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Abstract

We reconsider the derivation of the traditional capital asset pricing
model (CAPM) in the discrete time setting for a portfolio of one risk-free
asset and many risky assets. In contrast to the standard setting we con-
sider heterogeneous agents whose expectations of future returns based on
statistical properties of past returns induce expectations feedback. We
assume that agents formulate their demands based upon heterogeneous
beliefs about conditional means and covariances of the risky asset returns,
and that the risky returns evolve over time via the determination of market
clearing prices, under a Walrasian auctioneer scenario. In this framework
we first construct a ‘consensus’ belief (with respect to the means and co-
variances of the risky asset returns) to represent the aggregate market
belief and derive a heterogeneous CAPM which relates aggregate excess
return on risky assets with aggregate excess return on the market port-
folio via an aggregate beta coefficient for risky assets. We then adopt
this perspective to establish a ‘market fraction’ model in which agents
are grouped according to their beliefs. The impact of different beliefs
on the market equilibrium returns and the beta-coefficients is analysed.
In particular, we focus on some “classical” heterogeneous agents types -
fundamentalists, trend followers and noise traders - and investigate how
the key behavioral parameters affect the time varying behaviour of the
aggregate beta coefficient.

1 Introduction
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...
Section 2 derives equilibrium CAPM-like relationships for asset returns in the

case of heterogeneous beliefs and relates a ‘consensus’ belief about the expected
excess return on each risky asset to a ‘consensus’ belief about expected market
return, via aggregate beta coefficients. Section 3 discusses further the wealth
dynamics and the beta coefficients, and relates them to the heterogeneous beliefs
about the returns on the risky assets. Section 4 considers explicitly the supply of
the risky securities, introduces market clearing conditions to derive equilibrium
prices, and relates the aggregate beta coefficients to the market clearing prices.
Section 5 combines this setup with a dynamic, “market fraction” multi-asset
framework with heterogeneous groups of agents, which generalizes earlier con-
tributions by Brock and Hommes (1998) and Chiarella and He (2001a,b), and
highlights how the aggregate beta coefficients may vary over time once agents’
beliefs are assumed to be updated dynamically at each time step as a function
of past realized returns. This framework is then specialized to the case of in-
teraction between fundamentalists, trend followers and noise traders in Section
6, which reports the results of numerical simulations and investigates how the
dynamics of market returns and aggregate beta coefficients is affected by the
key behavioural parameters. Section 7 concludes.

2 Derivation of Heterogeneous Beliefs CAPM in
terms of asset returns

The present section generalizes the derivation of CAPM relationships - as car-
ried out for instance by Huang and Litzenberger (1988) Section 4.15 - to the
case of investors with heterogeneous beliefs about asset returns. Some of the
ideas contained in the present section are adapted from Lintner (1969), where
aggregation of individual assessments about future payoffs is performed in a
mean-variance framework.
Assume that there exists a riskless asset with a rate of return rf and that the

rates of return erj , j = 1, 2, ...,N , of the risky assets are multivariate normally
distributed. Assume that investor i, i = 1, 2, ..., I, has a concave and strictly
increasing utility of wealth function ui(·). Following Huang-Litzenberger (Sec-
tion 4.15) the optimally invested random wealth of investor i (at the end of the
period) satisfies

Ei

h
u0i(fWi)

i
Ei [erj − rf ] = −Ei hu00i (fWi)

i
Covi(fWi, erj) (1)

for any j = 1, 2, ..., N , where

fWi =W
i
0

1 + rf + NX
j=1

wij(erj − rf )


and wij is the fraction of wealth of agent i invested in the risky asset j. By
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defining the i-th investor’s global absolute risk aversion

θi :=
−Ei

h
u00i (fWi)

i
Ei

h
u0i(fWi)

i
condition (1) becomes

θ−1i Ei [erj − rf ] = Covi(fWi, erj) j = 1, 2, ..., N (2)

Note that

Covi(fWi, erj) = Covi "W i
0

Ã
NX
k=1

wikerk! , erj# =W i
0

NX
k=1

wikCovi (erk, erj)
It follows that the conditions (2) can be rewritten with vector notation as

θ−1i Ei [er− rf1] =W i
0Ωiwi (3)

where er = [er1, er2, ..., erN ]>, 1 = [1, 1, ..., 1]>, wi = [wi1, wi2, ..., wiN ]>, and Ωi =
[σi,jk], j, k = 1, 2, ..., N , where σi,jk := Covi (erj , erk). Equation (3) can be
rewritten as

