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Asset Pricing Model in Markets of Imperfect

Information and Subjective Views
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Abstract

This paper provides a closed-form market equilibrium formula consolidating infor-

mational imperfections and investors’ beliefs about assets. Based on Merton’s incom-

plete information model, we characterize the equilibrium expected excess returns vec-

tor with asymmetric information. We then derive the corresponding market portfolio

as the solution to a non-linear system of equations, and analyze the sensitivities of each

asset’s extra excess returns to its shadow-costs and market weight. We derive the mar-

ket reference model for excess returns under random shadow-costs. The conditional

posterior distribution of excess returns integrates the pick-matrix and pick-vector of

views and the vector of shadow-costs into a multivariate distribution with mean vector

and covariance matrix dependent on the model and structure of the considered market

reference.

Keywords Asset pricing model; market equilibrium; efficient market hypothesis; imperfect infor-

mation; shadow-costs; subjective views; Bayesian inference; posterior distribution.

1 Introduction

Since capital markets are generally considered imperfect, a more realistic asset allocation model

must consider the investor’s experience, accumulated over years of dealing with these markets,

as well as the available information at any given time and how this information is shared among

investors. Our paper derives an original market equilibrium model that combines both aspects by

integrating investors’ subjective beliefs into markets of asymmetric information.

Sophisticated asset allocation models in capital markets have evolved over several decades. The

building block theories for these models range from the mean-variance (MV) approach of mod-

ern portfolio theory (MPT) by Markowitz [35, 36], to continuous-time portfolio models by Mer-

ton [37, 38] and Samuelson [49, 50], and the most recent generative machine learning and differen-

tial game-based models, see for example Wiese [57] and Guo et al [25]. Each time an approach is

introduced, several researchers present empirical anomalies an theoretical limitations of the models
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generally due to unrealistic adopted assumptions or market structure, see e.g., Best and Grauer [8]

and Green and Hollifield [24]. Practitioners obtain weird portfolios when only quantitative models

are employed within a MV optimizer, and the resulting optimal portfolios are highly sensitive to the

model parameters such as expected returns of securities. Researchers have then criticized the MV

approach [8,24] and shown limitations for the early derived traditional equilibrium methods such as

capital asset pricing model (CAPM) of Sharpe-Linter-Mossin [32, 41, 52]. Portfolio managers tend

to explore alternative ways and have always expressed interest in models combining quantitative as-

pects with the non-quantitative properties of either markets or investors. The factor model by Fama

and French [19, 20] and the arbitrage pricing theory (APT) by Ross [45, 46] gave an extension to

the CAPM to include additional factors such as size and value for the three-factor model, or many

factors in APT. The analysis of the efficient market hypothesis (EMH) and topics on behavioral

finance emerged to deal with different market structures and subjective perspectives of investors.

Indeed, incomplete information equilibrium models show that assumptions on the observability of

asset parameters, variables and their risk estimation significantly impact equilibrium models of asset

prices, see e.g., papers by Klein and Bawa [31] and Barry and Brown [2, 3, 15] about differential

information, and Detemple [17] and Gennotte [23]. Additionally, other approaches for capital mar-

kets equilibrium consider psychological aspect such as feelings of regret and herding behavior, see

e.g., Kahneman and Tversky [30], Loomes and Sugden [34], Bikhchandani and Sharma [9], and

Barberis and Thaler [1] for more information.

The topic of incomplete information in economics, games and finance has attracted the attention

of the scientific community for several decades [4–6, 10, 14, 16, 18, 21, 26, 27, 44, 47, 58]. Previous

capital market models of incomplete information range from those where the reference model of

the market is such that the parameters related to the securities returns do not have the same estimate

for all investors [2, 3, 15, 17, 23], to the models where each investor has only access to a subset of

market’s securities such as the model by Merton [39]. In 1987, Merton [39] developed the capital

market equilibrium model of equation (2) below for non-perfect markets where the random variable

R̃k := R̄k + bkỸ + σkε̃k (1)

describes each risky security’s return, for R̄k := E[R̃k] the mathematical expectation of the return,

bk the function related to a common factor Ỹ and σk the function related to the specific noise

ε̃k. Models of differential information [2, 3, 15, 17, 23] assume that all investors have different

estimates for each security parameters R̄k, bk and σk. To the contrary, in Merton’s model and the

formulation we shall consider in this study, it is assumed that all investors have the same quality of

information across securities with the reference model of equation (1). That is, the same precision

of the estimates of each security’s parameters, but different distributions of that information across

investors. Thus, each investor knows only the parameters related to some securities and not all of

the market’s risky securities and updates his/her portfolio to the information he/she acquired. In

the equilibrium of this market of asymmetric information with N investor, each security k has a

dynamical expected return which depends on the dispersion of the information about k among all

investors, and which is characterized by

E
[
R̃k

]
= rf + λk + βk

(

E
[
R̃M

]
− rf − λM

)

, (2)

where

λk :=
1

N

N∑

j=1

λj
k and λM :=

N∑

k=1

xkλk

2



are the asset-specific and market-wide premiums that account for the information asymmetry, re-

spectively. Here, the classical k-th asset’s systematic risk measure is βk := Cov(R̃k, R̃M )/Var
(
R̃M

