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1 Introduction

For a model that relies heavily on dark matter, cross-equation restrictions appear
highly informative about the parameters of the fundamental dynamics relative to fun-
damental data alone. Chen, Dou, and Kogan (2024a).

Is the U.S. federal government on a sustainable fiscal path? That is a central and in-
creasingly important question for the US. The growing literature on fiscal sustainability
typically assumes that the government can fund deficits at the risk-free rate. In other
words, the portfolio of outstanding Treasurys is assumed to have a portfolio beta of zero
(Blanchard, 2019; Mehrotra and Sergeyev, 2021; Aguiar, Amador, and Arellano, 2024;
Mian, Straub, and Sufi, 2021; Ball and Mankiw, 2023). This paper shows that this as-
sumption imposes tight restrictions on the data that are rejected and will likely lead one
to overestimate the government’s debt capacity, even when the risk-free rate (r) is lower
than the growth rate g.

We use a tractable dynamic asset pricing model with priced shocks to output growth
to analyze the implications of the risk-free debt restriction. First, we infer the expecta-
tions of rational bond investors about future primary surpluses that are implied by risk-
free U.S. government debt. The expected surplus levels and dynamics implied by the
risk-free debt restriction and the mean-reversion in the debt/output ratio cannot be rec-
onciled with either realized or projected surpluses. Second, to keep the debt risk-free, the
government has to shift aggregate risk from bondholders to taxpayers. While the gov-
ernment can provide some insurance to taxpayers over short horizons by issuing more
debt in response to negative output shocks, the government is highly limited in its ability
to insure taxpayers over intermediate and longer horizons. It can only provide long-run
insurance to taxpayers by issuing risky debt, which will then earn a higher rate of return.

U.S. Treasurys occupy a central position in the global financial system as the global
safe asset, but the valuation of Treasurys is hard to rationalize based on the observed dy-
namics of the U.S. federal government’s primary surpluses (Jiang, Lustig, Van Nieuwer-
burgh, and Xiaolan, 2024b). Rather than starting from historical surplus data, this paper
imposes that the debt is risk-free and backs out the expected surplus process that is con-
sistent with this assumption. We interpret the rejection of the risk-free debt model as a
restatement of the U.S. government debt valuation puzzle.

The starting point of our analysis is the standard valuation model, in which the value

of government debt is backed by future primary surpluses provided that a no-bubble con-



dition holds in the market for government debt. We impose that government debt is risk-
free: debt is a zero-beta asset. We calibrate a mean-reverting process for the debt/output
ratio that matches the data. The risk-free debt model implies a process for the expected
primary surplus that only depends on the debt/output dynamics, the risk-free rate r, and
the expected output growth rate g. Other asset pricing parameters that govern the pricing
kernel dynamics are irrelevant.

For each year in the postwar era, we back out the sequence of implied expected sur-
pluses by feeding in the observed debt/output history. The risk-free debt model implies
that U.S. Treasury investors have been pricing in large primary surpluses since the start
of the Great Financial Crisis, even though r < ¢ in our calibration. The substantial expan-
sion of debt in the Covid-19 era further increases the future expected surpluses necessary
to keep the debt risk-free. As of the end of 2022, keeping the debt risk-free requires bond-
holders to expect cumulative primary surpluses of 37% of GDP over the decade from
2023 until 2032. In sharp contrast, the CBO projects a cumulative surplus of -24% over
this same time period, amounting to a 61% gap with the model.

In addition to the expected future surplus, we also characterize the restrictions that
the risk-free debt assumption imposes on the impulse-response function of the surplus
process to an output shock. In response to a negative output shock, the government can
only run deficits for a few years. This prediction is also at odds with the protracted deficits
we have seen in the U.S. (and many other developed nations) in response to the GFC or
the Covid crises. Instead of seeing surpluses, U.S. bondholders experienced a real return
of -25% between March 2020 and October 2023, illustrating the riskiness of the debt.

The risk-free debt model has a lot of dark matter in the sense of Chen et al. (2024a).
The cross-equation restrictions, risk-free debt, correct pricing of government debt, the
debt dynamics, and the transversality condition, are highly informative about the (ex-
pected) surplus dynamics, relative to a model that only relies on the historical surplus
dynamics. That should be a source of concern about “in-sample overfitting and out-of-
sample validity” when the cross-equation restrictions are potentially misspecified. These
restrictions imply that, if the U.S. federal debt is in fact priced accurately and the debt is
risk-free, then the surplus will just have to adjust massively in the future. Sine the GFC
the model-implied expected surpluses have been far above ex-post realized surpluses,
casting doubt on the plausibility of such a large fiscal correction in the future. This model
is rejected if we impose that agents have rational expectations.

Next, we focus on the risk characteristics of the surplus. In contrast to the expected



surpluses, the asset pricing parameters do matter for the risk characteristics of surpluses.
The Treasury’s bond portfolio is backed by a long position in a claim to tax revenues
which exceeds its short position in a claim to government spending. Both claims are ex-
posed to output risk. We measure the risk exposures by their betas. To render the entire
Treasury portfolio risk-free (zero beta), the claim to tax revenues needs to have a lower
beta than the spending claim. Recast in the language of Modigliani-Miller, the tax rev-
enue claim can be regarded as the government’s unlevered asset; government debt and
the claim to government spending its liabilities. Therefore, just as the equity of a firm has
to be riskier than its asset in order to generate risk-free corporate debt, the government’s
spending claim has to be riskier than the tax claim to generate risk-free government debt.
The spending beta has to be higher than the tax beta to manufacture a zero-debt beta.
Manufacturing risk-free debt in the presence of permanent output shocks is a feat of fi-
nancial engineering.

The tax claim has a low beta if the present discounted value of future tax revenues
increases in bad times. Since the taxpayers pay the taxes, they have a short position in the
tax revenue claim. From their perspective, a low-beta tax claim is a risky tax liability. As
a result, when the government insures bondholders from aggregate risk by keeping the
debt risk-free, it shifts that risk onto taxpayers in the form of a risky tax liability. It cannot
simultaneously insure bondholders and taxpayers. The larger the amount of outstanding
government debt, the larger the gap between the tax beta and the spending beta needs to
be to keep the debt risk-free. The trade-off between insuring taxpayers and bondholders
steepens.

We develop a sufficient statistic for how much insurance the government can provide
to taxpayers over intermediate horizons by issuing more debt in response to bad shocks.
Specifically, the cash-flow beta of the cumulative surpluses generated over the next i pe-
riods, ,Bf’CF (h), measures the possibilities of insuring taxpayers over horizon h. If the debt
is risk-free (P = 0 = f'CF (00)), then the surplus claim cannot be risky over long hori-
zons. There is no possibility to insure taxpayers over long horizons. Put differently, any
long-run protection the government offers taxpayers against adverse aggregate shocks
must be funded with risky debt.

Over shorter horizons, the government can insure taxpayers by issuing debt in bad
times and backloading their aggregate risk exposure. When debt is risk-free, our suffi-
cient statistic ﬁf CF (h) is pinned down by the risk properties of a debt strip, an asset with
stochastic payoffs equal to the outstanding debt at time t + h. The risk premium of this



debt strip reflects the cyclical nature of the debt issuance decisions between t and ¢ + h.
The risk premium on the debt strip over short horizons is negative if the debt/output ra-
tio is sufficiently counter-cyclical. By issuing more debt in response to a negative output
shock, the government can run deficits for a limited time and provide some insurance to
taxpayers. The cash-flow beta of the cumulative surpluses [Sf CF (h) is positive for small
h. Put differently, the tax claim can be riskier than the spending claim over short horizons
(,BtT’CF (h) > ﬁtG’CF (h)). Over intermediate and longer horizons, the surplus claim has to
become sufficiently safe for investors (risky for households) to exactly offset the long-run
output risk priced into the debt issuance process. Hence, taxpayer insurance provision is
limited in magnitude and duration. By increasing the persistence of the debt/output ratio
and its counter-cyclicality, the government can increase the horizon over which surpluses
are risky and households are insured. The only way for the government to escape this
trade-off is by saving rather than borrowing.

Moreover, governments, like the U.S., have an incentive to manufacture safe debt, be-
cause safe debt earns sizeable convenience yields. Krishnamurthy and Vissing-Jorgensen
(2012) estimate convenience yields on U.S. Treasuries of around 75 bps per year; Jiang, Kr-
ishnamurthy, and Lustig (2021); Koijen and Yogo (2020) estimate even higher convenience
yields that foreign investors derive from their holdings of dollar safe assets. We show that
seigniorage revenues from convenience yields can alleviate the tension between insuring
taxpayers and bondholders in the short-run, but only at the expense of aggravating it in
the long-run.

Our main results are robust. They carry over to richer asset pricing models with disas-
ter risk and to settings where output risk is transitory rather than permanent. In models
with only transitory output shocks, the debt issuance process is subject to significant long-
run interest rate risk. The government must make the surplus process safer for investors
(riskier for taxpayers) in order to offset the long-run interest rate risk and keep the debt

risk-free.

Related Literature. The large and protracted decline in long-term real rates spurred a
debate around debt sustainability (Blanchard, 2019; Mehrotra and Sergeyev, 2021; Aguiar
et al., 2024; Mian et al., 2021; Ball and Mankiw, 2023; Reis, 2022). We explicitly introduce
aggregate risk and risk premia into the analysis. We show that when the government
commits to a stationary debt/output policy, the transversality condition (TVC) for debt

is naturally satisfied in a world with priced permanent output shocks. The condition



r > g, analyzed in models without aggregate risk, is neither necessary nor sufficient for
the TVC to be satisfied in economies with priced permanent output risk. Instead, we need
to add an output risk premium: r + rp > g. Contemporaneous work by van Wijnbergen,
Olijslagers, and de Vette (2020) and Barro (2023) highlights this point in models with
production and disaster risk, respectively. Jiang, Sargent, Wang, and Yang (2024a) also
introduce aggregate risk and they allow for default in a model with tax distortions.

Even when the TVC is satisfied, the government can potentially sustain steady-state
primary deficits when r < ¢. This is not a free lunch. Rather, taxpayers have to insure
bondholders by paying more in taxes in bad states. Even when r < g, rational investors
will expect the government to run large primary surpluses whenever the debt exceeds its
long-run mean.

Jiang et al. (2024b) establish that the market value of the outstanding Treasurys equals
the present discounted value (PDV) of future surpluses in the absence of arbitrage op-
portunities and after imposing a transversality condition (TVC). They estimate a process
for the historical primary surpluses and price a claim to these surpluses using a state-of-
the-art dynamic asset pricing model. If all currently outstanding and future government
bonds are accurately priced and the TVC holds, then the value of debt has to be equal to
the PDV of surpluses. Jiang et al. (2024b) discover a large positive gap between the mar-
ket value of debt and the PDV of surpluses. This implies one of two things. Either, the
gap indicates a violation of the TVC, a solution of the government debt valuation puzzle
advocated by Brunnermeier, Merkel, and Sannikov (2024). Or the asset pricing model is
misspecified; the market overprices government bonds.

The latter possibility is in line with a long literature that has argued that Treasuries are
expensive relative to Agency bonds (Longstaff, 2004), corporate bonds (Bai and Collin-
Dufresne, 2019), TIPS (Fleckenstein, Longstaff, and Lustig, 2014), and foreign bonds (Du,
Im, and Schreger, 2018; Jiang et al., 2021). Jiang et al. (2024b) argue that the portfolio
of Treasurys collectively may be overpriced relative to the underlying collateral, i.e. the
future primary surpluses of the federal government. In similar vein, Van Binsbergen
(2024) highlights the tension between bond prices and duration-matched equity prices.

In related work, Collin-Dufresne, Hugonnier, and Perazzi (2023) adopt the same mean-
reversion dynamics for the debt/GDP ratio as this paper and a similar asset pricing model
to Jiang et al. (2024b) to solve for the properties of the surplus process consistent with the
government bond valuation equation. Our paper considers a simpler asset pricing model

which allows us to analytically characterize the trade-off between insuring taxpayers and



bondholders at different horizons. Our main point is that the characteristics of the surplus
process implied by the mean-reversion in debt/output are empirically implausible.

If the debt/output ratio is mean-reverting and the debt is close to risk-free, then
most of the variation in the debt/output ratio should be attributable to future surpluses.
The debt/output ratio should the best predictor of future government surpluses, but
it is not. High surpluses drive the debt/output ratio back to its mean. However, the
US debt/output ratio does not predict future surpluses at any horizon (Jiang, Lustig,
Van Nieuwerburgh, and Xiaolan, 2024c).

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 derives the general trade-off
between insuring taxpayers and bondholders. Section 3 introduces a specific asset pricing
model in which we quantify the trade-off. Section 4 derives restrictions on expected sur-
pluses when debt is risk-free. Section 5 characterizes the trade-off over shorter horizons
by characterizing the covariance of expected surpluses with aggregate shocks when debt
is risk-free. Section 6 investigates whether convenience yields can relax the trade-off. Sec-
tion 7 considers two extensions. Section 8 concludes. The appendix contains the proofs

and the details of the model extensions.

2 General Fiscal Trade-Off

We start with a general characterization of the trade-off that the government faces be-
tween insuring taxpayers and bondholders, expressing it in terms of the riskiness of the
claims to government tax revenue and spending.

Following Jiang et al. (2024b), we model government debt as a portfolio of nominal
debt with different maturities. Let D; = Y| P¥(h)Q%(h) define the market value of the
aggregate government debt portfolio, where Pt$ (h) is the price at time ¢ of a nominal zero-
coupon bond that pays $1 at time ¢ + h, and Q%(h) is the outstanding face value of this
bond at time . We assume the existence of a pricing kernel M; ;. ;. Define the ex-dividend

present values of tax and spending claims as P/ and P¢:

]

Pl = E lz Mt,t+jTt+j] ;PO =) MGy
=1 =1

Let RP,, R/, and RY,

17 denote the holding period returns on the aggregate govern-



ment debt portfolio, the tax claim, and the spending claim, respectively:

RD _ Diy1+ Si41 RT  _ Pl + T RG . _ P, + Gia ,
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Dy Py P

When the transversality condition (TVC) holds, the government debt portfolio return
is the return on a portfolio that goes long in the tax claim and short in the spending claim.
Expressed in terms of the expected excess return over a short-term risk-free Treasury rate:

p! P
EE; [RPH - Rﬂ = —E [RtT—i—l - R{] - =5 [RtG+1 - Rﬂ : (2)
Dy Dy

By rearranging equation (2), we obtain the following expression for the risk premium
on the tax claim:

P

G
£ (i o] = g g 6]+
t

Dy
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b pol (R RO

where we used the intertemporal government budget condition Dy = P — PS. On the
one hand, governments typically want to engineer a counter-cyclical spending claim, i.e.
they want to spend more in recessions to stabilize the economy. That counter-cyclicality
makes the spending claim’s risk premium IE; [RtGH - R{ } low. On the other hand, they
also want to engineer a pro-cyclical tax claim, because they want to reduce the tax burden

in recessions. As a result, the tax claim is risky; it’s risk premium IE; [RtT 41— R{ ] is high.
G
When the debt value Dy is positive, the fraction Dlj:PG is between 0 and 1. Then, for
T
equation (3) to hold, it requires a high risk premium on the government debt portfolio,

D f T
IE; [Rt+1 - Rt} > Iy [RtJrl

risk borne by bondholders, the government’s debt portfolio needs to be risky. In other

- R{ ] As the debt risk premium measures the aggregate

words, when fiscal policy provides insurance to taxpayers, in the form of counter-cyclical
spending and pro-cyclical taxation, it shifts risk onto the bondholders.

Given a pricing kernel M, we define the return beta of an asset i as:

o0y (M1, Ri.,)

Bi = . (4)

vary(M;i1)

By the investor’s Euler equation, this beta determines the conditional risk premium of
this asset [E; [RLrl — R{] = Bivari[M; 1]/ E[M;,1], where vari[M;1]/E:[M; 1] is the
market price of risk. Let BP, Bf, B¢, and B! denote the beta of the bond portfolio, the



tax claim, the spending claim, and the aggregate output claim respectively. We assume
BY > 0, so that the output claim has a positive risk premium. The following proposition

characterizes the relationship of these risk exposures.