W i
0wi = θ−1i Ω

−1
i Ei [er− rf1] (4)

and summing across i

IX
i=1

W i
0wi =

IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei [er− rf1]

We remark that the optimal investment policy of agent i is only implicitly
defined by (4), because in general θi = θi(wi) will depend, in its turn, on
wi. Nevertheless, at this stage we are interested in equilibrium relationships
involving aggregate beliefs, which do not require wi to be made explicit. By
defining the vector of the aggregate wealth proportions invested in the risky
assets

wa :=
1

Wm0

IX
i=1

W i
0wi (5)

where Wm0 :=
PI
i=1W

i
0 represents total initial wealth, one obtains

wa =
1

Wm0

IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei [er− rf1] (6)

An “aggregate” variance/covariance matrix Ωa, which represents a ‘consensus’
belief about the covariance structure of returns, can be defined as a weighted
harmonic mean of the individual covariance matrices Ωi, such that

Ω−1a = Θ
IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i (7)
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where Θ :=
³PI

i=1 θ
−1
i

´−1
. Then it follows from (6) that

wa =
1

Wm0

"
IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei (er)−Θ−1Ω−1a rf1

#
=

=
1

ΘWm0
Ω−1a

"
ΘΩa

IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei (er)− rf1#

from which

Ωawa =
1

ΘWm0

"
ΘΩa

IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei (er)− rf1

#
(8)

Note that ΘWm0 can be interpreted as the aggregate relative risk aversion of the
economy in equilibrium. Similarly to Huang and Litzenberger (1988), Section
4.15, we can define the random market return erm as the one which satisfies

fWm :=
IX
i=1

fWi =Wm0(1 + erm) i.e. erm = fWm

Wm0
− 1

wherefWm represents the random end-of-period wealth in the market. Note thaterm can also be rewritten in terms of aggregate wealth proportions as

erm := rf +w>
a (er− rf1)

The quantity σ2a,m := w
>
aΩawa can be interpreted as the aggregate ‘consensus’

belief about the variance of the market return, given by

σ2a,m := w
>
a Ωawa =

1

ΘWm0

"
w>
a ΘΩa

IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei (er)−w>a rf1

#
(9)

Next, define the “aggregate” expected returns on the risky assets Ea (er) (con-
sensus beliefs about expected returns) as a weighted average of the individual
expected returns Ei (er), such that

IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei (er) = IX

i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ea (er)

from which

Ea (er) = ΘΩa IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei (er) (10)

Define also the aggregate expected market return

Ea(erm) := rf +w>
a (Ea (er)− rf1) (11)
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Equation (9) becomes

σ2a,m =
1

ΘWm0

©
w>
a [Ea (er)− rf1]ª (12)

which implies that
[Ea(erm)− rf ] = ΘWm0σ

2
a,m (13)

i.e. the aggregate expected market risk premium is proportional to the aggregate
relative risk aversion of the economy.
It follows from (8), (10) and (13) that

1

σ2a,m
Ωawa =

1

Ea(erm)− rf [Ea (er)− rf1]
i.e.

[Ea (er)− rf1] = Ea(erm)− rf
σ2a,m

Ωawa (14)

The entries of Ωawa represent the aggregate covariances between the return on
each risky asset and the market return, i.e.

Ωawa = [σa,jm] j = 1, 2, ..., N

where σa,jm := Cova(erj , erm), so that (14) can be rewritten component by com-
ponent as

Ea(erj)− rf = σa,jm
σ2a,m

[Ea(erm)− rf ] j = 1, 2, ..., N (15)

where σa,jm/σa,jm := βa,jm represents the aggregate beta coefficient of the j-th
risky asset. Equation (15) is the CAPM relation, in terms of returns, generalized
to the case of heterogeneous beliefs. The vector βa,m := [βa,1m,βa,2m, ...,βa,Nm]

>

of the aggregate beta coefficients in (14) is thus given by

βa,m =
1

σ2a,m
Ωawa (16)

3 Heterogeneous beliefs, wealth dynamics and
beta coefficients

It is convenient to rewrite the beta coefficients (16) in a different form, which
stresses the way they depend on agents’ aggregate beliefs about random returns
and initial wealth. Define

ζi := wiW
i
0 = θ−1i Ω

−1
i Ei [er− rf1]

as the vector of optimal dollar investment in each risky asset by agent i, and

ζ :=
IX
i=1

wiW
i
0 =

IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei [er− rf1] (17)
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the vector which collects the aggregate dollar demands for each risky asset.
Using (10), ζ can be rewritten as a function of the aggregate beliefs, as follows:

