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Abstract

We study the cross-section of currencies using a macroeconomic model with heterogeneous
countries, segmented asset markets, and risk-averse financial intermediaries. The model ad-
mits a two-factor structure of bilateral exchange rates. The factors combine global business
cycle shocks and financial shocks that reprice the business cycle risk. Countries’ exposures
to these factors are heterogeneous and depend on their reliance on commodity exports and
dollar asset holdings. We estimate the resulting factor structure empirically and use it to
quantify the model. Our results indicate substantial heterogeneity in the drivers of dollar
exchange rates across countries. Economies with high commodity exposure or low dollar
holdings are risky, and their exchange rates fluctuate in response to global output and risk
shocks. The exchange rates of countries with low commodity incidence and high dollar assets
are less volatile, and their fluctuations are mostly determined by idiosyncratic local shocks.
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1 Introduction

Bilateral exchange rates exhibit significant fluctuations that follow systemic patterns, characterized
by differential sensitivities across countries. A notable example is the episode of the 2008 global
financial crisis, where most currencies depreciated against the US dollar, with large variation in
magnitudes. For instance, the Australian dollar depreciated by 39%, the Hungarian forint by 25%,
and the Thai baht by 15%. A core question in international macroeconomics and finance is what
drives these currency movements in the cross-section. This topic has primarily been analyzed
in the international finance literature, which documents that most of the variation in bilateral
exchange rates can be accounted for by two factors to which countries have heterogeneous exposures
(Verdelhan, 2018; Lustig and Richmond, 2020).

In this paper, we develop a macroeconomic model of the cross-section of currencies that provides
a structural interpretation of the factor structure of exchange rates. The framework features
heterogeneous countries, segmented asset markets, and global financial intermediaries. In the
model, exchange rates are a function of a “dollar” and a “commodity” factor, with country-specific
loadings. The dollar factor reflects a combination of shocks to US non-traded output and to the
risk-bearing capacity of intermediaries, and the commodity factor reflects a combination of the
same risk-taking shocks and shocks to global traded output. Countries’ loadings on the factors
depend on their dollar asset holdings and on the incidence of commodities in their production.

We use empirical estimates of this factor structure to discipline and validate the model. Our
quantitative analysis indicates substantial heterogeneity in exchange rate drivers across countries.
The relative importance of global macroeconomic and financial shocks and idiosyncratic local
shocks depends on countries” dollar assets and commodity exposure. In the case of exchange rates
relative to the US dollar, the relevance of risk shocks stands out because they move relative prices
in the US and in the other countries in the opposite directions.

We start by developing a macroeconomic model of the global economy. Our model introduces
heterogeneous countries into a world economy with segmented asset markets and financial inter-
mediaries with limited risk-bearing capacity (as in, e.g., Gabaix and Maggiori, 2015; Itskhoki and
Mukhin, 2021), embedded in a canonical structure with tradable and non-tradable goods (as in,
e.g., Schmitt-Grohé and Uribe, 2017). Aggregate shocks affect global output and the risk-taking

capacity of intermediaries, broadly capturing the global business and financial cycle. Countries



feature two dimensions of ex-ante heterogeneity: they differ in their endowments of commodities
and in their holdings of dollar assets.

Commodity exporters are more exposed to commodity-biased fluctuations in global tradable
output. An expansion in global tradable output increases tradable consumption and the relative
price of non-tradable goods in all countries, with larger increases in commodity-intensive ones.
Countries are also affected by US-specific fluctuations, with exposures determined by their dollar
asset holdings. Contractions in US non-tradable output increase the price of non-tradables in the
US and affect other countries’ non-tradable prices through a realignment of capital flows. Countries
with large dollar assets increase their consumption of tradable goods because they benefit from
capital gains on their dollar holdings. This increase in consumption is financed by capital inflows
from countries with low dollar assets, whose tradable consumption falls to clear the goods market.
Relative prices of non-traded goods increase in countries with large dollar assets.

Global financial intermediaries facilitate capital flows, and the global financial cycle in our
model is generated by shocks to their risk-bearing capacity, which leads to repricing of risk gener-
ated by output shocks. In equilibrium, intermediaries absorb the global demand for dollar assets
by issuing dollar bonds and invest the proceeds in the bonds of all other currencies. Currencies
endogenously have different risk profiles, which determine the intermediaries’ portfolio and the
response of capital flows to risk shocks. Intermediaries operate with a stochastic discount factor
that combines marginal utility of tradable consumption of all countries. Commodity exporters
are a poor hedge because their currencies depreciate during periods of low global output, which is
when marginal utility of consumption is high. Countries with low dollar assets are a poor hedge
because their currencies depreciate more following contractions in US non-tradable output, which
is also when global marginal utility is high. On the other hand, the US, other dollarized countries,
and non-commodity producers are a good hedge because their currencies appreciate during these
episodes. Following shocks that increases risk aversion, intermediaries rebalance away from risky
to safe countries, causing the currencies of risky countries to depreciate through capital flight, and
the dollar and other safe currencies to appreciate due to a flight to safety.

We analytically characterize equilibrium exchange rates and allocations under a particularly
tractable parameterization. The real exchange rate between the currencies of countries i and
j is given by the ratio of their non-tradable goods prices. It depends on the three aggregate

shocks and the idiosyncratic shocks of both countries. An expansion in global tradable output



appreciates currency ¢ relative to j if ¢ has more commodities than j. Similarly, an expansion of
US non-tradable output appreciates the currency ¢ relative to j if ¢ has more dollar assets than j.
Finally, the exposure of © and j’s exchange rate to the global risk shock is a weighted average of
their relative commodity exposure and their dollar assets.

In the case of exchange rates relative to the US dollar, we show that they admit a two-factor
structure, with a dollar and a commodity factor. The dollar factor is the average depreciation of all
currencies relative to the dollar, and it structurally reflects a combination of the shock to US non-
tradable output and part of the risk shock that interacts with dollar assets. The commodity factor
is the average depreciation of currencies with above-median commodity incidence relative to those
below the median. It structurally reflects a combination of the shock to global tradable output and
the other part of the risk shock that interacts with commodity incidence. The countries’ loadings
on the dollar and commodity factors depend on their dollar assets and commodity incidence,
respectively. Finally, the unexplained innovations to exchange rates in the factor structure map to
the countries’ idiosyncratic shocks to non-traded output.

In the second part of the paper, we estimate the factor structure implied by the model using
data on bilateral exchange rates for 32 countries. The two-factor structure empirically explains
approximately half of the variation of monthly changes in bilateral exchange rates relative to the
US dollar, and its explanatory power is almost as good as that of the first two principal components
— an upper bound on how much any two global factors can explain. We show that, consistent
with the model’s predictions, countries’ loadings on the dollar factor are negatively related to
their share of dollar assets in the data, and their loadings on the commodity factor are positively
related to the share of commodities in their total exports. These results are largely in line with the
findings of the literature (e.g., Ready et al., 2017; Verdelhan, 2018; Richmond, 2019). In particular,
the commodity factor captures similar cross-sectional variation as alternative factors that exploit
cross-country heterogeneity in interest rate differentials or trade network centrality.

The empirical counterparts of the factors contain useful information that we use to discipline
our model quantitatively. Because the dollar factor reflects US non-traded output and global risk
premium shocks, and the commodity factor follows global tradable output and global risk premia,
the variances of the three aggregate shocks can be read off the factors’ covariance matrix. In
particular, in the data the dollar factor is more volatile than the commodity factor, which points

to a higher relevance of US non-traded output shocks relative to global tradable output. The



factors are also positively correlated in the data, which points to the importance of risk premium
shocks. We calibrate our model by targeting moments recovered from the empirical factor structure
of exchange rates and the cross-section of commodity intensity and asset dollarization.

We then use the model to study the drivers of currencies in the cross-section. Following prior
literature, we focus on bilateral exchange rates relative to the US dollar. We highlight two key
takeaways from our quantitative analysis. First, we estimate substantial heterogeneity in exchange
rate drivers across countries. On the one hand, countries with either low commodity incidence or
high dollar assets have a similar exposure to global shocks as the US and, hence, their bilateral
exchange rates are mostly driven by idiosyncratic shocks and less so by global shocks. On the
other hand, the exchange rates of commodity-intensive countries are strongly influenced by global
tradable output and risk shocks, and the exchange rates of countries with low dollar assets are
mostly influenced by US non-traded output and risk shocks. Second, risk shocks stand out as
a relevant driver of exchange rates relative to the US dollar because these realign capital flows
between the US and the majority of the other countries, moving non-traded prices in opposite
directions and significantly affecting bilateral exchange rates.

We analyze in retrospect the opening examples. The relatively mild depreciation of the Thai
baht during the global financial crisis is congruent with its ample dollar assets and low commodity
exposure, which implies that its dollar exchange rate should exhibit moderate responses to global
shocks. On the other hand, the forint’s large depreciation is consistent with low asset dollarization
in Hungary, which exposes its currency to US fluctuations and risk shocks. Finally, the sharp
depreciation of the Australian dollar is reconciled with the large incidence of commodities and
relatively low dollar assets. This exposes the Australian currency to both main sources of global

risk and leads financial shocks to dominate its exchange rate against the dollar.

Related Literature Our paper lies at the intersection of the international finance literature
that studies the cross section of currencies and the international macroeconomics literature that
develops quantitative macroeconomic models of the exchange rate.

An extensive literature in international finance studies the cross-section of exchange rates. A
strand of this literature identifies factors that explain the cross-section of excess returns in currency
markets and studies the pricing of currency risk (see e.g., Lustig and Verdelhan, 2007; Lustig
et al., 2011; Menkhoff et al., 2012; Lustig et al., 2014; Chernov et al., 2023; Hassan et al., 2024;



Chernov et al., 2025). Other papers have documented that the variation in bilateral exchange rates
exhibits strong common components with heterogeneous exposures across countries (Verdelhan,
2018; Lustig and Richmond, 2020; Lilley et al., 2022). Motivated by this empirical literature, a
body of work develops theories that explain the origins of currency risk and how countries differ
in their exposure to risk (Hassan, 2013; Maggiori, 2017; Colacito et al., 2018; Richmond, 2019).
Hassan and Zhang (2021) survey recent advances in this literature. Our paper relates to Ready
et al. (2017), who develop a model of international trade and currency pricing in which currencies
of commodity producers are more exposed to global risk. Our model builds on this idea by
introducing country heterogeneity in the incidence of commodity production, which gives rise to a
commodity factor, and expands on it by modeling a dollar factor that emerges because of country
heterogeneity in dollar asset holdings. Closest to our work, Verdelhan (2018) documents that most
of the observed monthly variation in bilateral exchange rates can be explained with a two-factor
empirical model and proposes a model of the stochastic discount factors that can replicate this
structure. We contribute to this literature by developing a quantitative macroeconomic model that
admits a two-factor structure tightly linked to that in Verdelhan (2018), and proposes a structural
interpretation of the drivers of factors and exchange rates in the cross-section.

Second, our paper builds on the growing literature that develops quantitative macroeconomic
models of the exchange rate. A strand of this literature has studied the quantitative drivers of
exchange rates (see, e.g., Stockman and Tesar, 1995; Engel and West, 2005; Itskhoki and Mukhin,
2021, 2025; Chahrour et al., 2024; Engel and Wu, 2024; Kekre and Lenel, 2024a; Bodenstein et al.,
2024). Another body of work studies the flight to safety properties of the US dollar (see, e.g.,
Bodenstein et al., 2023; Jiang et al., 2024; Kekre and Lenel, 2024b; Akinci et al., 2026). We
contribute to this literature by introducing country heterogeneity aimed at providing a structural
explanation of the dynamics of the cross-section of exchange rates. In this sense, our paper also
relates to recent work by Kekre and Lenel (2025), who study the heterogeneous spillovers of US
monetary policy across countries, and to the literature that studies the heterogeneous effects of
the global financial cycle (see, e.g., Morelli et al., 2022; Oskolkov, 2026).

Finally, our paper is related to the literature that studies the relationship between exchange
rates and international asset markets imperfections (see Maggiori, 2022, for a recent review).
Following the original work of Backus and Smith (1993), a set of papers analyzes how segmentation

in international asset markets shapes the equilibrium properties of exchange rates (see, e.g., Lustig



and Verdelhan, 2019; Chernov et al., 2024; Jiang et al., 2023). A related body of work studies
the role of imperfect financial intermediation. Gabaix and Maggiori (2015) develop a theory
of exchange rate dynamics and frictional financial intermediaries that can account for various
properties of exchange rates. Lettau et al. (2014) study the role of financial intermediaries in the
pricing of cross-sectional currency risk. Our paper builds on the insights from this literature by
incorporating global financial intermediaries with fluctuating risk-bearing capacity that are central

to explaining exchange rate movements in the cross section.

Outline. Section 2 describes the model and characterizes the equilibrium. Section 3 presents our
empirical analysis. Section 4 conducts the quantitative analysis and decomposes exchange rates

into fundamental drivers in cross-section. We conclude in Section 5.

2 A Model of the Cross-Section of Exchange Rates

In this section, we develop a macroeconomic model of the cross-section of currencies. We model the
global economy composed of heterogeneous countries and a representative global financial interme-
diary embedded in a canonical structure with tradable and non-tradable goods. Asset markets are
segmented, following modern macroeconomic models of the exchange rate. We consider fluctua-
tions in countries’ economic activity, broadly capturing the global business cycle, and fluctuations

in the risk-bearing capacity of intermediaries, capturing the global financial cycle.

2.1 Environment

Heterogeneous economies. There is a continuum of small open economies indexed by i € [0, 1],
and the US, indexed by u, which is a mass point. Each economy is a representative household and

a central bank. Households maximize
Cl p
EO Z Bt it (1)

where 5 € (0,1) is the discount factor, p is the inverse elasticity of intertemporal substitution, and

Cy is an aggregator that uses CL units of tradable and C2 units of non-tradable goods:
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where o € (0,1) is the weight on local non-tradables. The price of tradables is normalized to
one, the price of non-tradable is PY, and Q; = (P ) is the ideal price index of the consumption
aggregator, in terms of tradable goods. For brevity, we will refer to countries’ consumption baskets
as “local currency”. The relative price of consumption baskets between any two countries is
their bilateral real exchange rate. For example, S;,; = Q./Qy is the bilateral real exchange
rate of country ¢ against the dollar (i.e., the price of the US consumption basket in terms of
the consumption basket in country i). Whenever S;,; increases, country’s ¢ currency depreciates
against the dollar.

Households are endowed with both goods. The non-traded endowment is V;N = N(1 + zy),
where x;; is a mean-zero idiosyncratic shock process. The endowment of the undifferentiated
tradable goods is Y,/ = 1+e;2, where z; is an aggregate disturbance in tradable endowments and ¢;
is country ¢’s exposure to this shock, which is a source of permanent heterogeneity across countries.
Appendix A.2 provides a micro-foundation for this formulation of the traded endowment. It shows
that this functional form of Y,/ arises in a setup with two types of tradables: final goods and
primary inputs (commodities). Final tradable goods are produced using labor and commodities,
and z; is a commodity-biased productivity shock. Exposures e; map one-to-one to countries’
commodity endowments: when input productivity increases, the demand for commodities and
their prices rise, and this raises countries’ tradable income in proportion to their commodity
endowments. The micro-foundation also maps e; into the share of commodities in country ’s
exports, a moment we use in the next sections for the empirical and quantitative analysis.

Households can save and borrow in one-period bonds denominated in local currency. We denote
their bond purchases at time ¢ by B;;1;. The bonds pay an interest rate R;;;1, known at time ¢,

at maturity at time ¢ + 1. The household’s budget constraint, expressed in tradable goods, is
Cg + sztvcﬁf = Y;f + PZJtVY;iV + RiQitBit — Qi Bi 1 + Ty + 1Ly, (2)

where T}, are transfers from the central bank and II;; profit rebates from financial intermediaries.