Proposition 1. The beta on the tax claim is a weighted average of the beta of the spending claim
and the beta of the debt:

G
T Pt

D
B =5

Dt+

G t D
PtG :3 t =+ PtG ﬁt . (5)
The proof is in Appendix A.1. If the government wants to provide insurance to the house-
holds by choosing counter-cyclical spending and pro-cyclical taxation, ﬁf < ,B}/ < ﬁtT,

then the debt cannot be made risk-free.

Corollary 1. In order for the government debt to be risk-free (i.e., BP = 0), the beta of the tax
claim needs to equal:

G
T Pt

— G
ﬁt D; + Ptcﬁt

With Dy > 0, BT < BC.

If the government has a positive amount of risk-free debt D; > 0, there is no scope
to insure taxpayers. Instead, the taxpayers provide insurance to the bondholders. First,
consider the case in which the spending claim has a positive beta (3¢ > 0). Then, a
government that wishes to engineer risk-free debt must do so by lowering the beta of the
tax claim relative to that of the spending claim: BI < B¢. A low beta for the tax claim
means that tax revenue must fall by less than GDP in a recession. Tax rates, the ratio of
tax revenue to GDP, must rise in recessions.

Second, consider the case in which the spending claim has a negative beta (8¢ < 0);
government spending rises in bad times. To ensure risk-free debt, the tax claim must
also have a negative beta when D; > 0 (8] < 0). Tax payments must increase during
recessions.

In both cases, taxpayers are insuring the bondholders by enduring “wrong-way around”
taxation. The more debt there is outstanding (higher D;), the lower the beta of the tax
claim needs to be relative to that of the spending claim. Put differently, the more debt
there is outstanding, the steeper the trade-off between insuring taxpayers and bondhold-

ers becomes. The restriction on the tax betas is generic; it holds true regardless of the spe-
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cific dynamics of the tax and spending process. Below, we will derive restrictions on the
tax revenue/output process by committing to a specific, realistic process for debt/output
and spending/output ratios. As we will show, the only way the government can escape
the trade-off and provide insurance to bondholders while keeping the debt risk-free is by
saving—choosing D; < 0.

There is an analogy to the well-known Modigliani-Miller relationship between the ex-
pected return on the firm’s assets, on the one hand, and the firm’s debt and equity claims,
on the other hand. Here, the tax revenue claim can be regarded as the government’s asset.
The government’s liability is split into the government debt and the claim to government
spending, which can be interpreted as the government’s equity. To manufacture risk-free
debt, the spending claim has to be a levered version of the tax claim. Therefore, just like
the equity of a firm has to be riskier than its assets in order to generate risk-free debt,
the government’s spending claim has to be riskier than its tax revenue claim to generate
risk-free debt: BT < B°.

3 Trade-off with Asset Pricing Model

We now illustrate the implications of keeping government debt safe for the properties of
the tax process. We do so in a simple economy that faces aggregate output risk. Through-
out, we assume that there are no arbitrage opportunities in the debt markets and that the
TVC for government debt is satisfied. We show that the cross-equation restrictions that
result from insisting on risk-free debt are highly informative about the surplus dynamics,

or equivalently about the dynamics for taxes given a process for government spending.

3.1 Setup

To derive closed form-solutions, we use a simple model. We adopt an exogenous stochas-
tic discount factor (SDF) with plausible asset pricing implications. This SDF prices pay-
offs from the perspective of the investors buying government debt. Output is subject to

permanent shocks.

Assumption 1. (a) Let Y; and y; = log Y; denote output and its log. All output shocks are i.i.d.

and permanent:

Yi41 = U T Yt + 0y,



where €;,1 denotes the innovation to output growth that is i.i.d. normally distributed with mean
zero and standard deviation one.
(b) The log SDF is given by:

Lo
M1 = =P = 57 = Vet
(c) The government only issues one-period real risk-free debt.

The one-period risk-free rate in this simple model is constant and equal to p. The
market price of risk, or equivalently the maximum Sharpe ratio, is also constant and equal
to Std¢(m;+1) = . We choose this SDF because it delivers tractable expressions yet is
rich enough to deliver quantitatively meaningful results. It can be micro-founded by
bond investors with CRRA preferences, in which case vy reflects the product of the output
growth volatility and the coefficient of relative risk aversion. All of our results go through
in a richer model with output disasters, which has the virtue of implying a lower risk

aversion coefficient for the same maximum Sharpe ratio (see Section 7.1 and Appendix
Q).

3.2 Constant Debt-Output

To build intuition for the general trade-off between insurance of bondholders and taxpay-
ers, we start by considering the simplest case of constant spending /output and debt/output

ratio policies.

Assumption 2. (a) The government commits to a constant spending/output ratio x = G¢/Y;.

(b) The government commits to a constant debt/output ratiod = Dy /Y;.

Under Assumption 2, the government budget constraint implies a counter-cyclical
process for tax revenue-to-GDP (the tax rate):

Tt Gt Dt pof D oy —
Yoy v TRy = d(1—exp{—(p—p+oe)}).

To perfectly insure the bondholders by keeping the debt risk-free, the government must
make the tax revenue claim counter-cyclical: o(T/Y)/de < 0. When the growth rate of
output is low (¢ < 0), tax revenue needs to increase as a fraction of GDP. Tax rates must
rise in recessions. The magnitude of the counter-cyclical exposure is increasing in the
debt-to-GDP ratio d.

10



Similarly, the primary surplus/output ratio is counter-cyclical:

S Ti—G

=y =y = dl-ep{-(p-ptoe)}). (6)

We have that ds;/de; < 0. When the unconditional growth rate of output exceeds the
risk-free rate modulo a Jensen term (4 > p — 302), the government runs a primary deficit
on average. But when shocks are negative enough (¢ — p < —o¢;), the government must
run a primary surplus.’

This simple model also places tight restrictions on the persistence of surpluses. The
conditional auto-covariance of the surplus/output ratio is zero: cov¢(s,s;—1) = 0.

The restrictions on the surplus and tax processes described above are independent
of the SDF model. Next, we use the SDF to value the debt as the expected present-

discounted value of future surpluses.

Proposition 2. Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if the transversality condition holds and the primary

surplus satisfies (6), the government debt value is the sum of the values of the surplus strips:

Dy = E;

J

Mt,t+j5t+j] =Y B [My4iSi4j] = dYy.
=1 j=1

The proof is in Appendix A.2. This proposition confirms that the (ex-dividend) value of
outstanding debt in period ¢ is indeed a constant fraction of output. The proof first solves
for the price of a claim to a single future surplus realization (a surplus strip), and then
adds up the surplus strip prices across all horizons.

In this equation, the government surpluses are not discounted at the risk-free rate
even though the debt is risk-free. To see why, consider the valuation equation for debt as
a function of surplus/output ratios over some finite horizon / plus the residual value of
the debt at time t + h:

h

Y My iYigjsie
=

Dy =E;

Diyn
+ ¢ {Mt,t—khyt—kh t } -

Yitn

The debt/output ratio 5:—:: = d in the second term is constant. The TVC for government

'When ¢ — 0, the government always runs deficits. But > p now implies a violation of the TVC, as
we show below.
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debt in this model is given by:

hh_r}go E¢ [M; 411 Dyyn] = hh_r)r(}o exp {h(y —p+ %(72 — ’)/(7)} dY;. (7)
This TVC is satisfied if and only if 4 — p + 102 — yo < 0. This requires that the output
risk premium (yo) is high enough either because the amount of permanent output risk
(0) is high enough and/or the price of that output risk () is high enough. This condition
ensures that the term E¢ [M;;,,Y; ;] — 0 as h — oo. Since the output risk premium is
akin to the unlevered equity risk premium, and since the asset pricing literature suggests
that the equity risk premium is large, the TVC is likely to be satisfied. The textbook
condition for a TVC violation, p < y, is neither necessary nor sufficient in an economy
with permanent output risk. So, it is not the case that the government can always run
deficits when p < y, at least not without violating the TVC.

The TVC highlights the importance of modeling the dynamics of future outstanding
debt. While the debt at t, Dy, is risk-free under Assumption 1, meaning that its value
does not change in response to news revealed between t and t + 1, the value of debt
outstanding at some future date t + h, the debt strip D;,, is a stochastic variable, even
when the debt-to-output ratio is a constant, since Y}, is random. More generally, as long
as the debt quantity and the output are co-integrated, future debt inherits the permanent
risk in output. As evident in (7), the risk premium associated with the debt strip at time
t 4 h is crucial in determining whether the TVC is satisfied.

Next, we turn to the main result characterizing the expected return and beta of the tax

claim.

Proposition 3. (a) The ex-dividend values of the spending and revenue claims are given by:

1
1-¢

Pl = (d+x1 élé )Yt,
— 61

PC =x

Y:,

with & = exp {p — p + 0.50% — yo}.
(b) The risk premia and betas on the tax claim and the spending claim satisfy:

E; [RtTJrl - Rﬂ = O [R?-‘rl - R{] / (8)
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The proof is in Appendix A.3. The constant ¢; is the price/dividend ratio of a one-period
output strip, a claim to GDP next year. The expected return on this output strip is given
Y 7 _ (ntc?/2) _ e
by E; [R},,] = = (i’;p_i; ey i exp(p + o). Hence, the (log of the multiplicative)
output risk premium is constant and equal to yo. Since spending is a constant fraction of

output, the risk premium on the spending claim equals that of the output claim: E[RC —
Rf] = E[RY — Rf]. The beta of the spending claim equals the beta of the output claim:
B¢ =p¥ > 0.

The investor in government debt is long in a tax revenue claim and short in a spending
claim. To make the debt risk-free, as long as the debt/output ratio d is positive, we need to
render the government tax revenue process safer than the spending process. A positive d

&1
xi
implies the fraction ;7% is between 0 and 1, which requires the return on the tax claim
X717§1

to be less risky than the return on the output claim: 0 < BT < BY. When output falls,

tax revenues must fall by less. The tax rate increases. In other words, there is no scope to
insure taxpayers. As the debt/output ratio d increases, the government needs to make the
tax revenue increasingly safe. The tax claim is really a portfolio of a claim to government
spending and risk-free debt. The larger the debt/output ratio d, the safer the tax claim
needs to be. As the debt/output ratio approaches infinity, the beta of the tax claim tends
to 0.

3.3 Counter-cyclical Debt-Output

The previous section showed that there is no scope for insuring taxpayers at any horizon
in the presence of permanent output shocks when the debt/output ratio is constant. Next,
we assume that the government commits to a state-contingent policy for the debt/output
ratio which features persistence and counter-cyclicality. Can the government systemat-
ically issue more risk-free debt, instead of raising taxes, when the economy is hit by an
adverse shock, in order to provide more insurance to taxpayers? We show below that

insisting on risk-free debt continues to impose tight constraints on surpluses.

Assumption 3. The government commits to a policy for the debt/output ratio dy = D;/Y; given

13



P
1
logds = ¢o+ Y ¢pplogdi_p — Aey — 5/\2,
p=1

where A > 0 so that the debt-output ratio increases in response to a negative output shock €.

All results from Section 2 continue to hold and are a straightforward generalization of
the results from the constant debt/output ratio case of Section 3.2. The value of the spend-
ing claim is unchanged. The value of the tax claim now depends on the time-varying

debt/output ratio d:

Pe=xLy, pl=(d S )y,
t xl—Cl ts t t+x1_§1 t

¢
X *1@'1

131

BS. With positive debt outstand-
y t
t+x -

The tax claim’s conditional beta satisfies: ﬁ;:r =

ing (d; > 0), BT < BS. Taxpayer insurance possibilities remain limited.
An empirically realistic description of the debt/output ratio in the U.S. data is an

AR(2) process for its logarithm:

1
logd; = ¢o + ¢p1logd;_1 + ¢pologd; o — Aey — E)\z. (10)

We derive the results for this case of P = 2, but note that all results go through for the
more general version of Assumption 3.

We can restate (10) as follows:
logdi =d+ ¢1(logd; 1 —d) + ¢po(logd;_p — d) — Aey.

The expected value of the debt/output ratio at some future date t + j equals:
= 7 LY = 2
]E[dtJrj] = exp d—+ 1,01,]'(10g dy — d) + wzlj(log di_1— d) + z/\ Z lpl,k ,
k=0

where the autocorrelation coefficients are defined recursively:

P1,j = P1¢1j—1 + Papr,j2, (11)
Yo = P11 + P22 i,
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initialized at 190 =1, P11 = ¢1, P20 = 0, and o 1 = ¢».

We consider two cases for the debt/output process. First, if the roots of the character-
istic equation 1 — ¢z — ¢z> = 0 lie outside the unit circle, then the debt/output process is
stationary. Second, if one or both roots are smaller than one, then the debt/output process
is a random walk (non-stationary). In both cases, a positive A means that the debt/output
ratio increases when the shock ¢; is negative, implying a counter-cyclical debt policy.

Under what conditions is the transversality (TVC) satisfied? How persistent and

counter-cyclical can debt be without violating TVC?

Proposition 4. Under Assumptions 1 and 3 with P = 2,

(a) If the roots of the characteristic equation 1 — g1z — ¢z> = 0 lie outside the unit circle, the
TVC condition is satisfied if and only if log(&1) = p — p + 02/2 — yo < 0.

(b) If one or both roots are smaller than one, then the TVC condition is satisfied if and only if:
log(81) + My —0) =p—p+0*/2—y0+ Ay —0) <0

The proof is in Appendix A 4.

For the stationary case, the TVC is satisfied whenever the price-dividend ratio of a
claim to next period’s output is less than one. That is, when investors are willing to
pay less than Y; today for a claim to Y;,;. This requires the risk-adjusted discount rate
to exceed the growth rate of GDP (modulo a Jensen adjustment). This condition can be
satisfied even when p < y, as long as the risk premium <o is large enough. In this
case, the government can run steady-state deficits, even though the TVC is satisfied. By
raising taxes in bad time, it keeps the debt risk-free. The average deficit is not a free
lunch: the larger the steady-state deficits, the larger the increase in taxes required in bad
times. Taxpayers shoulder the burden for the insurance provision to bondholders. As
such, the average deficit can be understood as the compensation to the taxpayers for their
insurance provision and risk taking.

For the random walk case, the same condition ensures that the TVC is satisfied when
the government does not pursue counter-cyclical stabilization (A = 0). When the gov-
ernment does pursue counter-cyclical stabilization (A > 0), then the TVC is only satisfied
if:

P+ —p—50°
v '

1
'ya—)tfy+2u7>y—p+§02(:>)\<

The left-hand side of the first inequality is now lower than before (when A = 0) when the

Sharpe ratio of the economy exceeds the volatility of output (y > ¢). When debt issuance
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is sufficiently counter-cyclical, A > ¢, the left-hand side is decreasing in the maximum
Sharpe ratio y. For high enough v, the TVC is violated. Intuitively, when investors are
risk averse enough, the insurance provided by the counter-cyclical debt issuance policy
makes government debt a terrific hedge. The price of a claim to the debt outstanding in
the distant future d;, 7Y} 7 fails to converge to zero. This is the first important insight
contributed by asset pricing theory. If output is subject to permanent, priced risk and we
want to rule out arbitrage opportunities, then there have to be limits to the government’s
ability to pursue counter-cyclical debt issuance. This bound on A is shown in the second
inequality. When the government exceeds this bound, it has granted itself an arbitrage

opportunity.

