 7T +fw) {Cg —(1=7)s(w) +

0=dpe ™B(w)+ v'(w){c{ —(1—ag) H(w)} + " (w) e,
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- Kmr
(A.73)
and three algebraic equations,
(1l —a)v(w)k(w

) = @) T 9(@) T D h(w) (8.74)
K(w) = A7 e0m0R@ ()], (A.75)

i(we) ' _ e 0! _ . _ _ N\ Vo

< (A)) = ael! ¢ T o (w) (W) T (1 - iw)])" <1‘ e 1%1@0) ¢)> |
(A.76)

The constants c[J; , c{ , c{ and ¢¢ are

2
c£={6h<1—v>—”“‘”+<1—71><1—¢>uw+1<1—¢> 2a-mP g (A5 et o)

1—6-1 2\ 1-a¢

+m<ug+a(l—¢)um+(l—’n )} (A.77)

of = {ug ta(l=) e+ (1-ag)d+(1-m)a(l-¢)*o; + 1(1_ ”(b) (08 + a*(1 = ¢)%07) }
(A.78)
cg = % (0’? +a?(1 — ¢)%02) (A.79)

and the functions Aj(w) and B(w) are defined as
. . . 1-6-1 .
M) A2 i (1= BEESE) e aso)
e N e [ Bt AW T

B(w) =[(1 —i(w))] ™’ (1 - 1_l(w)> flw) 5 0 (A.81)
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Then we can construct price processes and individual policies that satisfy the definition 1, so

that the value function of a shareholder household n with relative wealth Wy, /W = wy, is given by

1
J(wn, x,w) = mwgl—v)e(l—w)x fw), (A.82)

where y1 =1 — (1 —v)(1 — h), and K; follows

K
e sar+ K (wy) dt. (A.83)
Ky

Proof. We start with a conjecture, which we confirm below, that the equilibrium price process
P, satisfies
P = K; 'eXt v(w) Blwy) 7, (A.84)

the equilibrium aggregate value of assets in place is
Vi = eXt v(wy)B(w) L, (A.85)
the value of growth opportunities for the average firm (Ay = A) is
Gy =eXg(wr) (Blwr) ™ (A.86)
and the aggregate value of human capital is
Hy = eXth(w;) (Bw)) ™. (A.87)

We then characterize the equilibrium SDF and the optimal policies of the firms and households,
and show that all markets clear and the above conjectures are consistent with the equilibrium
processes for cash flows and the SDF.

We denote the time-t net present value of the new projects (the maximum value in (A.61)) by

vp. According to equations (A.63, A.65) above,

vy = (aa/(l_o‘) - al/(l_o‘)) (Pte&>l/(1ia) = aT= <1 - 1) (egt Pt)> e . (A.88)

a
The aggregate investment process, according to (A.63, A.65), is given by

(0%

V. (A.89)

I :A(aeft Pt)li" — A

l-—a
Using (A.88) and market clearing (A.65), K; follows

dKy

il Y &t &t Ta - _
% <6Kt+)\e <ae Pt> )dt §dt + ri(wy) dt,

where we have used (A.83), (A.75), and (A.80) for the last equality. The equilibrium dynamics of
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the aggregate quality-adjusted capital stock thus agrees with (A.82).

Next, we establish the dynamics of the SDF A. Consider the evolution of household’s wealth
share. All shareholders solve the same consumption-portfolio choice problem, different only in the
level of household wealth, and households have homothetic preferences. Thus, the evolution of a
shareholder household’s wealth share (defined as the ratio of household wealth to the total wealth
of all shareholders) is given by an equation similar to (27) but taking into account the presence of

households that do not participate in financial markets:

dwnt: o ANy Anv 1T
St _ghgy Mgy A St NT A.90
Wt Vi + G+ Hy ¢W+Gt+wHtul " (4.90)

Equation (A.89) takes into account that the total measure of new blueprints that accrue to
shareholders is equal to 1. The benchmark model in the paper corresponds to the case where ¢ = 1.
Based on the asset prices in (A.84-A.86) and (A.73), we find that

ANy

Vit Gt g, ) (4.9
and therefore wealth shares follow
dw, _
T;t = (6" — s(wy)) dt + pupts(w) AN} (A.92)

Next, we derive the the consumption process of households from the market clearing conditions.
Then, optimality of this process follows from asset prices being consistent the SDF implied by this
process. Based on the aggregate consumption process (A.66) and equilibrium wage process (A.56),

along with the definition of w and Y, the consumption of shareholders as a group is
cs = / Crndi= Cr— (1 — ) Wy = Xe 2% (1 — i(wr) — (1 — )(1— 6). (A.93)
i€ESE

Preference homotheticity implies that the consumption of a each shareholder household is propor-

tional to its wealth share, so

Cht = wn CF. (A.94)

Optimality of household consumption and portfolio choices implies that the SDF in Lemma 2
above, defined using a shareholder households’ consumption process, is a valid equilibrium SDF in

this economy. In particular, we obtain

t .0 1—y
Ay = Ag exp / o+ 06(Cn,s: Jn,s C's) + pr <1 + ws(c%)) —1]ds| A, (A.95)
0 8Jn,s mr

where Ag is a constant and

sl t
A= 09(Crty Jny; Ct) exp (/ ~log <1 + ¢s(w3)) dNn,s> ) (A.96)
6Cn,t 0 1234

28



In the formulation of Lemma 2, we set the gain from innovation to its equilibrium value,

o = log <1 + ;is(wt)> . (A.97)

Note also that the SDF is defined only up to a multiplicative positive constant.

Equation (A.69) is the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation for the value function, if the latter is
expressed in the form of (A.102). Using this expression for the value function and the process for
shareholder consumption (A.93), we find that

At = AO e M Xt’uA)t_’y B(wt), (A98)
where Ag is a constant and B(w) satisfies (A.80) and
iy, = (5h - s(wt)> dt. (A.99)

The process w; is the same as the process for the household wealth shares, conditional on no

innovation shocks, i.e., setting IV,, ; to be constant. Further,

a¢(cg,Jf*;;ct> N ((7 Y i) [ (1 7)) (A.100)

where
lw) = (1—i(w) — (L—9)(1—¢)) (1 —i(w))™". (A.101)

We are now in a position to complete the proof by verify that the conjectured price processes
in (A.83-A.86) are consistent with the equilibrium SDF above. Note that equations (A.70-A.72)
are the valuation equations for V;, G¢, and H; respectively, based on the Feynman-Kac Theorem
(Karatzas and Shreve, 1991, e.g, Theorem 7.6), given the equilibrium SDF above and the conjectured
expressions in (A.84-A.86). By definition of V; and Ky, P, = K, 1V, which establishes the consistency
of A83. m

The following proposition illustrates how to construct a valid SDF in our economy.