Households choose sequences {C, C¥, Biy+1},., to maximize equation (1) subject to equation (2).

>0
The optimality conditions are aCy} = (1 — a) Py CY and C,” = SRy (1 EC; /.
The central bank in each small open economy accumulates dollar assets and transfers returns

to the households. At time ¢, the central bank of country ¢ buys M, 4, dollar-denominated bonds.



Its rebate to households is

Et = RthutMit - QutMi,t—l—L

We assume the following policy for dollar asset accumulation:
QuiMipyr =7-QiM; + (1 —7) - QueM;,

where ); = / Qi di is the global average of consumption basket prices. The policy is a linear
combination between targeting a constant value of dollar assets expressed in the global basket
of currencies and in dollars, with a weight 7 € (0,1) governing the degree to which the central
banks engage in exchange rate stabilization: when the dollar is strong against other currencies,
a positive 7 prescribes selling dollars bonds to realize capital gains and home domestic currency.
The target level of dollar assets M; is the second and last source of permanent heterogeneity across
countries. We take it as primitive and interpret it as a measure of incidence of dollar assets in
the economy, above and beyond the central bank’s holdings. In reality, asset dollarization emerges
endogenously. A related literature studies its determinants, such as varying levels of domestic
policy risk and exposure to roll-over risk (see, e.g., Bianchi et al., 2018; Drenik et al., 2022).
Finally, the problem of US households is symmetric to that of small open economies. We
abstract from the US central bank, since its dollar asset accumulation policy is irrelevant because

households choose their bond holdings to be on the Euler equation at all times.

Global financial intermediaries. A representative global intermediary trades bonds in all cur-
rencies. Let A; 4y, and A, ;11 be its purchases of currency-i and dollar bonds at ¢. The intermediary

starts with no initial capital, so its balance sheet is given by

/QitAi,tHdi + QutAui+1 = 0. (3)

The intermediary’s preferences are defined over ¢ 4 1 risk-adjusted returns from investing in ¢. Let

X ++1 be the realized excess returns of investing in ¢’s bonds relative to dollar bonds:

Rip1Qirr1  Rup1Quin
Qit Qut

Xi,t—H =

We can express total realized profits, expressed in tradable goods, as / QitAi 141X 1+1d7, where

we have substituted out the dollar position using the balance-sheet equation (3). The intermediary



chooses {A; 41} for all 4 and ¢ to maximize

. 1 2 5.
K, |:/\t+1 /QitAi,t—&-lXi,t-&-le} T2y / (QitAit11 — Ligr)” di. (4)

We assume that the intermediary’s stochastic discount factor is linked to the average stochastic
discount factor of all households. Define A} = / A p41di + Ay 11 as the average discount factor
across all households, where A; ;41 is country-i households’ stochastic discount factor:

Ou(Ciypr) (Ou(Cy)\ "
aCt, aCt ’

Ai,t-{—l = /B

and A, ;11 is similarly defined for US households, all in terms of tradable goods. The intermediary’s

stochastic discount factor is
Apr =T ARG+ (1 =T0) - B [ARS]

which is a weighted average of a stochastic component, the average discount factor across all
households, and a deterministic component, the expected value of the average discount factor
across all households, E, [/\?fi]. The weight I'y governs how much of household’s risk aversion
is passed to the intermediary. We assume I'y = I'(1 + ;), where 7, is an aggregate shock to the
risk-bearing capacity. In Appendix A.3, we study a variant of the intermediary problem with
mean-variance preferences, and show that it gives rise to a similar pricing of risks and equilibrium
properties of exchange rates.

The intermediary faces portfolio management costs, the second term in equation (4). These
costs capture frictions that make capital flows slow-moving and less elastic to risk-adjusted returns
than predicted by frictionless models (as estimated in, e.g., Koijen and Yogo, 2020). The cost
decreases in xy and penalizes deviations from a portfolio that issues dollar bonds to satisfy the
demand for dollar assets by all countries and invests the proceeds uniformly in all other countries.

That is, the reference level of liabilities is L; 1 = / QuiM,; 4+1di. The optimal portfolio is

QitAirr1 = Liy1 + X (Et [/\?fl} Ei[X;41] + T Cy [/\?fp Xit+1D .

The intermediary allocates more to currencies with higher expected returns and higher covariance

with the global marginal utility of tradable consumption. Its dollar position is given by

QuiAuir1 = —Liy1 — X (Ft(ct [Xt+17 /\?fl} + K [/\?fl} K, [Xt+1]) ;



where X;,1 = / Xit+1di. The optimal intermediary’s demand for dollar bonds in excess of total
dollar asset demand is proportional the average excess returns in foreign currencies and to the
covariance between the average foreign currency return and the global marginal utility of tradables.

Finally, we assume that profits are rebated back to each country according to

Qit _ Qut
Qi,t—l Qu,t—l

Each country receives returns that the intermediary realizes on its bond, including interest income

IL;; = Qi,t—lAit (Rit > - QutMit(Rut - 1)~

and exchange rate appreciation, net of interest payments on their dollar assets. The US only

receives the first part, since it does not maintain reserves.

Aggregate shocks. The model features three aggregate shocks: the global tradable endowment
shock z;, the US non-tradable endowment shock x,;, and the risk aversion shock ~,. The US
non-tradable endowment is an aggregate shock because US is economically large and all countries
accumulate dollar assets. In addition to these aggregate shocks, the model also features idiosyn-
cratic shocks to the non-traded endowments of individual countries, x;;. We assume that all shocks

follow the following processes with independent innovations:

Zt41 = P22t + O€541,
Vi+1 = Py Ve T OnEqita,
Lyt+1 = Pulut + Ou€ut+1;

Tit41 = PaTit T Oz€it41-

Equilibrium. An equilibrium is a set of processes for prices { PY, Ry, Qit, PN, Ry, Qut Fic[o,1],4>0
and quantities {C}, CL, Bi 11, Airi1, CN, CL, Bugs1, Auiia o450 such that, given dollar asset

policies {M; 41 }icfo1]>0, profits, and transfers, all quantities are chosen optimally given prices,

and the following market clearing conditions hold:

non-tradable good for all : cy =YX,

tradable good: /ngi +CL = /Y;fdz +Y7E
local currency bonds for all i: Aity1+ Bigr =0,

dollar bonds: /Ml-tﬂdz’ + Ayy1 + Byt = 0.
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2.2 Equilibrium Characterization

We analyze a first order log-linear approximation of the model around a deterministic steady
state. To preserve the relevance of risk shocks in the first order approximation, we follow prior
literature and analyze the equilibrium when we jointly set the variance of shocks to zero and
scale up intermediaries’ risk aversion so that non-zero risk premia persist even in the first order
approximation. Specifically, we consider the following double limit (o, 0.y, 0,,) — 0 and I' — oo,
where (T'o?, T2, I'o2) — (T, T, T), which is akin to one used by Borovicka and Hansen (2013)
and commonly used in the international macroeconomics literature. In Appendix A.1 we describe
the steady state of the model, which features symmetric consumption allocations and heterogeneous
net foreign asset positions across countries that reflect their differential exposures to risk.

We analyze the equilibrium in three steps. First, we characterize allocations and prices of
individual countries given capital inflows; second, we study capital inflows given prices; and third,

we finish by characterizing the equilibrium bilateral exchange rates.

Prices and allocations. The following lemma specifies how the prices of the consumption basket
of each country relate to their exogenous shocks and the capital inflows. For convenience, we will
work with dollar value of capital inflows: L; ;11 = QitA;11/Que is the dollar value of the position

that the intermediary takes in country <.

LEMMA 1.  In equilibrium, the price of country i’s consumption basket, q; = log Qy, is given by
Git = a(€ize + Alipr — MiAM; 10 — x3t) (5)

where Al; ;11 = Ligy1 — Ly are country i’s financial inflows at time t measured in dollars and
Amy vy = log(M; 141) — log(M;) is the log change of country i’s dollar assets. The log change in

dollar assets is common across countries and given by
Amyiy = 7(Aq — Aqu), (6)

where q; = log(Qy) is the log price of the average consumption basket.

We include all proofs in Appendix A.1. The log price of country ¢’s basket increases with
tradable consumption, given by the first three terms of equation (5), and decreases with non-
tradable consumption, the last term. A high non-tradable output shock z;; increases non-tradable

supply and reduces consumption prices in equilibrium. A high global tradable endowment shock

11



increases tradable consumption and local basket prices, with larger increases in countries with
high exposures e;. Inflows Al; ;11 lead to increases in tradable consumption, which again increases
the prices of local baskets. Finally, dollar asset accumulation Am;,q, scaled by the steady state
position M;, lowers local basket prices by decreasing tradable consumption. The dollar asset policy,
given by equation (6), generates outward flows when the broad dollar depreciates and inward flows

when it appreciates, counteracting its movement and stabilizing the value of the domestic currency.

Capital inflows. The next two lemmas characterize the capital inflows to country ¢ given a

change in its consumption prices.

LEMMA 2. The intermediary’s investment in 1 is determined by

li,t+l = xpE, [AQi,t-i-l - AQu,t-‘rl] + xE; [Axi,t—H - Afl?u,tﬂ] + Xcﬂt + Lmyq, (7)

where C; = liM(s, 5. 5,)—0, T00 | - CiAYS, Aigt1 — Aqu1] s country i’s limiting risk premium,
A = log(AfYS) is the log deviation of the average household stochastic discount factor, and
p=14+p(1—-a)/a.

Equilibrium capital inflows are given by the intermediary’s investments in currency 7. These
are affected by expected excess returns, and are higher when the currency is expected to appreciate
against the dollar, as captured by first and second terms in equation (7), which uses the house-
hold’s Euler equation to substitute out interest rates. Inflows are also affected by shocks to the
intermediary’s risk aversion, and their sign depends on the country’s riskiness, as measured by C;.
When intermediaries’ risk aversion increases, they rebalance portfolios away from countries with
a negative covariance C; between their exchange rate and the average stochastic discount factor.
These countries are risky, and their currencies depreciate in times of high risk aversion through
capital outflows. Determining the risk profile of countries requires characterizing the properties of

the stochastic discount factor of the average household, which we do next.

LEMMA 3.  In the first order, the average stochastic discount factor is given by
AV = —ap(e+ e) Azipr — (p— 1)alAzy 1. (8)

The average stochastic discount factor captures the average growth of marginal utility of trad-
able consumption. The first term in equation (8) shows that marginal utility of tradable con-

sumption decreases in the global tradable output shock. An implication of this property is that a

12



currency is a bad hedge if it appreciates against the dollar when global tradable output is high.
This makes countries with high exposure to tradable output shocks e; risky.

The second term shows how marginal utility of tradable consumption is affected by shocks to
non-tradable output. This term has two properties. First, non-tradable output of small individual
countries integrates out on average, and only US non-tradable output remains because of its large
size. Second, the marginal utility of tradable consumption can increase or decrease with non-
tradable output depending on how the inverse elasticity of intertemporal substitution, p, compares
with the elasticity of substitution between the two goods, which is one given the Cobb-Douglas
consumption aggregator. When the intertemporal elasticity is lower than one, p > 1, which is
a common parameterization in the literature, the marginal utility of tradables decreases with
nontradable output, implying that states of low non-tradable output in the US are states with
a high stochastic discount factor for the intermediary. An implication of this property is that a
currency is a bad hedge if it depreciates against the dollar when US nontradable output is low. As
we further explain below, this makes countries with low dollar assets risky.

Finally, note that the intermediary’s risk aversion shock does not affect the average stochastic
discount factor across households. The reason is that this shock is redistributive: it reshuffles
capital flows but does not affect aggregate consumption. This implies that this shock is not priced

as a source of risk.

Bilateral exchange rates against the dollar. We next turn to bilateral exchange rates and
their factor structure. We start by analyzing exchange rates relative to the dollar, s;; = log S;us,
where we drop the u subscript for convenience. To derive analytical results, we make a set of
simplifying parametric assumptions. We consider permanent aggregate output shocks by setting
p. = py = 1, and transitory shocks to risk aversion by setting p, = 0. We also consider the
limiting case where intermediaries’ portfolio management costs approximate zero, Y — oco. This
makes the expressions for exchange rates tractable by making their dependence on the endogenous
states [;; and my; arbitrarily small. At the same time, this limit eliminates exchange rate movements
resulting from capital gains on reserves. To maintain the reserve management channel operational,
we proportionally increase the stock of reserves at an appropriate rate M;/\/x — m;. With these
simplifying assumptions, we can characterize the change in the bilateral exchange rate of country

i against the dollar, As; 11 = Agy 41 — Agii11, in closed form.
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PrRoOPOSITION 1.  The change in the bilateral exchange rate of country ¢ against the dollar is
Asjp1 = (eu =€) - alzpyy + (Td(m; —m) — 1) - ATy i1+ Ki - AYr + 0Axipy.
The loading k; on the risk aversion shock is given by
ki = (e; — ey) - (e 4+ ey)a’T, + (1 — 7d(m; —m)) - ad®T,(p — 1),

where m = /midi is the cross-sectional average level of dollar assets, and ¢ = \/a/p.

The equilibrium changes in the dollar exchange rate of country ¢ depends on the three aggregate
shocks and country i’s idiosyncratic shock. An increase in country i’s idiosyncratic nontradable
output depreciates its currency by decreasing its consumption prices. The coefficient of As; ;1 on
Az 1 reflects the relative exposure of country ¢ and the US to the tradable output shocks. An
expansion in global tradable output will appreciate i’s currency if ¢ is more exposed to this shock
than the US, e; > e,. The coefficient on Az, 41 has two parts. First, the —1 reflects the direct
effect of an increase in US non-tradable output on US consumption prices: when US nontradable
output increases, its supply becomes more abundant and the relative price of the US consumption
falls. The part 7¢(m; — m) reflects reserve management. When an increase in x,, makes the
dollar depreciate against the average country, countries increase their reserve holdings, and their
currencies depreciate against the dollar in proportion to m;. At the same time, the global rise in
demand for dollar bonds leads to inflows into all countries when the intermediary reshuffles this
demand into local currency bonds. These inflows offset reserve purchases on average, making the
net foreign assets change in proportion to m; — m.

The coefficient x; on the risk aversion shock A~ reflects the limiting covariance of As; ;g
and the average stochastic discount factor A{{9. As we show in Lemma 3, the average stochastic
discount factor loads on the two aggregate output shocks, Az;; and Az, 41, which are the two
sources of priced risk. The first term of k; reflects the relative exposure to global tradable output
shocks. Countries are risky with respect to the tradable output shock if their tradable output is
more procyclical than that in the US, e; — e, > 0, which implies that their bilateral exchange
rate against the dollar appreciates in times of high global tradable output. The second term of
r; reflects the relative exposure to US non-tradable output shocks, and its sign is determined by
the sign of (1 — 7¢(m; — m)). For the majority of countries, this sign is positive, which implies

that they are risky with respect to the US nontradable output shock because their currencies
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depreciate against the dollar in times of low US nontradable output. The degree of exposure is
decreasing in countries’ reserves, as these attenuate the depreciation of their currencies in response
to a contraction in US nontradable output. The overall impact of risk shocks on currency ¢ depends
on the combination of the exposures to these two sources of risk.

The property that the coefficient x; inherits the shape of the loadings of As; ;11 on Az, ; and
Axy 411, helps illustrate how the two permanent sources of cross-sectional heterogeneity affect the

exposure to global shocks. Combining the coefficients in Proposition 1, we obtain:

Asiri = (@Aziy — a?(e+ e ) DAY ) - (ey — &) 9)
+ (AT — ad?(p — DEWA41) - (T(m; —m) — 1)
+ Az .