ζ = Θ−1Ω−1a Ea [er− rf1] (18)

Note also that:
ζ = waWm0 (19)

where wa is the vector of aggregate wealth proportions invested in the risky
assets, defined by (5).
We now focus on the wealth dynamics. Denote by fWm :=

PI
i=1

fWi the
random end-of-period wealth in the market. Using (18), the optimally invested
final wealth is given by

fWm = Wm0(1 + rf ) +
IX
i=1

W i
0w

>
i (er− rf1) =Wm0(1 + rf ) + ζ>(er− rf1) =

= Wm0(1 + rf ) +Θ
−1[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a (er− rf1)

and the aggregate expectation and variance/covariance beliefs about the excess
market payoff fWm −Wm0(1 + rf ) are

Ea[fWm −Wm0(1 + rf )] = ζ>[Ea(er)− rf1]
= Θ−1[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a [Ea(er)− rf1] (20)

V ara[fWm −Wm0(1 + rf )] = V ara[fWm] = ζ>Ωaζ
= Θ−2[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a [Ea(er)− rf1] (21)

from which one gets

Θ =
Ea[fWm −Wm0(1 + rf )]

V ara[fWm −Wm0(1 + rf )]
=

1

Wm0

Ea(erm)− rf
σ2a,m

which is obviously equivalent to (13), since

Ea(erm)− rf = 1

Wm0
Ea[fWm −Wm0(1 + rf )]

σ2a,m := V ara(erm) = 1

W 2
m0

V ara[fWm −Wm0(1 + rf )]

Using (20) and (21) the latter equations can be rewritten, respectively, as

Ea(erm)− rf = 1

ΘWm0
[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a [Ea(er)− rf1] (22)

σ2a,m := V ara(erm) = 1

(ΘWm0)2
[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a [Ea(er)− rf1] (23)
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Therefore, using (19), (18), and (23), the beta coefficients (16) can be rewritten
as

βa,m =
ΘWm0

[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a [Ea(er)− rf1] [Ea(er)− rf1] (24)

An important remark about Equation (24) is that it provides the beta co-
efficients as functions of the beliefs about returns. However, equation (24) also
depends on the initial wealth level. Note that we have not made any assumption
up to now about the net supply of assets in the market, and therefore about the
composition of the total market wealth. The usual assumption in the CAPM
literature is that the riskless asset is in zero net supply in the market, which
can be formalized as

IX
i=1

W i
0

1− NX
j=1

wij

 = 0

i.e.

Wm0 :=
IX
i=1

W i
0 =

IX
i=1

NX
j=1

W i
0wij =

Ã
IX
i=1

W i
0w

>
i

!
1 = ζ>1

where ζ is the dollar demand vector for the risky assets, defined by (17). Under
these assumptions, the total current market wealth is exactly equal to the total
wealth invested in the risky assets1 , i.e.

Wm0 = ζ>1 = Θ−1[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a 1 (25)

whereas the final wealth fWm is given byfWm = ζ>(1+er) = Θ−1[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a (1+er) (26)

As a consequence, the rate of return on total market wealth erm := fWm/Wm0−1
can be rewritten as erm = [Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a er

[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a 1
(27)

and represents the return on the “market portfolio” of the risky assets, which
has weights summing up to unity, given by

wa :=
1

Wm0

IX
i=1

W i
0wi, w>a 1 = 1

Using (25), the beta coefficients with respect to the “market portfolio of the
risky assets” can thus be rewritten as a function of the beliefs about the returns
of the risky assets, as follows

βa,m =
[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a 1

[Ea(er)− rf1]>Ω−1a [Ea(er)− rf1] [Ea(er)− rf1] (28)

1Note that this is not restrictive under CARA utility - which will be assumed throughout
the next sections - because in this case the amount of wealth invested in the risky assets is
independent on the wealth level, and thus in a dynamic setting the total amount of wealth
invested in the riskless asset has no effect on the price and the return dynamics of the risky
securities.
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4 Equilibrium prices
In the following we assume that agents have CARA utility of wealth functions, so

that the global absolute risk aversion of agent i, θi = −Ei
h
u00i (fWi)

i
/Ei

h
u0i(fWi)

i
,

and the aggregate risk aversion Θ, are constant. Note that in this case (3) allows
to obtain explicitly the optimal demand of each agent

wi =
1

W i
0

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei [er− rf1] (29)