)
,

and its corresponding market portfolio’s weight xk is computed as the proportion of its market cap-

italization to the total market capitalization. This equation shows that any asset k enjoys the addi-

tional asset-specific return λk, also known as the shadow-cost of asset k, resulting from the fact that

not all investors know about security k. That is, any investor j who ignores security k, contributes

the positive fraction (1/N)λj
k of his/her shadow-cost in the expected return of security k which is

not allocated in his/her portfolio, i.e., wj
k = 0. In addition, the equilibrium expected return of equa-

tion (2) is penalized by the term βkλM , where λM represents the extra return earned by the market

with asymmetric information. At the same time, λk − βkλM is the additional premium enjoyed by

asset k. In other words, the value E[R̃M ] − (rf + λM ) represents the new Market Risk Premium

and rf + λk is the minimum modified risk-free return that an informed investor who is aware about

security k has to guarantee. Investors take advantage of the fact that some of them ignore security k,

meaning that in the case where all investors are informed about the security k, both λk and λM van-

ish and equation (2) reduces to the classical CAPM-equilibrium model. In this model of incomplete

information, the market is not mean-variance efficient for all securities. In fact, for any security

k and since any investor’s portfolio does not contain all securities, λk − βkλM is different from

zero. Moreover, the optimal allocation x∗k for an informed investor is given by the market portfolio

allocation xk plus an additional term that depends on the shadow-cost λk and compensates for the

information held by the investor concerning security k.

In the early 1990s, the Black-Litterman (BL) model [11–13] presented a new formulation for

the equilibrium in capital markets by combining modern quantitative general equilibrium theory

aspects with the traditional approach to portfolio selection based on investors’ subjective views.

This formulation takes the CAPM model of perfect information markets as the neutral equilibrium

and adjusts its output vector of expected excess returns πc to incorporate investors’ subjective views.

Each view k is characterized by k-th row of a view’s pick-matrix P , k-th diagonal element of a

view’s confidence matrix Ω, and k-th element of a view’s pick-vector q. Black and Litterman used

a reverse optimization approach in which the market portfolio weights vector

wc
M := (δΣ)−1πc, for δ :=

E
[
R̃M

]
− rf

σ2
M

being the market price of risk, (3)

related to the CAPM model, are tilted towards the investor’s subjective views when applying the

mean-variance optimizer to the derived excess returns vector mean. Here δ is the risk-aversion co-

efficient related to the market return R̃M whose standard deviation is σM , Σ the covariance matrix

of securities’ returns, and rf the risk-free rate. The authors began by confirming that neither histor-

ical means, equal means, nor risk-adjusted equal means are suitable to model a neutral equilibrium

portfolio for the prior estimate of excess returns. Before considering the general CAPM-equilibrium

for risk-averse investors with unconstrained quadratic utility mean-variance optimization problem,

however, they stated, ”Our model does not assume that the world is always at CAPM-equilibrium,

but rather that when expected returns move away from their equilibrium values, imbalances in

markets will tend to push them back.” Therefore, our study aims at examining the impact of the

”asymmetry” of information in a more realistic market with incomplete information on the distribu-

tion of the equilibrium excess returns, capturing the subjective views of investors. In their inception

work, Black and Litterman considered the reference model of the market such that the securities’
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random vector of excess returns

R̃ := [R̃1 − rf , . . . , R̃n − rf ]
⊤ ∼ N (µ̃; Σ)

follows a multivariate normal distribution, with the random mean µ̃ ∼ N (πc; Σµ̃), where πc is the

CAPM estimate of the mean of the excess returns, and Σµ̃ represents the variance of this estimate.

In other words, the random mean of R̃ is viewed as µ̃ := πc+ ǫ̃, it is then considered to be normally

distributed around πc with a random disturbance value ǫ̃ assumed to be normally distributed with

mean zero and variance Σµ̃, and uncorrelated with the random mean µ̃. The reference model for the

random vector of excess returns is then given, as in the classical BL model and related papers, such

that

R̃ ∼ N (πc; τΣ), for τΣ := Σ + Σµ̃ where τ is a non-negative real scaling factor. (4)

The posterior distribution of R̃ at the equilibrium of perfect markets, which incorporates subjective

views ν̃ ∼ N (q; Ω) of investors, is derived in the BL model using ”Theil’s Mixed Estimation”

model or ”Bayesian Inference” approach as follows:

R̃ν̃ ∼ N
(

E
(
R̃ν̃

)
:= Var

(
R̃ν̃

)[

(τΣ)−1πc + P⊤Ω−1q
]

;Var
(
R̃ν̃

))

, for R̃ν̃ = R̃|ν̃, (5)

where

Var
(
R̃ν̃

)
=
[
(τΣ)−1 + P⊤Ω−1P

]−1
.

The BL model characterizes the mean of the distribution of excess returns at equilibrium as a scaled

weighted sum of the vector of implied excess returns, πc, weighted by (τΣ)−1, and the vector of

subjective views, q, weighted by P⊤Ω−1. The scaling factor is the variance of the equilibrium

excess returns vector. An extensive literature on the BL model has been developed during 90’s

and 20’s in [28, 29, 33, 51, 53, 59], and recently in [7, 22, 42, 48, 55, 56, 60] for new directions.

Unlike the BL model, for which beliefs are assigned means and variances a priori and no role

for sample information about expected returns is defined, the approach by Pástor and Stambaugh

[43] investigates the portfolio choices of investors who use sample evidence to update prior beliefs

centered on either risk-based or characteristic-based pricing models. This approach relies on the

strength of the sample’s information about violations of the pricing model and the investor’s prior

confidence in the model.

In contrast to previous works, our study aims to model a posterior distribution of the random

vector of excess returns for markets with incomplete information, while capturing investors’ beliefs.