The first term in equation (9) captures the heterogeneity along the commodity exposure dimension.
The commodity exposure e; determines the response of the exchange rate to the tradable output
shocks Az, 1, and to the part of the risk aversion shocks A~;,; that lead to a repricing of the
commodity risk emanating from Az;.;. The second captures the heterogeneity along the dollar
assets dimension. The level of dollar assets m; determines the exchange rate response to US non-
tradable output shocks Az, i1, and the part of the risk aversion shocks A7y that lead to a
repricing of the dollar risk emanating from Az, ¢41.

As we show next, the two common components in the first two terms of equation (9) have
natural interpretations as a commodity and a dollar factor, respectively. In particular, each term
can be isolated by integrating in the cross section under mild assumptions regarding the cross-

sectional distribution of (e;, m;).

DEFINITION 1.  The commodity and dollar factors are

commy | = 2/ AS;p1di — 2/ AS; 141de,
i: e;>med{e} i: e;<med{e}

dOlltJrl = /ASi’tJrld?:.

These theoretical definitions map to the empirical definitions of factors used in prior literature.
The commodity factor reflects the average change in bilateral exchange rates of countries with
above-median commodities against those with below-median commodities. Similarly, the dollar

factor reflects the average change in bilateral exchange rates of all countries against the dollar.
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With these definitions, we can formulate our main result. Denote by e the unconditional average
value of e; in the cross-section, and ey and ej, the average values of e; conditional on being above

and below the median, respectively.

PROPOSITION 2.  Suppose that e; and m; are uncorrelated in the cross-section, and that the US
has an average commodity exposure, e, = e. Then, the changes in bilateral exchange rates against

the dollar have the following factor structure:

Asitr1 = Bicomm - commy 1 + B qon - dollypy + €5 p41. (10)
The factors and residuals are given by

commyy; = 20’e(ey — ep) T AY41 — (ex — ep)alz,q,
dollyy; = 04(252(/) - 1)FuA%+1 - OéAIu,tH,

i+l = OéAllfi,tH-

The factor loadings are

€, — €
6i,comm - )
€ — €L

/82'701011 =1- T¢(mi - m).

This proposition highlights that the dollar and the commodity factors are two aggregations
that effectively integrate out one of the three aggregate shocks. By computing the average change
in all the exchange rates against the dollar, the dollar factor is effectively abstracting from the
shock to global tradable output, when the commodity exposure of the US is the world’s average
exposure. By computing the average change in the exchange rate of high-minus-low commodity
producers, the commodity factor is effectively abstracting from the shock to the US non-tradable
output. The risk aversion shock v, is reflected in both factors to the extent that both z; and x;
are priced risks, and movements in ~; lead to risk repricing. The factor loadings, in turn, reflect

the exposure of each currency to the underlying real shocks.

Bilateral exchange rates between ¢ and j. We now study equilibrium changes in the bilateral
exchange rates between any pair of countries. As the next proposition shows, for any arbitrary

base currency j, the changes in bilateral exchange rates also display a factor structure. Let
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Asijiv1 = Agigr1 — Agjq1 be the exchange rate depreciation of currency ¢ relative to j, and

define the base currency factor base;y; as
basej7t+1 = /Asij,t+1di'

PROPOSITION 3. The changes in bilateral exchange rates relative to a currency j have the
following factor structure:

€; — €

Asijiig = -commyyq — 7¢(m; —m) - dollypy + 1 - base; i1 + @Az 141. (11)

€ — €L
The base currency factor base;j;y1 s given by

6—€j

base;j 11 = -commyt 1 + 7o(m; —m) - dollyyy — Az (12)

€g — €

When we express exchange rates relative to a currency 7, the base j currency factor appears
as an additional factor in equation (11). This new factor captures country j’s idiosyncratic shock,
combined with the dollar and commodity factors to the extent that country j’s exposure differs
from the average. Additionally, the loadings on the dollar factor in equation (11) differ from those
in the factor structure of dollar exchange rates by one. This difference captures the direct effect
of US non-tradable output shocks on US consumption prices, which is present in exchange rates
against the dollar but not against currency j. Finally, the loadings on the commodity factor are
the same as in the factor structure of dollar exchange rates, and the unexplained residual maps

into country ¢’s idiosyncratic nontradable output shock.

2.3 Model Identification

In this section we analyze identification in our model. We argue that the estimation of the factor
structure of exchange rates provides valuable information regarding the relevance of each of the
aggregate shocks and the sources of country heterogeneity. We use the results in this section to
conduct the calibration in Section 4.

We start by studying how the time-series properties of the factors are informative about the

volatility of the aggregate shocks. The results are summarized in the following proposition.
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PROPOSITION 4.  The covariance matriz of the factors is given by

Vlcommy] = o*(ey — er)?0? + 8a'e?(ey — er)?ot - (To,)?,

Vidoll] = a?02 + 2a%¢*(p — 1)o7 - (Do),

u

Clcommy, doll;] = 4a’¢®e(eg — e )(p — 1)o2a? - (To,)?.

The mapping (02,02, (To,)?) — (V[comm,|, V[doll;], Clcommy, doll]) is invertible. The variance

of residuals in the factor regression in equation (10) is
V]ei] = a2

This proposition shows that we can recover (o, oy, '0,) from the covariance matrix of the fac-
tors. The closed form expressions for each volatility are large, and relegated to the proof.However,
there are two corollaries from Proposition 4. First, the covariance between the two factors is only
due to risk shocks. The size of the correlation is hence informative about their importance relative
to the output shocks. A positive correlation would also be indicative of p > 1, validating the cor-
respondence between strong dollar and high global marginal utility, which is necessary to get the
sign of the dollar risk correctly. Second, the variance of the factors provides a comparison between
the variance of the two aggregate output shocks. A relatively large variance of the dollar factor
compared to the commodity factor is informative of a higher importance of the US non-tradable
shock relative to the global tradable output shock.

We next relate the distribution of factor loadings to the cross-sectional distribution of country
characteristics. By construction, the first moments of the dollar and commodity loadings are
E[B;aon] = 1 and E[B; comm] = 0. As the next proposition illustrates, their second moments are

related to the second moments of dollar holdings {m;} and commodity exposures {e;}.

PROPOSITION 5.  In the cross-section,

V[ﬁi,doll] = ¢272V[mi]7

4 _ Ve
V[Bi comm] n e

The variance of m; is positively related to the cross-sectional variance of the loadings on the
dollar factor. In the case of e;, its variance directly affects the variance of the commodity loadings

through the numerator and indirectly by affecting the denominator.
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2.4 Excess Returns and Risk Premia

In this section, we analyze how risk premia affect excess returns, distinguishing between uncondi-
tional and conditional risk premia. On the one hand, the heterogeneity in countries’ exposure to
risk is not reflected in unconditional excess returns. This is because, in the steady state, expected
consumption growth is zero in all countries, which implies that excess returns are zero. Countries’
differences in risk premia, in turn, affect intermediaries’ portfolio positions and countries’ net for-
eign assets, as detailed in Appendix A. On the other hand, conditional risk premia affect expected

excess returns, as described in the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 6.  Conditional expected returns Ey[ra; ;1] = 75441 — a1 — Ee[As; 1] are
Eifrai] = [(ei — eu) - (e + en)ol + (1 = 7¢(m; —m)) - (p = DT] - &

This proposition argues that, conditional on a positive risk aversion shock, countries with
high commodity exposure e; and/or low dollar assets m;, will exhibit excess returns that reflect a

compensation for their exposure to risk.

3 Empirical Analysis

In the first part of this section, we estimate the factor structure implied by the model and document
the relationship between the factors and empirical proxies of the model’s structural shocks. We
then discuss how the factors are related to other factors estimated in the literature. In the second
part, we relate the estimated loadings on the two factors to country characteristics in the cross-

section, as suggested by the model.

3.1 Factor Structure of Exchange Rates

We use monthly data on bilateral exchange rates vis-a-vis the US dollar for a sample of N = 32

countries from 2000 to 2019.1 Exchange rates are expressed in units of local currency per US dollar,

!The sample of countries includes Albania, Australia, Brazil, Canada, Switzerland, Chile, China, Colombia,
Costa Rica, Czech Republic, Euro Area, United Kingdom, Hungary, Indonesia, Israel, India, Iceland, Japan,
South Korea, Mexico, Malaysia, Norway, Peru, Philippines, Poland, Russia, Sweden, Singapore, Thailand, Turkey,
Uruguay, and South Africa. These countries had floating exchange rates and low and stable inflation rates through-
out the sample period, which imply a strong comovement between their nominal and real exchange rates. This
makes them adequate countries for testing the theory about real exchange rates.
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unless noted otherwise. A rising exchange rate means dollar appreciation. For each currency 7, we

estimate the empirical model analog of equation (10), given by
AS; 11 = & + Bicommeommy; ;11 + 5 gondoll; 411 + €441, (13)

where As; ;.1 is the monthly change in the log exchange rate of currency ¢ per dollar in period
t+1, doll; 444 is the dollar factor, and comm, ;4 is the commodity factor. The factors are indexed
by currency ¢ because we exclude currency ¢ when constructing them to avoid a mechanical rela-
tionship between the left-hand side and the right-hand side of equation (13). Paralleling its model
counterpart, we construct the commodity factor as the average change in the log exchange rate of
high-versus-low commodity producers

2

2
comm; 1 = m ASj,t+1 - m Z Asj,tﬂ, (14)

JE€Tna JET:
where Zj,; and Z;; are the sets of countries in which the time-average share of commodity exports
in total exports is above and below the median across countries excluding country ¢, respectively.
We construct the dollar factor as the average change in the log exchange rates of all currencies
against the dollar, excluding currency :
1
dolly 1 = > Asji (15)
J#i

We provide further details on the construction of these variables in Appendix B.

Panel (a) of Figure 1 reports the R? from the estimation of equation (13) for all currencies.
The factor regressions have high explanatory power, with an average R? of 43% and as high as
74% for some countries. As a benchmark for comparison, Appendix Figure B.1 shows that the
R? are close to those obtained from regressing changes in log exchange rates on their first two
principal components, which is an upper bound on how much variation can be explained by any
two variables. The average R? from the two-principal-components regressions is 51%.

Panel (b) of Figure 1 reports the loadings on the commodity factor by currency, which exhibit
significant cross-country heterogeneity, with roughly half of the countries loading positively and the
other half negatively. Panel (c) reports the loadings on the dollar factor, which are all positive and
also exhibit significant heterogeneity across countries. Tables B.1 and B.2 report these regression

estimates along with their Newey-West adjusted standard errors.
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Figure 1: Factor Structure of Exchange Rates: Country Regressions
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Notes: Panel (a) shows the R?, representing the fraction of variation in As; ;41 explained by our empirical model
in equation (13) for each currency ¢. Panel (b) shows the estimated loading of the commodity factor comm, ;1 for
each currency ¢ from our empirical model in equation (13), with 90% confidence interval in gray, calculated using
Newey-West standard errors. Panel (c) shows estimated loading of the dollar factor doll; ;y; for each currency
¢ from our empirical model in equation (13), with 90% confidence interval in gray, calculated using Newey-West
standard errors.
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Macroeconomic determinants of factors. Motivated by the model’s structural interpretation
of the factors summarized in Proposition 2, we estimate the relationship between the factors and
empirical proxies of the structural shocks that determine them. We first regress the commodity
factor on the changes of a global commodity price index (as a proxy for the commodity-driven global
tradable output shocks) and empirical measures of global risk, namely, the VIX, the excess bond
premium from Gilchrist and Zakrajsek (2012), and the (negative of) global intermediaries’ equity
capital ratio from He et al. (2017). We provide further details on the description of variables used
in the regression analysis in Appendix B. Panel (b) of Appendix Table B.3 shows that, consistent
with the model’s prediction, the commodity factor is negatively related to the global commodity
price index and positively related to all the empirical measures of global risk. We then regress
the dollar factor on the changes in US employment in the service sector (as a proxy for US non-
tradable output shocks) and measures of global risk. Panel (a) of Appendix Table B.3 reports that
the dollar factor is negatively related to changes in the employment rate in the service sector and

positively related to changes in the measures of global risk.

Commodity factor and other factors. In this subsection, we study how the commodity
factor relates to alternative factors. We first compare it with two factors previously studied in the
literature. One is the carry factor proposed by Verdelhan (2018), computed in a similar way to
the commodity factor but sorting countries by their local-currency interest rates; the other is the
trade-centrality factor proposed by Richmond (2019), also computed similarly to the commodity
factor but sorting countries according to their trade centrality (see Appendix B for further details
on the construction of these factors). Panel (a) of Appendix Figures B.5 and B.6 show that the
explanatory power of our baseline two-factor specification is very similar to alternative two-factor
specifications in which we replace the commodity factor with the carry factor or the trade centrality
factor. Additionally, Panel (b) of Appendix Figures B.5 and B.6 shows that the country-loadings
on the commodity factor are tightly correlated with the loadings on the carry and the trade-
centrality factors. This analysis suggests that the commodity factor captures similar variation as
the carry and trade-centrality factors, consistent with the findings of Ready et al. (2017).
Second, we document that the commodity factor is tightly related to a factor constructed
based on cross-country variation in the sensitivity of tradable output to a global commodity price

index. As suggested by the theory, this “tradable-output-sensitivity factor” captures the mecha-
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nism through which heterogeneity in commodity incidence affects risk exposure of countries in the
model. To construct this factor, we first obtain country-specific sensitivities to a global commodity

price index, f3; 105 by estimating the following regression:

Ayz?:t—i-l =y + 5i,tosApcomm,t+1 + Ui,ta (16)

where Aygt 41 is the annual log change in tradable output from country ¢ in period ¢ + 1, and
APcomm,t+1 1s the annual log change in the global commodity price index. We then construct the
tradable-output-sensitivity factor as the average change in the log exchange rate of above-median
relative to below-median tradable-output-sensitivity-countries (see Appendix B for further details).

Appendix Figure B.7 shows that the regression in which we substitute the commodity factor for
the tradable-output-sensitivity factor has a similar explanatory power to the baseline regression.
It also shows that the tradable-output-sensitivity factor captures similar country variation as the

baseline commodity factor.

The role of dollar basis. We also argue that the dollar factor captures a global factor and not
a local US factor that arises simply because we express currencies relative to the US dollar. We
perform two related exercises to support this conclusion. First, consider expressing exchange rates
relative to a base currency j instead of the dollar. In the model, these exchange rates admit a three-
factor structure in which, in addition to the dollar and commodity factor, there is a third “j—base”
factor, defined in the same way as the dollar factor but expressing all exchange rates relative base
currency j. This new factor captures the idiosyncratic shocks to non-traded output of country
j, which affect non-traded prices in that country and all bilateral exchange rates. Proposition 3
specifies the exact factor structure and the structural definition of the factors. According to this
result, switching to base currency j should shift the dollar factor loadings by 1 for all currencies,
the commodity factor loadings should be unchanged, and the base currency factor should have a
loading of 1 on all currencies.

We first focus on the British pound as an example of another base. Appendix Figure B.2 shows
the three factor loadings of regressing the changes in bilateral exchange rates vis-a-vis the pound
on the commodity factor, the dollar factor, and a British pound factor as independent variables,
and compares them to the same regression in which we express the exchange rates vis-a-vis the

dollar. Consistent with the model, the dollar factor loadings display similar heterogeneity across
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countries when estimated with exchange rates vis-a-vis the British pound and vis-a-vis the dollar.
The dollar loadings remain statistically significant for most countries when estimated on exchange
rates vis-a-vis the pound, and are shifted by approximately 1 relative to the specification with
USD as the base currency. In contrast, the loadings on the pound factor are positive and fluctuate
around 1 in all countries when estimated on exchange rates vis-a-vis the pound, but are close to
zero when estimated on exchange rates vis-a-vis the dollar. The commodity loadings are similar
when estimated using both bases.