3.4 Model Calibration

Table 1 proposes a calibration of the model that matches basic features of post-war U.S.
data. We set vy to 1.29, which measures the maximum annual Sharpe ratio in the economy.
The asset pricing literature suggests that this is a reasonable value given high average
excess returns on a broad set of risky assets. The mean and the standard deviation of
annual output growth are set to their empirical counterparts for real GDP growth between
1947 and 2023: u = 3.00%, and ¢ = 2.35%. The real risk-free rate is set to its sample
average: r = 1.62%, obtained from the annual yield on the five-year Treasury from 1961-
2023. Spending accounts for a fraction x = 17.56% of GDP in post-war data. We note
that this calibration features a risk-free rate below the growth rate of output. However,
the TVC is satisfied because the growth rate is still below the risk-adjusted discount rate:
p—r+i02 — o =log(¢&) = —1.62% < 0, with an output risk premium o of 3.00%.
To calibrate the debt/output process, Figure 1 reports the sample autocorrelation func-
tion (ACF) and partial autocorrelation function (PACF) of the log government debt/output
ratio (red dots). They are estimated on the post-war U.S. sample (1947-2023). The PACF
function indicates that an AR(2) process fits the data well. Lags beyond two years in the
PACEF are not statistically different from zero. We estimate the coefficients of the AR(2)
process by matching four moments: the autocorrelation of order 1, the autocorrelation of
order 10, the partial autocorrelation of order 1, and the partial autocorrelation of order
2. We minimize the sum of the squared differences between the empirical and model-
implied moments. The point estimates for ¢; and ¢, are 1.38 and —0.45, respectively, as
listed in panel B of Table 1. Both roots lie outside the unit circle, so that the debt/output

process is stationary. The green line in Figure 1 shows that the estimated AR(2) process
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Table 1: Benchmark Calibration for U.S.

Panel A: Preferences and Output Dynamics

0% 1.29 maximum annual Sharpe ratio
r 1.62% real risk-free rate
U 3.00% mean of growth rate of output
o 2.35% std. of growth rate of output
rp =0 — 10? 3.00% GDP risk premium in log
Panel B: Debt/Output Ratio Dynamics

A 2.53 x ¢ sensitivity of debt/output to output innovations
d=exp{po/(1—p1—¢2)} 37.92%  mean of debt/output
1 1.38 first-order coeff of debt/output
o) —0.45 second-order coeff of debt/output

Panel C: Government Spending/Output Ratio Dynamics
bs 142 x o sensitivity of spending/output to output innovations
qof 0.86 AR(1) coeff of spending/output
X =exp {(pg /(1— (pélZ )} 17.56%  mean of govt. spending/output

provides a good fit to the U.S. post-war data.

Figure 1: Autocorrelation in Debt/Output
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The figure plots the sample autocorrelation and partial autocorrelation of the U.S. log government debt/output ratio. The sample is
annual from 1947 until 2023. The estimates in the data are denoted by red dots and the model-implied moments are denoted by the
solid green line. The parameters are listed in panel B of Table 1.

We set ¢ to match the post-war mean of the debt/output ratio of 37.92%. Finally, we

set A = 2.53 x ¢ to match the slope coefficient in a regression of the debt/output ratio
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innovations on the GDP growth rate in the post-war U.S. sample. A one percentage point
increase in GDP growth lowers the debt/output ratio by 2.53 percentage points.

We use this calibration to demonstrate the quantitative implications in the rest of the

paper.

4 The Dynamics of Implied Surpluses

We now characterize the constraints that risk-free debt imposes on the surplus process.
We begin by characterizing expected future surpluses in Section 4.1. Then we character-
ize the response of realized surpluses to an adverse output shock in Section 4.2. These
moments are particularly powerful because they do not depend on the properties of
the SDF (other than through the risk-free rate), but only on the deviation of the current
debt/output ratio from its long-run mean. We then go further and characterize the con-
straint that risk-free debt places on the coveriance of expected future cumulative (dis-

counted) surpluses over an intermediate horizon & with output shocks in Section 5.

4.1 Implied Expected Surpluses

The surplus/output ratio in period t + j for j > 1is given by:

St+j
Strj = T; =dpyj1exp(p — p — 0 j) — dpy.

The following proposition characterizes the expected future surpluses and their sen-

sitivity to the debt/output ratio under the AR(2) specification for the debt/output ratio.

Proposition 5. If Assumptions 1 and 3 hold with P = 2,

Et[sty ] = Beldyyj1] [GXP(P — p+0?/2) — exp(log Eq[d; ;] — log Et[dt+j—1])] , (12)

and

IE;[s;. ]
ﬁ - ll]l'j_l]E[SH']'] + (1/71,]'—1 - 1/11,]')1E[dt+]'_1],

where

_ ) 1 2
Etldiyj1] = exp (d +1,j-1(logd; —d) + ;-1 (logd; 1 — d) + E)\z Y. 'P%,k) -
k=0
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The proof is presented in Appendix A.5 and the autocorrelation coefficients are defined in
(11). Surprisingly, the expression for the expected surplus does not depend on the market
price of risk Var;[M;.1]/E{[M;+1], governed in our asset pricing model by the parameter
7. Rather, it only depends on the risk-free rate, the moments of the growth rate of output,
and the deviations of the debt/output ratio from its long-run mean. Our proof would
still go through for a more complicated pricing kernel. The pricing kernel only matters
for expected future surpluses through its effect on the risk-free rate in the model where
debt is risk-free.

Consider the case where the risk-free equals the expected growth rate in levels (p =
u — 02/2). Then, whenever the debt/output ratio exceeds it long-run mean, investors
expect positive surpluses at all horizons. As the horizon grows large j — oo, ¢1j, P2, —
0, the expected surplus shrinks to its steady-state value exp (E) (exp(p — u +02/2) —
1). This expression is zero when the risk-free equals the expected growth rate in levels.
The higher the persistence of the debt process, the slower the decay in expected future
surpluses as the horizon j increases.

When the debt exceeds its long-run mean and the debt is risk-free, the only way to
bring the debt/output ratio back to its mean is to run large surpluses. Only the gap
between the long-run real risk-free rate and the expected growth rate of output matters.

Consider again the case in which the steady-state surplus is zero (0 = y — ¢%/2). Then

Et[s4j] = Et[diyj-1] [1 — exp(log Et[dy ;] — log Ei[dyj-1])] -

The faster the rate at which the debt reverts back to its mean, the larger the surpluses
required.

When debt is risk-free, the debt/ouptut ratio in the current and the past year are the
only predictors of future surpluses. This implication is counterfactual. There is no evi-
dence in the US data that a high debt/output ratio predicts high primary surpluses (Jiang
et al., 2024c).

To illustrate the implications of this proposition in the data, we feed in the realized
debt/output ratio time-series for the U.S. and, in each year, compute the expected sur-
pluses for the following ten years E[s;, ] for j = 1,...,10 from the expression in Propo-
sition 5 and the parameters in Table 1. Figure 2 plots these implied future surpluses
as a fraction of output [E[s; ;] as the colored line segments. It also plots the realized sur-
plus/output ratio as the dashed black line. The debt/output ratio in the U.S. has exceeded

its unconditional mean since 1991, log d; — d > 0. Since then, the risk-free debt model im-

19



Figure 2: Expected Surpluses
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Panel (a) plots the model-implied expected future primary surpluses as a fraction of GDP (E[s;]) in Prop. 5 evaluated for the next 10
years given the actual debt/GDP ratio (solid line), and the realized surpluses (s;;) (dashed line). The parameters are given in Table
1. Panel (b) zooms in the post-GFC period, and includes the CBO forecasts in greyscale.
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plies expected surpluses that must exceed the steady-state surplus. The expected surplus
is larger the farther the economy is from the steady-state debt/output ratio d. The higher
the debt level E[d;;_1], the higher the additional surplus required for a given increase
in debt since the autocorrelation coefficients ¢ ; 1 — ¢1; > 0 decline for high enough j,
as shown in the second part of proposition 5. These surpluses are necessary to push the
debt/output ratio back towards its long-run mean.

Since the GFC, a wide gap has opened up between the expected surpluses implied by
risk-free debt and the realized surpluses, as shown in the bottom panel of Figure 2. Take
the COVID-19 pandemic as an example. The primary deficit was 11% of GDP in 2020,
9.3% in 2021, and 1.4% in 2022. At the end of 2022, the marketable debt/output ratio
stood at 83%, down from a peak of 103% in 2020, but well above its long-run mean. To
keep the debt risk-free, the model prediction at the end of 2022 is that the U.S. government
should be running a primary surpluses of 8.1% of GDP in 2023. Thereafter, the predicted
surplus gradually falls to 0.6% by 2032.

In sharp contrast with the model predictions, the primary surplus was —2.7% of GDP
in 2023. That’s a gap of 11% between the realized and the predicted surplus. The CBO
projects a primary surplus of -1.9% of GDP in 2024. Thereafter, primary surpluses are
expected to fall further as Social Security, Medicare, and Medicaid expenditures rise. The
grey line segments in the bottom panel display the 10-year CBO projections at each point
in time. The key observation is that both realized and CBO-projected primary surpluses
are far from the surpluses required to keep the debt safe. Keeping the debt risk-free after
2022 requires running cumulative primary surpluses of 28% over the decade from 2023
until 2032. Over this same period, the CBO projects a cumulative deficit of 24%. The gap in
the surplus/output ratio between the model and the CBO projections is 5.3% per annum.

Appendix B shows that the differences between the surpluses implied by the risk-free
debt model, on the one hand, and both the realized surpluses and the CBO-projected sur-
pluses, on the other hand, are statistically significantly different from zero. The surplus
data strongly reject the risk-free debt model.

As a robustness check, Appendix B also shows that the gap between model-implied
and realized surpluses remains largely the same when we allow for the gap between the
risk-free rate and the growth rate of the economy to vary over time. Specifically, using the
CBO'’s projections for future interest rates and GDP growth rates rather than a constant

y — p in (12), results in similar model-implied surpluses.
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4.2 Impulse Responses of Realized Surpluses

How much latitude does a government have to stabilize the economy by lowering taxes
in response to an adverse output shock if it wants to keep the debt safe? The answer is
given by the impulse-response functions (IRF) of the surpluses with respect to an output

shock. The IRF can be computed in closed form and does not depend on the SDF.

Proposition 6. If Assumptions 1 and 3 hold with P = 2, the TVC is satisfied, and p = u, the
IRF of the surplus output ratio, evaluated at e = 0 for T < j, is given by:

0S: i _
P _ (A — o) exp(d), for j=1,
der i1
= A(p1 — 1) exp(d), for j=2,
= A(¢p1,j—1 — P1,j—2) exp(d), forj>3.

The proof is in Appendix A.6. The definition of the autocorrelation coefficients ¥, ; is
given in (11). This result can easily be generalized to any AR(P) process, with appropri-
ately redefined autocorrelation coefficients ¢y ;.

In the year of the shock, the derivative is positive as long as the debt is counter-cyclical
enough: A > ¢. That is, a negative shock to output is countered by debt issuance that
is sufficiently large to deliver a primary deficit in the initial year without jeopardizing
the risk-free nature of the debt. In the second year, the government can run another
primary deficit following an adverse shock when ¢; > 1. In the case of a stationary AR(1),
this is not feasible, but it is the case for the stationary AR(2) process for debt/output we
estimated in the U.S. data.

The government may be able to run a third year of deficits if 1, — 111 > 0 or equiv-
alently if ¢ + ¢ > ¢1. For our parameter choices, this condition is satisfied, but the sign
generally depends on parameter values. The surplus response two years after the shock
is always smaller than the response one year after the shock. In other words, the govern-
ment’s ability to run a third year of deficits in response to the negative output shock is
either limited or gone. The IRF flips sign either 2 or 3 years after the shock (j = 3 orj = 4).
The derivative remains negative thereafter and shrinks in absolute value as j increases.
The government must revert to running persistently higher primary surpluses.

The left panel of Figure 3 illustrates the response of the surplus/output ratio to a
negative shock to output for our benchmark calibration. We recall this calibration fea-

tures a primary deficit in the steady-state. The deficit/output ratio in the year of the
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shock (year 1) is followed by another sizeable deficit in year 2. However, the deficit
must shrink dramatically in year 3 and turn into a lower-than-average deficit starting
in year 4 and beyond, before eventually returning to the steady-state value. The right
panel shows the corresponding debt dynamics, which display a hump-shaped response.
A state-contingent and persistent debt issuance policy enables the government to delay
the fiscal adjustment. Returning the debt to its long-run mean requires generating higher-
than-average surpluses three and more years after the shock.

In summary, keeping the debt risk-free still imposes severe restrictions on the primary
surplus dynamics. Running sizeable primary deficits for more than two years is incom-
patible with risk-free debt. The observed fiscal responses to large adverse shocks, such as
the GFC and the Covid-19 pandemic, of large and sustained deficits are inconsistent with

the surplus responses predicted by a model of risk-free government debt.

Figure 3: IRF of Surplus/Output and Debt/Output in Model
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The figure plots the Impulse Response Function of the surplus/output ratio S/Y (left panel) and the debt to output ratio D/Y (right
panel). The parameters are given in Table 1.

5 Covariance of Implied Surpluses with Aggregate Shocks

The previous section characterized the response of realized surpluses to an adverse out-
put shock. These results do not depend on the properties of the pricing kernel, other than
the risk-free rate. In this section, we analyze the covariance of expected future surpluses
over a finite horizon with output shocks when the debt is to remain risk-free. We refer to

this covariance as the cash flow beta of surpluses. In the presence of permanent shocks,
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the government can only insure taxpayers over a limited period of time; the cash-flow
beta of surpluses can only be positive over short horizons. The results in this section
depend on the properties of the pricing kernel.

When the TVC is satisfied, the debt return innovation reflects news about the present

discounted value of future government surpluses:

Di(Es1 — E)Rq = (Eepr — E)[Y Mig1s4Si4].
p

When the debt is risk-free, the left-hand side of the above expression is zero, and there is

no news about future surpluses:

(Erv1—Ee) ) Myi144iS14j = 0.
=1

This puts tight restrictions on risk-adjusted surpluses. We now explore these restrictions

over finite horizons.

5.1 Cash-Flow Betas with Risk-free Debt

We define the conditional beta of a generic h-period stream of discounted cash flows Z as:

Z/CF(h) _ covt (Mt+1; E¢q Z;’:l Mt+1,t+jzt+]‘> |
t Dyvar;(M; 1)

We refer to this object as the cash-flow beta for short. The cash-flow beta converges to the
return beta (from Section 2) as the horizon & goes to infinity.

The cash-flow beta of the discounted sum of surpluses over the next / periods, ,Bf’CF (h),
is a sufficient statistic for how much insurance the government can provide to taxpayers
over the next h periods. The following proposition states that, when the current debt
D; is risk-free, the risk properties of the surpluses over a given horizon / are completely

determined by riskiness of the debt /1 periods hence.

Proposition 7. Under Assumptions 1 and 3 with P = 2, when debt is risk-free, ,Bf'CF

to the beta of the debt h periods from now:

(h) is equal

CF (jyy = 0% (Mi11, Bea M pnDen)
f Dyovary (Mt—|—1)
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_ EiMiq]
Divari(M;11)

Et (M08 0 Yern] (exp {y (1 p-1A —0)} —1).

and sign (87" (h) ) = sign (y(1 1A — ).

The proof is in Appendix A.7. This result can easily be generalized to any higher-order
autoregressive process for debt, with ¥, ; denoting the appropriately-redefined autocor-
relation function. It immediately follows form this proposition that, when the debt has a
negative (positive) risk premium, B2 < 0 (8P > 0), the cash flow beta of the surplus is
smaller (greater) than the beta of the h-period debt strip.

Analogously, we define the cash-flow beta of discounted government spending and
of tax revenues over a horizon h. We do so for a richer process for the spending to output

ratio than we have considered hitherto:

I 1 bees — 112

ogx = ¢S + ¢flogx;_1 — gt — 5% (13)
The parameter estimates for the U.S. postwar data are in Panel C of Table 1. The positive
estimate for b, indicates that the spending/output ratio is counter-cyclical in the data.

Corollary 2. Under the assumptions of proposition 7 and the government spending process (13),
the cash-flow betas B (1) and B1'°F (h) satisfy:

GCF oy _ v EMia] o M Y 8yi-1p 1
P00 = = L B it B MY e {10 s =)} 1),

P ) = BT () + BT (),

The proof is in Appendix A.8. The properties of the ﬁG CF( h)

depend on the persistence
and cyclicality of the exogenous spending/GDP process. The properties of ﬁT CE(h) de-

pend on the risk properties of both the debt claim and the spending claim.