Thus, we derive a generalization of the formula of equation (5) to the more realistic markets of

asymmetric information. Such a market, also known as an imperfect information market, assumes

that each investor only has access to a subset of securities they are informed about. Our approach

first involves a reverse optimization of the prior equilibrium value of expected excess returns π
from the incomplete information model in equation (2), providing a comprehensive study of the

sensitivity of each asset’s extra excess returns to its corresponding shadow-cost of information and

market portfolio weight, and characterizing the related market equilibrium portfolio. Moreover,

assuming that the vector of shadow-costs, λ, is the mean of a random vector λ̃, we use the Bayesian

inference to derive the posterior distribution of the market excess returns equilibrium conditioned

on both λ̃ and the random vector of subjective views ν̃. It is assumed that the distributions of λ̃ and

ν̃ are multivariate normal with given mean and variance values, λ̃ ∼ N (λ; Λ) and ν̃ ∼ N (q; Ω),
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respectively. In the context of optimizing portfolio allocations, optimal strategies are assumed to be

dependent on a market parameter vector θ and are defined by the allocation function

α(θ) = argmax
α∈Cθ

{
Sθ(α)

}
, for the satisfaction function Sθ(α) := E

[

U
(
Ψθ

α

)]

, (6)

these allocation are denoted by α and belongs to a set of admissible allocations Cθ, where the

investor’s preferences are modeled by the expected utility framework of Von Neumann and Mor-

genstern [54], for the objective Ψθ
α being the wealth, net profits or other specifications, and U a

given utility function. Considering Ψθ
α ≡ α⊤Mθ, for a simple affine function market vector Mθ

which depends on the market prices, and whose distribution can be represented by a probability

density function fθ(m) which is fully determined by the market parameter vector θ. The problem

in (6) reduces to the estimation of the allocations α(θ), for M being the probability support of the

market vector m, as

α(θ) = argmax
α∈Cθ

{∫

M
U(α⊤m)fθ(m)dm

}

, for a fixed θ, (7)

such an allocation is extremely sensitive to the random parameters θ. Additionally, the Bayesian

approach consists first in describing the possible outcomes of θ by a posterior probability density

function f(θ) satisfying

ᾱ = argmax
α∈C

{∫

Θ
E
[
U(Ψθ

α)
]
f(θ)dθ

}

,

for Θ being the probability support of θ, respectively. The smooth optimal allocation function ᾱ
considers the weighted average over all possible outcomes of the market parameter to reduce the

sensitivity effect of the parameter θ. The main advantage of the Bayesian estimation for optimal

allocations is that it accounts for estimation risk by letting fθ be dependent on the market informa-

tion, iT , at time horizon T , and the investor’s experience, or knowledge, eC , with confidence level

C . Thus, as extensively discussed in Attilio [40, Chapter 9], this approach of allocating portfolios,

depending on the market parameter θ and market vector Mθ , allows to adopt the posterior density

fp(m; iT , eC) =

∫

Θ
fθ(m)f(θ; iT , eC)dθ,

and then express the Bayesian allocation as

αB [iT , eC ] = argmax
α∈C

∫

M
U(α⊤m)fp(m; iT , eC)dm. (8)

This optimal allocation turns out to be argmaxα∈C E
[
U(ΨiT ,eC

α )
]
, which is dependent on the mar-

ket information and investor’s knowledge, and maximizes the expected utility of the objective for

an expectation computed according to the posterior distribution of the market fp. Based on the

above discussion, a combination of investors’ experience and market asymmetry of information in

a single portfolio allocation model, such as the Bayesian allocation decision of equation (8), is of

great interest, and a well-determined posterior probability density function fp is the key for such

a combination. Therefore, our study seeks to provide an equilibrium model that encapsulates each

investor’s density function fp in the equilibrium vector of excess return, where the investment deci-

sion criterion is based on incorporating subjective views in the subset of securities about which the
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investor holds information. As a starting neutral point for our modeling, such an investor considers

Merton’s equilibrium excess returns vector π of the imperfect information market as an intuitive

equilibrium that accounts for the asymmetry of information, and adjusts it based on his/her subjec-

tive beliefs about the performance of securities in their subset of information. Hence, a posterior

probability density function fp is implicitly obtained for the market vector of excess returns by ex-

ploring Merton’s model and Black-Litterman’s approach. An optimal allocation that considers the

investor’s experience and market information is then deduced.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we first use Merton’s equi-

librium model of incomplete information to derive the implied equilibrium expected excess returns

vector π in markets of asymmetric information. Then we discuss the sensitivities, to shadow-costs

and market weights, of the extra excess returns resulting from the asymmetry of information among

investors. Next, we carefully derive a system of non-linear equations characterizing the market

portfolio of asymmetric information. Market structure is then described, and investors’ subjective

views are formulated to be incorporated within this market equilibrium in Section 3. Finally, by

exploring the Bayesian approach of statistical inference, we provide the closed-form formula for

pricing securities in the imperfect markets with subjective views of investors in Section 4. The last

Section 5 gives some numerical simulations for markets with imperfect information and subjective

beliefs.

2 Imperfect Information Market Equilibrium

The developments in this Section relate to the incomplete information market equilibrium model

described in equation (2). A characterization of the related market portfolio and the excess returns

vector is derived to serve as the implied market equilibrium for further development. This is par-

ticularly relevant for deriving a general version of BL model, which integrates investor’s subjective

beliefs while accounting for the asymmetry of information among all investors.