We next scale the analysis and estimate the same regressions for all possible currency bases.
Appendix Table B.4 reports in how many regressions in a given currency base the dollar factor is
statistically significant. When we pool all the currency bases, the dollar factor remains a statis-
tically significant factor in 682 out of 992 country-currency-base regressions, suggesting that the
dollar factor plays a global role over and above the mechanical effect of using it as a currency base.

Second, we show that the reverse is not true. Other currency bases do not have the strong
explanatory power of the dollar factor. We illustrate this by estimating a similar specification
to the baseline with dollar exchange rates as dependent variables, in which we add an additional
base-currency factor, for all possible currency bases. As reported in the last column of Appendix

Table B.4, other currency bases are statistically significant in only 268 out of the 992 regressions.

3.2 Determinants of Country-Factor Loadings

We now analyze how the estimated country-loadings from equation (13) are related to certain
observable country-characteristics, as predicted by the model. According to Proposition 2, the
loadings on the commodity factor should be positively related to the commodity incidence of a
country, and the loadings on the dollar factor should be negatively related to the incidence of
dollar assets of a country. Panel (a) of Figure 2 shows that the estimated country loadings on
the commodity factor are positively related to the country shares of commodity exports in total
exports. Panel (b) shows that the estimated loadings on the dollar factor are negatively related
to the share of dollar-denominated portfolio assets in total portfolio assets. Appendix B provides
further details on the construction of these variables. Appendix Table B.5 shows the univariate
regression estimates associated with both scatter graphs. The coefficient of the share of commodity

exports on the commodity loadings is positive and statistically significant, and the R? from the
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regression is 29%. The coefficient of the share of dollar assets on the dollar loadings is negative

and statistically significant, and the R? from the regression is 29%.

Figure 2: Determinants of Factor Loadings: Baseline Regressions
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Notes: Panel (a) plots the commodity factor loadings for each currency i (y-axis), against the commodity incidence,
measured by the share of commodity exports (x-axis). Panel (b) plots the dollar factor loadings for each currency i
(y-axis), against the share of dollar-denominated assets (x-axis). Each scatter point represents a currency, and the

red line denotes the line of best fit.

Additional analysis. We show that the relationships between the factor loadings and country-
characteristics are robust to several alternative specifications. We summarize the main takeaways

from this analysis below and provide further details in Appendix B.

1. Additional controls. Appendix Table B.5 shows that the empirical relationships estimated in
the regressions are robust to including various additional controls considered in the literature
(e.g., Hassan, 2013; Richmond, 2019; Lustig and Richmond, 2020): trade centrality, trade
openness, the economic size of the country, and a set of gravity variables relative to the US

(bilateral distance, and dummies for common borders, language, and legal origins).

2. Alternative measures of commodity incidence and dollar assets. Appendix Table B.6 shows
that the main results are robust to alternative ways of measuring of commodity incidence
and dollar assets. For commodity incidence we consider the share of commodity exports

in total output, instead of the baseline measure of the share of commodity exports in total

25



exports. For dollar assets, we consider the ratio of dollar assets to total trade (exports plus

imports), instead of the ratio of USD assets to total portfolio assets.

Supportive evidence on the model’s mechanisms. In the model, the commodity incidence
of a country affects its exchange rate properties because it determines the sensitivity of tradable
output to commodity-biased productivity fluctuations. In Appendix Figure B.8, we provide sup-
portive evidence in favor of this mechanism by showing that different measures of the loadings on
the commodity factor are positively related to the countries’ tradable-output sensitivity, defined
in the previous section.

In the model, the dollar assets determine the countries’ loadings on the dollar factor because
countries with more dollar assets realize larger capital gains in times of broad dollar appreciation,
which increases their tradable consumption and attenuates the bilateral depreciation of the local
currency. In Appendix Table B.7, we provide supportive evidence of the model’s mechanism. The
first column shows that the magnitudes of changes in dollar assets are relevant when compared to
variation in consumption: for the average and median country, the standard deviation of changes
in dollar assets is 33% and 24% of the standard deviation of consumption, respectively. The last
column shows that changes in dollar assets are negatively correlated with changes in consumption
for roughly 80% of the countries, implying that periods of dollar asset accumulation are associated

with periods of contraction in consumption, as predicted by the model.

4 Quantitative Analysis

We perform the quantitative analysis of the model in three steps. First, we describe the calibration
strategy. Second, we analyze the drivers of the relative prices of non-tradables in individual
countries. Third, we analyze the drivers of bilateral exchange rates against the dollar in the

cross-section and the factor structure of exchange rates.

4.1 Calibration and Validation

Calibration. We calibrate the model to a monthly frequency. We parameterize the cross-

sectional distributions of e; and m; as log-normal, where we normalize their unconditional means,
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e =m = 1, and calibrate their standard deviations, o, and o,,.2 Our calibration proceeds in two
steps. At the first step, we externally set a subset of parameters. We set 8 = 0.98 and the inverse
elasticity of intertemporal substitution p = 2, which are typical values in the literature. We also set
the share of non-tradable goods in the consumption aggregator at o = 0.64, in line with Burstein
et al. (2005), and normalize the average size of the non-tradable endowment N = «/(1 — «), so
that the local basket price in the steady state is one in all countries: @); = 1. Panel (a) of Table 1

reports the values of the parameters.

Table 1: Model parameters.

Parameter Value Role
(A) Externally set

p 2.0 inverse of EIS

6] 0.98 discount factor

o 0.64 share of non-tradables

Pz Py Pu 1.0 persistence of shocks to z;, x,; and z
P~ 0.0 persistence of shocks to

(B) Estimated and calibrated

o, 0.69 standard deviation of innovations to 7,
Ou 2.64 standard deviation of innovations to
Oy 3.88 standard deviation of innovations to x;
o, 0.90 standard deviation of innovations to z;
Om 1.04 cross-sectional standard deviation of m;
O 1.29 cross-sectional standard deviation of e;
r 0.73 SDF weight on stochastic component

T 0.83 reserve stabilization elasticity

At the second step, we estimate and calibrate the remaining parameters. First, we estimate the
dollar asset management parameter, 7, using panel data on countries’ international reserves, and
estimate the cross-sectional standard deviation of exposures to the global tradable shock, o., using
data on commodity exposures. Appendix C provides details on the estimation of these parameters.
Second, we internally calibrate the standard deviations of the shocks (o, 0y, 0., 0,) and the cross-
sectional standard deviations of exposures to dollar assets o,,. We use the identification results of
Proposition 4 and Proposition 5 and target the second moments of the factors and the residual of
the factor regression (V[commyl, V[doll;], C[comm,, doll;], V[e;]), and the cross sectional standard
deviation of the dollar loadings std(5; aon). Panel (b) of Table 1 reports the estimated and calibrated
parameter values, and Table 2 reports the fit on the targeted moments. In the data, the dollar

factor is more volatile than the commodity factor, which indicates a larger relevance of US non-

2The unconditional mean e cannot be separately identified from o, given that endowments are e;z;. In Ap-
pendix C, we also argue that individual reserves only matter as deviations from their mean, which allows us to
normalize m.
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tradable output shocks relative to global tradable output shocks. Additionally, the two factors are
positively correlated in the data, suggesting a relevant role for risk shocks driving this correlation.
Finally, we separately calibrate I' and o, by targeting the steady state net foreign asset position

in the US, which only depends on the former.

Table 2: Model fit on targeted and untargeted moments.

Moment Data Model
std(dolly) 1.94pp 1.94pp
std(comm, ) 1.32pp 1.32pp
corr(doll;,commy) 0.31 0.31
std(ei) 2.48pp 2.48pp
std(As;t) 3.24pp 3.34pp
avg R? of factors 4% 40%
std(Byaon) 047 047
std (i comm) 0.48 0.73

Model validation. We validate the model by analyzing untargeted moments related to the
factor structure regressions of exchange rates. Table 2 shows that the model replicates well the
unconditional standard deviation of changes in exchange rates, the average R? of the factor regres-
sions, and the cross-sectional deviation of the loadings on the commodity factor.

We also compare the fit of factor regressions in different countries in the data with their model
counterparts. We identify countries in our model by assigning a value of e; that matches their
place in the empirical distribution of commodity export shares, and a value of m; that matches
their place in the empirical distribution of dollar asset shares. We provide more details on this
procedure in Appendix C. Figure 3 shows that the cross-sectional loadings and explanatory power
of the factor structure in the model are tightly linked to those in the data. Appendix Table C.1

shows the fit of regressing each data moment on their counterpart in the model.

4.2 Drivers of Exchange Rates in the Cross-Section

In this section we analyze the drivers of bilateral exchange rates in the cross-section.

Drivers of country-level prices. We start our analysis by studying the drivers of individual

consumption basket prices ¢;;, which are one component of bilateral exchange rates. We perform a
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Figure 3: Factor Regressions in Model and Data
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Notes: Panel (a) plots the commodity factor loadings estimated in the two-factor regressions against those implied by
the model, B; comm = (e;—1)/(em—er). Panel(b) plots the same for the dollar factor loadings f; o = 1—¢7(m;—1).
Panel (c¢) plots the R-squared of the two-factor regression in the data against that implied by the model. The model
mapping from observables to (e;, m;) and the expressions for the R-squared of the two-factor regressions are detailed
in Appendix C.

variance decomposition of ¢;; for generic (e;, m;), and analyze how each dimension affects country-
level prices in Figure 4. Appendix C provides details on the variance decompositions, which are
available in closed form, and Appendix Figure C.1, Figure C.2, and Figure C.3 complement this
analysis by showing the peak response of key macroeconomic variables of countries with different
pairs (e;, m;) to the three aggregate shocks.

As shown in Figure 4, both global and idiosyncratic shocks are relevant drivers of country-level
prices. Focusing on the role of global shocks, in countries with low dollar assets, Figure 4a shows
that most of the systemic variation in country-level prices is driven by risk shocks and shocks
to US non-tradable output. Increases in risk and decreases in US non-tradable output trigger
capital outflows in these countries and decrease their consumption prices (see Appendix C). As
we consider countries with higher dollar assets that are still below the mean, the relevance of these
global shocks decreases as higher stocks of dollar assets attenuate the capital flight in response to
these shocks. A country with average dollar assets is not exposed to the US non-tradable shock
because the capital inflows from selling dollar assets are exactly offset by capital outflows from their
local currency bonds. Similarly, there is another threshold of dollar assets (slightly higher than
the mean), at which a country is not exposed to the risk shock. To the right of these thresholds,
the relevance of risk and US non-tradable shocks increases with dollar assets because the prices in

these countries increase in response to increases in risk and decreases in US non-tradable output
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Figure 4: Variance Decomposition of Country-Level Prices
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Notes: Panel (a) plots the shares of the three global shocks (z¢,74, zy:) and the local shock z;; in the variance
decomposition of the local basket price changes Ag;; as a function of m;, where each country’s e; is evaluated at
the mean e = 1. Panel (b) plots the same variance decomposition as a function of e;, with each country’s m;
evaluated at the mean m = 1. The model mapping from observables to (e;, m;) and the closed-form expressions for
the variance decompositions are detailed in Appendix C.

as they receive more capital flows. Finally, the relevance of global tradable output shocks is minor
for countries with average exposure to this shock, regardless of their levels of dollar assets.

As shown in Figure 4b, as we consider countries with higher commodity exposure, the relevance
of global tradable shocks and risk shocks driving country-level prices increases monotonically,
explaining a negligible fraction when e is close to zero, to more than half when e is three times
the average level. The rising relevance of risk shocks is because higher e increases how their excess

returns covary with the intermediaries stochastic discount factor.

Bilateral exchange rates. Next, we analyze the drivers of global factors and bilateral exchange
rates relative to the dollar. Table 3 shows the variance decomposition of the two global factors and
US prices. In the case of the commodity factor, both the global tradable output shocks and risk
shocks are comparable drivers, with the former explaining 60% of its variation. In the case of the
dollar factor, US non-tradable shocks is the predominant driver accounting for around 75% of its
variation, with the reminder explained by risk shocks. The relevance of risk shocks explaining the
dollar factor is significantly higher than that explaining US prices because these shocks reshuffie

capital flows and affect tradable consumption and country prices in opposite directions.
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Table 3: Variance decomposition of g, doll;, and comm,.

Agqy; doll; commy
A~ 7% 24%  40%
Az 10% 60%
Az, 84% 6%

Figure 5 shows the variance decomposition of bilateral exchange rates relative to the US along
the dollar assets and commodity dimensions. For most countries in the distribution, the global
shocks, particularly the US non-tradable shocks and the risk shocks, are more relevant explaining
bilateral dollar exchange rates than they are explaining country-level prices. This is again because
US non-tradable shocks and risk shocks affect country level prices in most countries in a different
direction than how they affect US prices. Turning to countries with different dollar assets, Figure ba
shows that, in most of the dollar asset distribution, the relevance of US non-tradable shocks and
risk shocks is decreasing in dollar assets. This is because most countries depreciate against the
dollar in response to decreases in US non-tradable output and increases in risk, and a larger stock
of dollar assets attenuates this depreciation by realizing larger capital gains. A corollary of this is
that in countries with significantly high dollar assets, dollar exchange rates are mostly explained
by idiosyncratic shocks because their exposure to global shocks is similar to that of the US.

Turning to countries with different commodity exposure, Figure 5b shows that, for countries
with commodity exposure above average, the relevance of the global tradable shock and risk shocks
increases with their commodity exposure. These countries are more exposed to the global tradable
output shock than the US and, hence, their exchange rates appreciate relative to the dollar in
response to an expansionary tradable output shock. As the commodity exposure increases, these
countries become riskier and their dollar exchange rate depreciates in response to increases in risk.
A corollary of this is that idiosyncratic shocks lose relevance in explaining dollar exchange rates
as countries increase their commodity exposure.

We now analyze how the model sheds light on the exchange rate dynamics of the three countries
cited in the introduction: Thailand, Hungary, and Australia. These countries are illustrative
examples of how the characteristics of their economy shape the properties of their exchange rates,
summarized in Table 4. On one extreme, the Thai baht is a currency that is relatively stable against

the US dollar, and the empirical factor regression only explains a small fraction of the variation in
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Figure 5: Variance Decomposition of Bilateral Exchange Rates
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Notes: Panel (a) plots the shares of the three global shocks (z¢,74, zy:) and the local shock z;; in the variance
decomposition of the bilateral exchange rate changes As;; as a function of m;, where each country’s e; is evaluated
at the mean e = 1. Panel (b) plots the same variance decomposition as a function of e;, with each country’s m;
evaluated at the mean m = 1. The model mapping from observables to (e;,m;) and the closed-form expressions for
the variance decompositions are detailed in Appendix C.

its exchange rate. The model is able to quantitatively explain these properties because Thailand is a
country with low exposure to commodities and large dollar assets, which makes its dollar exchange
rate largely insulated from global factors. On the other extreme, the Hungarian forint and the
Australian dollar exhibit large volatility against the dollar, and the factor regression explains a
significant fraction of their fluctuations. Through the lens of the model, these properties arise for
different reasons. Hungary is a country with limited dollar assets, which makes its currency exposed
to US non-tradable shocks and global risk shocks. Australia is a country with high commodity
incidence, and its currency is significantly exposed to global fluctuations in tradable output and

global risk shocks.

5 Conclusion

We develop a model of the global economy to study the drivers of exchange rates in the cross-
section. The model fulfills two goals. First, it provides an equilibrium interpretation to the
empirical factor structure of exchange rates, mapping fundamental shocks to factors and funda-
mental properties of countries to their factor loadings. Second, it provides a mapping that allows
us to recover the parameters of fundamental shocks from this factor structure.