Proposition 1 (Stochastic Discount Factor) The process Ay, given by the following equation,
1s adapted to the market filtration F and is a valid SDF:

11—k

t
1
log Ay 2/ b(ws) ds — y1xt — 9*1 (log Cy — xt) — log f(wy). (A.102)
0

In the above equation, Kk = %, N=1-1-y)(1-h),andby=(1-(1-6"101- h))fl. In

the first term, the function b(w) is defined in the proof of the proposition in the Appendiz. In the

last term, the function f(w) is related to the value function J of an investor with relative wealth w;,

-1
flwe) = (1 =) J(wie, xe,wt) (wife(l’“)’“) . (A.103)
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Proof of Proposition 1. Proposition follows directly from (A.94) and (A.97) in the proof of

the Lemma 3 above. The process b(w;) is given by

= 1 ¥ 1=y
b(w) = (1—7)" —pr—p(L— k) (1 —i(w) ") (F) ™ +7vs(w)+ps ((1 + Msw) - 1) .

(A.104)
where the functions i(w), f(w), and s(w) are defined in Lemma 3 above. m

Lemma 4 (Market value of a firm) The market value of a firm equals

7= €% o) 2 (14 2 (g, = 1)) gt + (2 1) )| (B (A109)

Ugt

where v(w) and g(w) are defined above and the functions v1 and g1 solve the ODEs

0=¢e * Bw)+ vi(w){c{ —(1—-ao¢) f@(w)} + vf (w) cg

_p-1 1_p—1 1—v
+ vl(w){cg — Ky — 71 _07 Ap(w)f(w) =T + py <<1 + Zs(w)) - 1) +vs(w) — m(w)}

(A.106)

0= (1-7)(1-a)vw)kw) +ga<w>{c{ —(1-ag) n<w>} + g (w) e}

_p—1 1_p—1 1—y
+gl<w>{c£ — g — o — ‘)V A1) f(w) 7T +pg ((1 + ¢s<w>) - 1) +78(W)}

Knr
(A.107)

Proof. The proof follows closely the derivations of equations (A.83) and (A.85) above. We have
that the value of assets in place for an existing firm with capital stock K; and profitability Z;;
are given by

VAPpy = P(X)Kypr + Pr(Xe) (Zpe — Ky) (A.108)

where

P (Xy) =E, [/ %67(‘”““)(5%) Ds ds] = K; 'eXt vy (wy) Blwy) ™ (A.109)
t Dt

where v; (w) satisfies the ODE (A.116). As above, we have used the SDF (A.94), equation (A.60),
the definition of x and w and the Feynman-Kac theorem. Similarly, the present value of growth

opportunities for a firm equals

A,
PVGOy; = (1 —n)E; [/ )\fsVst:|
’ ‘ At )

=PVGO+X(1—n) ()\i’t - 1) Et/ te(“L+HH)(St) veds (A.110)
t
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= eXtg(wr) (B(wy) ™" + eX'gi(wr) (Blwy)) ™ (A.111)

where g;(w) satisfies the ODE (A.116). As above, we have used the SDF (A.94), the definition of z

and w and the Feynman-Kac theorem , and the fact that

E[)\fs’)\f,t] = A+ </\;\c’t — 1> e(“LJFFLH)(S*t)‘ (A.112)

Lemma 5 (Bond prices) The price at time t of a zero coupon bond of maturity T, is given by

b(wt, T— t)

Pb(wt,T—t) = B(wt)

(A.113)

where b(w, T — t) solves the following PDE

_9 0 / o /
0= atb(w,T—t)—i—awb(w,T—t){cl —(1 —agb)/{(w)} —&—wb(w,T—t)cZ

_p-1 1—p—1 1=y
+b(w, T — t){cg - 71 _97 A (W) f(w) 7T +pg ((1 + :is(w)) - 1) + ys(w)} (A.114)

where c{ and cg are constants defined above,

b h p(l—7) 1 2 a0 L om \ o, o 2 2
Co = 5(1_7)_ﬁ_’)’1(1_¢)ﬂx+5(1_¢) Ux71+2<1_a¢> (0 + (1 = ¢)%03)
_1f2¢6%+aﬂ—¢nw—%aﬂ—¢fﬁ>}, (A.115)

along with the terminal condition b(w,0) = B(w).

Proof. Proof follows from the definition of the zero coupon bond and the Feynman-Kac theorem.

Lemma 6 (Dividend Strip prices) The price at time t of a dividend strip of maturity T, is

given by
d(wt, T— t)
P, T—t)y=eXt ————= A.116

where d(wg, T — t) solves the following PDE

2

0 0 0
0= dwT 1)+ awd(w,T—t){c{ —(1-ad¢) ﬁ(w)} +wd(w,T—t)c§

_p-1 1_¢—1 1—
b, T - t>{c£ - T @) T <<1 L) - 1) v vs<w>}

(A.117)
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where c{ and cg are constants defined above, along with the terminal condition

d(w,0) = B(w)e™® <1 — i) = i) ;a>

Proof. Proof follows from the definition of the dividend strip and the Feynman-Kac theorem. m
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Figure A.1: Value of blueprints

A. Value of blueprints B. Value of blueprints
to stock market wealth to stock market wealth
(Model) (Data)
—5 1 -1
= =
2 g
—31
—71
1 1 1 1 —4 ‘ : : ‘
-3 —925 —9 ~15 1940 1960 1980 2000
w year

Panel A plots the value of blueprints (A.10) to total stock market wealth M relative to the value of the state variable
w in the model, using a long panel of 3,000 years with 1,000 firms. The black line plots the average value of w and the
shaded line plots the standard deviation across simulations. Panel B plots the time series of the ratio of the estimated
value of new blueprints 0 to the value of the stock market M; in the data. See the appendix and Kogan et al. (2016)
for more details. The estimated value of blueprints is constructed in the same way in both simulated as well as actual
data. The total value of innovation in year t is scaled by end of year ¢ market capitalization. Data period is 1933 to

2008.
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Figure A.2: Shock-exposure and shock-price elasticities

A. Response to z: disembodied shock
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B. Response to &: embodied shock
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Figure plots shock-exposure and shock-price elasticities of the aggregate dividend process D, and the dividends from
asset in place D to the two technology shocks in the model. We construct the shock exposures taking into account
the nonlinear nature of equilibrium dynamics: we introduce an additional shock of magnitude ov/dt at time 0 + dt
without altering the realizations of all future shocks. We then scale the resulting impulse responses by 1/ Vdt. We
compute these elasticities at the mean of the stationary distribution of w.
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Figure A.3: Firm risk exposures and risk premia