Constant Debt-Output To build intuition for the result in proposition 7, we return to

the simple case of a constant debt/output ratio: A = 0. Proposition 7 then implies:

SCEpy _  EBt[Mei] v
t (h)——thrt[MtH]IEt[Mt+1,t+hdYt+h](eXP{ yo} —1). (14)

The cash-flow beta of the surplus is negative for all horizons & since yo > 0. This means

that in bad times, the future (discounted) surplus/output ratios go up. When spend-
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ing/output is constant (or also goes up in bad times), future tax revenues/output must
go up. The government cannot insulate taxpayers from adverse output shocks. Rather,
the taxpayers insure the bondholders.

Panel A of Figure 4 plots the risk premium on a claim to cumulative surpluses over

the next h periods in the left panel (red circles). This risk premium equals the surplus

S, CF( ) var [ My 1]

E:[Mis1] * The cumulative risk

premium at horizon & is the sum of the individual strip risk premia up until horizon h.

beta multiplied by the market price of risk, p; X
The negative risk premium over short horizons indicates that short-run surpluses are a
hedge. Since taxpayers are short the surplus claim (they pay the taxes and receive the
transfer spending), their tax-minus-transfer liability is risky. When the debt/output ratio
is constant and there is no possibility to raise the debt in response to an adverse shock,
the surplus/output ratio must rise on impact. This makes the one-period surplus claim
a hedge. The year-2 surplus claim in contrast earns a small positive risk premium, re-
flecting the underlying output risk, so that the cumulative 2-period surplus risk premium
is higher than the 1-period surplus risk premium. As h — oo, the sum of discounted
surpluses converges to the current value of debt D;. Insisting on risk-free debt (,BP = 0)

implies that 8;F (1)

— 0 as h — co. The red line in the left panel converges to zero from
below for large h.

The solid black line in the left panel plots the risk premium on the claim to cumula-
tive government spending over the next h periods. It equals the cash-flow beta of the h-
period spending claim multiplied by the market price of risk. Since the spending/output
dynamics are exogenously given, the spending beta does not depend on the debt pol-
icy. The counter-cyclical nature of spending/output (b < 0) makes the risk premium
negative at short horizons. At longer horizons, the spending risk premium turns positive
reflecting the long-run output risk in the spending claim, since the spending/output ratio
is stationary.

The extent of taxpayer insurance is captured by IB;F'CF (h). The blue dashed line in

the left panel plots B} " (h)

multiplied by the market price of risk, the risk premium
on a claim to the next / periods of tax revenue. When this risk premium is negative,
taxpayers are providing insurance rather than receiving insurance. The risk premium is
negative until about year 10 for our parameters, after which it turns positive. The positive
risk premium on longer-dated tax strips reflects cointegration between tax revenues and
output and a positive risk premium for output risk. The tax beta ,BtT’CF (h) in the left panel

GCF( )

is below the spending beta 8 at all horizons. As h — oo, these cash-flow betas
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Figure 4: Risk Premia Across Horizons

The figure plots the risk premium of cumulative discounted cash flows, ﬁ;’CF (h) x vg’[%m] , in the left panel against the horizon 1,

fori € {S,G, T}. The right panel plots the risk premium on the debt strips in (15). The parameters are given in Table 1, and the risk
premia are evaluated at the long-run mean log spending/output and log debt/output ratios. Panel A considers the special case where
the debt/output ratio is constant (A = 0).
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converge to the return betas B} and B¢. As we discussed in Corollary 1, 8] < B¢ was the
condition to keep the debt risk-free.

On the right-hand side of Panel A, we report the risk premium on the debt strips.
Specifically, it is the valuation of the debt strip scaled by its expectation at time ¢ and

multiplied by the market price of risk %:

By 1 [Mii1,en D]
RPDstrip(h) - _covt (Mt+1r Et[Mp 41,441 Dtn] ) vary(M;i1) (15)
! vary(Mi41) E¢[Miia]

When the debt/output ratio is a constant, this risk premium on the debt strip is also a

constant, given by 1 — exp { —yc'}, where yo > 0 is the output risk premium. By Proposi-

27



tion 7, the risk premium on the h-period debt strip is inversely related to the risk premium
on the cumulative surpluses over the next h periods. To offset the output risk in the debt
strips, the risk premium on the surplus has to be negative. The surplus claim must be safe

for the government, risky for the taxpayers.

AR(2) for Debt/Output In our preferred case of an AR(2) for debt/output, the sign of
the cash flow beta of the surplus is determined by v (y;_1A — ). If A > 0, the initial
surplus beta is positive (since 1y = 1). The second surplus beta is larger still since 1; =
¢1 > 1. The third surplus beta remains positive and is larger than the second beta if 1, >
Py or ¢1(¢1 — 1) + ¢2 > 0. This condition is satisfied for our point estimates ¢; = 1.38
and ¢, = —0.45. For these parameter values, the fourth surplus beta is lower than the
third, the fifth lower than the fourth, etc. Eventually the surplus cash-flow beta crosses
over into negative territory. Panel B of Figure 4 shows this occurs in year 13.

The cash-flow betas for government spending are unaffected by the debt dynamics
and the same as in the case of constant debt/output. The cash-flow betas for tax revenues
follow a similar pattern as those for the surplus at short horizons. At longer horizons,
the stationarity of the tax revenue/output ratio and the long-run output risk dictate the
positive risk premium on the tax claim.

In sum, the positive surplus betas for horizons up to 13 years indicate that taxpayers
can be temporarily insulated from adverse output shocks when debt/output follows an
AR(2) process with counter-cyclical debt issuance. Risk premia on debt strips, shown in
the right panel, are negative for 13 years. The slow expansion and repayment of the debt
in response to an adverse shock allows the government to postpone fiscal rectitude. The
cumulative surplus can be risky over a horizon h, providing insurance to the taxpayer,
only if this risk is offset by the safety of debt issuance at time t + h. But as h increases,
the expression y(c — ¢,_1A), which controls the debt strip risk premium, turns positive
and converges to o, the risk premium on the output strip. Insurance provision to the
tax-payer is necessarily short-lived because of the long-run risk in the debt strips. Far-out

surpluses inherit the permanent output risk.

5.2 [Escaping the Trade-off with Government Savings

So far, we have analyzed the case where the government borrows (D > 0). When, instead,
the government saves (D < 0), it can insure taxpayers at all horizons and escape the
trade-off.
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We consider a government which saves at the risk-free rate. We use the following

stochastic AR-process in logs:

1
logd; = ¢o + ¢p1logd;_1 + ¢p2logds > + Aey — E/\z, (16)
where A now enters with a positive sign. Savings in levels is givenby: —D; = — exp(logd;).

The results in Proposition 7 go through. Because D < 0, the government now has a short
position in permanent output risk because the value of taxes is smaller than the value of
spending. As a result, to manufacture risk-free savings, the surpluses have to contribute
enough long-run output risk.

In the simplest case in which the savings/output ratio is constant (A = 0), Proposition

7 implies:

SCF () — E¢[M; 1]
i () = —
Dtvart[MtH

]Et[Mt+1,t+hdYt+h] (1—exp{—y0c}). (17)

The sufficient statistic for taxpayer insurance possibilities, ,Bf’CF (h), is positive at all hori-
zons since yo > 0. This means that, the surplus/output ratio declines in bad times.
When spending/output is constant (or goes up) in bad times, tax revenues/output must
also decline. By lowering tax collections in bad times, the government can insure tax-
payers against adverse output shocks at all horizons. In fact, it has to do so, because its
savings are risk-free.

In the benchmark case where the savings/output ratio follows an AR(2), the short-run
surplus risk premium is around 10% as shown in the left panel of Figure 5. The cumula-
tive surplus risk premium remains positive at every horizon, indicating that surpluses are
risky over all horizons. Since taxpayers are short the surplus claim, they receive insurance
at every horizon. As h — oo, the sum of discounted surpluses converges to the current
value of savings D;. Insisting on risk-free savings (8P = 0) implies that ,Bf’CF (h) — 0.

The red line in the left panel converges to zero from above.

6 Revisiting the Trade-off with Convenience Yields

Some governments are endowed with the ability to issue safe government debt at prices
that exceed their fair market value. Typically, the debt of such government serves the

role of a special, safe asset for domestic or foreign investors. U.S. Treasuries currently fill
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the role of the world’s safe asset; the U.K. and the Dutch Republic enjoyed that status in
earlier eras (Chen, Jiang, Lustig, Van Nieuwerburgh, and Xiaolan, 2024b). We investigate
whether the resulting “convenience yields” relax the trade-off between insuring bond-
holders and taxpayers. In order to collect convenience yields, the government needs to
manufacture safe debt. This justifies our emphasis on the B2 = 0 case throughout this
paper (or BP < 0, which makes all results stronger).

The convenience yield «; is defined as a wedge in the investors” Euler equation for

government bonds: E; [M;;+1RP] = exp(—x).

6.1 The Trade-off With Return Betas over Long Horizons

Let K;yj = (1 — e ™*)D;,; be the amount of interest the government does not need to
pay in period t + j thanks to the convenience yield. The current value of government debt
reflects the present value of all convenience yields earned on future debt. The value of

the Treasury’s seigniorage revenue claim is:

P = |} Mysj(1— e )Dypsj| -
j=0
Jiang et al. (2024b) show that the value of the government debt equals the sum of the

present value of future tax revenues plus future seigniorage revenues minus future gov-

Figure 5: Risk Premia Across Horizons with Saving

The figure plots the risk premium of cumulative discounted cash flows, ﬁfgcp (h) x %, in the left panel against the horizon h.

The right panel plots minus the risk premium on the debt/savings strips: 1 — exp {7(¢"~!A — ¢) }. The parameters are given in Table
1, and the risk premia are evaluated at the long-run mean log spending/output and log debt/output ratios.
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ernment spending:
D; = E; lz My 1j(Teyj+ (1 — e ™)Dyyj — Gyyj) | = PF + PK = PP,
=0

provided that the TVC for debt holds.

Extending the Modigliani-Miller approach of Section 2 to the world with convenience
yields, government debt is equivalent to a portfolio that goes long in the tax revenue claim
and the seigniorage revenue claim and short in the spending claim. The government debt

risk premium becomes:

E; [Rt—i—l Rf] 5 IE; [Rt—i—l Rf} + DIle [Rt—H R{] I;t IE; [RtJrl Rﬂ /

D T G
where Ry 4, Rt—l—l’ tr1 and Ry 4

seigniorage claim, and the spending claim, respectively.

are the returns on the bond portfolio, the tax claim, the

Taking the government spending and debt return process as given, we explore the
implications for the properties of the tax claim. We impose that debt is risk-free (8P = 0)

because only safe debt earns convenience yields.

Proposition 8. In the absence of arbitrage opportunities, if the TVC holds and the debt is risk-free
(BP = 0), then the expected excess return on the tax claim is the unlevered expected excess return

on the spending claim and the seigniorage claim:

pe
D; + PC — Pk

PK
G
E; [Rt+1 R{] - t E; [Rtﬂ Rﬂ

Eh M]
t+1 D; + PtG _ PtK

The beta of the tax claim is given by: Bl = E)tJrﬁ—(G;lﬂ( B — #fgpt]( BK.

The proof is a straightforward extension of the proof of Prop. 1 in Appendix A.1.
Consider the special case where the convenience yield seigniorage process has a zero
return beta (X = 0); the stream of seigniorage revenues is uncorrelated with the SDF.
Then the implied beta of the tax revenue process exceeds the beta without seigniorage

revenue because PX > 0:

_ PtG ﬁG > PtG ﬁG
© D;+ P —PK"N T Dy pETY

The higher tax beta means that the presence of convenience yields expands insurance
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provision to taxpayers.

If the seigniorage revenue beta is negative (X < 0), then the proposition shows that
Bl is higher still so that even more taxpayer insurance is possible. Conversely, B& > 0
shrinks taxpayer insurance possibilities. In sum, the extent to which convenience yields
relax the trade-off depends on the properties of the seigniorage revenue stream they gen-

erate.

6.2 The Trade-off With Cash-Flow Betas over Short Horizons

We now explore how the trade-off over finite horizons is affected by the presence of con-
venience yields. We do so under the assumption that seigniorage revenue from conve-

nience is proportional to the debt outstanding.
Assumption 4. The convenience yield « is constant.
We define the cash flow beta of future discounted seigniorage revenue as:

(1—e7) - covy (Mt+1z (B —Br) Mt+1,t+th+j>

K,CF —
~(h) = —
t ( ) Dtvart(MHl)

Proposition 9. When debt is risk-free (BP = 0), then the cash-flow beta of surpluses is determined

by the cash-flow beta of seigniorage revenues and beta of the debt outstanding h periods from now:

5.CF () — SO (M1, (i1 — Be) My nDign) KCF ()
f Dtvlli’t(Mt+1) f

The proof is a straightforward extension of the proof of Prop. 7 in Appendix A.7. To
keep the debt risk-free (BP = 0) while delivering a risky surplus over short horizons
(ﬁf CF (h) > 0), the government must resort to issuing more debt when marginal utility
growth is high (cov; (My41, (Efx1 — Ef)Mii1 444 Dryn) > 0). When it earns seignorage
revenue, this debt issuance produces a safe seigniorage revenue stream over short hori-
zons (,Bf “En) <0), increasing ,BtS’CF (h) and expanding taxpayer insurance possibilities.

However, over long horizons, debt is co-integrated with output. Since seigniorage
revenue is proportional to debt outstanding under Assumption 4, the seigniorage claim
inherits the long-run risk from output; ‘Bf’CF (h) turns positive as 1 — oo. The return beta
of the seigniorage claim equals its cash-flow beta as the horizon becomes large: pK =

f’CF (00). The cointegration argument suggests that BX > 0 is the relevant case in a

model with permanent output risk.
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6.3 Quantifying the Impact of Seigniorage Revenue from Convenience

We now quantify the impact of convenience yields on the trade-off for the asset pricing
model from the previous section with permanent risk and AR(2) dynamics for debt/output.
Under the proportional convenience yields Assumption 4, the seigniorage revenue beta
becomes:

"B [ My

{('CF(h) =—(1-e")), Dtvart(MtH)]Et[Mt+1't+jdt+th+j](eXp {v(prj1A —0)} —1).
=1

Figure 6 plots the risk premium on the cumulative seigniorage claim in the left panel.
It is the product of ﬁf’cp (h) and the market price of risk. The three lines refer to different
values for the convenience yield (1 — e™*), ranging from 1% to 3%.> In the short run, the
seignorage revenue claim is safe and hence earns a negative risk premium. The larger
x, the more negative the seigniorage risk premium at short horizons. As a result, the
seigniorage revenue relaxes the trade-off between insuring bondholders and taxpayers
over short horizons. This is shown in the right panel, which plots the risk premium on the
%, with B7°°F (h) computed from Proposition

9. In the short run, the cumulative surplus claim risk premium is more positive the higher

cumulative surplus claim ﬁf’CF (h) x

the convenience yield.

In the long run, the seigniorage revenue is risky. Since seignorage revenue is propor-
tional to debt outstanding, and debt is cointegrated with output, the long-run risk pre-
mium on the seigniorage revenue claim is dominated by long-run output risk. Seignior-
age revenue inevitably adds long-run output risk to the debt. This effect is stronger the
higher the convenience yield. As the right panel of Figure 6 shows, insurance provision
to taxpayers worsens over horizons beyond 20 years.

The return beta of the seigniorage revenue stream equals its cash-flow beta at horizon
h = oco. Since ,Bf’CF (00) > 0,0 is BX > 0. As shown in Proposition 8, convenience yields
then lower the return beta of the tax claim . In sum, convenience yields, even large
ones, are no panacea. They allow for more taxpayer insurance over short horizons but

come at the expense of less insurance in the longer-run.