Denote now by p0 = [p01, p02, ..., p0N ]> the vector of current prices, to be deter-
mined by the market clearing conditions under a Walrasian auctioneer scenario,
and by z : = [z1, z2, ..., zN ]

T the (positive) supply vector (number of shares).
Let Z := diag[z1, z2, ..., zN ] a (N × N) diagonal matrix whose entries are the
elements of z. Simultaneous market clearing for all the risky assets implies

ζ = Zp0 (30)

i.e.
p0= Z

−1Θ−1Ω−1a [Ea (er)− rf1] (31)

Note that we have extracted market clearing prices by taking the view that
during the process of market equilibration, the investors’ beliefs about the joint
distribution of rates of returns are fixed, i.e. independent of current market
prices. Of course Equation (31) can be expressed also in terms of the individual
beliefs and attitudes of the I agents:

p0 = Z
−1

IX
i=1

θ−1i Ω
−1
i Ei [er− rf1] (32)

Note that by using (31) the beta coefficients can also be expressed in terms of
market clearing prices, as follows

βa,m =
p>0 z

p>0 ZΩaZp0
ΩaZp0

5 A dynamic ‘market fraction’ multi-asset model
The present section sets up a dynamic heterogeneous beliefs model which ex-
tends to a multi-asset framework earlier contributions developed by by Brock
and Hommes (1998), Chiarella and He (2001a,b) in the simple case of a single
risky security, and thus incorporates into a dynamic setup the CAPM-like return
relationships discussed in the previous section in a static framework. To this
extent we first rewrite our aggregation relationships in terms of market fractions
of heterogeneous agents’ types, by introducing some slight changes of notation.
Assume that the I investors can be grouped into a finite number of agent-types,
indexed by h ∈ H, where the agents within the same group are homogeneous
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in terms of beliefs Eh(er) and Ωh, as well as risk attitutes θh. Denoting by Ih,
h ∈ H, the number of investors in group h, we denote by nh := Ih/I the frac-
tion of agents of type h. We then denote by s := (1/I)z the supply of shares
per investor. Note that, instead of using the aggregate risk aversion coefficient

Θ :=
³PI

i=1 θ
−1
i

´−1
it is convenient to define the “average” risk aversion θa as

follows

θa :=

ÃX
h∈H

nhθ
−1
h

!−1
where obviously θa = IΘ. Note also that the aggregate beliefs about expected
payoffs and variances/covariances can be rewritten, respectively, as follows

Ωa = θ−1a

ÃX
h∈H

nhθ
−1
h Ω

−1
h

!−1

Ea(er) = θaΩa
X
h∈H

nhθ
−1
h Ω

−1
h Eh(er)

Finally the equilibrium prices are rewritten as

p0= S
−1θ−1a Ω

−1
a [Ea (er)− rf1]

or in terms of the beliefs of each group

p0= S
−1 X

h∈H
nhθ

−1
h Ω

−1
h [Eh (er)− rf1]

We now turn to the process of formation of heterogeneous beliefs and equi-
librium prices in a dynamic setting, from time t to time t+1. In doing this, we
take the view that agents’ beliefs about the returns in the time interval (t, t+1),ert+1, which are formed before dividends at time t are realized and prices at time
t are revealed by the market, determine the aggregate demand for each risky
asset at time t, which in turns produces the equilibrium prices at time t, pt, via
the market clearing conditions. Of course, once prices and dividends at time t
are realized, then also the returns rt become known. More precisely, we assume
that
1) investors’ assessments of the end-of-period joint distribution of the returnsert+1 are formed at time t before the equilibrium prices at time t are determined,

and
2) these beliefs remain fixed while the market finds its equilibrium vector of

current prices, pt.
In particular, assumption 1) implies that heterogeneous agents’ assessments

about ert+1 are functions of the information up to time t − 1. We assume in
particular that these beliefs can be expressed as functions of the realized returns
rt−1, rt−2, ..., i.e., for any group, or belief-type h ∈ H

Ωh,t := [Covh,t(erj,t+1, erk,t+1)] = Ωh(rt−1, rt−2, ...) (33)
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Eh,t(ert+1) = fh(rt−1, rt−2, ...) (34)

where obviously similar representations hold also for the aggregate beliefs Ωa,t
:= [Cova,t(erj,t+1, erk,t+1)] and Ea,t(ert+1).
The market clearing prices at time t become

pt = S
−1 X

h∈H
nhθ

−1
h Ω

−1
h,t[Eh,t(ert+1)− rf1] (35)