A. Return sensitivity to technology shock x
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Figure illustrates how technology risk exposures (Panels A and B) and risk premia (Panel C) vary with the firm’s
market-to-book ratio (Q). A firm’s market-to-book ratio is a function of the firm’s relative size ky, likelihood of future
growth A, and its current productivity @s. In each of the three columns, we examine how variation in () due to each
of these three state variables translates into variation in risk premia — while holding the other two at their average
values, i.e. A\f = A, ky =1 and 4y = 1. The range in the z-axis corresponds to the 0.5% and 99.5% of the range
of each these three variables in simulated data. The value of the state variable w is set to its unconditional mean,

w = Efwy].
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Table A.5: Inequality measures: overall, vs within-cohort

Consumption Tnequality no age effects cubic age effects
all HH stockholders all HH stockholders
(CEX) overall within overall within overall within overall within
cohort cohort cohort cohort
99-90 ratio 1.82 1.82 1.77 1.74 1.81 1.82 1.77 1.75
99-95 1.50 1.50 1.49 1.46 1.50 1.50 1.48 1.46
95-90 1.21 1.21 1.19 1.19 1.21 1.21 1.19 1.20
90-10 4.17 4.12 3.16 3.14 4.20 4.11 3.17 3.13
90-50 1.96 1.96 1.79 1.78 1.97 1.96 1.79 1.78
50-10 2.12 2.11 1.76 1.76 2.13 2.10 1.77 1.75
Wealth Tnequality no age effects cubic age effects
all HH stockholders all HH stockholders
(SCF) call within call within call within call within
OVerat - cohort OVerat - cohort OVerat - cohort OVerat - cohort
99-90 ratio 7.55 6.59 6.49 5.98 6.52 6.51 5.83 5.81
99-95 4.03 3.66 3.48 3.33 3.61 3.58 3.20 3.21
95-90 1.87 1.80 1.87 1.80 1.81 1.82 1.82 1.81
90-10 154.70  94.92 50.91  29.35 94.22  91.21 29.16  28.52
90-50 7.14 6.47 5.96 5.16 6.47 6.23 5.17 5.13
50-10 21.66  14.67 8.54 5.69 14.57  14.65 5.64 5.56
Tncome Tnequality no age effects cubic age effects
all HH stockholders all HH stockholders
(SCF) 1 within 1 within 1 within 1 within
OVerat cohort OVeral - cohort Overat cohort OVeral - cohort
99-90 ratio 3.86 3.82 4.42 4.29 3.71 3.77 4.31 4.27
99-95 2.71 2.66 2.96 2.89 2.61 2.65 2.87 2.88
95-90 1.42 1.44 1.49 1.49 1.42 1.42 1.50 1.48
90-10 11.36 9.68 6.76 6.30 9.84 9.07 6.28 6.03
90-50 2.96 2.79 2.62 2.56 2.76 2.70 2.52 2.50
50-10 3.84 3.47 2.58 2.46 3.57 3.35 2.49 2.41

Table reports inequality measures for consumption (using the CEX) and income or wealth (using the SCF). We
first remove observation year effects from consumption, income and wealth. We then report the resulting inequality
moments before and after removing cohort fixed effects. We also do so separately for the subsample of households
that own stocks. Here, we define cohort effects as the birth year of the leading member of the household. We deal
with the age-cohort-period identification problem in two ways. The first set of columns reports results without any
age effects, so assigns the maximum amount of variation to a cohort effect. However, this may be problematic for
wealth inequality, since wealth accumulation mechanically grows with age. Hence, the second column reports results
after removing a cubic polynomial in age similar to Garleanu, Kogan, and Panageas (2012). Even then, the linear age

effect is not identified, so we set it to zero in order to maximize the explanatory power of cohort effects.
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Table A.6: Model: Consumption and Corporate Payout

Model moments Value
Consumption growth, volatility 0.038
Claim to aggregate consumption, return volatility 0.047
Claim to aggregate consumption, risk premium 0.017
Net corporate payout (‘dividend’) growth, volatility 0.122
Claim to aggregate corporate payout (financial wealth), return volatility — 0.061
Claim to aggregate corporate payout (financial wealth), risk premium 0.027
Correlation, net payout and consumption growth 0.367

The table reports the risk and return characteristics of aggregate consumption and corporate payout, defined in
equation (A.5). In addition to the volatility of the underlying cashflows, we compute the volatility and risk premium
on unlevered claims on these two components.

42



oy st iy azoym

¢ 20 e
X

*{ yuowowr pue ? I9jeurered o) spuodseriod jer) Y XIIjeuwl K}JIAIISUSS oY) JO JUSWI[

ty ‘uroj A91019se[e Ul danseowr oY) 110dol 9p\ ‘sjueWIOUW 09 siojourered pojeRUIISe 9YY JO dInseowr AANISUss (FT(0g) olideyg pue moyzuor) oY) 310dod oA\