2Krishnamurthy and Vissing-Jorgensen (2012) estimate convenience yields on U.S. Treasuries of around
0.75% per year. Using the deviations from CIP in Treasury markets, Jiang, Krishnamurthy, and Lustig
(2018); Jiang et al. (2021); Koijen and Yogo (2020) estimate convenience yields that foreign investors derive
from their holdings of dollar safe assets of around 2% per year.
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Figure 6: Risk Premia on Seigniorage and Surplus Claims in Convenience Yields Model
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The left panel plots the risk premium of cumulative discounted seigniorage revenue, ﬁf’CF (h) x EiMyo] /

against the horizon h. The
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ters are given in Table 1, and the risk premia are evaluated at the long-run mean log spending/output and log debt/output ratios.
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7 Extensions

7.1 Richer Asset Pricing Model with Disasters

The asset pricing model of Section 3 recognized the importance of permanent shocks to
output and a high enough market price of risk in order to deliver realistic asset pricing
implications. As is well-known in the asset pricing literature, if one commits to constant
relative risk aversion preferences for the representative investor, a realistic value for the
market price of risk (maximum Sharpe ratio) implies an implausibly high coefficient of
relative risk aversion. To generate realistic discount rates on risky claims with empirically
plausible risk aversion, we consider an economy that is subject to rare disaster risk in
output in the tradition of Rietz (1988); Barro (2006). Appendix C shows that all theoretical
results in Section 3 and 4 carry through. It also shows that a calibration of the disaster

model delivers quantitatively similar results to those of the benchmark model.

7.2 Insurance Trade-off in Models with Transitory Risk

Modern asset pricing has consistently found that permanent shocks to output account
for most of the variance of the pricing kernel, and receive a high price of risk in secu-
rities market (e.g., Alvarez and Jermann, 2005; Hansen and Scheinkman, 2009; Bansal

and Yaron, 2004; Borovicka, Hansen, and Scheinkman, 2016; Backus, Boyarchenko, and
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Chernov, 2018). Models without large permanent shocks produce bond risk premia that
exceed equity risk premia. We apply this basic insight from the asset pricing literature
to the fiscal policy literature to study the allocation of aggregate risk between taxpayers
and bondholders. Insulating bondholders from permanent output shocks imposes severe
restrictions on the feasible tax processes.

Even in environments with only transitory shocks (which feature counter-factually
high interest rate risk), the government is highly limited in its ability to prove taxpayer
insurance over intermediate horizons. It must shift the significant long-run interest rate
risk onto taxpayers to keep the debt risk-free. In business cycle models, shocks to out-
put are typically transitory, as output fluctuates around potential output. The models in
the optimal fiscal policy literature similarly imply that equilibrium output does not have
a unit root component.”> Surprisingly, we find that the trade-off between insuring tax-
payers and bondholders is just as strong in models with transitory output risk as in our
benchmark model with permanent output risk. The standard intuition that the govern-
ment is able to smooth transitory shocks on behalf of households to provide substantially
more insurance fails. The reason is that environments with transitory shocks feature sub-
stantial long-run interest rate risk. When output is below potential, investors in these
models want to borrow, pushing up interest rates when marginal utility is high. This
makes bonds risky assets with a high risk premium. In fact, the long-term government
bond is the riskiest asset in economies with transitory risk (Alvarez and Jermann, 2005).
To keep government debt risk-free (8° = 0), the government has to offset the interest
rate risk in long-run debt strips by producing safer surpluses in the near future. This dra-
matically shortens the horizon over which it can insure households. Effectively, we have
replaced the large long-run output risk premium in the permanent-shock model with a
large interest rate risk premium in the transitory-shock model. A detailed discussion is in

Appendix D. In sum, all results about the trade-off at long and short horizons go through.

8 Conclusion

There are limits to the government’s ability to make risk-free promises. The exposure of
tax rates to economic shocks must be engineered judiciously to keep the debt risk-free

and bondholders insulated from those same shocks. When bondholders are insulated,

SRather, these models have mean-reverting processes for productivity and government spending (e.g.,
Chari, Christiano, and Kehoe, 1994; Debortoli, Nunes, and Yared, 2017; Bhandari, Evans, Golosov, and
Sargent, 2017).
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taxpayers must bear the aggregate risk. There is no scope for insurance of both taxpayers
and bondholders over long horizons in the presence of priced shocks to output, be they
permanent or transitory in nature. We characterize the extent of short-run insurance that
the government can provide to households through fiscal policy in the wake of an ad-
verse macro-economic shock in a model with realistic asset prices and debt policies. We
tind that insisting on risk-free debt (protecting bondholders) severely restricts the tax and
surplus process. The more debt there is outstanding, the more output risk must be borne
by taxpayers. Global demand for U.S. safe assets and the associated revenue stream from
convenience yields alleviates the trade-off between insuring taxpayers and bondholders
somewhat, but only in the short run. The only way the government can ultimately pro-
vide insurance to taxpayers over all horizons while keeping the debt risk-free is by saving
rather than borrowing.

When we impose the restriction of risk-free debt, together with plausibly debt dynam-
ics, the implied surplus dynamics are at odds with the data. Since surpluses in the data
do not behave like those predicted by a model of risk-free debt, we conclude that the gov-
ernment may in fact not be manufacturing risk-free debt. This conclusion is borne out by
the experience of COVID-19 when the value of the portfolio of outstanding U.S. Treasurys
lost 26% between March 2020 and October 2023.
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A Proofs
A1 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. From the intertemporal budget constraint, we have:
Dy =PI — PE.

The returns on the debt, tax claim, and spending claim are defined as:

RD . — PratSen
t+1 Dy ’
T
RT . = Bt Tin
t+1 PtT 4
c
RG . — Pq+ G
t+1 — PG .
t

It follows immediately that:
Pl — P&y + Tiy1 — G
Dy

:iRT ,LFRG
Dy t+1 D; t+1

D
Ry =
Taking conditional covariances with minus the SDF and dividing by the conditional variance of the SDF, we get:

Cov (~My1,RP) Pl Covy (—Mi1,RT ) ~ Pf Coyy (=M1, RE)
Vart(MH_l) Dt Vll?’t(MH_l) Dt Va?t(Mt+1)

This implies that:
pr pf
D_ 5t o1 It p6
BP = 5 BT — b7
Rearranging:

D,

_ pg
Di+

G
b 5oh"

T t D
+
:B t PtG ,B t
where we used that P/ = D; + PS. From the Euler equation, the following relationship between risk and expected return holds for
j=D,T,G,Y:

J
Rl] = ~Coor (Me Ria) Vary(Mya) _y Var (M)
R - ,

E; |R]
' { Var(Mg41) Et[M41] " E[Mys]

t+1

Therefore, we also get the relationship between the risk premia:

B[R9, Rl] = B[R~ 1] - DB R -],
Rearranging: .
E; [RtTH - R{] = DtthPtG]Et {thﬂ - Rﬂ + Df%tPtG]Et {Rﬂl — Rﬂ .

Imposing that debt is risk-free amounts to 8P = 0 and |E; {RtDH — R{ } = 0. We immediately get:

ﬁT — PtG ﬁG
‘D +PPTY
and o
T jfl= B g [RE. RS
Ei [R], — R[] = b+ po (RS~ R{],
which proves the proposition and the following corollary. O
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A.2 Proof of Proposition 2

Proof. To verify the expression, we first conjecture that the price of the k-period output strip is E¢ [My s Yy k] = CxY:, for k > 0. It
follows immediately that {p = 1. To verify the conjecture note that the k-period output strip at time ¢ becomes a k — 1 period output
strip in period t + 1. It must satisfy the pricing relationship:

&Y = Bt [My sk Yiok] = Bt [Mi 1 Bp1 [Mia sk Yesk]] = B [Mpsy185—1 Y1)

1
=E; {exp (*P - 5'72 +pu+ (o - 7)5t+1>} Ck—1Yt,
—exp [ — _15 L2 Y,
=exp(—p— 37 +ut 5@ =7)" ) GV
1
= exp (V‘P+§‘72—7¢7> Ck—1Yt,

which verifies the conjecture and implies the recursion:

1
Ck = Cr-1€xp <H —p+ 502 - 7‘7> = k181

Similarly, we define a k-period surplus strip as a claim to Sy, with price given by E; [M; ;1 £St.x] = xkY:. The pricing of the first
surplus strip is given by the following expression:

E¢ [Mpr41St11] = Bt [Mypp1{—dYiy1 (1 —exp (—p +p — 0es41)) }]
= —dE; [My41Ye1] + dE; [Mys1Yip1exp (—p +p — 0er41)],

1 1
—dY,E; {eXp (y —p— 37+ (- ’)‘)St+1>:| + AV E {exP (*572 - 7)8#1)} ,

{1 —exp (y —p+ %02 — 70)} day;,

where the first equality uses the definition of the surplus implied by the government budget constraint. This implies:

X1= {1—exp(y—p+%02—'y(7>

d=(1-¢)d

Then, similarly, the pricing of the kth surplus strip is given by:

1
XYt = Bt [My 4 44Si4k] = Et [My 1 Xk—-1Ye41] = Xk—18Xp (H -+ 502 - 70> Y:.

This verifies the conjecture and implies the recursion:

1 2
Xk = Xk-1€Xp \p—p+ 50" =0 = Xx-181,

starting from the expression for x; given above. This calculation implies that we cannot simply price the surplus strips off the risk-free
yield curve, even though the entire debt is risk-free. The proper discount rate contains a risk premium term o.
The price of the surplus claim, which is the sum of the prices of all the surplus strips, is given by:

)

_1-G

E =
' 1-¢1

dYy =dY;,

Mt,t+k5t+k} =Y Y =x(l+&+3G+..)Y
=1 =

which proves the proposition. O
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A.3 Proof of Proposition 3

Proof. Since government spending is a constant fraction x of output, the price of the spending strip is proportional to the price of the
output strip. From the previous proposition, this immediately implies: E; [M; ;1 xGyyi] = xiYt, for k > 0. It follows that the price of
the spending claim, which is the sum of the prices of all the spending strips, is given by:

) :ix@fkyt:x51(1+é‘1+;‘%+...)yt:x g

PC =E
t t k=1 1-&

M 41kGryk Y.

k=1

From the budget constraint, we have: D; = Pl — PC. It immediately follows that:

0

Mk Trvk
k=1

)

My ik (Siqk + Grak)
k=1

PtT:]Et = [E; :Df-‘rPtG:dY[-‘rx 5! Yt:(d—i-x & )Yt.

1-G1

This proves the first part of the proposition.
The return on the tax claim can be stated as:

¢
R, — Pl+ Ty (d+ xﬁ) Yipr + [x —d (1 —exp (—p +p — 0er1))] Ve B YE Yo dexplp)
= ata

Pl (44 x5 ) i dtxgfe Yoo d+agf

Similarly, the return on the spending claim can be stated as:

_ Pﬁrl +Gry1 X%Yfﬁ—l + 2 _ xﬁYtH _ 1Yy

R, - - -
= )
Py xlg—lﬁYt xlé—lél Y; 1 Ye

Armed with these expressions, we get the following expression for the covariance:

1
cov (RT M ) = xl%g]cov E M
17 M1 d+x1‘§1§ Y, tE+1
—61

and
1 Y,
cov (th+lfo,t+1) = g—lcov <;—tl,Mu+1)
which implies:

&
X17
cov (RT+1/Mt,t+1> = ﬁcov (REH/ Mt,t+1> -
—61

From the Euler equation, the following relationship between risk and expected return holds for j = T, G, Y:

]
—Cov (MtH/RtH) Var(Mi41)
Vary(M1) E¢(Miyq)

E, [R{H - R{] =

The same relationship between the covariances follows for expected returns:

* 15151

51

E; [RtT+1 - R{] = e
-6

E; [R§;+1 - R{] :

This proves the second part of the proposition. O
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A4 Proof of Proposition 4
Case of Stationary Debt/Output Ratio

Proof. We recall that the debt/output ratio dynamics are given by

logd; 1 = ¢o + Py logd; + Py logd; 1 — Aepyq — %/\2‘
Solve for the price of the one-period debt strip:
E¢[Mys+1Dp41] = Et[Mp i1 Yir1di41]
=exp(u—p+¢o+¢1logd: + ¢pplogd;_1) E; {exp (—ystﬂ - %72 — Agpy1 — %/\2 + U’St+1>:| Y:,

1
= exp (y -p+ 502 — 0+ ¢o + ¢ logd; + pologd;_1 + Ay — (7)) Y;,

= exp (k1 + ¢1 logd; + ¢rlogd;_1) Yz,
= exp (k1 + 1,1 logds + 91 logds_1) Yy

wherex; = p—p+30% =90+ o+ A(y —0) and P19 = L1 = @1, 91,; = P19P1j1 + ¢op1j2 and o0 = 0,921 = ¢, pj =
$12,j-1 + P2 j o, for j > 2. Next, we price the debt strip two periods hence:

E¢[M;42Diy0] = Ef [Mypi1Biy1 [Mit1,442De42]],
¢ (M1 exp(i1 + ¢1logdi1 + ¢plogds) i),

E
E

1
t |:Mt,t+1 exp(1 + (¢ + ¢2) logds + prpp log dy—1 + Pprpo — PrAers1 — 5471)\2 +ptoe)| Ve

1 1
= exp (K1 + (¢% + ¢2) logd; + pr¢p logdi—1 + Pp1¢po + p — p) E; [exp <f'ygt+1 — 572 — Ppr1Aep1 — E(pl/\Z + 0'£t+1>:| Y:

= exp(K1 + K2) exp((¢7 + ¢2) log d; + P12 log d; 1) Ys,
= exp(kq + K2) exp(¢1 2 logds + o2 logd;_1)Ys.

where = pt — p+ 302 — 70 + P10 + P1A(y — 0) + 2A%(¢? — ¢1). The debt strip price three periods hence is given by:

E¢[M;+3Dsy3] = E [Myp11Biy1 [Miga,443De43]],
t [Mt t+1 exp K1 + Kz) eXp(ll)l > log di1 + P22 10g d[)Yr+1]

E
E

1
t | Meey1exp(xr 4+ x2 + (Pr1¢p1,2 + $22) logds + 1 2¢2 log de—1 + 100 — Pr2Aer41 — ElPl,z)\z +ptoe)| Y

1 1
= exp (k1 + K2) exp ((¢1¢12 + P2,2) logds + Y122 logd;—1 + P12¢0 + 1 — p) Es [exp <*’Y€r+1 - E’Yz —P1pAep — 51,01,2)L2 + 05t+1>:| Yy

= exp(k1 + Kk + k3) exp (P13 logd; + Pr3logds_1) Yz

where 13 = p — p+ 102 — 0 + Y120 + ProA(y — ) + %/\2(47%,2 — 112). The debt strip price j periods hence is given by:

j
E;[M; ;D] = exp (2 > exp (ip1,jlogd: + o ;logds_1) Vi,

Note that

where

j
C= Z{¢0¢1k1+)\(7 ) P11+ /\(11’1k1 1P1,k71)}~

x-
I
—
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In the limit, as the horizon of the debt strip goes to infinity

1
lim ]Et[MtH»]DH»]} 0 — ]/l—‘ﬂ+ 50'2_”)/0'<0

]4)

The necessary and sufficient condition for the TVC to be satisfied is a high enough output risk premium, or equivalently, a price/dividend
ratio for the one-period output strip that is less than one. To see this, note that the variable C converges to a constant since lim; o 1,; =

0 when the process for debt/output is stationary, i.e., when both roots of the characteristic equation 1 — ¢z — ¢»z*> = 0 lie outside

the unit circle. Under that condition, lim;_, exp(ﬂ;:l ix) = 0. Note that the condition for the TVC condition to be satisfied does not
depend on ¢y, ¢, or A. O

Case of Random Walk

Proof. Now, assume ¢; = 1 and ¢ = 0. Then ¢;; = 1 and ¢, ; = 0, V. It follows that x; = y — p + 102 —qo+ o+ Aly —0),¥j,in
the proof above for the stationary case. The TVC is

j
lim B¢[M; ;1 Dy j] = hrn n exp () x) exp(logds) Yy,

jreo k=1
which is 0 if and only if
1
w—p+ 502—70+4>0+A('y—0) <0.
When we set ¢pg = 0, so that the debt/output ratio follows a random walk without drift, the result follows. O

A.5 Proof of Proposition 5

Proof. The dynamics of debt/output ratio is given by
logd; —d = ¢1(logd;_1 —d) + ¢p(logd;—n — d) — Aey.
Conjecture that