(where Ωh,t and Eh,t(ert+1) are defined by (33) and (34), respectively), or in
terms of the consensus beliefs:

pt = S
−1θ−1a Ω

−1
a,t [Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1] (36)

Next, note that the return rj,t on asset j, realized over the time interval
(t− 1, t) is given by

rj,t =
pj,t + dj,t
pj,t−1

− 1

where dj,t denotes the realized dividend per share of asset j, j = 1, 2, ..., N . One
can rewrite realized returns with vector notation, as follows

rt = P
−1
t−1(pt + dt)− 1 (37)

where dt: = [d1,t, d2,t, ..., dN,t]
>, and Pt := diag(p1,t, p2,t, ..., pN,t). Equation

(37), via the market clearing conditions (35) and the beliefs updating equations
(33) and (34), gives the return rt as a function of rt−1, rt−2, ... and of the realized
dividends dt (which will be assumed to follow an exogenous noise process) and
thus determine dynamically evolving prices and returns. In the following we

will assume an i.i.d. process
nedto for the dividends, with d := E(edt).

We summarize below the dynamical system which describes the market frac-
tion multi-asset model in terms of returns, where the market clearing prices are
used as auxiliary variables:

rt = F(rt−1, rt−2, ...; edt) = P−1t−1(pt + edt)− 1
where

pt = S
−1 X

h∈H
nhθ

−1
h Ω

−1
h,t[Eh,t(ert+1)− rf1]

Pt := diag(p1,t, p2,t, ..., pN,t)

Ωh,t = Ωh(rt−1, rt−2, ...)

Eh,t(ert+1) = fh(rt−1, rt−2, ...)
Moreover, at the beginning of each time interval (t, t + 1) the aggregate

beliefs about returns (based on information up to time t− 1) satisfy a CAPM-
like equation of the type

Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1 = βa,mt[Ea,t(erm,t+1)− rf ]
10



where erm,t+1 = [Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1]>Ω−1a,tert+1
[Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1]>Ω−1a,t1

denotes the random return on the market portfolio of the risky assets, whereas
the “aggregate” beta coefficients are given by

βa,mt =
[Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1]>Ω−1a,t1

[Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1]>Ω−1a,t [Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1] [Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1]
Note that the “aggregate” betas are time varying due to time varying beliefs

about both the second moment and the first moment of the returns distribution.

Remark
The dynamical system (37), (36) is not deterministic. However, assuming

that dividends evolve over time as an i.i.d. process, it can be useful to write
down the deterministic system obtained by replacing edt with d := E(edt). One
can easily see from (37), (36) that in order the system to be at a steady state,
the stationary prices and returns p and r must satisfy

p = S−1
X
h∈H

nhθ
−1
h Ω

−1
h [fh − rf1] (38)

where Ωh := Ωh(r, r, ...), fh := fh(r, r, ...), and

r = P
−1
d (39)

where P := diag(p1, p2, ..., pN ) (note that P
−1
p = 1). Equation (39) can be

rewritten in the equivalent form

p = R
−1
d (40)

where R := diag(r1, r2, ..., rN ), or component by component as

pj =
dj
rj

j = 1, 2, ..., N

which gives the equilibrium prices through the usual discounted dividend for-
mula via the appropriate rates of returns for each asset. Substitution of (40)
into (38) yields

R
−1
d = S−1

X
h∈H

nhθ
−1
h Ω

−1
h [fh − rf1]

where
Ωh := Ωh(r, r, ...), fh := fh(r, r, ...)

i.e. a system of equilibrium equations in the returns r1, r2, ..., rN , from which
in general the stationary returns (and then prices) can be solved for.
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6 An example
In this section we provide a specific example of interaction of different beliefs
types and analyze the resulting dynamics for market returns and aggregate beta
coefficients. This example, which is similar to Chiarella Dieci and He (2006)
considers two types of agents, fundamentalists, who have some information on
the ‘fundamentals’ of the risky asset and who believe that prices will be driven
back to fundamentals in the future, and trend followers, who may have no
information on the fundamentals and who extrapolate the past returns into
future returns. These two types of agents are the most common and popular
ones in the literature on heterogeneous agent based models. In addition, we
consider a third type of agents - noise traders - whose demand for each risky
asset is treated as an exogenous random disturbance, described by an i.i.d.
process with zero mean.