2.1 Deterministic Implied Market Equilibrium

The market equilibrium model of equation (2) extends the perfect market CAPM to the incom-

plete information markets described through a vector of shadow-costs of information, highlighting

the fact that each investor knows only about a subset of securities in the market. Recalling this equa-

tion, we define the expected return for any security k, among n securities, in the imperfect market

with a total number N of investors as

E
[
R̃k

]
= rf + λk + βk

(

E
[
R̃M

]
− rf − λM

)

, for k = 1, . . . , n, (9)

where E
[
R̃M

]
:=
∑n

k=1 xkE
[
R̃k

]
is the market portfolio return, for xk the market portfolio weight

corresponding to security k, λk :=
∑N

j=1 λ
j
k/N is the aggregate-average shadow-cost per investor

of not knowing about security k, and λM :=
∑n

k=1 xkλk denotes the weighted-average shadow-

cost of all securities. The risk drivers in these markets are then given, not only by the random vector

of excess returns

R̃ :=
[
R̃1 − rf , . . . , R̃n − rf

]⊤
,

but also by the additional random vector of shadow-costs

λ̃ := [λ̃1, . . . , λ̃n]
⊤, (10)
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whose expected value is given by the vector of shadow-costs

λ := [λ1, . . . , λn]
⊤. (11)

In the considered imperfect information markets, some available securities have a non-complete

investor-base, i.e., not all investors are informed about these securities. Thus, the distribution of

the information about R̄k, bk and σk of equation (1) across investors is not equal, and each investor

knows only the parameters related to a subset of securities. For instance, an investor j knows about

the subset of securities Jj = {1, . . . , nj}. The resulted positive shadow-cost λk, for security k, is

computed as the mean of all λj
k related to investors j that ignore security k. As mentioned in the

introduction Section 1, the BL model suggested the use of the CAPM-equilibrium πc = δΣwc
M

as the neutral starting point for their equilibrium model (5). The resulting posterior equilibrium

incorporates the investor’s beliefs and guides, through a mean-variance optimizer, the prior implied

equilibrium market portfolio of equation (3) towards new weights vector that reflects the given sub-

jective views. Similarly, we shall derive first the implied imperfect information market equilibrium

as a vector expression of market data and shadow-costs.

We first rewrite equation (9), by replacing R̃M in the βk-coefficient by
∑n

i=1 xiR̃i, as

E
[
R̃k

]
− rf =

1

var
(
R̃M

)

n∑

i=1

xicov
(
R̃k, R̃i

)(

E
[
R̃M

]
− rf − λM

)

+ λk.

Thus, combining this equation for all securities k, we get the vector formula of the incomplete

information market equilibrium model as

π =

(

δ −
λM

σ2
M

)

ΣwM + λ, (12)

where π represents the vector of expected excess returns as

π :=
[

E
[
R̃1

]
− rf , . . . ,E

[
R̃n

]
− rf

]⊤
,

δ is the market factor, i.e., the risk-aversion coefficient of equation (3), with σ2
M := var

(
R̃M

)
,

Σ := var
(
R̃ + rf1Rn

)
= var

(
R̃
)

∈ R
n×n the variance-covariance matrix of returns vector

[
R̃1, . . . , R̃n

]⊤
, and wM := [x1, . . . , xn]

⊤ the market portfolio weights vector at equilibrium, for

1Rn the elementary vector of ones in R
n. We should mention that the weighted-average shadow-

cost λM := wM
⊤λ is computed using the market weights vector wM and the shadow-costs λj

k of

all investors j = 1, . . . , N and any security k, these shadow-costs are given by the vector λ.

Notation 1. Let n be the fixed integer number of risky securities in the market. The random variable

of i-th security’s return is denoted by R̃i, and has a mean R̄i := E[R̃i], for i = 1, . . . , n. The mean

E[R̃] of the random vector of all risky securities’ expected excess returns is denoted by π for the

incomplete information market, and πc for the complete information market with λ = 0Rn . The

vector of shadow-costs λ is denoted as the expectation of the random vector λ̃, i.e., E[λ̃] =: λ,

where the variance of this vector is denoted as Var[λ̃] =: Λ. The capital market is such that the

weighted-average shadow-costs scalar and equilibrium portfolio vector are denoted by λM and

wM , respectively, while wc
M denotes the perfect market equilibrium portfolio.
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We now give the aim of the Section.

Aim 1. The aim is twofold:

• To quantify the value and sensitivity, with respect to shadow-costs and the market portfo-

lio, of the additional excess returns when transitioning from a complete to an incomplete

information market;

• To derive explicit expressions for the optimal portfolios for both market equilibrium and an

investor who is maximizing a quadratic utility function.

2.2 Extra Excess Returns Sensitivities

An analysis of the expected excess returns related to the incomplete information market is pre-

sented in this section. We first rewrite the equilibrium of equation (12) as

π = πc + λ− πλ
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Extra Excess Returns

, where πc := δΣwM and πλ :=
λM

σ2
M

ΣwM , (13)

the excess returns vector π resulted in being adjusted value of the implied equilibrium excess returns

vector πc of equation (3) related to the complete information market modeled by the CAPM. Thus,

moving from the complete to the incomplete information market structure, the implied equilibrium

excess returns for the investor is rewarded by the additional term

λ− πλ = λ−
1

σ2
M

(
wM

⊤λ
)
ΣwM ,

= λ− λMβ,

(14)

where the vector β := [β1, · · · , βn]
⊤ defines the systematic risk related to the market’s securities.

Given then the vector λ of shadow-costs, the implied market equilibrium weights vector wM , and

the β-coefficient one can quantify the extra excess returns an investor might expect to receive from

each security in the market of asymmetric information. In addition to the CAPM return, each asset

k earns its respective shadow-cost λk penalized by a scaled value of its sensitivity to the complete

information market systematic risk vector β := ΣwM/σ2
M of all securities, where the scaling factor

is given by the weighted-average shadow-cost λM . Hence, defining the new risk-aversion coefficient

δλ := λM/σ2
M , we can express the implied excess returns vector as π = (δ − δλ)ΣwM + λ, or, to

remain consistent with the initial equation (2), as

π =
(

E
[
R̃M

]
− rf − λM

)

β + λ.