0 0 0 c0— vo— g0 0 ¢0—
I t T t t T t
-+ e@ouagsistad ‘AjI[iqesyorg -+ @ouagsisiad ‘AjI[Iqelygyorg
-+ °ad1 ‘“Aqeigorg -+ 9dI1 ‘Siqelgorg
- @ouoegsisiod ‘uorjeAoUUl WAL - eouegsisiod ‘UoIjRAOUUT WLIL]
- @8ur1 0G-06 ‘uUoljRAOUUL WAL - @8ue1 0g-06 ‘uUoljRAOUUT WLIL]
-+ @ouagysistod ‘) urqoq, -+ eouoegsistod ‘) urqoq,
+ ¥OI ‘D uqor, + ¥OI ‘D uqoL
-+ oouoysisiod ‘9jel juLWIISOAUT -+ oouoajsisiod ‘9jel JULUWIISOAUT
+ YOI ‘9rea juouwrysoAu] + YOI ‘erea juomwrysesu]
- ueaw ‘1030%J ON[BA - ueawr ‘1030®J oN[BA
-+ A119e[oA ‘ojel So4y-ysIY + Lrireroa ‘oger soqy-ysry
- ueawr ‘ogel 9o1J-)SIY - weawr ‘ogea 901J-3sIY
-+ A31[19R[0A ‘suanjer ssedoxo ‘orjojrrod JoqIRIN -+ A31[19R[0A ‘suanjor sseoxo ‘orjojrrod joMIRIN
-+ ueow ‘suanjal ssedxa ‘orjojrrod JodIBIA + ueew ‘suinjel sseoxe ‘orjojjiod jedIeIN
-+ ereyg reside)d -+ exeyg rejide)
—+ K31119010A ‘uOIjRAOUU] 9930183y —+ K31119R10A ‘uoljeAOUU] 93030183y
~+ uorje[e1100 ‘qimols8 uorpdwinsuod pur JUSUWIFSOAUL -+ uorje[e1100 ‘qimoi8 uor3dwinsuod pue JUSUISOAU
+ £31119R10A ‘Y3IMOI8 JuLUI}SOAU] + A3119R10A ‘Y3IMOI8 jusuI}SOAUT
-+ A3rreroa ‘(8of) onea ndino-o1-jueUI)SOAUT -+ A119RI0A AMOC oryer ndino-oj-jusmrlseAuy
-+ ueaw ‘orjes INdINo-03-}USWISIAUT -+ ueaw ‘oryes INdINO-03-}USWISIAUT
+ £31119R10A ‘q3moa8 uor3dwinsuod Iap[oyaieys + K31119R10A ‘q3moa8 uorjdwnsuod Iaployereys
-+ ueew ‘areys UOIIdWINSUOD IOPIOYAIBYS -+ ueew ‘areys UOI}dWNSUOD IOPIOYAIBRYS
-+ (uni-Suor) £31119e[0A ‘Ypmoi8 uorgdwnsuo)) -+ (uni-Suor) £3119e10A ‘Yymois uorpdwnsuo))
-+ (uni-jroys) L31119eoa ‘ymoid uorpdwinsuo)) -+ (uni-jroys) A3rryeroa ‘yymois uonpdwmsuo))
Y ueow ‘yzmois uorpdwnsuoy) Y ueowr ‘yzmois uorpdwnsuoy)
(y) axeys sdousasgaad aaljeey (d) @23e1 juUNODSIP 2AIOOYH
4 0 T— 4 0 c—
t T t t T t
-+ o@ouagsistad ‘Ay1[Iqeiygyord -+ oouagsistad ‘AjI[iqesyorg
-+ YOI ‘“Aiqergorq + YOI ‘Ayriqesyorg
-+ oouoagsisiad ‘UoIjeAOUUT ULIT - @ouoegsistod ‘uoljeAoUUl WAL
-+ 98uel1 (G-06 ‘UoIjRAOUUL WLIL] - @8uel 0G-06 ‘UOIPRAOUUT WLIL]
-+ @ouagsisiad ‘) uiqofg, -+ eousysistad ‘P urqor,
4 a1 ‘D uiqor, +udI ‘o wqod,
| oouoeysisiod ‘orer quswysoauy -+ oouegsisod ‘91el JUDUIISOAUT
| u®1 ‘ores yuewgsaaur + udI “wruﬁ.h JUDUI)SOAUT
-+ ueew ‘1030RJ ON[BA | ueewt anwE onIEA
++ A3I[13RI0A f9gRT 99-SIY 1 %ﬁ:ﬁmwo\/ IO A
‘ - weawr ‘9gea 9o1J-)sIY
-+ UROW ‘93el 9IF-XSTY . .
- A31119R[0A ‘suInjalr ssedxe ‘orjojrrod jodIRN 1 \Q:E&mo\/ suinied mwwu,xw o:owﬁo& 1OAIEIN
- weaw ‘suinjar ssadxa ‘orjojrrod JoIRIN T Ueet SUINAST SS90 OHOJII0C AIEIN
-+ ereyg reyded
| °reus reyrden -+ A31113€[0A ‘uOTjRAOUU] 9}eF0I88Y
| Ammeroa ‘uorjeaouu] 03eB0IFRY -+ uorye[a1I0d ‘Y3moIS UoI3dWNSUODd PUR JUDUISIAUT
- uorye[a1100 ‘Y3moIS uoIdWNSUOD PUR JUSWISIAUT 1 £y11ye104 ‘qamOIS quoUITIsEAT
-+ 431119104 ‘Y}MOIT JuOW}SOAU] -+ Ag1113e104 ‘(SO07) OI3RI INdIN0-03-JUSUSIAUT
-+ £tmperoa ¢(8or) orjer yndino-oj-juouwysosu - ueowr ‘orjel 3ndino-03-j3ULUWISOAU]
+ ueow ‘oryes INdyno-03-juUdUWSIAU + £31119R10A ‘q3moa8 uorjdwinsuod Iapjoyereys
- A31[13e10A ‘U3mou8 uorpdwnsuod Iop[oyereys -+ weaw ‘oreys uorpdwINsuod I9pPlOYDILYS
-+ ueaw ‘oreys uorpdwWINsuod I9p[oYdIRYS -+ (una-8uop) £313eoa ‘ypmouis uorpdwinsuoy)
-+ (uni-8uor) A3rrye[oa ‘yymoas uorpdwnsuop -+ (uni-q10ys) L91mreroa ‘qimoid uorpdwnsuoy)
-+ (uni-jr0ys) Lg1q1geoa ‘yimoid uorpdwnsuo) -+ ueow ‘ymou8 uorydwnsuop)
Y ueow ‘Ymoas8 uorpdwnsuo))
(0) s1a (L) uorsaaae sty

(SD) syuewow 0} s1ojewRIRd JO A)IATYISUSG :F'y 2INSI1g

43



oy st iy azeym

¢ 10 ¢
X

aouagsisiad ‘Ar[iqeigord

1 udI “Arqesgorg

o -+ @ouajsisiad ‘uorjesouudr WAL

— -+ e8ue1 0g-06 ‘uorresOUUl LI

R -+ @ouagsisiad ‘¢) uiqoq,

— 1 901 ‘O urqor,

-+ @ouogysisiod ‘9jeI JUOUWISOAUT

- 4+ YOI ‘@rer juswrysoau]

+ ueaw ‘1ojoey anfep

£31[19e[0A ‘03RI S243-¥SIY

+ ueaw ‘oger vauy-ysIYy

—_ -+ £31[19R[0A ‘suInjol ssedxo ‘orjojprod joqIeIN
4 ueowW ‘suanjad sseoxa ‘orjojrrod oM IRIN

——— + oxeyg reyde)

(¢) sxeys ejrdeo

— -+ £31119R[0A ‘uOIyRAOUU] 991e30133Yy

uore[aI10d ‘qimoisd uorpdwnsuod pue JuUsuISaAU]
A9T[19R[0A ‘1[3MOIT JUSUISOAUT

++ Aarpreroa ‘(8of) orrer gndino-01-jueU)SOAU]

- + ueew ‘oryer ndino-oj-jusuUI}SOAUT

-+ A3113e0A ‘q3mois8 uorpdwinsuod Iaploysieys

= -+ ueew ‘areys uorpdwinsuod IepjoyaIeys

f (uni-8uor) L31113e10A ‘YpMois uorpdwnsuoy)