Returning to the motivating question of the paper, our analysis indicates that there is no
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Table 4: Exchange Rate Properties in Model and Data for Selected Countries.

Thailand Hungary Australia

(a) Data

std(Asy) 20%  3.9%  3.6%

factor R? 29% 69% 70%

€; low low high

m; high low low

(b) Model

std(Asy) 3.0%  3.7% 5.0%

factor R? 32% 56% 75%

As;; variance shares Ay, 9% 14% 48%
Az, % 3% 21%
JAV 84% 83% 31%

single answer to what drives exchange rates across countries, because the drivers of exchange rates
critically depend on which exchange rate we refer to. Focusing on bilateral exchange rates against
the dollar, the currencies of high-commodity countries are driven by a combination of financial and
global output shocks. The currencies of countries with low dollar assets are affected by financial
shocks and US-specific output shocks. Low-dollar and high-commodity countries are the ones with
most volatile price levels and dollar exchange rates, and the contribution of financial shocks to their
exchange rates is the largest. These countries’ exchange rates also feature the highest explanatory
power of global factors. In contrast, the exchange rates of high-dollar and low-commodity countries
feature the lowest volatility and lowest explanatory power of global shocks, with their currencies
are mostly driven by local shocks.

Finally, in the case of exchange rates relative to the US dollar, the relevance of risk shocks
stands out because they affect relative prices in the US and in most of the other countries in
different directions. This is because the US is a particularly safe country that receives capital

flows from other countries in times of high global risk aversion.
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A Theoretical Appendix

A.1 Proofs and Additional Theoretical Results

Proof of Lemma 1. Plugging profit and fiscal rebates into the budget constraint, we get country
i’s resource constraint:

Cﬁ + PlJtVCZJX = thT + sztvxiv + RiuQiuBit — QitBi11 + RuytQuiMiy — Qe M, 141

) ] ) Qit . Qut . : i
+ Qz,t—lAzt (th Qi,t_l Qu’t_1> Qutht(Rut 1) (Al)

Use the market clearing for non-tradable goods to cancel PYCY on the left and PYY;Y on the
right. Use the market clearing for country i’s bonds to replace B;; with —A;:

Qut
Qu,t—l

Next, denoting by L; the dollar value of country i’s bonds purchased by the intermediary and
using QuiLii1 = QitAi,t+17

CL =Yl + QulLiti1 — QuLit + QuiMi — QueM; 111 (A.3)

Ch =Y + Qudipi1 — Qit—1Ait + QueMiyy — QueM; 141 (A.2)

The analogous constraint for the US is
C’Z; - YuYz; + QutLu,t—l—l - QutLut (A4>

Next, linearize the dollar asset policy rule QuM; 111 = 7 Q¢M; + (1 — 7) - Q. M; and observe that
first-order deviations of reserves are the same in all countries:

M1 = T(q — Qut) (A.5)
Log-linearizing the resource constraints (linearizing with respect to Ly and L),

Qir = ae;zy — axi + Al — aM;Amy g (A.6)

Qut = ey 2y — ATy + Aly 111 (A.7)
This completes the proof. [

Proof of Lemma 2. Let A% = / Ajr1di + Ay yq1. The intermediaries’ optimal portfolio is

QuiLiti1 = Liy1 + X(E AT NE [ X p41] + TiCUATS, X)) (A.8)

Here L;,; is the benchmark level of assets given in tradable goods:

Lt+1 = Qut/Mi,t—i-ldi (Ag)
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Rewrite the optimal choice as

Liti1 = /Mi,tﬂdi + XEJASE( Qe Xig1] + TiCALS, Qi Xig1]) (A.10)
Now use the fact that X;,; expands as

X1 ~ B AG 11 — AGupys + Tigr1 — Tupi1) (A.11)

This implies that Q;,}Xi,tﬂ ~ B AG 1 — AQuist + Tigs1 — Tugs1), since @, = 1 in the steady
state. Taking the double limit (0.,0,,0,) — (0,0,0) and (T'o?,To},To?) — (T'.,T,T,) and

using AP ~ B(1 + AY), rewrite the optimal choice as

Li4+ i1 = L(14+mypq) + XEAG 111 — Aquir + it — Tt
+ (1 +7)x - o lim FCNTL AGitr1 — AGui1] (A.12)

00, (04,02,04)—0

Here we use the fact that
L= / Midi (A.13)

and the fact that m; ;41 = myy1: all countries have the same log-deviations of dollar assets. In the
zeroth order we have

Here
C, = lim PCAS, Aigr1 — AGuit] (A.15)

T 00, (Tu,02,0,)—0
In the first order, we have

ligyr = Ly + XE[AGi 11 — Aquas1 + Tigg1 — Tugrr] +7xCi (A.16)
To eliminate the interest rates, observe that Euler equations linearize into

Tit+1 = pEt[ACi7t+1] (Al?)

1

From the condition that aQ;Ci; = Py Ny and Py = QF, we get

1 —
aQit + Ty (A.18)

Cit = ———
Q@
This implies

litr1 = Lmygr + XQE(AG 141 — Aquata] + XEe[Az 101 — Az yiq] + XCive (A.19)
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Here the composite parameter ¢ is

(A.20)

This completes the proof. [J
Proof of Lemma 3. Consider the within-period optimality conditions:

CI=(1-0a)QuCy A.21)

—~

Using Qi = (P})® and log-linearizing,

Cit = Qi + Cat (A.23)
a—1
Cit = i + Ci (A.24)

From this and cﬁ/ = x4, it follows that

1l -«

Cit = Qit + Tyt (A.25)
1

Cip = o Qi T Tt (A.26)

Now consider the log-linearization of A; ;41 and Ay 441:
Xitt1 = (1= p)Aciiy1 — ACZIHr1 = — (1 + p(lT—oz)) Agi 111 — pAT; 141 (A.27)
Autr1 = (1= p)Acyii1 — Aciprl = — (1 + @) AGui+1 — PATy 111 (A.28)
Denote ¢ = 1+ (1 — a)p/a. Integrating,

)‘?—T-el = —p (AQu,t—f—l + /Aqi7t+1di) — pAZL‘u7t+1 — p/Ami,t+1di (A29)

= —p((e+ ew) Az — ATy 111) — pATy 11 = —(e + ey)apAzy — (p— 1)aAx, 144

This uses the fact that g, + / ¢idi = (e + ey)az; — axy, which follows from Lemma 1. This
completes the proof. [J
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Auxiliary results. We next provide some auxiliary results that completely characterize equi-
librium. We solve for a linear equilibrium of the form

Qut = Ouze + Euur + pu e + Wyl + Cumy ( )
Qit = 01z + ETur + piye + Wilie + Gy + Mz + dilug ( )
luts1 = Dy 2 + Dygxye + Diyye + Dyglys + Dy (A.32)
Mip1 = Do 22t + Do Tt + Dy Ve + Dinglus + Doy ( )
litt1 = Dyilie + Dy g i%ie + Dy iz + Dy itur + Diqyiye + Digilue + Dymiii ( )

Lemma 4 first describes the globally important variables: the US price level, the evolution of the
US debt, and the evolution of reserves. Lemma 5 then describes the dynamics of country-specific
price levels ¢;; and external debt [;;. Proposition 7 shows the stationarity properties of exchange
rates. After solving the general case, we consider specific parts of the parameter space that deliver
tractable results.

LEMMA 4.  The US price level coefficients in the linear equilibrium are

ew — axpw(l —p,)(e+ey)
0, = - A.35
v 1 — 2axpw(1 - p.) (A.35)
1 —x@(1 + ap)(1 — pu)
. A.36
S T Y Gag(l— ) (4.36)
al,w

— u A.37
: 1 —2axea(l - p,) (A.37)
Wy = aw (A.38)
Gu=0 (A.39)

Here @ is the negative root of 2axpw? —@ — 1 = 0. The evolution of the US debt follows

axew(l —p:)
D, = (e,—e¢€)- — A.40
b= (e —e) 1 —2axpw(l —p,) ( )

xw(1 —ap)(1 — p,)

P = T axgt(1 = ) (A41)
Duy=0+1 (A.42)
Dy = pu/a (A.43)
Dim =0 (A.44)
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The coefficients in the evolution of reserves are

D = —aTle =) (A.45)
T 1= 2axpw(1 = ps)
1—2v@(1 — p,
’ 1 —2apx@(1 — pu)
Dm,l = —2Tw, (A.47)
Dy, = =271y (A.48)
Dy =0 (A.49)

Proof of Lemma 4. Integrating equation (A.19) and using ¢, + ¢; = (e + e,)azy — ATy,

lugr1 = XPE(AGu 11 — Aquyr] + XE[Azy 1] + Luy
= XPE[2Aqu 141 — (e + en)alzi] + X (1 + a@)Ed Ay 1] + Luys
= xp(20u — afe + €u)JEe[Aziia] + X (2080 + 1+ ap)By[ Ay 1] + 2x0paBe[Aiia]
+ Luye + 2x0wa Aly 1 + 2x0CuAMy 41 (A.50)

This uses the fact that integrating equation (A.14) leads to L, = x / C;di. Reorganizing,

(o = 2axpwy ) Aly 41 = 200x0CuAMy 11 — alyg + (L + 2X 00, (py — 1))
+axp(p: —1)(20, — ale + eu))z + ax(py — 1)(20& + 1 + ap)zy (A.51)

Plugging this into equation (A.7), we can see that (, = 0, and w, satisfies

2

o)
= —————————— A.52
v o — 20 pwy, ( )
Define @ by w, = aL,&. This solves
20y — @ —1=0 (A.53)
This implies
o)
a — 2axpw, = —= (A.54)
Using this to to reorganize equation (A.51),
aAlu,tJrl == wulut - (aLu + 2X‘P05/~Lu(pw - 1))(;]’}@
— axpw(p: = 1)(20, — ale + eu))ze — ax@(pu — 1)(208u + 1+ 0) 2w (A.55)
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This implies

ey — axewo(l —p.)(e+ey)

0, = _

1 —2axpw(1 — p.)
gzzﬂyl—x@ﬂ+awﬂ—ww
b 1 —2x@ap(l — pu)
Wu

Hu =

11— 2axp@(1 —p,)

For aAl, 141, we now have

a’xpi(es —e)(1 —p:)  ax@(l —ap)(l - p,)

Alygpr = wulu + pa - : '
ARt = b T T gL —p) 1 1= 2axew(l—pa)
This implies
axew(l — p,)
D P = u * ~
e = (e —€) 1 —2axex(l —p,)
D XO(1 — ap)(1 = pu)
be =~ 2axp(1 — py)
Dy=1+a
fhu
Dlﬁ = E

Recall that
mi41 = T(qt - Qut) = (Oé(@ + eu) - 26u)7_zt - (a + 2€u>7—$ut - 27—,uu7t - 27—wulut

The implication is that

D - ar(e - €u)
T 1= 2axpd(1 - p.)
1—2yw(1 — p,
Do = ar. 1= 20500
7 - 20590)(“)(1 - pu)
Dy, = 21w,
Dy = =271

This completes the proof. [J
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(A.57)

(A.58)

(A.59)

(A.60)

(A.61)

(A.62)
(A.63)

(A.64)

(A.65)

(A.66)

(A.67)
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LEMmMA 5. Country-specific price level coefficients in the linear equilibrium are

o 1— D, .(M; — L) — D, .(0; —

6, — ae; — apxwly,( p:) +aw m,Z( i ) — upxw Z7Z(5’ W) (A.69)
1 — apxw(l - p.)

¢ — QwDna(M; = L) = apxwDia(5i = w,) — axw(l + 0€)(1 = p) (A.70)
1 — apxw(l = py)

_awxCi + puapxw(l = py) 4+ 20wTpy (M; — L) + apxwfi(d; — wy)

P = ATl
: 1 —apxw(l - p,) (A.71)
Wi = ow (A.72)
(; = —awh; (A.73)
o
- A.T4
! 1 — axpw(l — p;) (A.T4)
0 —2 M; —L
5 = w, - apxww — 20wT (M; ) (A.75)

apxww + 1

Here w is the negative root of axpw? —w —1 =0 and [i is defined as j, = aLyfi. The coefficients
in the evolution of country-specific debt are

Dyi=14w (A.76)
apxw(l = py)

11— apxw(l - p,)
Qi —ae; + aMiDm,z

Dl,x,i =

(A.77)

D ., = - (A.78)
D=t O‘fiDm” (A.80)
Dy = % (A.81)
Dypi=—(w+1)M; (A.82)

Proof of Lemma 5. Plugging the linear conjecture into equation (A.19),

(a — axpwi) Al 11 = almyy + axe( — 0u)(p: — 1)z — ax(1 — @(& = &) (pu — 1)Tw
+ axeni(pe — Daie + axeGAmeer + axe(d; — wu) Alye
+ (axe(pi = p)(py = 1) + a(Li = L))y — adiy (A.83)
Plugging this back into the linear conjecture, we see that w; satisfies

2

w; = R (A.84)
o — QX PW;
Define w by w; = aL;w. This parameter solves
axpw® —w—1=0 (A.85)
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Using this, we can reorganize equation (A.83):

alAl; 1 = wiliy — awlmyy — axpewGAMey — axpw(0; — wy) Al 141

+ axpw(l; — 0,)(1 = p.)ze + axw(p(& — &u) — 1)(1 = pu)@ur + axpwn; (1 — pg)rq

+ (axpw(l — py) (i — pu) — awxCi)ve
Collecting the coefficients on m; in the linear conjecture,
G = axpw; + al;
This means (; = —awM,;. Collecting the coefficients on m;; in the linear conjecture,
—awl — axpw(; — aM; = aw(M; — L)

Collecting the terms on x;,

e}
1 —axpw(l — py)

U

This means

Git = Wilix + Gmy + Mz + aw(M; — L)mygy — axow(d; — wy) Aly i1
+ [ae; + axpw(0; — 0,)(1 — p2)]z + axw(e(& — &u) — 1)1 — pu)Tut
+ (axew(l = py) (i — ) — wxCs) e

For 9;, we have

apxww — 20wt (M; — L)
apxww + 1

5i:wu-

For 6; and &;, we have

ae; — apxwly, (1 — p.) + awDy, ,(M; — L) — aoxwD, . (6; — wy)
1 — apxw(l - p.)

o WDy o (M; — L) — aopxwD) 2 (6 — wy) — axw(1 + p&,) (1 — py)

1 — apxw(l = py)

92‘:

&i

Finally, for p;, we have

_owxCi + puapxw(l — py) + 2007, (M; — L) + apxwii(6; — wa)
1 — apxw(l = p,)
_awxCi + pu(l + 20w7(M; — L)) + apxwin(d; — wa)
1 —apxw(l —py)
awxC; [y 1+ 2awt(M; — L)
1 —apxw(l—p,) 1—apxw(l—p,) 1+ apwx@

P =

:,U/u

:/’LU
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(A.92)
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To characterize the evolution of [;;, use equation (A.6):
alii1 = aly + ¢ — aezy + axy + oMimyp — aMymy (A.95)
This implies
by —ae; +aM;Dy, .