Corollary 1 (Extra Excess Returns). The extra excess returns of an asset k is positive when this

asset is negatively correlated to the market, or, when it is positively correlated to the market and the

two following items hold:

• The investor-base of this asset, i.e., the number of investors that know about asset k and are

interested in allocating it to their portfolios, is small. In other words, this asset’s shadow-cost

λk is significantly positive;
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• The market has higher volatility allowing δλ to decrease dramatically, this is true since λM

is bounded due to the fact that xkλk is minimal for any k. In fact, a large market-weighted

asset k is related to lower shadow-cost λk, while higher shadow-cost λk corresponds to

lower market weight xk.

A sensitivity analysis of the extra excess returns can now be carried out. The term λ − πλ is

differentiable with respect to shadow-costs vector λ and has the following gradient

∇λ

(
λ− πλ

)
: =

∂
(
λ− πλ

)

∂λ

= 1Rn −
1

σ2
M

DwM
ΣwM

= 1Rn −DwM
β,

(15)

where DwM
denotes the diagonal matrix of diagonal elements being the vector wM := [x1, . . . , xn]

⊤

and zeros in off-diagonal elements

DwM
:=










x1 0 0 · · · 0
0 x2 0 · · · 0
0 0 x3 · · · 0
...

...
...

. . .
...

0 0 0 · · · xn










.

Hence, exploring this sensitivity for positive market weight xk, k = 1, . . . , n, assets with negative

β-coefficient and those with lower market weight and smaller positive β tend to experience higher

extra excess returns in high-volatility markets, as more investors ignore these assets, i.e., as their

respective shadow-cost increases.

Additionally, the sensitivity of the extra excess returns to the market portfolio’s weights vector

wM is given by the gradient

∇wM

(
λ− πλ

)
: =

∂
(
λ− πλ

)

∂wM

= −
1

σ2
M

DλΣwM −
λM

σ2
M

DΣ1Rn

= −Dλβ − δλDΣ1Rn .

(16)

Thus, fixing the shadow-costs vector, assets positively correlated with the market receives lower

extra excess return as their respective market weights increase. Conversely, the extra excess return

for negatively correlated assets vary based on their respective systematic risk and shadow-costs.

The aforementioned results on the sensitivities align with the analysis provided in Merton [39]

and are summarized, for each asset k whose market weight xk is positive, as follows:

Theorem 1 (Sensitivities of Extra Excess Returns). The sensitivities of the extra excess returns

λ − πλ of each asset k, with nonzero systematic risk βk, are derived from equations (15) and (16),

and described by

9



• Sensitivity to Shadow-Cost λk: In the incomplete information market, the extra excess re-

turn of any asset k increases with its shadow-cost λk if, and only if, the asset is negatively

correlated with the market, or its market portfolio weight xk is less than the inverse of its sys-

tematic risk βk when positively correlated with the market. In other words, as more investors

remain unaware of security k, i.e., λk increases, its extra excess return increases either when

βk < 0, or when xk < 1/βk for βk > 0;

• Sensitivity to Market Weight xk: In the incomplete information market, each asset k posi-

tively correlated with the market experiences a decrease in extra excess return as its market

weight xk increases. Conversely, an asset that is negatively correlated with the market enjoys

a higher extra excess return as xk increases, provided |βk| > δλσ
2
k/λk.

Next we state a straightforward result by distinguishing sensitivities by the systematic risk.

Corollary 2 (Distinguishing Sensitivities by βk). In the incomplete information market, the k-th

asset expected excess return πk is the sum of πc
k = δΣkwM , the excess return in the complete

information market, and λk − πλ
k = λk − λMβk its extra excess return. Moreover, we have

• Case when βk > 0: For a fixed market weight xk, if more investors become interested in

asset k, i.e., its shadow-cost λk decreases, then the asset’s extra excess return decreases when

xk < 1/βk , and increases when xk > 1/βk . While, when λk is fixed and xk increases, then

the asset’s extra excess return decreases;

• Case when βk < 0: For a fixed market weight xk, if more investors neglect asset k, i.e., λk

increases, then the asset’s extra excess return increases. While, for a fixed shadow-cost λk

and increasing xk, the extra excess return increases when |βk| > δλσ
2
k/λk;

• Case when βk = 0: An asset with null systematic risk βk has an extra excess return given

by its respective shadow-cost λk.

The part πλ in equation (13) is defined as the product of λM and β, which both depend on the

market portfolio weights vector wM . Hence, the implied expected excess returns vector π is given

by a quadratic expression of the market portfolio weights vector wM at equilibrium. The derivation

of this vector requires then further development.

2.3 Market Equilibrium Portfolio

To derive the market equilibrium portfolios’ weights vector wM for the incomplete information

market, we first rewrite the implied equilibrium of equation (12) as

π = δΣwM −
1

σ2
M

(wM
⊤λ)ΣwM + λ,

from which we get

(δΣ)−1(π − λ) = wM −
1

δσ2
M

(wM
⊤λ)wM ,

or, equivalently,

(δΣ)−1(π − λ) =
(

1−
λM

δσ2
M

)

wM . (17)

10



The equilibrium weights vector on the right-hand side of (17) is scaled by the scalar-valued coeffi-

cient 1 − δλ/δ, for δλ := λM/σ2
M . One might then expect to derive the expression for the weights

vector wM corresponding to the market with incomplete information as

wM := (δ − δλ)
−1Σ−1(π − λ), (18)

thing that remains consistent with the implied equilibrium of equation (13). However, the scalar-

valued coefficient also depends on the unknown weights vector and the incomplete information

market equilibrium portfolio can not be directly characterized and further development is required.