. ik
logd;yj —d = y1(logd; —d) + o (logdr—1 —d) = A ) Prxersjt,
k=0

where P10 =1, 911 = ¢1,91,j = P11 + 21,2 and Yoo = 0,421 = P2, Yo, = P12 -1 + P21p2 o, for j > 2.
Verify the conjecture by plugging in the conjecture into the period ¢ + j + 1 debt dynamics:

log dH~j+1 - d_ = 4)1 (lOg dt+j - d_) + (Pz(log dt+j71 - d_) - )LSH,]'+1
= (11 + patprj1)(logds — d) + (P12 + patpa,j 1) (logd, 1 — d)

j
-A <€z+]‘+1 + 11064+ Y (Prpr—1 + ¢21P1,kz)€r+j+1k>
=
_ B j
= ¢yjs1(logdy —d) + 1 (logdi1 —d) =AY 1 ey i1k
=0

which verifies our conjecture.
Using the static budget constraint at time t + j, the surplus/output ratio s, is given by:

Styj
Stj = ﬁ =dprj1exp(p — p — sy j) — diy.
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Using the above expressions for d; j and d;;_1, we can write the surplus/output ratio s;; as follows:

_ - - =2
St1j = exp <d + 1j1(logdy —d) + i1 (logd1 —d) — A Y Prerpj1—k+p— i — 0'St+/'>
k=0
B B B
—exp <d +¢1j(logd; —d) + ¢ j(logdy 1 —d) — A Z ¢1,k5t+j—k>
k=0
The conditional expectation is
- - 7 1 2 2 2 1 2
Elsyj] = exp (d+¢1j-1(logds —d) + ¢ 1(logd, 1 —d) + EA Y vl tpo—p+ 50
k=0
7 7 Y = 2
—exp |d+ ¢1,j(logdt —d)+ lpzrj(logdt_l —d)+ EA 2 Wik |,
k=0
which can be restated as

i} i I
Els;4j] = exp (d +¥1j-1(logds —d) + o 1(logd; 1 —d) + 52\2 ) 1/712/k>
=0

< [expto = 30%) = exp (1 = pu-0) g = )+ (g~ 1) gt — )+ 02034

The derivative w.r.t. (logd; — d) is given by:

JE[s;]
a(logd%d_) = P1,j 1B [se1j] — (Y1) — ¥1,j-1)E[dryj1]-

A.6 Proof of Proposition 6

Proof. We assume that prior to the shock at time t + 1, debt is at its long-run mean: logd; —d = 0 and logd; 1 —d = 0. We also
assume that the risk-free rate satisfies: p = . When the log of the debt/output process follows an AR(2), the surplus/output ratio is
then given by:

=2 gl
St4j = exp <d A Y WrkErsj1k — 0€t+j> —exp (d Ay ¢1,k5t+j—k>
k=0 k=0
For j = 1, we obtain:
spr1 = exp(d — oep1) —exp(d — Agprq).
The derivative of the surplus/output ratio at t + 1 w.r.t. the output growth shock ¢, 1, evaluated at £,1 = 0, is given by:

a1 _ (A — o) exp(d).

des1

This expression is positive if and only if A > o.
For j = 2, we obtain:

Sip2 = exp (d — oerp — Aerr1) —exp (d — Aepyn — Apr1eryn)
The derivative of the surplus/output ratio at f + 2 w.r.t. the output growth shock €1, evaluated at €;11 = &4 = 0, is given by:

ds -
Se s = Ayr1— 1) exp(d).
t+1

This is positive if and only if {11 = ¢ > 1.
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For j = 3, we obtain:

st43 = exp (d — oep3 — Aepp — APraei1) —exp (d — Mgz — Aipragro — A ogii)

The derivative of the surplus/output ratio at f 4+ 3 w.r.t. the output growth shock ¢, 1, evaluated at &, 1 = &2 = &3 = 0, is given
by:

ds -
3 2= M2 — ¢11) exp(d).
€r 1

This is positive if and only if ¢, > t11. Equivalently, if ¢ + ¢» > ;.
For j > 3, we obtain:

B j—2 B j—1
St+j = exp <d - )\kE P11k — USH]') —exp (d - Akz ¢1,k£t+jk>
=0 =0

The derivative of the surplus/output ratio at t 4 j w.r.t. the output growth shock &1, evaluated at &;, 4 =0, fork =1,-- - ,j, is given
by:

35r+j -
=AM — 1 d).
e ($1j-1 — ¥1,-2) exp(d)
This is positive if and only if 1,;1 > ¢1; 2. Equivalently, if ¢11; 2 + p291j-3 > 12 d

A.7 Proof of Proposition 7

Proof. Starting from the definition of debt at time ¢ + 1:

[e9]
D1 =Epn LE Mt+1,t+l+j5t+1+j:| /
—

and the definition of the return on debt:
DiRP,| = Dyj1 + Si1,

[ee]
Y Myt
=1

h
=Ein LZ Mii1,04jSt+)
i=1

=Ei

+Epr1 [Mis1440Desn] -

We can take the conditional covariances with minus the SDF on both sides:

I
Dycov; (_Mt+1/RtD+1> = covy <_Mt+1/]Et+1 LZ Mii1,44jSt+j > + covt (=M1, Br1 [Mii1,6 18 Digl) -
i1

Dividing through by D;Var;[M;1] and using the definitions of the debt return beta and the surplus cash-flow beta, we obtain:

Covt (—Mt+1, E; 1 [Mt+1,t+h Dt+hD

D S,CF
— BSCF (1) +
By =B/ (h) D;Vari[Mii1]

If debt is risk-free, BP = 0, and we obtain the first part of the proposition:

S.CF (1) — covt (Myi1, Ey1 [Myy141Dpyn)
t DiVari[M; 1] ’
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The expression can be rewritten

_ EiMyq]  covs (Mps1, Beya [Misa,eDiin])
DfVarf[Mt+]] ]Et[MH»l}

Recall from appendix A .4 that:

h
E¢ [My1 11 Deyn] = exp <Z Ky + 1 logde + o log d,1> Yi,
k=1

Shifting forward one period in time from ¢ to t 4 1 and reducing the horizon from & to 1 4 1, the above expression implies:

h=1
Eiy1 [Mis1,608Degn] = exp (Z Kk + Y1 p-110gdii1 + o u-110g dt) Yii1,
=

h—1
=exp (Z Kk + (Y1 p—191 + Yo p—1) logds + Py p_1¢p2logds 1 + Py p_1¢0 + H) Y:
k=1
2
X exp (*/\1#1,;.718#1 — 05411+ U€t+1>
The covariance term can be broken into two components:

00 (Mg, Bria [Msa04nDisnl) B [Mysa B 1 [Mii b Disn]]
E¢[M;41] Et[M;41]

— B¢ (Bt [Mig1, 640 Degnl] -

The numerator of the first term is:

h-1

= exp (Z Kk + (Yrp-1¢1 + Pou-1) logd: + 1 1¢2logdi 1+ Prp_1¢0 +p — P) Y
k=1

x Iy [EXP (*’7€t+1 —0.59% — Ay j_1€e1 — 0.5A Py g + U€t+1>}

The conditional expectation in the second line works out to be:

exp (—'ya +0.50% + Ay 1 (y — @) +05A% (g7, — 1/’1,1171))

Thus, the numerator of the first term becomes:

h
exp (2 Ki + 1, log di + o log dtl) Y = Et [My 414Dy
k=1

where we used the definition
Kp = —p+0.50% — 0+ 1 1o + Ay (v — ) + 0523 (P ),y — 1 p-1)-
Hence, we obtain:

€00t (M1, B [Mysp4nDein]) B [MyrnDyin]
E¢[M;11] E¢[M;11]

= E¢ [M11,641Dp i (

—E; [M11,641Dys]

E¢ [My ¢4 Diyn] _ 1)
¢ [M 1]t [Mpi1,445 Don]

where we used the law of iterated expectations on the second term in the first line. Finally, we solve for

E; M D E; [M; ;M D
. t [Mi 41 Dern] _ Bt [MyaMipapnDin] exp (Y1 n_1 — o))
H{Mi1 B [Myy1 40 Din]  Ee[Miea]Br [Mii1,414Dpsn]

48



Putting it all together, we have

SCEy _  Ei[Me] N
¢ (h)*DtVurt[MHl]IEt[Mr+l/t+hdt+hyr+h} (exp (Y(APrp—1 —0)) — 1)

which proves the second part of the proposition.

A.8 Proof of Corollary 2

Proof. We recall the dynamics for the government spending/output ratio:

1
Xip1 = exp ((p‘g + q)‘f log xt — bgery1 — §b§’> .
The cash-flow beta for the cumulative spending process is defined as:

M1, B Y Mt+1/t+jGt+j])

GCF (1 £ov (
t B Dt Vurt [MtJrl}

We first solve for the price of a one-period spending strip, recalling that G;;1 = x¢41Yi41:

1 1
E¢ [My 441Gy = Ex {eXp (}4 il E’Yz + (0= 7)er1 + 408’ + Qoéf log xt — bgep1 — 5%)} Yi,
12 2 g
=exp(p—p+0 — 90+ ¢§ + by (v — o) ) exp (¢f logx;) Yy,
=exp (&1 +¢ilogx) Vi,

where {1 = p— p+ 102 — 70 + @f + be (v — 7).
By the same token, the price of the two-period spending strip can be derived from the price of the one-period strip next year:

E{[Mp42Gii2) = E [My11Er 1 [Mig1,442Giia]],
=Bt [Mpir1exp(l1 + @i log xi41)Yii1],

1
=E, {MMH exp(01+ @5 gf + (¢3)? log xt — ¢ bees 1 — Ebgﬁ +p+oe)| Y

= exp({1 + 02) exp ((pf)zlogxt) Y,.

where { = p—p+ 507 =10 + 919 + ¢ibg (v — 0) + 3b3 (1) — 9)-
The debt strip price h periods hence is given by:

h
Et[M; ;1G] = exp <Z @k) exp (((Pélg)h log Xt) Yi,
k=1
where
h h 1
La= (;4 —p+ %UZ - ’W) h+ ) {(@f)”‘“ﬁg +bg (7= o) (9" + 502 (((95)" ) = (¢)") } :
=1 k=1

Now we can return to the covariance:

covs (M1, Br1[Mig1,64jGraj]) = Ee[Me s 1 Bei1 [Mig,64jGrajl] — Be[Mp 1 JEe[Brq [Mig1,64/Geyfl],

E¢ [Myp B [Myg e X4 Yergl] i
B [Mp,s 4 1]t [Mp 1,04 %4 e ] ’

= Et[Mp 1B [Myi1,04j201 Yis ] (exp {'Y <(<P§)h71bg - ‘7) } - 1)

= Et[Mp 1) Ee[Mp 1,041 Yes ] (
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since

h—1

Ep 1 [Mpi,p4%14 Y4 j] = exp < Ck) exp ((4"%)}171 log xm) Y1

|
_ e

k
h
= exp

k

which has a conditional covariance with the innovation in M; 1, —7yé&;4+1, of ¢ ((q)‘% Y1 by —0).
Summing across all spending strips, we obtain the required result:

- 1 _ _
G+ 1 (9) 9 — 502 (91" ) exp ((¢)"1og 1) Yiexp (—(g§)" Tbgersa + oersa )
1

G,CF L Ei[Mi] g\j-1
PO = = 1 Do (7 Mt Yol exp {1 ((9]) b o)} —1).
j=1

The second part of the proposition, 8'“F (1) = B7°F (k) 4+ BEF () follow immediately from the definition of the primary surplus:
St =T — Gt.
O

50



B Statistical Tests for Model-Implied vs. Realized Surpluses

This appendix provides statistical tests for the null hypothesis that risk-free debt model’s implied expected surpluses are statistically
different from the realized surpluses. We also test the null that the risk-free debt model’s implied expected surpluses are statistically
different from the CBO-predicted surpluses. We remind the reader that the CBO projections are made under current law. They do
not make assumptions on future fiscal adjustments, but rather compute what likely future surpluses will be given existing tax and
spending policies. Historically, their projections have been too rosy since the assumption that spending increases or tax cuts that are
set to expire will indeed expire have been belied by politicians” actions. We consider two different exercises.

B.1 Hypothesis Testing

First, we consider a simple regression of the realized surplus/output ratios in year t + j on the model’s implied expected sur-
plus/output ratios for that year, based on the information available in year ¢. The regression equation is given by:

St4j = & + ‘B]Et[st+/] + ety

The sample includes all horizons j from 1 to 10 and all years ¢ from 1947 until 2022. If the risk-free debt model-implied surplus
expectation is an unbiased predictor of the realized surplus, we expecta = 0and § = 1.

We report the results in Table B.1. The first panel considers the full sample from 1947 onwards. The regression intercept which
captures the average difference between the annual realized and model-implied surplus/output ratios is -0.43%. We can reject the null
hypothesis that this difference is zero at the 1% level. We also find that the slope coefficient j is negative and statistically significantly
different from 1. Over the full sample, the model’s projected surpluses move in the opposite direction as the realized surpluses,
strongly refuting the plausibility of the risk-free debt model’s implied surplus dynamics.

Panel B considers the post-2008 sample. In this subsample, the average gap between realized surplus and model-implied pro-
jected surplus is much larger at -4.14%. We resoundingly reject the null hypothesis of equality of means with a p-value less than 1%,
despite the relatively short sample. The slope coefficient § is again far away from 1, which implies that the model’s projected surpluses
fail to capture the variation in realized surpluses.

Table B.1: Regression of Implied Surpluses on Realized Surpluses

Panel A: Full Sample, Realized Surplus
Data Surplus  Model Surplus  Intercept  p-value Slope p-value
-0.27 -0.51 -0.43 0.00 -0.30 0.00

Panel B: Post-2008 Sample, Realized Surplus
Data Surplus ~ Model Surplus  Intercept  p-value Slope p-value
-3.66 1.48 -4.14 0.00 0.33 0.05

Panel C: Post-2008 Sample, CBO Surplus Projections
CBO Surplus  Model Surplus  Intercept p-value Slope p-value
-1.15 1.73 -0.89 0.00 -0.15 0.01

Notes: Panel A and B: Regression of the realized surplus/output ratios in year t 4 j on the model’s implied expected surplus/output
ratios for that year, based on the information available in year t. The regression equation is given by: s, ; = & + BE;[s;4;] + ;4. The
sample includes all horizons j from 1 to 10 and all years t from 1947 until 2022 (pooled regression). The p-value in column (4) tests
the null that realized and predicted surpluses are equal. The p-value in column (6) tests the null that the slope coefficient is equal to 1.
Panel C: Regression of the CBO surplus projections on the model-implied expected surpluses in the post-2008 subsample.

Finally, in Panel C, we regress the CBO surplus projections on the risk-free model-implied expected surpluses in the post-2008
subsample. The regression intercept implies that model-implied surpluses are again systematically higher than the CBO projections
by 0.89% per year with p-value below 1%. We also note that the CBO systematically overpredicted realized surpluses over this period
by 2.51% per year (-1.15% versus -3.66%). Again, the risk-free model-implied surpluses fail to capture the variation in the CBO

rojections.
P In sum, the difference between the surpluses implied by the risk-free government debt model and both the realized and the
CBO-projected surpluses are economically and statistically large.

B.2 Simulation-Based Standard Errors

Our second exercise to test whether the risk-free model’s implied expected surpluses are statistically different from the realized sur-
pluses is a simulation-based exercise. For year ¢ in the sample, we use the AR(2) model to simulate 10,000 paths of debt and model-
implied surpluses for the next 10 years. We then compute the 1-standard-deviation and 2-standard-deviation confidence intervals for
the model’s implied expected surpluses. We assess where in the risk-free model’s confidence intervals the realized surpluses as well
as the CBO surplus projections fall.
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Panel A of Figure B.1 presents the results using t = 2013 as an example. The red line represents the risk-free model’s average
expected implied surpluses over the next ten years from 2014 until 2023 across the 10,000 simulations. The shaded areas represent
the 1-standard-deviation and 2-standard-deviation confidence intervals. The black dashed line represents the realized surpluses, and
the blue dashed line represents the CBO surplus projections as of 2013. The model-implied surpluses are consistently higher than the
realized surpluses. The data fall outside the 95% confidence interval of the risk-free debt model. The CBO projections in 2013 are also
a highly unlikely draw from the risk-free model-implied surplus distribution and remain below the model-implied mean for the first
five years of the projection window. As noted earlier, the CBO projections turned out to be more optimistic than the realized surpluses.