B + (uni-yroys) Ayrryeroa ‘qimors uorydwnsuo))

Y ueowr ‘qimoi8 uornydwnsuoy)

1

se[Snoq qqoD

+ oouagsisiad ‘Ajr[iqeiygyoiq

1 "OI1 “Aiqesyorq

+ @ouagsisiod ‘uoryeAOUUT WLIT

-+ @8uel (G- ‘UOIYRAOUUI WL

+ oouagysisiad ‘P urqoq,

1 udI ‘O uqor,

+ oouagsrsiod ‘9jeI JUSMIISOAUT

1 UOI ‘eyer juswyseau]

-+ weswr ‘1030®J SN[RA

-+ A31[19R[0A ‘@3RI 991 -NSTY

UBOW ‘93RI 9IJ-SIY

+ A31719R10A ‘swInyar ssedxa ‘orjojjrod jeqIeIN
-4 ueowW ‘suanjeld sseoxo ‘orjojjrod jedIRIN

1 ereyg rejrded

-+ Ag1119€[0A ‘uOIrRAOUU] 9980183y
UOI3R[OII0D ‘Y3M0IF uor3dWNSUOd PUe JUSUIFSIAUT
+ A31[19e10A ‘YIMOIS JUSTIYSIAUT

++ L3304 ‘(S0[) O17e1 INdINo-03-jULWISOAU]
+ ueow ‘oryer nNdino-og-jusuUI)SOAU]

-+ L3119R[0A ‘Y3MOa8 uorjdwnsuod Ioployaieys
+ ueow ‘oreys uorpdwnsuod IopoyaIvyYS
(uni-8uol) A13e[0A ‘qImoa8 uorpdwnsuoy)
+ (unz-qr0ys) Larre(oa ‘qimois uorpdwnsuor)
ueow ‘ymoad uorpdwnsuo))

L
[«

(k) saogyeaouur o3 aaeys snidang

0 quowow pue ¢ I9jewrered 0} spuodsellod jey) Y XLIJRUW A}TAIISUSS S} JO JUOUWIS[S

ty ‘urroj £91019se[e Ul aInseow oY) 110dol 9p\ ‘sjUOWOUW 09 siojourered pojeRUIISe Y} JO aInseowl ANANISUSS (FT0g) olideys pue moxzuar) oY) 310dox oA\

v 14 0 c—

-+ @ouagsistad ‘A31[Iqelgorg

1 "OI1 “Apqeryorg

+ @ouogsisiod ‘uorjesouur Wil

+ @8ue1 OG-0 ‘UoIjRAOUUI WAL

+ @ouagsisiod ‘P ulqog,

1 401 ‘O uqoL,

-+ @ouogsisiod ‘9jel JULMIISOAUT

+ gOI ‘erer juswrgsoau]

-+ ueaw ‘1010®] ON[BA

+ A1[1re[oA ‘erel 9au3-¥sSIY

+ ueaw ‘ejel 991J-3SIY

-+ A31[17R[0A ‘suInjal ssedxe ‘orjojrrod jeodIeIN
-+ ueew ‘suinjel sseoxe ‘orjojyrod jeIRIN

1 ereyg reyded

-+ L3119R[0A ‘UOIjRAOUU] 93e30133Y

- uorje[e1I0d ‘13moi3 uorpdwnsuod pur JUSUWIISOAUT
-+ A91[13R[0A ‘1[3MOIT JUSUI}SOAUT

-+ A91[19R[0A ,AMOC oryer ndino-o}-juUsuI}SoAU]
+ weaw ‘orjer yndino-oy3-jyusU}SIAUT

+ A13eroa ‘yimois uorpdwnsuod Isployaieys
-+ weaw ‘oreys uorpdwnsuod I9ploYaIeyS

+ (uni-8uor) A3i113e(0A ‘Ymois uorpdwnsuoyy
+ (uni-yr0ys) Ajrreroa ‘yymoas uorydwnsuoy)
Y ueow ‘grmoa8 uorydwnsuo))

(¢) axeys uoryediorjaed j3esaewr 32038

T—

x O

(0) s3s0o0 juaswysnlpy

-+ @ouegsisiod ‘Ayriqelyorg

1 "O1 “Arqesyord

+ @ouegsisiod ‘uoryesouur WIL g

-+ e8ue1 ()G-06 ‘UOIyRAOUUI ULIL]

+ @ouegsisiad ‘P uiqog,

1 401 ‘O wqoL

-+ @ouogsisiod ‘9jel JUSUIISOAUT

T UOI ‘eyer jusmryseau]

-+ ueew ‘1010®] ONTRA

-+ A91[19R[0A ‘O3Bl 921J-XSTY

-+ weaw ‘oger saiy-sIy

-+ A3119R10A ‘suanjal ssedxe ‘orjojjrod joqIRIN
-4 ugoW ‘suinjed sseoxde ‘orjojyrod jodIRIN

1 ereyg reydep

-+ L9119 [0A ‘UOTI)RAOUU] 91eF0188Y

-+ uorje[e110o ‘Y3mois uorpdwnsuod pue JUSUIPSIAUT
-+ A91[19R[0A ‘U[3MOIT JUSUI)SOAUT

++ 43119104 ¢(SO[) o171 IndINo-03-jULU)SIAU]
+ uesaw ‘orper ndino-oj-jusuI)soAU]

-+ A3119010A ‘4imoa8 uorpdwnsuod Ioployaieyg
+ ueow ‘oreys uorpdwnsuod Ieployaieyg

+ (uni-8uor) Krree(oa ‘yymors uorpdwnsuoy)
+ (uni-yr0ys) Lreoa ‘qrmoas uorpdwnsuoy)
¥ ueow ‘yymoid uorpdwnsuo))

(SD) syuewow 0} s1ojewRIRd JO A)IATYISUSG Q'Y @INSIg

44



¢ 10 ¢
X

oy st £y ozoym

'y ‘urroj A31019se[e Ul aanseswr oY) 310der s\

1—

-+ oouaysistod ‘AqI[IqeIgyorq

++ "OI “Aynqesyord

-+ @ouagsisiad ‘uorjyeAoOUUT WAL

-+ o8ue1 (G-06 ‘UOIPRAOUUIL WLIL ]

-+ e@ouagsistad ‘P uiqoqg,

+ UudI ‘D uiqor

-+ oouegsisiod ‘9jel JULMISOAUT

+ °UOI ‘ejed juomrysosu]

- ugaw ‘1030%J oN[RA

+ A3i[raeron ‘oyer oo1y-ysry

- ueaw ‘9jel 90IJ-NSIY

+ A31[19%010A ‘sUIN}al ssadXo ‘orjojyrod jodIeN
-+ urOW ‘suInjol ssedxo ‘orjojjrod JodIRIA