Taking into account equality (13) for a single security k, equation (17) is equivalent to the expression

πk = πc
k + λk − πλ

k

= δΣk

(

wM −
1

δσ2
M

( n∑

i=1

xiλi

)

wM

)

+ λk (19)

= δΣk

(

wM −
1

δσ2
M

(

λ ◦ w2
M + wM ◦

[ n∑

i=1,i 6=1

xiλi, . . . ,

n∑

i=1,i 6=n

xiλi

]⊤)
)

+ λk, (20)

where Σk represents the k-th row of Σ, vk denotes the k-th element of vector v, w2
M := [x21, . . . , x

2
n]

⊤,

and the symbol ◦ denotes the element-wise multiplication.

Hence, the optimal weights vector wM is given by the solution to the system of non-linear

equations

(δΣ)−1(π − λ) = wM −
1

δσ2
M

(

Dλw
2
M +DwM

(
Mλ −Dλ

)
wM

)

, (21)

where Dv is the diagonal matrix of diagonal elements being the vector v and zeros in off-diagonal

elements,

Mλ :=






λ1 · · · λn
...

. . .
...

λ1 · · · λn




 , and Mλ −Dλ :=












0 λ2 λ3 · · · λn−1 λn

λ1 0 λ3 · · · λn−1 λn

λ1 λ2 0 · · · λn−1 λn
...

...
...

. . .
...

...

λ1 λ2 λ3 · · · 0 λn

λ1 λ2 λ3 · · · λn−1 0












.

Considering now the resulted expression

πλ =
1

σ2
M

Σ
(

Dλw
2
M +DwM

(Mλ −Dλ)wM

)

,

to express the implied equilibrium equation π − λ = δΣwM − πλ, for πλ being a non-linear

expression of the market equilibrium portfolio. Therefore, the market weights vector related to the

implied equilibrium excess returns vector π of equation (12) is characterized by

Proposition 1 (Incomplete Information Market Equilibrium Portfolio). An incomplete information

market of n assets has an equilibrium portfolio weights vector described by the solution of the

system of non-linear equations F (W ) = 0Rn , where

F : Rn → R
n

W → W −
1

δσ2
M

(

DλW
2 +DW (Mλ −Dλ)W

)

− (δΣ)−1(π − λ),
(22)

11



for the excess returns vector π of incomplete information market.

Remark 1. A solution for this equation can be given by the iterative scheme of Newton-Raphson

W k+1 = W k − JF−1(W k)F (W k),

where W k is an initial guess and JF (W ) denotes the Jacobian matrix of F evaluated at point

W .

We first used the reverse optimization method and started from the complete information market

equilibrium portfolio weights vector wM and known model parameters δ, σM ,Σ and λ, to extract

the neutral starting point incomplete information market implied equilibrium excess returns vector

π of equation (12). This vector accounts for the asymmetry of information and gives the system of

equations (21) as a characterization of the optimal portfolio in a market with asymmetric informa-

tion. Such a market equilibrium portfolio can also be derived through a risk-adjusted return utility

optimization problem associated with the incomplete information market.

Corollary 3. The implied equilibrium expected excess returns vector π in the incomplete informa-

tion market is characterized by π = (δ − δλ)ΣwM + λ, and has the related market equilibrium

portfolio described by the solution of the system of non-linear equations (22).

2.4 Risk-Adjusted Return Utility Optimization

Considering that each investor in the perfect information market aims at allocating optimal

portfolios by performing the standard unconstrained mean-variance quadratic utility maximization.

Hence, by solving the problem of finding the optimal portfolio weights vector w∗ satisfying

w∗ = argmax
w

Uδ(w), where Uδ(w) := w⊤πc −
1

2
δw⊤Σw. (23)

The first-order condition is applied to set the gradient of Uδ to zero,

∇wUδ(w) :=
∂Uδ(w)

∂w
= 0,

in order to derive the optimal portfolio at equilibrium. This produces the CAPM-equilibrium

wc
M = (δΣ)−1πc of equation (3) as value for w∗. An adjusted formulation of the above opti-

mization problem for the incomplete information market is given by the above utility function with

the additional parameter λ, while replacing πc by the implied market equilibrium π of equation

(12). We then redefine the above utility function (23) as

Uδ,λ(w) := w⊤πc −
1

2
δw⊤Σw

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Risk-Adjusted Return in Complete Information Market

+
(

w⊤λ−
λM

σ2
M

w⊤Σw
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Information-Adjusted Premium

, (24)

where the first term is classic and related to CAPM, while the second allows for integrating the

incomplete information asset-specific and market-wide premiums in the portfolio selection process,

the selected assets will then reflect the investor’s willingness to incorporate the asymmetry of in-

formation through the presence of the additional information-adjusted premium. Considering the
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fact that the investor is looking for the optimal allocation that corresponds to the market equilibrium

weights vector wM := argmaxw Uδ,λ(w), the fact that Uδ,λ is quadratic and Uδ,λ(wM ) = Uδ(wM ),
only the left-hand side can characterize his/her ability to perform the risk-adjusted optimization.

In contrast, the right-hand side part is used to control the asymmetry of information in the market

through the first inner product term w⊤λ and the second weighted-average shadow-cost term λM .