1,2,i (A96)

o

; M;D
Dy = §i + aMiDino (A.97)

o
% Msz
Dl,'y,z - a i O-/a i (A98>
Dy=w+1 (A.99)
Dis = —( + )M, (A.100)
Dy = % (A.101)
o S Cl Gt (A.102)
" o 1 — apxw(l — p;)

This completes the proof. [J

PROPOSITION 7. Endogenous states (1, iy, my) evolve as

ut+1 ( ) ut + F (Zta/ytu xut)
Liv1 = (1 +w)li + Fi(ze, 7, Tut, Tity L, M)

miy1 = m(zt, Yty Tut, ut)

Here the coefficients w and w satisfy —1 < w < © < 0 and both converge to zero if x — 0.
Proof of Proposition 7. Directly follows from the statements of Lemma 4 and Lemma 5. [

If exogenous processes are stationary, endogenous processes, including exchange rates, are sta-
tionary too. The reason is the portfolio management cost. The intermediary’s portfolio gravitates
towards a fixed benchmark, which makes the economy return to a stable distribution of investment
positions in the long run. The US position has a persistence coefficient 1+ @ € (0, 1), every other
country’s position has persistence 1 4+ w € (0,1), and the global reserve position does not depend
on its own past values. Inflows into the US are more persistent than inflows into other countries
due to their feedback: they affect the US dollar exchange rate, which further drives financial flows.
Both persistence coefficients become a unit root if portfolio frictions disappear. This relates our
portfolio costs to stationarity-inducing devices in the spirit of Schmitt-Grohé and Uribe (2003).

Limiting case. We next characterize the limit of small portfolio costs and large reserve assets
under e, = e and a different assumption on the persistence of risk aversion shocks: p, = 0. We
assume p, = p, = p, = 1 for tractability and introduce new notation for auxiliary variables:

¢ =Valy (A.103)

Vi = ¢or(m; —m) — 1 (A.104)
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We prove the results that characterize bilateral exchange rate depreciation against the US for all
countries, our currency factors, and loadings, in the limit y — oo when M; = |/xm;.

Proof of Proposition 1. US coefficients are

0., = ae, (A.105)
§u=—a (A.106)
[y = Qwy Ly, (A.107)

Coefficients of individual countries are

& = *wr(M; — L) (A.109)
N = —« (A.110)
(i = —awbhl; (A.111)
142 M; - L
5 = wy — w0, - A 20w (M: — L) (A.112)
1 4+ apyxww
u 142 M; - L C;
= gy — 1A 20wrM D L) awx (A.113)
1 — apyxw 1+ apxww 1 — apyw
US debt coefficients are
D, = (A.114)
D=0 (A.115)
Dy, =& (A.117)
Total reserve demand coefficients are
D,,.=0 (A.118)
Dppw = ar (A.119)
Dy = —271w, (A.120)
Dy = =271 (A.121)
Assume y — oo and X’%Mi — m; for all 7. In this limit,
: ! (A.122)
W~ — .
V200X
1
~ — (A.123)
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According to Lemma 3,

Cz’ — FZQ’QSO(B + eu)(eu - ei) + FUQQ(p - 1)¢z =¢

L

The limits of the coefficients are

_1
X Wy

M —

0i

Gi

Hi

It follows that Al,++1 = O(1). Now consider aAl; ;1 and aoM;Amyyq:

— = T.(p-1) =1,
X

20
— ey

; — —ato(m; —m)

— ¢om;

¢ 142V27¢(m; —m)

V2 14++2

Cs

(A.124)
(A.125)

alippr = a1+ w)lis + (0427'Mz' + 062WT(M1' — L))xy — o(w + 1) Mymy + (pi — 207 1, M)y

+ ((51 — QTqui)lut

aM;Amy = AT Mz — 2at oy My — 2arw, Ml — aMymy

(A.134)
(A.135)

From this, it follows that
Al — aM;Amyyy = oPwr(M; — L)xys + pirys + Oilus + w(aly — aMymy) = O(1)  (A.136)
Plug this into g;:

Qit = qegzy — axyy + Al — aM;Amy gy

= ez — axy + Pwr(M; — L)y + pirye + Gilu + w(aly — aMymy) (A.137)
lu 7 _1

= ez — axy — apT(m; — m) Ty + (2— + C_) v+ O(x " ?) (A.138)
("2

Now consider q;:

Ly, 1
Qut = QeZp — ATy + Ve + Wulue = aezy — axy + %% + O(x é) (A.139)
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It follows that

Ci _1
Git — Gue = (€ — €u)azy — iy — gy + E% +O(x 2) (A.140)

Defining the depreciation of currency ¢ against the dollar as As; ;11 = Agyi+1 — Agits1,

ASi’tJrl — (eu — €i>OéAZt+1 + Oﬂ/)iASCu,tJrl + OéALEi7t+1 + HZ'A’}/t+1 (A141>
Here k; is
Ki = - I.o?(e +ey)(ei — ey) + Tuad?(p — 1)(1 — 7é(m; —m)) (A.142)
2

This completes the proof. [J

Proof of Proposition 2. Assume that e, = e and that (e;,m;) are independent in the cross-
section. Then, integrating As; 11,

dollyy; = —aAzy i1 + Fuad®(p — 1) Avi1 (A.143)
Integrating over e > med{e} and e < med{e} and subtracting,
commy,; = (ep — eg)aAz i —20°T (e — exm)eAyy (A.144)

The expression for As; ;1 then follows from plugging these into Proposition 1. [

Proof of Proposition 3. Take As;;41 = As; 11 — As;jiy1. According to Proposition 2,

ei—ej

Asjjp1 = prm——— commyyy + 7¢(m; —my) - dollyy + aAw; 141 — @Az (A.145)
Integrating this over 4,
base; 11 = e(;_—eejL -commyyq + 7o(m; —m) - dollyyy — @Az (A.146)
Plugging this back,
As;jir1 = basejii1 + % -commy 1 + 7o(m —m;) - dollyi1 + @Az 444 (A.147)

This completes the proof. [J

Proof of Proposition 4. This functional form of the factor moments follows directly from

2 2

Proposition 2 that expresses the factors in terms of the shocks. The mapping from (02,02, (T'o,)?)

to the second moments is not trivially invertible because it is not linear. However, we can still
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express these parameters:

V.V, — C2

2 cVd cd

- A.148

7 a?(ex —ep)?Vg+202pe(en —ep)(p —1)71Ceq ( )
ey

o2 = VeVa = Cey (A.149)

YoVt ad? ey —ep)(p—1)(26)71Cqyq
(aVe+¢*(en —er)(p —1)(2¢) 'Cua) - (e — er)Va + 2ep(p — 1)"'Cea)
Ap%e(p — 1)(VeVa — CZ))?

(To,)? = Chq - (A.150)

Here the notation is V; = V[doll;], V. = V[comm,], and C.; = C[doll;, comm,]. [
Proof of Proposition 5. The proposition follows directly from Proposition 2. [J

Proof of Proposition 6. Conditional expected excess returns on currency ¢ are

E: [7“$i,t+1] =Tit+1 — Tut+1 — E, [Asi,t+1] = pl, [Aci,t+1 - ACu,tJrﬂ + E, [AQi,t+1 - AQu,tJrl]

11—«
= p( - )_Et[AQi,t-i-l - AQu,t-H] + Et[AQi,t—l—l — AQU,t—H] = @Et[A%’,H—l _ Aqu,t+1]

Ay (A.151)
Using the expression for the exchange rate depreciation,
Bolraipr] = —¢ - Eel(ew — €) - alzy + (7d(mi —m) — 1) - @Azyp1 + Ki - Aypr + oAz 4]
= PR (A.152)
Here k; = (€; — €,) - (e + €,)a’T, + (1 — 7¢(m; —m)) - ag’T,(p — 1), so
Eilrais] = [(ei — eu) - (e + e)pa®Ts + (1 = 7¢(m; —m)) - @’Tulp — 1)] - 7 (A.153)

This completes the proof. [J

A.2 A Commodity-Based Economy

In this section, we present a simple model of a production economy with countries that differ in
their endowments of commodities. We show that this economy provides a microfoundation for the
tradable endowment formulation we assume in the baseline model. In particular, we show that the
country-specific endowments of commodities map into the tradable output exposure parameter e;
in our baseline model. Additionally, we show that the global tradable output fluctuations, z;, are
generated by commodity-biased productivity shocks. Finally, we also show the mapping between e;
and the steady-state export share of commodities, a result we lever from in the empirical analysis.

Each country produces two final goods: tradable and non-tradable. It also exports non-
differentiated commodities and uses labor. Non-tradable goods are simply endowed at the level
YN, Tradable goods are produced by a representative firm using labor Hj; and commodities Xj;:

Y.I =2 Hy + Z, Xy (A.154)

Here Z; is the global productivity shock with E[Z;] = 1, and z; is the country-specific labor
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productivity. The price of the commodity input is M;, the wage is W;;. The firm solves

1?1%?(_ Pzty;? — WyHy — My Xy (A-155)

An interior solution implies that, for all 4,

Py 7, = M, (A.156)
Pz = W, (A.157)

Countries consume a Cobb-Douglas aggregator of their own non-tradable good and all tradable
goods, putting a mass point on their own good:

In(Cy) = 0log(CH) + (1 — O)alog(CL) + (1 — 0)(1 — ) /log(Cth)dj —v (A.158)
Here v is a normalization constant:
v =0log(f) + (1 — f)alog((1 —O)a) + (1 — ) (1 — o) log((1 — 0)(1 — «)) (A.159)

This leads to the following demand:

cN = GQ“% (A.160)
Py
QuCi
Cle = (1= )a=pr" (A.161)
it
QuC;
Chi=1-0)(1-a) ]% t (A.162)
J
Here the price index is
log(Qir) = 0log(Py') + (1 — O)alog(Py) + (1 = 0)(1 - a) /10g(P§)dj (A.163)
Normalize
/ log(P})dj =0 (A.164)

Since we have P,;Z; = M, for all 7, which means P;; are the same for all 7, we have P; = 1 for all
i. The individual country’s price index is then Q; = (PY)?. Moreover, M; = Z,.

Country 7 has a commodity endowment e;. We parameterize it so that e; + z; = 1 for all ¢:
natural advantage in commodities in some countries is balanced out by a natural advantage in
producing final goods in others. This will allow us to arrive at a symmetric steady state. Country
i's consolidated budget constraint is

QuCi = PYYY + PIYT 4+ Mife — X.)
_I_ R’itQitBit - QitBi7t+1 + ﬂt —I— Hit (A165)
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Here B, ;4 is borrowing in local currency bonds for the next period, B;; is the debt at the start
of this period, T;; are net transfers from the government, and II;; are the profit rebates from
the intermediaries. Using the fact that PYY,N = 0Q;Cj, the fact that Qy = (PY)?, assuming
YN =0/(1—0), the fact that P1Y, = 2,H;y + Z; Xy, and the fact that M, = Z,,

(Qit)e = 2 + Zve; + RyyQiBit — QitBi g1 + Ty + 1 (A.166)

In the steady state, Z; = 1. The profit rebate rule and reserve management rules from the baseline
model imply R;iQuBit — QiBity1 + T + IL;; = 0. We also have z; +e; = 1. All of this implies
Q; = 1. To arrive at the steady-state export shares in commodities, use the market clearing for
traded goods:

yI =l + / T dj (A.167)

]

This leads to the following expression:
YT = a1 = 0)QuCu+ (1 - a)(1-0) [ QuCydl (A.168)

Since Q; = PV =1 in the steady state, using PYY.N = 0Q;Cy; leads to C; = 1/(1—6),s0 V,I =1

(2
for all 2. The steady-state export share of commodities is then

N 1+€l

i (A.169)
Denoting z; = Z; — 1 and using e; + 2; = 1, we can transform the budget constraint in equa-
tion (A.165) into

Cj, + By Cll = 1+ ez + RyQuBis — Qi Bigs1 + Tir + iy (A.170)

A.3 A Model with Mean-Variance Intermediaries

In this section we consider a variant of the baseline model in which global financial intermediaries
have mean-variance preferences over returns. We show that this specification differs from the
baseline in the implicit stochastic discount factor used by intermediaries, and gives rise to similar
pricing of risks as the baseline model under certain parametric assumptions.

Suppose the global financial intermediary’s objective function is given by

r -1 .
Et[Ht+1] - %Vt[nt—i—l] - 52_)( (QitAi,t—i—l - Lt+1)2dl (A-171)
Here the profits 1, are given by
Iy = /QitAi,t-&-lXi,t—&-ldi (A.172)
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Excess returns are defined as before:

Rii1Qip1 Rup1Quist

Xit1 = On O (A.173)
The optimal choice of the intermediary is
QitAiir1 = Liyr + X(E[BXi 441] — TiCy By, X 441]) (A.174)
This is reminiscent of the optimal choice in our baseline model:
QitAis1 = Lip1 + X(E AL B[ Xi 1] + TiC ALY, X 41]) (A.175)

With mean-variance preferences, profits act as the opposite of the stochastic discount factor:
individual returns are more valuable in states where the total profits are low.

Now make the substitution to the dollar value of debt: Qu:L; 11 = QitAi+1. In the first order,
the intermediary’s profits are

IL = 5_1 /Li(AQi,t+l - AQu,tJrl + i1 — ’f’u,t+1)di (A-176)

Rewrite the optimal choice in terms of L; ;1 ;:

Liyyn = /Mi,tﬂdi + X(E[BQL Xipr1] — TiCi[ B4 1, BQ Xit41]) (A.177)

Use the fact that Q;thi,tH ~ ! (AGi 41— AQut+1+7Ti 441 —Tutt1). Assuming that the intermediary
uses the first-order approximation for profits I1;,, its optimal choice in the first order is

Li4+ i1 = L1 +myp1) + XEAG 101 — Aquipsr + Tige1 — Tups]

- Xr(l + ’Yt)@t [/ Li(AQi,tJrl - Aqu,tJrl)dia A%’,tﬂ - Aqu,t+1 (A-178)

Here we use the fact that m; 11 = myyq: every country chooses the same log-deviation of dollar
assets. In the zeroth order,

Li=L—C (A.179)

Here the object C; is the limiting risk premium on country #’s currency:

C = lim I'C, [/ Li(Agipr1 — Aquir1)di, Agiprr — Aguis (A.180)

(02,0u,0~)—0,'—00

It is the direct analog of the limiting risk premium C; in the baseline model. In the first order,
litt1 = XPE(AG 111 — Auair] + XE[ATi 11 — Azy ] — XCivi + Lmy (A.181)

This result is the direct analog of Lemma 2. The only difference between this expression and that
in the baseline model is the composition of the limiting risk premium C;: using profits instead of

02



the consumers’ stochastic discount factors changes the pricing of risk.
Denote by ; the vector of exposures of country 7’s exchange rate against the dollar to the three
global shocks:

0; — 0,
Bi=|e—c, (A.182)

Let (I';,Ty, ') be the vector of limits of (I'o?,T'o;,'0?) and let Dp = diag{I';,I'y,T',}. Use this
notation to make progress on CAZ

€= [ LipDrbdi = [(L-xC)BDedi =L [ BdiDesi—x [ Goiaives  (a1s3)

[ésai=r [maipe [ssdi—x [ saive [ o

= L/B dep/m di (I+XDF/@B dz) (A.184)

This implies

Plugging this back,

-1
Ci = L/ﬁ}dj (I - XDr/ﬁjﬁ}dj (I + XDr/Bzﬂédi) > Drf;
-1
= L/ﬁ}dj <1+XDF/5i5§di> Drp; (A.185)
Using E[-] to denote the cross-sectional expectation,

C; = L-E[8])(I + xDrE[S]) "' Drj; (A.186)

This expression is reminiscent of the limiting risk premium in the baseline model, except instead
of the exposures of the average SDF to the global shocks in Lemma 3, each currency’s exposure
B; is weighted by L - E[3'](I + xDrE[86']) !, which represents the exposure of the intermediary’s
profits. In fact, the mean-variance intermediary’s SDF linearizes as follows:

I ~ /Li(AQi,t+1 - Aqn,tﬂ)di =L- E[ﬁ/]u - ([ + XDFE[BBI])AXDFEW&])Aytﬂ
= L-E[B](I + xDrE[BS]) ' Ay, (A.187)

Here Ay, ., = (Azp1 Azyye1 Ayey)’ is the vector of global shocks.