-+ axeyg [eyde)

+ K31119%010A ‘uoljeAOuUU] 99eS0I8SYy

- uoIje[eI100 ‘Yimois uorpdwWNsuUod puR JUSWISIAU
-+ A31[19R[0A ‘UYIMOIT judswI)SOAU]

-+ Arrefoa ‘(8of) orea ndyno-o1-jusUIISIAU]
-+ ueow ‘orrel INdIN0-03-JUSUIISOAUT

-+ Arpyeioa ‘yimoad uorpdwnsuod reployareys
-+ ueow ‘oreys uoljdwInNsuod I9p[OoydIeYS

-+ (uni-Suor) Ayrrre[oa ‘yrmois uorpdwnsuoy)
-+ (uni-qr0ys) L91mreroa ‘yimois uorpdwinsuoy)
Y ueawt ‘yymoid uorpdwnsuop)

(Y) s309foad mau Surainboe jo 93ea a8easay

z—

-+ oouaysistod ‘Aj1[Iqeiygyord

+ "OI ‘“Aynqelyord

-+ oouaysisiod ‘uorjeAOUUT ULIT]

+ @8uel 0G-06 ‘UOIyRAOUUI WLIL]

-+ oouaysiszod ‘P urqoy,

+udI ‘O uiqor

-+ oouaysisiod ‘ojeI JULWI}SOAUT

1 YOI ‘@jel juewryseau]

- weawr ‘1090%J oN[RA

+ £31119R0A ‘93el 991J-3SIY

-+ ueLW ‘93RI 99IF-XSTY

-+ A31[13R[0A ‘suIN}al sseoxa ‘orjojjrod jedIRIN
-+ urOW ‘suInjal ssedXo ‘o1jojjrod o IRIA

-+ ereyg reyde)

+ A31119%010A ‘uoIjeAOUU] 9)eS0183Y

- uorye[P1I0d ‘Y3molS uordwnsuod pur JUSWISIAUT
-+ A31[19R[0A ‘(Y3MOIT judWI)SOAU]

-+ A3yefoa ‘(8of) orjea Indino-o3-juoUISOAU]
-+ ueow ‘orrel INdINO-03-JUSUWIISOAUT

-+ A1p1ge[oA ‘yimoad uorpdwnsuod roployaieys
-+ ueow ‘oreys uoljdwINsuod I9p[OYydIeYS

-+ (uni-Suor) A3rrre[oa ‘Yrmois uorpdunsuo))
-+ (uni-qr0ys) L91mreroa ‘yimoid uorpdwnsuoy)
Y ueow ‘ymoi8 uorpdunsuop)

(H1) a3eys ymoaS-ySiy o3 93ed uoljIsuediy,

*{ yuowowr pue 2 I9jourered o) spuodseriod jer) Y XIIjewl A}IATYISUSS oY) JO JUSWII[D

‘sjueTowl 0} sIojeered pajewIIIse ) JO dInseawr AJIANISUSS (F10g) oltdeyg pue moyziuor) ayj yrodar opy

) 0

- -+ @ouagsistad ‘A1[Iqeigorg
A 1 udI “Aupqesyorg
+ @ouagsisiod ‘uorjesouur Wil
— + @8uel1 0g-06 ‘UOIjRAOUUL WAL
- + @ouagsisiod ‘P ulqoq,
— 1 °OI1 ‘O uiqor,
e — -+ oouagsisiod ‘9jeI JULUIISOAUT

4+ YOI ‘erer jusuwrysoau]
] -+ ueaw ‘1070®J ON[BA
+ A1[19e[0A ‘9reI S23-¥SIY
4 ueaw ‘9l 991J-NSTY
e -+ A£31[19R[0A ‘suInjal ssedxe ‘orjojrrod jadIeIN
E - ueew ‘suinjel ssedoxe ‘orjojirod jedIeIN
p— - areyg [e}de)
= -+ L9119@[0A ‘UOIjRAOUU] 93e30133Y
— 1 uorjerarIod rgugohw :Omuﬂma:jm:OU pue jusur}ssAu]l
— ++ £31119[0A ‘[[3MOIS JuLTI)SOAU]
- -+ A113e10A (S07) OIrRI INdINO0-03-jUSTWGSIAUT
3 -+ ueow ‘oryer nNdino-0}-jULUWGSIAU]
. -+ £yr119e10A ‘3MoI8 uorydwnsuod IoployRIeyg
- ueew ‘ereys uorpdwInsuod I9p[OYdIRYS
(una-8uoy) A3r13e[oA ‘Yimoas uorpduwnsuoy)
e — + (unx-yaoys) Lyrryeroa ‘yymous uorydwnsuo)
- ¥ ueow ‘yrmois uorpdwrnsuoy)

(dy) swiSaa ymoaS-mo[ pue yS3iy oy} usomioq aduatayi(qQ

-+ @ouagsisiod ‘Ayriqelyorg

UOI “Aiqesyord

+ @douegsisiod ‘uorjyesouur WLIT]

-+ @8ue1 ()G-06 ‘UOIyRAOUUI ULIL]

oouaysistod ‘P urqog,

1 4dI ‘O wqoL

-+ @ouagsisiod ‘9jel JUSMIISOAUT

+ UdI ‘erer jusumyseaur

-+ ueewr ‘1010®J ONJEA

-+ A91[19R[0A ‘93RI 991F-¥STY

-+ weaw ‘ojer saiy-ysIy

-+ A3119e10A ‘suanyar ssedxa ‘orjojjrod jeqIRIN
-4 ueewW ‘suinjed sseoxe ‘orjojyrod jodIRIN

+ exeyg reydepn

-+ A9119R[0A ‘UOIyRAOUU] 97e3018SY
UOIe[eII0D ‘Y3Mo1S Uol3dWNSUOd PUL JUSUWIGSIAUT
-+ A91[19R[0A ‘[[3MOIS JUSUI)SOAUT

++ 43119104 ‘(SO[) O13R1 INdIN0-03-3UDUWJSOAU]
+ ueaw ‘oryer ndino-og-juUsUISIAU]

-+ A119R[0A ‘Y3Mo0a8 uorydwinsuod Isp[oyaieys
+ ueaw ‘oreys uorpdwnsuod Ioployaieyg
(una-8uop) A31[19eoa ‘yymois uorpdwnsuor)
+ (unz-y10ys) Lr1reoa ‘qmois uorpdwnsuoy)
¥ ueowr ‘ymoild uorpdwnsuo)