Figure B.1(b) presents the results using t = 2022, our last observation from the CBO. We only have one data point for the realized
surplus for 2023, which lies far outside the 95%-CI of the model. The CBO projections are all outside of that CI as well, showing
statistically significant differences.

Figure B.1: Model’s Implied Surpluses and Realized Surpluses
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B.3 Model-Implied Surpluses with Time-Varying Growth and Rate Ex-
pectations

Finally, we consider an extension of our exercise which allows for time-varying growth and rate expectations. Returning to Proposition
5, when we construct the model-implied surplus expectations

Ei[st4] = Er[drj-1] |exp(p(t) — p(t) +07/2) — exp(log E[dy;] — log IEt[dele] ,

we use CBO projections of the nominal 10-year Treasury yields and the nominal GDP growth rates to construct the steady-state
o(t) — u(t) in the model. Specifically, if we are in period t and construct the model-implied expectation of surplus in t + j, we use the
CBO's time-t projections of the future path of growth rates and interest rates between period t 4 1 to t + j, which we annualize, as the
proxy for p(t) — u(t) in the expression above.

Figure B.2 reports the model-implied surpluses for the post-GFC sample. Consistent with the baseline result reported in the main
text, which assumes a constant value for p — y, the model-implied surpluses remain consistently higher than the realized surpluses.

Figure B.2: Model’s Implied Surpluses and Realized Surpluses, with Time-Varying
Growth and Rate Expectations
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C Model With Rare Disasters
C.1 Setup

Let Y; denote the aggregate endowment and let Ay = Y;/Y;_; denote its growth rate. The growth rate Ay = A(z;) depends on the
aggregate shock, which is i.i.d. over time. We use lowercase symbols to denote logs. To derive the condition for dynamic efficiency
without assuming log-normality, we use the cumulant-generating function defined as K(s) = logE[exp(slogA¢y1)]. Using x, to
denote the n'" cumulant of log A; 1, the cumulant-generating function K(s) can also be expressed as K(s) = Yo ; 8" /n!. We use
g = 1 = E[log A441] to denote the expected log aggregate consumption growth rate. We use rtCJrl to denote the return on a claim to
aggregate consumption and r to denote the risk-free rate.

We adopt the version of rare disasters of Backus, Chernov, and Martin (2011) in which aggregate endowment growth consists of
a standard Gaussian component w and a jump component u:

log Api1 = W1 + i1

The first component w is normally distributed as N(y, 0%): wi11 = p + 0¢;41. The second component is a Poisson mixture of normals.
The number of jumps j takes on non-negative integer values with probabilities e~/ /j!. The parameter @, the jump intensity, is the
mean of j. Each jump triggers a draw from a normal distribution with mean # and variance 6 for the domestic agent. Conditional
on the number of jumps j, the domestic jump component is normally distributed as u;|j ~ N(j8,j6%). If @ is small, the jump model
is well approximated by a Bernoulli mixture of normals. If @ is large, multiple jumps can occur frequently. This functional form is
known as the Merton (1976) model. In the macro-finance literature, this specification has been applied by Bates (1988), Naik and Lee
(1990), Backus et al. (2011), and Martin (2013).

C.2 Calibration

Table C.1 reports our calibration. We aim to target the same GDP and risk premium moments as in our baseline model with disaster
risk. We choose the coefficient of risk aversion « of 11 to match the annual GDP risk premium (in logs) of 3.00%. The real risk-free rate
is constant and equal to the sample average of 5-year nominal Treasury yield minus inflation.

Table C.1: Disaster Model Calibration for U.S.

« 11.14 coefficient of relative risk aversion

r 1.76%  real risk-free rate

U 3.2% mean of growth rate of Gaussian component of output
o 1.0% std. of growth rate of Gaussian component of output
60 -19.66%  mean of jump component of output

1 8% std. of jump component of output

@ 1% arrival intensity of jump

3% mean of log growth rate (1 = py + @6)
sd(logA)  235%  standard deviation of log output growth
rp 3.00% log GDP risk premium

To assess whether the economy is dynamically efficient, we compare the discount rate on a claim to aggregate output, given by
the sum of the risk-free rate plus the unlevered equity premium (in logs), to the expected growth rate of the economy. Under our
calibration, the log output risk premium given by:

rp = E; {rtcﬂ - r] =g+ K(—a) — K(1 —a) = 3.00%. (C1)

After adding 3.00% to the risk-free rate, we find that this economy is dynamically efficient, i.e.,  +rp > g, despite its low risk-free
rater < g.

C.3 Fiscal Dynamics with Constant Debt/Output Ratio

We start by considering the simplest case of constant spending/output and debt/output ratio policies.

Assumption 5. (a) The government commits to a constant spending/output ratio x = G;/Y;. (b) The government commits to a constant
debt/output ratio d = Dy/Y;.
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Under Assumption 5, the government budget constraint implies a counter-cyclical process for tax revenue-to-GDP ratio (the tax
rate 7;):

Ty G Dy RS Di

Y; - Y; Y; =1 Y;

=x+d(exp(r—logAs) —1). (C2)

To keep the debt risk-free, the government must make the tax revenue claim counter-cyclical: 9(T;/Y;)/9A; < 0. When the growth
rate of output is low (A; < 0), tax revenue needs to increase as a fraction of GDP. Tax rates must rise in recessions. The magnitude of
the counter-cyclicality of taxes is increasing in the debt-to-GDP ratio d. Similarly, the primary surplus/output ratio:

o _LicG =d (exp(r —logAs) — 1) (C3)
Y; Y;

St

is counter-cyclical: ds;/0A; < 0. In periods in which the growth shocks are negative enough (exp(r —log A¢) > 1), the government
must run a primary surplus.
Under a constant debt/output ratio, the TVC for government debt is:

lim IEf [Mt,H»hDHJJ = ;}L{I; exp {71/1(7’ + rp — g)} d- Yt, (C4)

h—o0

:hlirn exp {h(—r—K(—a) +K(1—w))}d-Ys, (C5)

where the unlevered consumption risk premium rp is given by Eqn. (C.1). The TVC is satisfied if and only if r 4+ rp > g. The textbook
condition r < g is neither necessary nor sufficient for a TVC violation. A necessary and sufficient condition for the TVC to be satisfied
is that there is enough permanent, priced risk in output. The output risk premium rp must be high enough. This condition is easily
satisfied for the disaster calibration.

Next, we turn to valuing the debt as the expected present-discounted value of future surpluses using the pricing kernel.

Proposition 10. Under Assumption 5, if the TVC holds and the primary surplus satisfies (C.3), the government debt value, which is the sum of

the values of the surplus strips, is a constant fraction of output:

=)

Dy =E;

Mt,t+k5t+k} =dY;. (C.6)
k=1

The proof is in Appendix C.6.1
Next, we turn to the baseline result characterizing the expected return and the return beta of the tax claim.

Proposition 11. Under Assumption 5, if the TVC holds
(a) The ex-dividend values of the spending and revenue claims are given by:

PS—x— Ty, PT:(d+ n >Y, c7
+ xlflh t t xlfm t (C.7)

where log g1 = —r — K(—a) + K(1 — a) is the log price/dividend ratio of a one-period output strip, a claim to output next year.
(b) The risk premia and betas on the tax, spending, and consumption claims satisfy:

N

*1g G G Y
E; [Rtil — R{] = @E, [Rm - R{] <E {RM - Rﬂ —E {Rm - R{} (C8)
q1
T -3 G G Y
= —_— < = . C9
B = e P <67 =P (©9)

The proof is in Appendix C.6.2.

The expected return on a claim to output is given by E; [RY,;] = exp(r + K(1) + K(—&) — K(1 — a)). Hence, the (log of the
multiplicative) output risk premium in levels is equal to RP = K(1) + K(—a) — K(1 — a). Note that rp = x; — K(1 — a) + K(—a) is the
log risk premium on the output claim. The difference with RP is L(A) = K(1) — k1, a Jensen inequality term measuring the entropy of
the growth rate. In the log-normal case, this Jensen term is 0% /2. Since government spending is a constant fraction of output, the risk

- R{ ] =E[R},, - R{ ]. The beta of the spending claim equals

premium on the spending claim equals that of the output claim: E[RS H

t+1
the beta of the output claim: B¢ = g¥ > 0.

C.4 Fiscal Dynamics with Counter-cyclical Debt/Output Ratios

We allow the government to vary the debt/output ratio counter-cyclically. We consider a flexible class of AR(P) processes for the
debt/output ratio.
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Assumption 6. The government commits to a policy for the debt/output ratio dy = Dy /Y; given by:

P
logd; = o+ Y _ ¢pplogd;—p — plog Ay — K(—9),
p=1

where ¢ > 0 so that the debt-output ratio increases in response to a negative output shock log A;.

We include the constant —K(—¢) so that E[exp(—¢logA; — K(—¢))] = 1 and the last two terms do not affect the unconditional
mean of the debt/output ratio.

The results of Proposition 11 continue to hold with d; replacing d.

How persistent can the debt/output ratio be without violating TVC?

Proposition 12. Under Assumption 6 with P = 2, if the debt/output ratio is stationary, then the TVC condition for government debt is satisfied
ifand only if —r — K(—a) + K(1 —a) < 0.

The proof is in Appendix C.6.3. The latter condition is satisfied whenever the price-dividend ratio of a claim to next period’s output,
q1, is less than one. That is, when investors are willing to pay less than Y; today for a claim to Y;;1. This requires the discount rate to
exceed the growth rate: 7 +rp > g.

We can compute the impulse-response function (IRF) of the surplus with respect to an output growth shock in closed-form when
the government issues risk-free debt. These moments are particularly powerful because they do not depend on the properties of the
pricing kernel. We start from the expression for the surplus/output ratio in period ¢ + j for j > 1:

Sty
St4j = Té =dpij1exp(r —log Apyj) — dey;

which follom_rs directly from the government’s static budget constraint. Prior to the shock, the debt/output ratio is at its long-run
mean: d; = d.
Proposition 13. Under Assumption 6 with P = 2, if the TVC is satisfied, then the IRF of the surplus/output ratio is given by:
_ K(— - .
—dexp (r+ %) + ¢d, forj=1,

—dgpexp (r + 7[((;4:)) + oynd, forj=2,
~dgyjaexp (r+ 502 1oy ad, forj =3,

Ot4j
alog )\H,] o

where ; denote the coefficients in the autocorrelation function: Y1 = ¢1, Yo = ¢o + P11, and P; = ¢1Y; 1 + P2pj 2 for j > 2, and where we

evaluate the derivatives at log Ay = 71<(¢—¢) , V.

The proof is in Appendix C.6.4.

C.5 Insurance Trade-off over Short Horizons

How much consumption smoothing can the government achieve for households by issuing more debt to pay for net transfers in
response to bad shocks? When debt is risk-free, no insurance can be provided over long horizons. Over shorter horizons, the gov-
ernment can provide some insurance by backloading some of the aggregate risk. We provide a summary statistic to quantify the
insurance provision over each horizon.

It is useful to define the beta of a claim to the debt outstanding H periods from now as:

Dstrip covy (=M1, Ei1 [Mig1,0+1DirH))
H) = . .1
t ( ) Dﬂ)ﬂr[(MH,l) (C O)

This debt strip is an asset that pays the market value of the debt at time t + H, Dy p, as its cash flow; ﬁ,DStrip (H) measures the riskiness

of that asset. The following proposition connects the cash-flow beta of cumulative surpluses to the beta of the debt strip in (C.10).

Proposition 14. The return beta of debt equals the cash-flow beta of the discounted surpluses over H periods plus the return beta of debt outstand-
ing H periods from now: pP = p7°F (H) + ﬂ?mw(H ). When debt is risk-free today (BP = 0), then the cash-flow beta of surpluses is determined
by minus the return beta of debt outstanding H periods from now: p°F (H) = — ?SMP(H).

The proof is in Appendix C.6.5.
The general Proposition 14 specializes to the following result under an AR(2) process for the debt/output ratio:
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Proposition 15. Under Assumption 3 with P = 2, when debt is risk-free, the cash-flow beta of the discounted surpluses over the next H periods
is given by:

E¢[Mp41]Et[Et1[Mir1,64 5D 1))
Dﬂ)m’[(MH,l)

% (exp(K(1—a—@l1r-1) — K(—=a) =K(1 = pl1,5-1)) — 1)

F(H) =

where §1,; and { ; are defined recursively as {1; = C1,j-1¢1 + {251 and {p ) = §1,j-1¢2-

The proof is in Appendix C.6.6. The sign of f°°F (H) is determined by the sign of K(1 — & — ¢{1 5_1) — K(—a) — K(1 — ¢Z1,5_1). As
H — oo, this expression converges to minus the output risk premium —RP where RP = —K(1 — &) + K(—a) 4+ K(1). In the long run,
only output risk is left because debt is cointegrated with output. In the short-run, the risk properties of the surpluses depend on the
parameters that govern the riskiness of the debt issuance process.

Just as we studied the cash-flow betas for the cumulative surplus process 5f’CF (H), we can compute cash-flow betas for the

cumulative tax revenue process ,BtT’ClC (H) and spending process /StG/CF (H). The following corollary shows how to compute them in
the AR(2) case.

Corollary 3. Under Assumption 3 with P = 2, when debt is risk-free, the cash flow beta of cumulative spending and tax revenues satisfy:

60r () = - 37 Bl pip Gl
t = Dyoar[Mi1] t+ t+1,t4+k G4

x (exp(K(L—a —bg (¢)" 1) — K(—a) = K(1 = bg(9})" 1)) ~ 1).
V() = BT (H) + B (H).

The proof is in Appendix C.6.7. The properties of the ﬁtG’CF (H) depend on the persistence and cyclicality of the exogenous spend-

ing/GDP process, which we detail in equation (C.11). The properties of ,BtT’CF (H) depend on the risk properties of both the surplus
and the spending claim.

To make the model’s implications for tax revenues as comparable to the data as possible, we posit a more realistic process for
spending/output than the one we have worked with hitherto. Specifically, we assume that the government commits to a policy for
the spending/output ratio x; = G;/Y; given by:

log x; = ¢S + ¢ log x;_1 — by log Ay — K(—by). (C.11)

Figure C.1 reports the risk premia across horizons using the same debt process in the disaster model. Compared to the baseline
model, the risk premia are larger in absolute magnitudes due to the disaster risk. However, the extent to which the government can
provide insurance to taxpayers remains very limited. The risk premium on the surplus strip has to be negative starting in year 4; the
cumulative surplus claim risk premium begins its decline in year 4. The latter turns negative in year 13.