This SDF, in principle, loads on the financial shock ~;, which is not the case in our baseline
model, where the financial shock is purely redistributive. However, if the double limit I' — oo
and (02, 04,0,) — (0,0,0) with (I'e2,T'02,I'62) — (T., T, T,) features small financial shocks

(I'y = 0), then only 6; — 6, and & — &, enter the expression for éz If p, = p, = 1, for these
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coefficients we have

0; — 0, = ale; — ey) (A.188)
& —&u=a+Pwr(M; — L) (A.189)

For the cross-sectional expectations, we have

Elf; — 0.] = afe — ey) (A.190)
B¢ — &) = (A.191)

If M; and e; are uncorrelated,
E[(6; — 0.)(& — &u)] = a®(e — eu) (A.192)

With these moments, we can easily invert I + xyDrE[3/'] and compute L-E[3'](I + xDrE[33])~L.
The linearized profits become

ale —e,) - L(1 + ya'w?7°T, V[ M]) a- L(1+ xa?T,Vl]e])

I ~ A Az + A ATy 1
= (e — eu)GAZ 1 + QAT 4 (A.193)
Here A > 0 is
A =14 a*}[[u(1 4+ ?wW*T?V[M]) + T.(Ve] + (e — e)?)]
+ oL T (Ve)(1 + o?w? T2 V[M]) + (e — ey)* w7V [M]) (A.194)

This result is the direct analog of Lemma 3. Written side-by-side, the linearized average household
SDF for Lemma 3 and the profits-based SDF of the mean-variance intermediary are

A = —(e+ew)apAziy — (p— 1)alAxy, (A.195)
/\gﬂﬁt = —(e—ey):Azp1 — CulAZy t 41 (A.196)

Here ¢, and ¢, are the positive coefficients from equation (A.193).

Two important observations are in order. First, the mean-variance intermediary is exposed to
dollar risk in equilibrium. It has to absorb the demand for dollar assets from all regular countries
and only partly passes it through to the US households. Risk aversion pushes the intermediary
to match its dollar liabilities with US-originated dollar assets, but the portfolio cost pushes it to
invest in regular countries. The outcome of this tradeoff is partial insurance against the dollar risk.
Second, the intermediary’s exposure to the commodity risk depends on the commodity intensity
of the US relative to the world average. The intermediary’s profit is only positively exposed to the
global tradable output shock of e, < e, which makes its dollar liabilities appreciate less in times
of high z; that its predominantly non-dollar assets. If e, = e, the intermediary has no exposure
to the commodity risk in equilibrium. This is because it chooses a uniform portfolio of regular
countries’ bonds, since this portfolio carries no exposure to z;, and hence choosing it fulfills both of
the intermediary’s objectives: minimize exposure to risk and approximate uniform asset weights.
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B Empirical Appendix

B.1 Data description

e FExchange rate: The dependent variable in our empirical model equation (13) is constructed
based on exchange rate contracts data from the London Stock Exchange (LSEG). We con-
struct end-of-month bilateral exchange rates vis-a-vis the US dollar from daily to-USD spot
exchange rate contracts, and then take the first difference of log exchange rate of local cur-
rency ¢ per dollar.

o Commodity factor: We define high and low commodity producers based on countries’ time-
averaged annual share of raw materials in merchandise exports over 2015-2019, using data
from the World Integrated Trade Solution (WITS). A country is categorized as a high com-
modity producer ¢ € 7y, if its time-averaged share of raw materials in merchandise exports
is above the median across countries in our sample, excluding the country itself; and as a
low commodity producer ¢ € Z;; if it is below the median. We then construct the country-
specific commodity factor by differencing the average change in the log exchange rate of high
commodity producers and that of low commodity producers as in equation (14).

e Dollar factor: We construct the currency-specific dollar factor as the cross-sectional-average
of monthly change in the log exchange rates of all currencies against the dollar, excluding
the currency itself as in equation (15).

e Carry factor: Following Verdelhan (2018), we first sort currencies in our sample, excluding
the currency itself, into six portfolios based on their local-currency interest rates, which are
approximated using the one-month forward discount rate. We then construct the currency-
specific carry factor by taking the difference between the average change in the log exchange
rate of the 6th portfolio (the one with the highest interest rates), and that of the first portfolio
(the one with the lowest interest rates).

o Trade-centrality factor: We first construct the Richmond (2019) trade centrality measure as
in equation (B.1), using bilateral trade data from the International Monetary Fund’s (IMF)
International Trade in Goods dataset (IMTS).

N . -
Xijt + Xjit -

i = A B.1

Vit Z<GDPit+GDPjt> St ( )

Jj=1

where v;; is the trade centrality of country ¢ at time ¢; G;%ggtpﬁ is the bilateral trade
intensity between country ¢ and j at time t, measured as the total bilateral exports scaled
by the combined GDP; and §;; is country j’s exports as a share of total trade across our
sample countries at time £. We then construct the country-specific trade-centrality factor
in a manner similar to the commodity factor, categorizing countries into high- or low-trade-
centrality groups based on whether a country’s 2015-2019 average trade centrality is above

or below the median of the sample (excluding the country itself).

e Tradable-output-sensitivity factor: The dependent variable in the regression model equa-
tion (16) is based on data from the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
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ment’s (OECD) Inter-Country Input-Output tables (ICIO) (Note that the ICIO database
does not include data for Albania or Uruguay from our sample). We categorize agriculture,
mining, and manufacturing as the tradable sectors and deflate each country’s annual tradable
output (measured in USD) by U.S. CPI index. The independent variable is based on monthly
commodity prices from the World Bank Commodity Price Data and we use the end-of-year
total index. We estimate the empirical model in equation (16) over the 2000-2019 period
to obtain f3; s for each country 4, representing its tradable output sensitivity. Finally, we
construct the tradable-output-sensitivity factor in a manner similar to the commodity factor,
categorizing countries into high- or low-sensitivity groups based on whether a country’s Bios
is above or below the median of the sample (excluding the country itself).

Share of dollar-denominated assets: We primarily use data from the IMF’s Portfolio In-
vestment Positions by Counterpart Economy (formerly CPIS) to construct each country’s
share of dollar-denominated assets. We calculate this share by dividing a country’s USD-
denominated portfolio assets by its total portfolio assets and using the 2015-2019 average.
For countries not covered by the CPIS, we impute the share using the ratio of a country’s
holding of US Treasuries (from the Treasury International Capital (TIC) System) to its total
international investment assets (from IMF’s International Investment Position (IIP)).

Commodity incidence (or share of commodity exports): We use 2015-2019 average of a coun-
try’s annual share of raw materials in merchandise exports.

U.S. non-tradable employment: For the regressions in panel A of Table B.3, we use the first
difference of HP-filtered log U.S. monthly non-tradable sector employment. We construct this
series by subtracting total employees in goods-producing sectors from the total private-sector
nonfarm employees, downloaded from the FRED.

Commodity price index: For the regressions in panel B of Table B.3, we use log difference of
the month Commodities for Index: All excluding Gold from the IMF Primary Commodity
Price System.

VIX: We use the end-of-month Cboe Volatility Index in Table B.3, constructed from daily
closing values of the index from the Cboe.

FEzxcess bond premium: Following Gilchrist and Zakrajsek (2012), we use the first difference
of monthly excess bond premium in Table B.3, provided by the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System.

Intermediary capital risk factor: Following He et al. (2017), we use monthly intermediary
capital risk factor in Table B.3, downloaded from Zhiguo He’s website.

Trade centrality: Following Richmond (2019), we use 2015-2019 average of a country’s trade
centrality measure as an additional control variable for specification (2) of Table B.5.

Trade openness: We use 2015-2019 average of a country’s total trade (imports and exports)
scaled by its GDP as an additional control variable for specification (3) of Table B.5.

Country size: Following Hassan (2013), we use 2015-2019 average of a country’s log share of
GDP in our sample as an additional control variable for specification (4) of Table B.5.
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e Distance: we include log harmonic geographic distance to U.S. from the World Bank’s World

Development Indicators (WDI) as an additional control variable for specification (5) of Table
B.5.

e Gravity variables: Following Lustig and Richmond (2020), we include a set of other gravity
variables relative to U.S. as additional control variables in specification (6) of Table B.5 using
data from the Research and Expertise on the World Economy (CEPII) Gravity dataset.
These include: a dummy variable indicating whether country ¢ shares a common language
with the U.S.; a dummy variable for whether it shares a common legal origin; and a dummy
variable for whether country ¢ is contiguous with the U.S.

e Net acquisition of USD assets: We construct each country’s net acquisition of USD-denominated
assets using data from the IMF’s Balance of Payments (BOP). We multiply each country’s
net financial assets (defined as the net acquisition of financial assets less net incurrence of

liabilities) by our previously imputed share of dollar-denominated assets, and detrend the
annual series over 2000-2019.

B.2 Additional figures and tables

Figure B.1: Explanatory Power of Factor Regression and Principal Components

14

R2(2-component PCA)

2 4 .6 .8 1
R2(baseline)

Notes: This figure plots the R? from a two-principal-component model (y-axis) against the R? from the empirical
model in equation (13) (x-axis) for each currency i. Both measures represent the fraction of variation in log exchange

rate changes As; ;11 explained by the respective models. Each scatter point represents a currency, and the red line
denotes the 45-degree line.
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Table B.1: Factor Structure of Exchange Rates: Regression Estimates

COUHtI‘y « Bcomm 5(1011 R2 N

Albania 0.001  -1.601%%*  1.100%%* 0.699 240
(0.001)  (0.183)  (0.069)

Australia 0.002%  0.038  1.639%FF 0.726 240
(0.001)  (0.250)  (0.070)

Brazil 0.000  2.480%%*  1.546%** 0.400 240
(0.002)  (0.606)  (0.136)

Canada 0.002%  0.586%%  0.956%%* 0.520 240
(0.001)  (0.293)  (0.074)

Switzerland -0.002%  -2.020%%F  1.093%%%  0.562 240
(0.001)  (0.249)  (0.086)

Chile 0.001  1.698%FF  1.072%%F  0.449 240
(0.002)  (0.355)  (0.109)

China 0.001*  0.001  0.126%%* 0.101 240
(0.000)  (0.099)  (0.027)

Colombia 0.000  1.686%** 1.258%%% (0476 240
(0.002)  (0.399)  (0.117)

Costa Rica 0.003%%%  -0.264 0.003  0.014 240
(0.001)  (0.167)  (0.041)

Czech Republic  -0.002**  -2.079*%** 1.496*** 0.686 240
(0.001)  (0.209)  (0.066)

Euro Area 0.001  -1.688**F  1.273FFF  0.741 240
(0.001)  (0.206)  (0.058)

United Kingdom  0.000 0570 0.776%%%  0.359 240
(0.001)  (0.361)  (0.095)

Hungary -0.000  -1.772%FF  1.768***  0.684 240
(0.001)  (0.386)  (0.110)

Indonesia 0.002 0.078  0.817FF*  0.241 240
(0.002)  (0.312)  (0.111)

Israel -0.001 0279 0.617FFF 0289 240
(0.001)  (0.261)  (0.066)

India 0.001 0.221  0.655%** 0.385 240
(0.001)  (0.193)  (0.063)

Notes: This table reports regression estimates for constant «, the commodity factor loading B¢omm, and the dollar
factor loading Bqon for each currency 4 (listed in the first column), as specified in equation (13). Newey-West
adjusted standard errors are reported in brackets. The table also includes the R?, representing the fraction of
variation in As;41 explained by our empirical model for each currency’s regression.
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Table B.2: Factor Structure of Exchange Rates: Regression Estimates

Country a Beomm Bdoll R? N

Iceland 0.002 0.695  0.995%%% 0239 240
(0.002)  (0.621)  (0.170)

Japan 0.001  -0.892%%  0.276%* 0.066 240
(0.002)  (0.402)  (0.124)

South Korea -0.001 -0.071 1.119%%* 0471 240
(0.001)  (0.340)  (0.109)

Mexico 0.001  0.965%%* 0.996%%* 0.436 240
(0.001)  (0.310)  (0.102)

Malaysia -0.001 0.302%  0.627*¥* 0.455 240
(0.001)  (0.169)  (0.062)

Norway 0.000  -0.964%* 1.350%** 0.656 240
(0.001)  (0.331)  (0.083)

Peru 0.001  0.461%F%  0.363%%* 0288 240
(0.001)  (0.152)  (0.049)

Philippines 0.000 0.052  0.441%%* 0236 240
(0.001)  (0.204)  (0.052)

Poland 0.002  -LI6THFF 1.720%F% 0,689 240
(0.001)  (0.345)  (0.097)

Russia 0.002 0.290 1.131%%*  0.331 240
(0.002) (0.505) (0.152)

Sweden 0.000  -1.268%%*F  1.460%** 0.707 240
(0.001)  (0.242)  (0.063)

Singapore -0.001%F%  -0.417%F*  0.703*%**  0.727 240
(0.001)  (0.118)  (0.045)

Thailand -0.001 0.184  0.543%%%  0.315 240
(0.001)  (0.203)  (0.049)

Turkey 0.007%%  2.380%%%  1.150%%* 0.204 240
(0.003)  (0.546)  (0.117)

Uruguay 0.004%  1.341%FF  0.441%%% 0127 240
(0.002)  (0.497)  (0.101)

South Africa  0.001 0.585  1.575%%* 0390 240
(0.002)  (0.460)  (0.105)

Notes: This table reports regression estimates for constant «, the commodity factor loading B¢omm, and the dollar
factor loading Bqon for each currency 4 (listed in the first column), as specified in equation (13). Newey-West
adjusted standard errors are reported in brackets. The table also includes the R?, representing the fraction of
variation in As;41 explained by our empirical model for each currency’s regression.