(T11) @3e3s y3moaS-mo[ 0} 93ed UOI}ISUBILT,

(SD) syuewowr 0} s1ojewRIRd JO A)IATYISUSG Q'Y 9INSIg

45



¢ 20 15
X

oy st 7y azoym

(30) >poys parpoquie jo AN[IFC[OA

(37) >poys perpoquie jo UeSA

*( quowow pue 2 I9jewrered o) spuodsellod jey) Y XLIjRUW A}TAIISUSS S} JO JUOUWS[O

20

oouagsistad ‘A31[Iqeiyord

"OI “Aypqelyorg

oouegsistod ‘uorjesouUl WAL

a8uel 0g-06 ‘uUoryeAOUUI ULIL]

oouagsistad ‘P ulqog,

"I ‘O uqor,

oouegsistad ‘9rel jusuwI)seAU]

HOI ‘erer juswryseau]

ueow ‘1090®] SNRA

A£119e10A ‘91R1 S013-3STY

ueoW ‘9)RI 99IJ-SIY

A3113R[0A ‘SuInjgal sseoxe ‘orfojjpiod jeodIRIN
urOW ‘SWIN}aI $s90X8 ‘orjojjrod jeqIeIN
sxeyg reyrden

Aj113eion ‘uorjyesouu] 93e30133y
UOI}R[SII00 ‘3M0IF uordWNSUOd pue JUSUISIAUT
A3113R[0A ‘YIMOIS JULUI)SOAU]

Aytryeroa ‘(Sop) oryer yndyno-oj-juemISIAUT
ueow ‘orjed ndino-03-juULUWISOAU]
Ayrryeoa ‘yimors uorydwnsuod Ioployaieys
ueow ‘ereys uorjdwnsuod toployaireysg
(uni-8uor) A31[13e[oa ‘Yymois uorgdwnsuo))
(uni-yroys) Ly1rpe[oa ‘yrmols uorydwnsuo)
urow ‘Ymous8 uorydwunsuo))

S O

(*0) 3poys perpoquiasip jo A31

I

ty ‘urroj £91019se[e Ul dInseow oY) 110dol 9p\ ‘sjUOWIOUW 09 siojourered pajeUIISe Y JO anseowr ANANISULs (FT0g) olideyg pue moyzuar) oY) 310dox oA\

t oouagstsiad ‘Ayr[iqeyorg

F YOI ‘“Anniqerygord

{- @ouegsistod ‘uorjesouur WAL

- @8uel 0g-06 ‘uoryesouUUl WL

{ @ouegsistad ‘P ulqofg,

F UOI ‘O uiqor

{- @ouegsistad ‘9rel JuLsI)SOAU]

F UOI ‘ore1 juowlseAu]

 ueow ‘1090®J ON[eA

[ A313e[0A ‘99el 901y-3sIY

- ueaW ‘@3RI 99IJ-XSIY

- A31[19R[0A ‘suinjal sseoxe ‘orjojjiod jedIeIN
f ueeow ‘suinjel sse0x9 ‘orfojjiod IR

{ oreyg resden

- A31119[0A ‘uOIjRAOUU] 91e30183Y

[ uorje[21100 ‘Y3moi8 uorpduwnsuod pue JUSUWISOAUT
£ A31[19[0A ‘[[3MOIS JUOUI}SDAUT

t A31119e0A “(So7) oryer ndino-o3-jueu}SaAU]
{ ueow ‘orjel INdINO-04-jUSWIISIAUT

{ £31119R10A ‘Y3moa8 uorydwnsuod 1apjoyaieysg
{ ueow ‘oaeys uorpdwInsuod I9p[oydIeys

f (uni-8uor) A31[13e(oA ‘ymois uorpdwnsuoy)
f (uni-yroys) A3rye[oa ‘ypmois uornndwnsuo)
Y ueow ‘yjmoid uorpdwnsuop)

13B[OA

oouagsisiad ‘A31Iqeiygord

UdI “Ariqesgorg

oouagsisiod ‘uoryesouur WLl

a8uel 0G-06 ‘UOIRAOUUI ULl

oouoegsistad ‘P ulqog,

udI ‘O uiqor,

oouagsistad ‘91el juswI)SaAU]

HOI ‘0rer juswyseau]

uroW ‘I1090J onyeA

AL11reion ‘ogel do4y-ysIYy

urOW ‘91el 991J-¥STY

Ay1[19R[0A ‘suangal sseoxa ‘orjojrrod jodIRIN
ueoW ‘SuInN|al ss90xo ‘orjojprod jodIeN
areyg reyde)

Ag113eioa ‘uorjesouu] 93e30133y
uOo13e[a1100 ‘3moi18 uorpdwinsuod pue JUSUIFSOAUT
A3113R[0A ‘YIMOI8 JuULUI}SOAU]

A3tiyeroa ¢(Sor) oryea yndino-oj-jusmrlsaauy
ueawW ‘oryel ndino-0j-jusu}SaAU]
A3rryeroa ‘q3mors uorydwinsuod Ieployaieysg
ueaw ‘areys uorpduwWnsuod IsployeIeys
(uni-8uor) A3113e[oA ‘Ypmois uorgdwnsuo))
(uni-jroys) AL31rye[oa ‘ymois uorydwnsuoy)
ueow ‘Ymoli8 uorydwnsuo))

-+ @ouagsistad ‘AjI[Iqesyorg

-+ 901 ‘Siqelgorg

-+ @ouagsisiod ‘uorjyeAouuUr WLIL

- o8uerl 0G-06 ‘UOIPeAOUUT WLIL]

-+ oouoaysistod ‘) urqoq,

-+ ¥OI ‘D uqoL

-+ oouajsisiod ‘9)el JULWIISOAUT

+ YOI ‘erea juomryseAu]

- uweawr ‘1030%J ON[RA

++ Lrreroa ‘oger soqy-ysry

-+ ueoW ‘9el 991J-¥STY

-+ A91[19R[0A ‘suanjer sseoxo ‘orjojrrod JodIRIN
-+ ueewW ‘suanjal ssedxe ‘orjojrrod jodIRIA

-+ ereyg rejrde)

+ K31119R10A ‘uoljRAOUU] 9330133y

-+ uorje[e110o ‘qimoi8 uor3dwinsuod pue JUSUIJSOAUT
-+ A91119R[0A ‘UYIMOIS JuULUI)SOAUT

-+ K31r13e1oA ‘(S01) orjer Indino-o}-jusuI}SIAUT
-+ weawr ‘orjer 9ndino-03-juULUISOAU]

+ K31119R10A ‘q3moa8 uor3dwnsuod Iaployareys
-+ uweawr ‘oreys uolpdwWINSUOD IOP[OYDIBYS