Indeed, the information-adjusted premium is null, since the term wM
⊤ΣwM/σ2

M reduces to one,

but helps to incorporate the asymmetry of information to the market. Calling now the first-order

condition, ∇wUδ(w) = 0, we write

πc − δΣw +
λM

σ2
M

Σw −
λM

σ2
M

Σw + λ−
1

σ2
M

(wM
⊤ΣwM )λ = 0.

Then, exploring equation (13) and multiplying both sides by (δΣ)−1, we get

(δΣ)−1π − w +
δλ
δ
w − (δΣ)−1λ = 0, where δλ :=

λM

σ2
M

.

Finally, we deduce the optimal market portfolio allocation wM solution to the above equation and

to the utility maximization problem (23), which adjusts the complete information market portfolio

to shadow-costs vector as

wM = (δ − δλ)
−1Σ−1(π − λ).

This allocation is given as the solution to the system of non-linear equations (22).

The optimal solution for the investor can be found by directly applying the first order condition,

∇wUδ,λ(w) = 0, to the problem (24) then deduce that

πc + λ− (δ + 2δλ)Σw = 0.

Then the optimal allocation w∗ that accounts for the asymmetry of information is deduced as a

solution to this equation. The corollary below summarizes these results.

Corollary 4 (Modified Risk-Aversion Coefficient and Optimal Portfolios). In the incomplete infor-

mation market, the unconstrained risk-adjusted return portfolio optimization problem has the utility

function of the form

Uδ,λ(w) := w⊤(πc + λ)−
1

2
(δ + 2δλ)w

⊤Σw, for δλ :=
wM

⊤λ

σ2
M

with the modified risk-aversion coefficient δ + 2δλ and modified return objective πc + λ, where πc

and π are the implied equilibrium in complete and incomplete information markets, respectively.

The maximization to find optimal market portfolio at equilibrium gives

wM = (δ − δλ)
−1Σ−1(π − λ).

Moreover, the maximization over all possible allocations gives the investor’s optimal portfolio

w∗ = (δ + 2δλ)
−1Σ−1(πc + λ).
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2.5 Solution Scheme Summary

Scheme 1 below summarizes the comprehensive study on the equilibrium in imperfect infor-

mation markets based on Merton’s model of equilibrium. Our analysis is the starting point for

integrating investor’s subjective beliefs in these markets.

Sharpe-Lintner-Mossin

Perfect Market Equilibrium

πc = δΣwc
M

Merton’s Model

Shadow-Costs of Information

λ := [λ1, . . . λn]
⊤

Asset’s k Excess Return

πk = πc
k + λk − πλ

k

Extra excess return

λk − πλ
k = λk − λMβk

If βk > 0

If βk < 0

If λk ↑ (xk unchanged)

λk − πλ
k ↑

If xk ↑ (λk unchanged)

λk − πλ
k ↑ when |βk| > δλσ

2
k/λk

If λk ↓ (xk unchanged)

λk − πλ
k ↓ when xk < 1/βk

λk − πλ
k ↑ when xk > 1/βk

If xk ↑ (λk unchanged)

λk − πλ
k ↑

Imperfect Market Equilibrium

π = (δ − δλ)ΣwM + λ, where δλ := λM

σ2
M

Mean-Variance

Optimizer

argmaxw

{

w⊤π̂ − 1
2 δ̂w

⊤Σw
}

π̂ := πc + λ

δ̂ := δ + 2δλ

Non-Linear System

Solver

W Solution of the

System F (W ) = 0Rn

wM = (δ − δλ)
−1Σ−1(π − λ)

w∗ =
(
δ̂Σ
)−1

π̂

Scheme 1: Scheme for Extra Excess Returns Sensitivities and Implied Equilibrium in Im-

perfect Market with Unconstrained Mean-Variance Quadratic Utility Maximization.
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3 Subjective Views in Imperfect Information Market

Similar to the original papers by Black and Litterman [11–13], this Section explains how in-

vestors’ subjective views are incorporated into markets with incomplete information as described in

Section 2. First, we derive the reference model for excess returns conditioning on the shadow-costs.

Then, we rigorously outline the market structure, providing relevant assumptions and definitions.

Next, we adjust the BL formulation to incorporate investors’ beliefs while accounting for informa-

tion asymmetry.

3.1 Incomplete Information Market Structure

3.1.1 Market Reference Model

We consider capital markets where the random vector of all risky securities’ excess returns

is defined by the risk premium vector R̃ := [R̃1, . . . , R̃n]
⊤ − rf1Rn , has a multivariate normal

distribution denoted as

R̃ ∼ N (µ̃; Σ), for µ̃ ∼ N (π; Σµ̃ := τ ′Σ), (25)

where µ̃ is also a random normal vector that determines the behavior of the mean of R̃, for τ ′ a

non-negative real number as in BL model [11–13]. For a value of τ ′ equals zero, the risk-premium

mean value become deterministic and given by π, the implied equilibrium of equation (12) related

to the incomplete information market. Thus, the reference model of the considered market where

the information is asymmetric can be such that

R̃ ∼ N (π; τΣ), for τ := 1 + τ ′. (26)

Since E
[
R̃|µ̃

]
= µ̃ and Var[R̃|µ̃] = Σ, the resulted distribution in (26) is due to the Law of Total

Expectation

E[R̃] = E

[

E
[
R̃|µ̃

]]

= E[µ̃] = π,

and to the Law of Total Variance

Var[R̃] = Var
[
E[R̃|µ̃]

]
+ E

[
Var[R̃|µ̃]

]
= Σµ̃ +Σ = τΣ.