29



Table B.3: Macroeconomic Determinants of the Dollar and Commodity Factor

(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: Dollar Factor

US Nontradable Employment — -2.698** -2.770** -2.376**
(1.088) (1.319) (1.132)

VIX 0.002***
(0.000)
EBP 0.025***
(0.007)
Intermediary Capital -0.136***
(0.022)
R? 0.284 0.141 0.218
Observations 240 240 240
Panel B: Commodity Factor
Commodity Price Index -0.0181**  -0.0146* -0.0166
(0.009) (0.008) (0.010)
VIX 0.0004***
(0.000)
EBP 0.0068***
(0.002)
Intermediary Capital -0.0223***
(0.006)
R? 0.138 0.136 0.097
Observations 240 240 240

Notes: Panel A reports time-series regressions of the monthly dollar factor (constructed similarly to equation (15),
but including all currencies) on the first difference of HP-filtered log U.S. non-tradable sector employment and
various global risk measures. Column (1) uses the first difference of the VIX, Column (2) uses the first difference
of the excess bond premium from Gilchrist and Zakrajsek (2012), and Column (3) uses the intermediary capital risk
factor from He et al. (2017). Panel B reports time-series regressions of the monthly commodity factor (similar to
equation (14), but including all currencies) on the log difference of the commodity price index (excluding gold) and
the same measures of global risk used in Panel A. Appendiz B provides more details on variables used in this table.
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Figure B.2: Factor Structure Regressions: Comparing Dollar and British Pound Bases

(a) Dollar-factor loadings f; don
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Notes: Each panel shows the estimated loadings in two regressions that only differ on the base of the exchange
rates used as dependent variables. These regressions include the dollar factor, the British pound factor and the
commodity factor as independent variables. Panel (a) shows estimated loading of the dollar factor doll; ;4 for
each currency i. Panel (b) shows estimated loading of the British pound factor gbp; 441 for each currency 4. Panel
(c) shows the estimated loading of the commodity factor comm; ;11 for each currency i. Each bar includes 90%
confidence interval in gray, calculated using Newey-West standard errors.
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Table B.4: Factor Structure of Exchange Rates: The Role of the Dollar Basis

# of Regressions with significant

Currency Base Dollar Factor = Currency-Base Factor
Albania 22 14
Australia 23 5
Brazil 19 4
Canada 22 6
Switzerland 23 9
Chile 22 1
China 17 6
Colombia 20 9
Costa Rica 19 3
Czech Republic 22 15
Euro Area 23 17
United Kingdom 22 5
Hungary 20 10
Indonesia 22 5
Israel 20 2
India 22 10
Iceland 22 5
Japan 22 9
South Korea 22 9
Mexico 22 7
Malaysia 22 14
Norway 22 12
Peru 21 6
Philippines 23 13
Poland 22 9
Russia 22 5
Sweden 19 14
Singapore 23 14
Thailand 22 11
Turkey 23 15
Uruguay 21 1
South Africa 21 3
Dependent variable relative to  currency base USD
All currency bases 687 268

Notes: This table reports the counts of statistically significant dollar and currency-base factor loadings for each
base currency i, evaluated at the 5% significance level. Appendix B provides details on the construction of the
currency-base factor. The second column reports the number of significant dollar factor loadings obtained from
three-factor regressions, where the dependent variable is the change in log exchange rate vis-a-vis base currency
i, and the independent variables are dollar, commodity, and base-currency factors. For each base currency i, the
count is out of 32; in total, 687 out of 992 regressions yield a statistically significant dollar factor loading. The
last column reports the number of significant base-currggcy factor loadings obtained from the same three-factor
regressions, but the dependent variable is relative to USD:



Figure B.3: Exchange Rate Regressions: Baseline and Alternative Commodity Factor

(a) Explanatory power R?
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Notes:Panel (a) plots the R? for each currency 4, from the modified empirical model (y-axis) - where the commodity
factor is constructed using the 75th and 25th percentiles of the commodity export share - against the R? from the
baseline model in equation (13) (x-axis). Panel (b) plots the estimated commodity factor loadings from the modified
empirical model against those from the baseline model in equation (13). Panel (c) plots the estimated dollar factor
loadings from the modified empirical model against those from the baseline model in equation (13). Each scatter
point represents a currency, and the gray dashed line denotes the line of best fit.
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Figure B.4: Exchange Rate Regressions: Baseline and 1990-2019 Sample

(a) Explanatory power R?
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Notes:Panel (a) plots the R? for each currency i, from the 1990-2019 extended sample (y-axis), against the R?
from the baseline model in equation (13) (x-axis), which uses the 2000-2019 sample. Panel (b) plots the estimated
commodity factor loadings from the 1990-2019 extended sample against those from the baseline. Panel (c) plots the
estimated dollar factor loadings from the 1990-2019 extended sample against those from the baseline. Each scatter
point represents a currency, and the gray dashed line denotes the line of best fit.
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Figure B.5: Exchange Rate Regressions: Baseline and Carry-Factor
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Notes:Appendix B provides details on the construction of carry factor proposed by Verdelhan (2018). Panel (a)
plots the R? for each currency 4, from the modified empirical model (y-axis) - where the commodity factor is
replaced by the carry factor - against the R? from the baseline model in equation (13) (x-axis). Panel (b) plots the
estimated carry factor loadings from the modified empirical model against the estimated commodity factor loadings
from our baseline model. Panel (c) plots the estimated dollar factor loadings from the modified empirical model

against those from the baseline model. Each scatter point represents a currency, and the gray dashed line denotes
the line of best fit.
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Figure B.6: Exchange Rate Regressions: Baseline and Trade-Centrality Factor
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Notes: Panel (a) plots the R? for each currency 4, from the modified empirical model (y-axis) - where the commodity
factor is replaced by the trade-centrality factor - against the R? from the baseline model in equation (13) (x-
axis). Panel (b) plots the estimated trade-centrality factor loadings from the modified empirical model against the
estimated commodity factor loadings from our baseline model. Panel (¢) plots the estimated dollar factor loadings
from the modified empirical model against those from the baseline model. Each scatter point represents a currency,
and the gray dashed line denotes the line of best fit. Appendix B provides details on the construction of the
trade-centrality factor proposed by Richmond (2019).
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Figure B.7: Exchange Rate Regressions: Baseline and Tradable-Output Sensitivity Factor
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Notes: Panel (a) plots the R? for each currency 4, from the modified empirical model (y-axis) - where the commodity
factor is replaced by the tradable-output-sensitivity factor - against the R? from the baseline model in equation (13)
(x-axis). Panel (b) plots the estimated tradable-output-sensitivity factor loadings from the modified empirical model
against the estimated commodity factor loadings from our baseline model. Panel (c) plots the estimated dollar factor
loadings from the modified empirical model against those from the baseline model. Each scatter point represents a
currency, and the gray dashed line denotes the line of best fit. Appendix B provides details on the construction of
the tradable-output-sensitivity factor.
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Table B.5: Cross-Sectional Regressions of Factor Loadings on USD Assets and Commodity Exports
Shares

) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Panel A: Commodity factor loading Scomm

Comm share  3.371*** 2.2527** 2797 2.649*** 2.4417* 2.442% 2.687**

(0.904) (0.794) (0.887) (0.942) (0.878) (0.932) (1.211)
Controls (1) + (2) + (3) + (4) + (5) + (6) +
USD assets  trade cent trade open country size distance gravity
R? 0.291 0.558 0.574 0.577 0.639 0.650 0.680
Observations 32 32 32 32 32 32 32
Panel B: Dollar factor loading SB4on
USD assets -1.030*** -1.234%** -1.265*** -1.266*** -1.271%%* -1.282%%*  -1.277**
(0.265) (0.265) (0.289) (0.290) (0.290) (0.295) (0.328)
Controls (1) + (2) + (3) + (4) + (5) + (6) +
Comm share trade cent trade open country size distance gravity
R? 0.285 0.378 0.380 0.380 0.380 0.387 0.461
Observations 32 32 32 32 32 32 32

Notes: This table reports the results of cross-sectional regressions of factor loadings B;comm and B; 401 on the
share of dollar-denominated assets, the share of commodity exports, and various controls. Appendix B provides
further details on the construction of these variables. Panel A presents results for the commodity factor loading.
Column (1) reports the estimated coefficient from the univariate regression, with Newey-West adjusted standard
errors reported in brackets. Columns (2) through (7) sequentially add the share of dollar-denominated assets, trade
centrality, trade openness, log GDP share, log harmonic geographical distance to the U.S., and a set of gravity
variables as controls. Panel B estimates similar specifications for the dollar factor loading.

Table B.6: Factor Loadings Regressions: Alternative Measures of Commodities and Dollar Assets

Comm share 3.371%**
(0.904)
alternative Comm share 12.778**
(5.296)
USD assets -1.125%**
(0.289)
alternative USD assets -0.442*
(0.241)
R? 0.291 0.132 0.287 0.077
Observations 32 31 31 25

Notes: First two columns of this table report the results of cross-sectional univariate regressions of commodity factor
loadings Bi comm on the baseline and alternative measures of commodity shares respectively. The last two columns
report similar results of dollar factor loadings 3; qon on the baseline and alternative measures of dollar assets shares
respectively. For the alternative commodity share, we use the share of commodity exports in total output. For the
alternative dollar assets share, we consider the ratio of dollar assets to total trade (exports plus imports).
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Table B.7: Evidence on Model’s Mechanism: Net Acquisition of USD Assets and Consumption

std(A USD net assets)/std(Consumption)  corr(A USD net assets, Consumption)

Albania 0.086 -0.603
Australia 0.097 -0.424
Brazil 0.109 -0.773
Canada 0.181 0.018
Switzerland 0.660 -0.346
Chile 0.284 0.104
China 0.834 -0.235
Colombia 0.110 -0.234
Costa Rica 0.429 -0.291
Czech Republic 0.143 0.076
Euro Area 0.043 -0.423
United Kingdom 0.346 -0.170
Hungary 0.222 -0.672
Indonesia 0.121 -0.248
Israel 0.574 -0.124
India 0.239 -0.409
Iceland 1.534 -0.565
Japan 0.127 -0.034
South Korea 0.382 -0.135
Mexico 0.209 -0.595
Malaysia 0.370 -0.104
Norway 0.382 0.611
Peru 0.301 -0.463
Philippines 0.485 -0.273
Poland 0.173 -0.570
Russia 0.175 0.040
Sweden 0.039 0.163
Singapore 1.071 0.297
Thailand 0.444 -0.564
Turkey 0.242 -0.769
Uruguay 0.267 -0.515
South Africa 0.074 -0.459
average 0.336 -0.272
median 0.240 -0.282

Notes: First column of this table reports the ratio of standard deviations of net acquisition of USD assets (net of
USD liabilities) and consumption. Second column of this table reports the correlation between these two variables.
Both variables are detrended at the annual frequency over the sample period. Appendix B provides further details
on the construction of these variables..
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Figure B.8: Determinants of Factor Loadings: Tradable-Output Sensitivity Specification
(a) Comm-loadings on tradable-output sensitivity (b) TOS-loadings on tradable-output sensitivity

commodity factor loadings tradable-output-sensitivity factor loadings
24 o 1 JTRY
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sensitivity of tradable output to commodity price sensitivity of tradable output to commodity price

Notes: Panel (a) plots the commodity factor loadings for each currency 4 (y-axis), against country’s tradable output
sensitivity to the commodity price (x-axis). Panel (b) plots the tradable-output-sensitivity factor loadings for each
currency i (y-axis), against country’s tradable output sensitivity to the commodity price (x-axis). Each scatter
point represents a currency, and the red line denotes the line of best fit.

C Quantitative Appendix
Estimation of 7. We estimate 7 by running the following regression implied by our model:

A7/nt+1 = (lreserves + 7—reserves(Aqt - AQUt) + €41

We use the logarithm of the broad dollar index DXY as a measure of ¢,; — ¢; and the logarithm of
total reserves expressed in dollars as m;. After estimating Treserves = 0.9 (standard error of 0.15), we
adjust it for the share of USD in reserves reported by IMF (equal to 0.6 on average). For simplicity,
we assume that the non-dollar part of reserves is denominated in the broad basket of currencies
and is not actively managed in response to the change in the broad dollar. This means that the
USD value of the non-dollar part of reserves changes one-for-one with the change in DXY. If the
average share of the dollar in reserves is Sysp, under this assumption the relationship between the
recovered Treserves anld 7 in our model is

Treserves — (]- - SUSD) -1+ SUSD - T

This leads to 7 = 0.83.

Estimating (e;,m;). We use the model of a commodity-based global economy presented in
Appendix A.2 to inform the mapping from the share of commodities in exports to e;. Specifically,
if Sgom™ is country 4’s share of primary inputs in exports, we recover its e; as e; = Sf™™ /(1—Som™),
We then re-center {e;} around 1, consistent with our normalization that addresses the fact that e;
and z; are not separately identified because they enter all expressions as a product e;z;.

We use the data on the share of USD in countries’ external portfolio assets to map countries
to their m;. Specifically, we encode the USD share of portfolio assets as S, Where the data in
CPIS are unavailable, we impute the USD share using predicted values based on treasury holdings
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in TIC. We then use our internally calibrated variance o, to map S to m; as

Om

1= doll . doll .
m; (Sz E[S ]) std(SfOH)

7

(C.1)
Here 1 is the normalized value of the average m;.

Variance decompositions. For local price changes in ¢ and u and for the bilateral depreciation
of i’s currency relative to u, we have

{ ¢
AGi141 = €06, 111 — adT(M; — M)0y€y 41 + (—u + é) Oy(€yar1 — €4t) — Q06411 (C.2)

2¢
AQu,t-l-l = QCO €5 t41 — QAOyEy t+1 + ﬁaw(ew,t—f—l - 6715) (03)
C;
Asi,tJrl = (6 - ez‘)OéUzQ,tH + Oﬂﬂﬂuﬁu,tﬂ - Zo"y(e'y,tJrl - nyt) + Q036 141 (C-4)
Here
ci = 2l o2’ pe(e — ¢;) + Tola’(p — 1)ih; (C.6)
l,=To2a*(p—1) (C.7)

Consumption growth is

11—«
Acii1 = 5 Agip41 + Az

11—« (1, C;
=(1—a)eo.6,001 — (1 — a)pT(m; — m)oy€y i1 + - (% + E) Oy (€y 141 — €qt)
— a0w6i7t+1 (08)

For the relative consumption growth, we have

11—«
Aci,t+1 - Acu,tJrl = Al’i,tﬂ - Axu,tJrl - Asi,tJrl (C-9)
= (I —a)(e;—e)oep1 — (14 (1 — a)y)oucuit
1—a)g
+ %0’7(6%,54_1 — €y1) + Q0L€ 141 (C.10)

The variance of consumption growth and exchange rate appreciation are

9 9 o9 1—a\ [l o\’ 9
VIAC 141] = (1 — a)%ejor + +—] 207

a 20 @
+ a0 + (1 — a)*¢*7*(m; — m)?o? (C.11)
2
V[As; 1] = a?eo? + (2) :202 + ool + ol (C.12)
¥
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The moment of interest is rat; = V[As; 141]/V[Ac¢; 141].
The variance contributions to Ag; 41 are

Vyin = a’elo? (C.13)

Voim = @297 (m; —m)?a?; (C.14)

Vi =207 <l—“+ﬁ)2 (C.15)
" T \2 ¢

Vyie = a’o? (C.16)

The variance contributions to Ag, 41 are

Vo = a’e*0? (C.17)
Vo = o’ (C.18)
5
Voury = 207 - 12 (C.19)
(C.20)
The variance contributions to As; 41 are
Viiz = o?(e; — e)?o? (C.21)
Veiw = a*Qj00 (C.22)
2

Viiq = 207 - (CE) (C.23)
V:s?i,e - 0420-;% (CQ4)

The variance shares are the contributions scaled by their sum. The standard deviation of currency
1’s depreciation is

std; = \/ Vs + Vi + Vsin + Vsic (C.25)
The factor R-squared for currency 1 is

%,i,z + ‘/s,i,u + V:s,i,v
‘/s,i,z + ‘/ts,i,u + Vts,i,'y + ‘/s,i,e

(C.26)

rsq; =

C.1 Additional Figures and Tables

Table C.1 presents the results from regressing factor loadings in the data on those implied by the
model. The third column additionally regresses the R? from factor regressions in the data on that
implied by the model.
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Table C.1: Model fit on untargeted moments.

5i,doll /Bi,comm R2
const 0.39 -0.08 0.14

(0.17)  (0.08) (0.07)
model  0.58 0.29 0.67

(0.16) (0.11) (0.17)
R? 0.33 0.20 0.37
N 29 29 29

The following figures present peak impulse responses of consumption, prices of local consump-
tion baskets, and exchange rate depreciations to the three global shocks as functions of the relevant
cross-sectional variables. First, Figure C.1 shows the peak impulse responses to a standard global
tradable endowment shock z; as a function of the commodity exposure e;. These impulse responses
are constant as a function of the other cross-sectional variable, dollar assets m;.

Figure C.1: Peak impulse responses of consumption and exchange rate depreciation against the
dollar, global tradable endowment shock z;.
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Next, Figure C.2 shows the peak impulse responses to a standard US non-tradable endowment
shock z,; as a function of dollar assets m;. These impulse responses are constant as a function of
the other cross-sectional variable, the commodity exposure e;.
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Figure C.2: Peak impulse responses of consumption and exchange rate depreciation against the
dollar, US non-tradable endowment shock x;.
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Finally, Figure C.3 shows the peak impulse responses to a standard intermediary’s risk-aversion
shock v; as a function of both commodity exposure e; and dollar assets m,.

Figure C.3: Peak impulse responses of consumption and exchange rate depreciation against the
dollar, financial shock ;.
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