C.6 Proofs Disaster Model
C.6.1 Proof of Proposition 10

Proof. To verify the expression, first conjecture the pricing of the output strip is Iy [My ;1 Y; 1] = Y, for k > 0. Then §p = 1 and

CeYs = By [My gk Yek) = Bt [Mps18k—1Ye1] = exp(—r — K(—a) + K(1 — a))Gx—1Ys,
Sk Ye = exp(—r — K(—a) + K(1 —a))¢r 1Yt

which verifies the conjecture and implies §; = &x_1 exp(—r — K(—a) + K(1 — «)). Similarly, we define a k-period surplus strip as a
claim to S;, with price given by IE; [My ;4 S;+k] = xxY:. The pricing of the first surplus strip is given by the following expression:

Et [Mp4+1S141] = By {Mt,Hl{_dYtJrl (1 - R{ exp[—(log /\t+1)]> }] = —dE; [Mys11Yi41] + dYtR{]Et (Meiia],
= [1 —exp(—r — K(—a) + K(1 —a))]dY;,

where the first equality uses the definition of the surplus and the government budget constraint.
This implies x1 = [1 — exp(—r — K(—«) + K(1 — a))] d. Then, similarly, the pricing of the kth surplus strip is given by:

XeYe =Bt [Myp14Sik] = B [Mpe1 B [Mer1,006Sek]] = Br [Merp1Xc-1Yi1] = Xe—1exp(—r — K(—a) + K(1 — )Y}
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Figure C.1: Risk Premia Across Horizons

The figure plots the risk premium of cumulative discounted cash flows, ﬁi’CF (h) x % in the left panel against the horizon h, for

i € {S,G, T}. Theright panel plots the risk premium on the debt strips, ,BDSMP (h) x % with debt strip beta given by (C.10). The

parameters are given in Table C.1, and the risk premia are evaluated at the long-run mean log spending/output and log debt/output
ratios.
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Note that this calculation also implies that we cannot simply price these strips off the risk-free yield curve, even though the entire debt
is risk-free. The solution is given by:

x1=d [l —exp(—r—K(=a) + K(1 - a))]; xx = xx-10xp(—r = K(—a) + K(1 - a)),

which implies that B Y3 1 [Mp4xSek] = S xxYe = xi(l+q1+ 42 +...)Y; = —qld + = dY;, where q; = exp(—r — K(—a) +

K(1—a)). O

C.6.2 Proof of Proposition 11

Proof. From the one-period government budget constraint, we obtain that: % =x—d (1 —Rf Y'le) . The return on the tax claim can

be stated as:

)T Pt+1+Tt+1 3 (d+x1z#)Yt+1 +(x—d<1—Rf ))YH—I B xﬁYtH N dRf
1= pr (d+xZ)Ye (d+x%)yt @+ xl)

Similarly, the return on the spending claim can be stated as:

N 1
R, = PS 4G ¥rg Yt+1 +aYi X m Yin
1= e = = .
Pf Xl ‘71 Yt Xl ‘71 Yt

o
T-q

WCOU(RHP Miri1),
-1

Armed with these expressions, we get the following expression for the covariance: cov(Rt 11 M) =

N
which also translates to [E; [RtTH RS ]= d+1 n IEt [Rgrl —Rf ]. O

C.6.3 Proof of Proposition 12
Proof. The debt dynamics are described by the following AR(2) process:

logd; = ¢o + ¢1logdi_1 + ¢plogdi_» — plog A — K(—¢).
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Let log d denote the long-run mean, s.t.
logd = ¢o + ¢1logd + ¢y logd — plog Ay — K(—¢).

Then,

- 1
logd = 37— — (90 — ¢E[log M| — K(~¢)).

Also,this implies that:
log Dy = logd; +log Y; = ¢o + ¢1logd;_1 + ¢plogd;_» +1log Y1+ (1 — ¢)log A — K(—¢).
and we can price a claim to future debt:

E¢[M;41Dpq1] = E¢[My 11 Yes1di41)
= exp(¢r logd; + ¢plogdi—1 + o —r+ K(1 —a — ¢) — K(—a) — K(—¢))Y;.

Let
Gi=¢o—r+K(I1-a—¢)—K(-a)—K(-9).
Then E[My 11Dt 1] = exp(¢r logd; + ¢p logd; 1 + &1) Y.

Then, assume

j
]Et[Mt,t+th+j] = exp(gl/j log dt + gZ,j log dt,1 + Z {fk)Yt.
k=1

Next, by induction,

E¢[Mi+4Dtyj] = Ee[Mp41Er41[Mir1,04 D]
-1
= E;[M; 1 exp(Q1,j—1108dir1 + Zoj—1logdi + Y &k) Vi)
=1

j—1
= Bilexp(—r = K(—a) + (1 —a = §1j-19) log A1 + {1,j-1(go + 1 logdi + pologds 1 — K(—¢)) + §pj-11logds + ) &) Vi
pau

i1
= E¢[exp(—r — K(—a) + K(1 =& — {1j-19) + {1,j-1(¢o + ¢1 log di + o log di_1 — K(—¢)) + T2,—11logds + Y, &) Yi]
=1

j
= exp((Z1,j-191 + Z2,-1) logds + {1 j1palogdy 1 + Y &)Ye
=1

with

gj=—1—K(—a) +K(1—a—1j-19) + {1j-1(¢o — K(—9)),
C1j=Crj1¢1+ 821,
0oj = C1j-192-

For large enough j, ¢; converges to the following expression: —r — K(—«) + K(1 — «).
So the TVC can be expressed as follows:

T
lim ]Et [Mt,[»+TDt+T] = lim exp(ém- lOg dt + ger log dt71 + Z ék)Y[ = 0,
T—o0 T—c0 =1

which is satisfied iff —r — K(—a) + K(1 — &) < 0. O
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C.6.4 Proof of Proposition 13

Proof. The surplus/output ratio is given by:

_ Tt — Gt

St
Yi

=d;_1exp(r —logAy) —dy.

We use ¥; to denote the infinite MA representation of the debt/output process:

3

logd; =logd — ) _ vj(plogAi_j + K(—9)),
j=0

where 1 = ¢1, P2 = ¢2 + P19, and Yj = Prpj—1 + Poypj forj > 2.
We evaluate the derivatives at log Ay = —K(—¢)/ ¢ for all ¢, such that ¢ log A; + K(—¢) = 0. Then, we can simplify the surplus
and its derivative as follows:

ser1 = exp(logd — Y pi(@log Ar_j + K(—¢))) exp(r —log Asy1)
=0

—exp(logd — ) ¢j(@logAr_ji1 + K(—9)))
j=0

and
761?):;\1“ = —dexp (r + K(;go)) + ¢d.
Similarly,
str2 = exp(logd — i}%((PlOg)\t—jH +K(—9))) exp(r —log Ar12)
i=
—exp(logd — i:)llij((Plog At—jr2 + K(=9)))
o
and
8127;\3“ = —gdexp <r+ K(;qo)) + 1opd.
Similarly,
R

C.6.5 Proof of Proposition 14

Proof. We start from the return equation and take expectations.
5 h
DyEy1[RP ] = B[} Miga,47S147] + Big1 [Mpya 0 D)
j=1

We obtain the following result:

h

D;Covt(—Mis1, Ery1[RP]) = Covs(=Miy1, Era[) Mis1i4Seti]) + Cove(=Mir1, Brya [Myy1 411Dy ynl)-
=1

After dividing both sides by D;Var:[M;1], we obtain the debt return beta on the left-hand side, the surplus cash-flow beta as the first
term on the right-hand side, and the debt strip beta as the second term on the right-hand side. O
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C.6.6 Proof of Proposition 15

Proof. Since
M1 = exp(log B — alogAri1),
and
di1Yi11 = exp(do + ¢1 logd; + ¢plogd;_1 +log Vs + (1 — @) log Ary1 — K(—9)),
we have

covs(Myi1, Si41) = covy(Migq, —dp1Yig1)
= —E¢[Mi1di11Yera] + Ee[Mi 1] Et[di 1 Y]
= —E¢[Mp1]Et[di11Yi1] (exp(K(1 —a — ¢) — K(—a) = K(1 - ¢)) — 1)

Similarly, since

j—1
Bt 41 [Mii1,41Dr4j], = exp(Grj-1logdiys + G1japnlogds + ) &) Yira,
k=1

=exp((1— @G1,j-1)log At +...),

where the omitted terms do not depend on A, 1, then, we have

i
covs (M1, Brga [ Y MisapxSesk]) = covs(Miiq, —Epqq [Miy1,64jD14])
k=1

= —Et[Mi1Ei 11 [Mis,54Drgj]] + Bt [Mea JEHErg [Mis1,64Dryg]]
= —TE;[M; 1] [Bt 11 [My 41,64/ Dry ]
x (exp(K(1 —a —¢f1j-1) — K(—a) —K(1 — ¢01,-1)) — 1)

Recall

SCF () = — c0vt(Myy1, Erpa [y Mii1i1kSi4x])
t Dtvurt(MHl)

Ef [My 4 1]E¢[Ep 1 [Mig1, 641 D]
Dﬂ)a}’f (Mt+1)

x (exp(K(1—a— @l1p-1) — K(=a) = K(1 = ¢f14-1)) — 1)

This also implies

(Egy1—E)Mi 1415 Din )
RPDSM'P h) = coot (MHl' Et[Mj 1,141 Dt 4] vary(Miy1)
o (h) = M E.TM
vary(Mit1) t{Mi11]

=1—exp(K(1 —a—¢Z1)-1) — K(—a) = K(1 - @Z14-1))-

C.6.7 Proof of Corollary 3
Proof. 1f spending/GDP ratio x follows

log x: = ¢3 + ¢ log x;_1 — by log Ay — K(—by).
then

covt (M1, B [Mig 641 Yerj]) = Be[Mir1Er1 Mg %4 Y]] — Be[Mia]Ee [Era [Mps 6421 Yot 1]
= Bt [Mp 1 JE [Brq [Myy 4 %45 Vet ]
x (exp(K(1 — & — by (¢§) 1) — K(—a) — K(1 —bg(¢5) ")) — 1)
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and

GCF () — _Covt(MtJrl/]EtJrl[ZZ:l Miy164kGri])
! Dyvari(Mi41)

,M i]Et[]Et Mgtk xexYerr]
Dyoar (M) = 1 M1k Xk Ve

* (exp(K(1 =& — bg(¢f)* ") — K(—a) = K(1 — bg(¢])* 1)) = 1)

O
D Insurance Trade-off with Transitory Risk
We study the insurance trade-off in a model where output only experiences transitory shocks. The SDF is given by:
log M1 = log B — aAlog Yy,
and the log aggregate endowment is given by
log Y141 = pclog Yy +log Apiq, (D.1)

where log A1 is distributed i.i.d. over time. Transitory output (or productivity) risk is the standard assumption in macro-economic
models, as well as in models of optimal fiscal policy. For an example, see Bhandari et al. (2017, pp. 653), which features a mean-
reverting process for productivity growth and government spending. See Chari et al. (1994); Debortoli et al. (2017) for other examples.
Our qualitative results would go through if we used the equilibrium SDF implied by these models.

While not the focus in those literatures, models with only transitory risk have unappealing asset pricing properties. Specifically,
in models with only transitory shocks, the market price of aggregate risk is typically low. The modern asset pricing literature has
consistently found that permanent cash-flow shocks—shocks to the growth rate, rather than to the level of output—receive a high
price of risk in the market. Substantial, permanent priced risk is necessary to explain the high equity risk premium. Models without
priced permanent risk imply an unrealistic amount of long-run interest rate risk. Long-term bonds are the riskiest assets in economies
with only temporary risk (Backus, Chernov, and Zin, 2014). This is counter-factual as the expected return on the stock market exceeds
the expected return on a long-term bond in the data.

That said, we investigate the trade-off faced by the government in this textbook economy with only transitory risk. We find that,
in order to keep the debt risk-free in the presence of this interest rate risk, the government needs to deliver an even safer surplus
process than in our benchmark model with only permanent risk. As a result, interest rate risk reduces the scope for insurance of
households, and the trade-off between insuring households and arbitrageurs is even steeper than in the benchmark model.

We calibrate the endowment shock process log A1 in the same way as in the disaster economy of Appendix C. We use K(s) to
denote the cumulant generating function of log A, 1. It follows that the log of the real risk-free rate is:

ry = —log B — K(—a) — a(1 — pc)log Y;.
The price of an output strip g = IE¢[M;;1Y;41] is given by:

logq! = log B+ log E[exp((1 — a)log Ary1)] + (1 — a)pc log Y: + alog Y;
=logB+K(1—a)+ (a+ (1 —a)p)logY;.

To price the debt strip, we consider the same AR(2) debt/GDP dynamics as in the main text. Then,

E¢[M;+1Dp 1] = Et[My 11 Yei1di41]
= Etfexp(log B — (¢ — 1)(pc — 1) log Y; + o + ¢1 logd + ¢ologds—1 + (1 — « — @) log A1 — K(—¢))]Y:
= exp(¢1logd; + pplogd; 1 + (a — 1)(1 — pc) log Yi +G1) Y

where §; = ¢ +1logp+ K(1 —a — ¢) — K(—9). _
We conjecture and verify that for all j > 0, E¢[M;;1;D; ;] = exp({1jlogd: + & jlogd; 1 + wjlogY: + Yh_; &)Yi. By induction,
the coefficients are

gi=logB+K(1—a—{1j19+wi1)+C1j-1(po — K(—9))
C1j=C1j1¢1+ 021
02 = C1j-192
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wj = wjape + (@ —1)(1—pc) = (« —1)(1 - p})

Since
-1
Ep41[Mii1,047D1+j] = exp(81j-1logdi1 + 0o j—1 logdy + wjqlog Vi1 + Y &) Yia
k=1
=exp((1—@f1,j-1+wj_1)logAis +...)

we have

j
covr (M1, Brya[) | Mig1,044Seik]) = c0vr(Miy1, —Er1[Myya,64D])
=1

= —E[M11Er11[Miy1,64Deyj]] + Et[Me1]Ee[Ep 1 [Myy1,64Drj]]
= —E¢[Mp1]Et[Epy1[Mii1,64Drs ] (exp(K(1 — & — 9f1 1 + wj1) — K(—a) = K(1 = ¢{1j1 + wj-1)) — 1)

Therefore, the cash-flow beta of the cumulative discounted surplus process over horizon H is given by:

_ coot(Myy1, By [T MisqkSeie])
Dtvart(MHl)

_ E¢[Mi 1B+ [Er1[Miy 1,045 Dr B

Dtvurt (M)H»l)

F(H) =

(exp(K(1 —a — ¢Z1,n-1 +wp-1) — K(—a) = K(1 = ¢f1,5-1 + wn-1)) — 1)

where

E¢[M;11] = Et[exp(log B — alog Arp1 — a(pe — 1) log Ye)]
=exp (log B+ K(—a) +a(l —p;)logY:) = exp (—1¢).

Figure D.1: Risk Premia Across Horizons with Transitory Output Risk

The figure plots the risk premium of cumulative discounted cash flows, ';CF (H) x %Nf:l]], in the left panel against the horizon H.

The right panel plots minus the risk premium on the debt strips: RPtD strip (H). The parameters are given in Table C.1, and the risk
premia are evaluated at the long-run mean log spending/output and log debt/output ratios. The aggregate output process satisfies
Eq. (D.1), and we adjust the growth parameter y so that the unconditional average growth is zero in this model.
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Figure D.1 plots the risk premia across horizons for the model with only transitory output risk. The red line is for the surplus
process and plots the product of the cash-flow beta ﬂf’cp (H) and the market price of risk. To keep debt risk-free, the government has
to offset the interest rate risk by generating safe surpluses, or equivalently, risky taxpayer liabilities. Surprisingly, even when there
are no permanent shocks to output and the pricing kernel, the government cannot insure taxpayers over longer horizons. In fact, the
trade-off worsens. Because the output innovations are transitory and the debt/output ratio is stationary, the output component of the
risk premium converges to zero as the horizon increases. The interest rate risk does not converge to zero, and explains the entire long-
run debt strip risk premium, plotted in the right panel, which is large and positive. Recall that the long-term bond is the riskiest asset
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in an economy with only transitory risk. The large and positive debt strip beta implies a negative cumulative surplus cash-flow beta,
which indicates the inability of the government to provide insurance to taxpayers over longer horizons. Some insurance is possible
over short horizons, just like in the benchmark model with the same AR(2) dynamics for the debt/output ratio but with permanent
rather than transitory output risk.

This result does not hinge on the specific pricing kernel we use. In the absence of arbitrage opportunities, if the pricing kernel
is not subject to permanent innovations, the zero-coupon bond with the longest maturity will always earn the highest expected log
return given by the entropy of the pricing kernel. Hence, we know that this interest rate risk premium exceeds the log risk premium
of the consumption strip.

In sum, while the transitory nature of output risk allows for insurance of taxpayers in the short-run, this is more than offset by
the rising interest rate risk which accumulates with the horizon. Compared to the permanent risk case, we have replaced long-run
output risk with more long-run interest rate risk. The main results of the paper go through for the case of transitory output risk as
well.
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