-+ (uni-Suor) 31119104 ‘Yymois uorydwnsuoy)
-+ (uni-jproys) L31q19e(oa ‘yimoid uorpdwinsuo))
Y ueowr ‘yymois uorpdwnsuoy)

(1) 3poys parpoquIasip Jo UedN

(SD) syuewowr 0} s1ojewRIRd JO A)IATYISUSG :L°Y 2INSI1g

46



0 quowow pue ¢ I9jewrered 0} spuodsellod jey) Y XLIJRUW A}TAIISUSS S} JO JUOUWIS[S

¢ 10 ¢
X

oy st iy azeym

ty ‘urroj £91019se[e Ul aInseow oY) 110dol 9p\ ‘sjUOWOUW 09 siojourered pojeRUIISe Y} JO aInseowl ANANISUSS (FT0g) olideys pue moxzuar) oY) 310dox oA\

(9) @3ea uoryerdasadaq

-+ oouagsistad ‘AjI[Iqesyorg

+ YOI ‘“Anniqelyord

-+ oouajsisiod ‘uorjeAOUUT ULIL]

-+ 98uea (G-06 ‘UoljRAOUUL WLIL]

-+ oouagsistod ‘) urqoq,

+ UdI ‘b uiqor

-+ oouaysisiod ‘99el JULUIISOAUT

+ YOI ‘erer juowryseau]

-+ ueow ‘1030®J ON[RA

++ A119eoA ‘9rel So1y-ysIYy

-+ ueOW ‘9el 991J-XSTY

-+ A91[19R[0A ‘suInjer sse9oxo ‘orjoyyrod o3 IRIN
—+ ueew ‘suinjal ssedoxe ‘orjojrrod jedIRIN

-+ ereyg reyde)

—+ K31119R10A ‘uOIjRAOUU] 9130133y

~+ uorje[e110o ‘qimol1s8 uor3dwinsuod pue JUSUISIAUL
+ K31119%R10A ‘3MOI8 JuauI}saAU]

-+ Ag1r13e(0A ‘(SOT) Orjer IndIno-o3-juUsUIISIAUT
- ugaw ‘orjel Ndino-03}-j}UdUWJSIAU]

-+ 41119104 ‘U3moi8 uorpdwnsuod IapoyaIeys
-+ ueew ‘ereys uorpdwWnNsuod I9p[oYaIRYS

-+ (uni-Suor) A£31119€[0A ‘Yymois uorpdwnsuo)
-+ (uni-jproys) Lg1q1geoa ‘yimoid uorpdwinsuo))
Y ueow ‘yymois uorpdwrnsuoy)

0 - 0 - V= 9—
t t t
+ @ouagsisiad ‘Ayr[Iqelyoiqg -+ oouaysisiad ‘Aq1[Iqeiygyord
— 1 "OI1 “Aqesyord — + ¥OI “Annqelyord
+ @ouagsisiod ‘uoryesoUUT WLIT] = -+ oouaysisiod ‘uorjRAOUUI ULIT
-+ @8ue1 ()G-06 ‘UOIyRAOUUI WLIL] —_ + @8ue1 0G-06 ‘UOIyRAOUUI WIIL]
+ @ouagsisiad ‘P uiqof, < -+ oouagsisiad ‘P urqoqy,
r 1 4dI ‘O wqoL +UudI ‘D uqor,
-+ oouogsisiod ‘9jeI JUSMISOAUT = -+ oouaysisiod ‘9jeI JULWIISOAUT
+ UdI ‘erer juswyseaur - + MO ‘erel jusuwysaaur
-+ ueewr ‘1070®] oNfRA - weawr ‘1090%J ON[RA
T A31[rae[oa ‘ojes sogy-3sIy ++ A11re[oA ‘9gel 99Iy-STY
- ueoW ‘93eI 991J-)STY - ueaW ‘9jel 99IF-NSIY
r -+ A91[19R[0A ‘SUIN)EI $S90Xd ‘or[0jjIod IR r + £31[19R0A ‘sUIn}al ssadxa ‘orjojyiod jodIRIN
-4 ueewW ‘suinjeld sseoxe ‘orojyrod jodIRIN -+ uroW ‘suanjal sseoxo ‘orjojjrod JodIRIA
k + exeyg reyden + axeyg [eyde)
= -+ Kg119R[0A ‘UOIYRAOUU] 99e301SSY + A31119%010A ‘uoIjeAOUU] 991eS0183Y
- -+ uorje[a110o ‘Ypmois uorpdwNSUOd pue JUSUWIISIAUT - uoIjee1100 ‘Yimoil uorpdwnsuod pur JUSWISOAUT
- -+ A91[19R[0A ‘[[IMOIS JUOUIISOAU] -+ A31[19R[0A ‘UIMOIT juLWI)SOAUT
++ AL3119e10A “(SO[) O13R1 INdIN0-03-}UDUWJSOAU] - -+ A3pye[oa ‘(8of) orjea ndino-o3-juoUWISIAU]
+ uesw ‘oryer ndino-og-juUsUI)SIAU] -+ ueow ‘oryer INdiNo-03-juULUIISOAUT
-+ A119e[0A ‘Y3moa8 uoryduwIinsuod Isploysieys -+ A1p19e[0A ‘Ymoad uorpdwnsuod roployareys
+ uesw ‘oreys uorpdwnsuod Ioployaivyg -+ ueow ‘oreys uoljdwInsuod Iap[oyareys
- + (uni-8uor) Ky1rre[oa ‘ymois uorydwnsuoy) -+ (uni-Suor) A3rrre[oa ‘yimors uorndunsuo))
+ (unz-q10ys) L11re[oa ‘qrmois uorpdwnsuoy) -+ (uni-q10ys) L9119e(oa ‘qimois uorpdwnsuor)
¥ ueowr ‘yymouisd uorpdwnsuo) Y ueow ‘ymoi8 uorpdwnsuo))
("0) A3riqerygoad 3o0afoad jo A3I[I3B[OA ("~) Kyiqergoad 3oofoad ur UoISISAI-UBSW JO 938Y

(SD) syuewowr 0} s1ojewRIRd JO A)IATYISUSG Q'Y 9INSIg

47



	Identification
	Sensitivity Analysis
	Full participation
	Restricting the surplus share to innovators
	Restricting the weight on relative preferences
	Restricted model with no capital-embodied shocks
	Restricting the coefficient of relative risk aversion
	Summary

	Additional Results
	Cashflow risk and risk prices across horizons
	Firm risk exposures and the market-to-book ratio
	The importance of within cohort inequality
	Consumption and Corporate Payout

	Data and Estimation Methodology
	Measuring the value of new blueprints
	Construction of Estimation Targets
	 Estimation Methodology

	Analytic Appendix
	Limited Participation
	Proofs and Derivations