6.1 Fundamentalists and trend followers

The example follows the heterogeneous agent model with multiple risky as-
sets studied in Chiarella Dieci and He (2006) and is related to earlier work by
Chiarella and He, 2001b. We consider two types of agents, fundamentalists and
trend followers.
Fundamentalists expect the future asset returns will be driven back towards

some exogenously given levels ρ = [ρ1, ρ2, ..., ρN ]
>, which are assumed to depend

on ‘fundamental’ variables. This can be expressed as

Ef,t(ert+1) = rt−1 + α(ρ− rt−1)

where α represents the expected speed of mean reversion. For the sake of sim-
plicity, we assume that the fundamentalists have constant beliefs about the
variance/covariance structure of returns determined - for instance - by the vari-
ance/covariance of the dividends

Ωf,t = Ωf

The trend followers are assumed to compute the expected returns according
to

Ec,t(ert+1) = rt−1 + γ(rt−1 − ut−1)
where γ ≥ 0 is the extrapolation parameter and ut−1 is a vector of sample
means of past realized returns rt−1, rt−2, .... Similarly to Chiarella Dieci and
He (2006), we assume that ut−1 is computed recursively as

ut−1 = δut−2 + (1− δ)rt−1 (41)

The variance/covariance matrix Ωc,t is assumed to consist of a constant com-
ponent Ωc, and by a time-varying component λVt−1, λ ≥ 0.

Ωc,t = Ωc + λVt−1

12



where Vt−1 is updated recursively as a function of past deviations from sample
average returns, as follows

Vt−1 = δVt−2 + δ(1− δ)(rt−1 − ut−2)(rt−1 − ut−2)> (42)

Note that (41) and (42) can be considered as limiting cases of geometric decay
processes, when the memory lag length tends to infinity.
We denote by θf and θc the risk aversion coefficients of the two agent-types,

by nf and nc = 1−nf their market fractions, and by θa =
³
nfθ

−1
f + ncθ

−1
c

´−1
the average risk aversion. Then the variances/covariances and expected excess
returns are given, respectively, by

Ωa,t = θ−1a

µ
nf
θf
Ω
−1
f +

nc
θc
Ω−1c,t

¶−1
=

µ
nf
θf
+
nc
θc

¶µ
nf
θf
Ω
−1
f +

nc
θc
Ω−1c,t

¶−1

Ea,t(ert+1) = θaΩa,t

·
nf
θf
Ω
−1
f Ef,t(ert+1) + ncθcΩ−1c,tEc,t(ert+1)

¸
=

rt−1 +
µ
nf
θf
Ω
−1
f +

nc
θc
Ω−1c,t

¶−1 ·
αnf
θf
Ω
−1
f (ρ− rt−1) +

γnc
θc
Ω−1c,t (rt−1 − ut−1)

¸
The general dynamic model given by (36) and (37) thus specializes to the

following noisy nonlinear dynamical system

pt = S
−1
·µ
nf
θf
Ω
−1
f +

nc
θc
Ω−1c,t

¶
(rt−1 − rf1) + αnf

θf
Ω
−1
f (ρ− rt−1) +

γnc
θc
Ω−1c,t (rt−1 − ut−1)

¸
rt = P

−1
t−1(pt + edt)− 1

where
Ωc,t = Ωc + λVt−1

and ut−1 and Vt−1 are updated as follows

ut = δut−1 + (1− δ)rt

Vt = δVt−1 + δ(1− δ)(rt − ut−1)(rt − ut−1)>

6.2 The effect of noise traders

The demand for the risky assets (number of shares) from the noise traders at
time t is described by the random vector eξt := [eξ1,t,eξ2,t, ...,eξN,t]>, where theeξj,t are assumed i.i.d. with E(eξj,t) = 0, j = 1, 2, ..., N . We also assume, for
the sake of simplicity, that the standard deviation of the noise traders demand
for each asset is proportional to the supply of the same asset in the market,
i.e. V ar(eξj,t) = q2s2j , while demands for different assets are not correlated,

E(eξj,t,eξk,t) = 0, j, k = 1, 2, ..., N .
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Set eΞt := diag(eξ1,t,eξ2,t, ...,eξN,t). The market clearing conditions in the
presence of noise traders thus become

θ−1a Ω
−1
a,t [Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1] + eΞtpt = Spt

and the market clearing prices thus become

pt = (S−eΞt)−1θ−1a Ω−1a,t [Ea,t(ert+1)− rf1]
where Ea,t(ert+1) and Ωa,t are as in the previous section. Note that the intro-
duction of noise traders is formally equivalent to assuming a noisy supply vectorest = s−eξt.
6.3 Simulation results

...

7 Discussion
...
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