However, in our formulation, the random vector of shadow-costs λ̃ defined in Notation 1 is dis-

tributed with deterministic mean vector λ and covariance matrix Λ, generally λ̃ ∼ N (λ; Λ). The

resulted conditional distribution R̃λ̃ ∼ P
(
R̃|λ̃

)
, P denotes the probability distribution, has a ran-

dom expectation. Such an expectation characterizes well the market with shadow-costs λ̃, has the

mean π, but a variance that is different from τΣ. In fact, from the Law of Total Expectation, we can

write

E

[

E
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]]

= E[R̃] = π, (27)

which also holds true since, given the random vector of information λ̃ and the equilibrium of equa-

tion (12), the random vector E
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]

gives the equilibrium random vector R̃ as a linear expression

of the random vector λ̃ of the imperfect information market whose expectation is π. Additionally,

from the Law of Total Variance, we also write

Var
[

E
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]]

= Var(R̃)− E

[

Var
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]]

, for Var(R̃) = τΣ, (28)
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this term reflects the explained variation on excess returns vector R̃ after accounting for the realiza-

tions of the shadow-costs vector λ̃, while the second term on the right-hand side of equation (28)

captures the unexplained part of total variance of R̃ that is due to the variability of R̃ given different

levels of λ̃. Accounting now for the cross-covariance matrix ΣR̃,λ̃, between R̃ and λ̃, and letting

these two variables be joint normal dependent distributions, that is we have

(
R̃

λ̃

)

∼ N

((
π
λ

)

;

(

τΣ ΣR̃,λ̃

Σλ̃,R̃ Λ

))

, where Σλ̃,R̃ = ΣR̃,λ̃
⊤.

Since the asymmetry of information affects the implied equilibrium, it is obvious to assume that

Assumption 1. We assume that the random vector of shadow-costs λ̃ is dependent of R̃, the random

vector of excess returns in the incomplete information market.

This assumption yields a non-null cross-covariance matrix, and the expression

E

[

Var
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]]

= τΣ− ΣR̃,λ̃Λ
−1Σλ̃,R̃,

which represents the average remaining uncertainty of excess returns after accounting for the infor-

mation coming from the shadow-costs. Hence, the asset pricing model we shall derive next takes

the incomplete information market structure such that the implied equilibrium of excess returns is

given by the random conditional expectation of excess returns R̃ given the observed shadow-costs

λ̃. Based on the above equations (27) and (28), this equilibrium has the properties

E

[

E
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]]

= π, Var
[

E
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]]

= ΣR̃,λ̃Λ
−1Σλ̃,R̃.

The resulted incomplete information market equilibrium allows investors to take π as the neutral

starting point, which will tilt toward their views and drive π to a new posterior equilibrium expected

value with a level of uncertainty given by the variability of this equilibrium.

Proposition 2 (Market Reference Model). From Merton’s equilibrium model of incomplete infor-

mation, the reference prior distribution of implied equilibrium excess returns for imperfect informa-

tion markets is multivariate normal given by the random conditional expectation E
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]

as

R̃λ̃ ∼ N (π; ΣR̃,λ̃Λ
−1Σλ̃,R̃), (29)

for ΣR̃,λ̃ being the cross-covariance matrix between R̃ and λ̃.

We might use this model of Proposition 2 to derive our asset pricing model, or, alternatively,

consider the approach where the random mean vector and covariance matrix of R̃ given λ̃ are di-

rectly taken into account without limiting on the mean and variance of the conditional expectation.

Remark 2 (Alternative Market Reference Model). Alternatively, one might model the market through

the random conditional expectation

E
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]
= π +ΣR̃,λ̃Λ

−1
(
λ̃− λ

)
,
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which adjusts the implied excess returns π by incorporating the information about the observed

value of shadow-costs, and the deterministic conditional variance

Var
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]
= τΣ− ΣR̃,λ̃Λ

−1Σλ̃,R̃.

Therefore, letting the reference model be such that

R̃λ̃ ∼ N
(

E
[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
]
;Var

[
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
])

.

More in precise, by recalling once again the Law of Total Expectation and Law of Total Variance,

we get back the initial model of equation (26) as R̃λ̃ ∼ N (π; τΣ).
The two reference models can be merged into a single distribution given by

R̃λ̃ ∼ N
(

π; Σγ := γτΣ+ (1 − γ)ΣR̃,λ̃Λ
−1Σλ̃,R̃

)

, for γ ∈ {0, 1}, (30)

where γ = 0 corresponds to the model based on Conditional Expectation, while γ = 1 is related to

the alternative model of λ̃-Conditioned Excess Returns vector.

Proposition 3 (Optimal Portfolio). Given the market reference model with random shadow-costs,

an investor who optimizes the unconstrained mean-variance quadratic utility function has to choose

the optimal allocation

wγ
M = (δΣγ)

−1π.

Remark 3 (Shadow-Costs with Random Expectation). Similarly to (26), one might consider that

the mean of λ̃ is not deterministic and is multivariate normal. Thus, assuming

λ̃ ∼ N (λ̃1; Λ), for λ̃1 ∼ N (λ1; τ
′
1Λ) and τ ′1 > 0,

we get λ̃ ∼ N (λ1; τ1Λ), for τ1 = 1 + τ ′1. The market reference model in (30) generalized to

R̃λ̃ ∼ N (π̂; Σ̂γ), where π̂ is given by means of equation (12) as

π̂ =

(

δ −
λM

σ2
M

)

ΣwM + λ1, where λM = wM
⊤λ1,

and Σ̂γ is computed by replacing Λ by τ1Λ in the expression of Σγ .

3.1.2 Market Structure and Assumptions

Once the market reference model has been specified, we next give assumptions on the market

structure and investor’s behavior. We let the market be such that the following assumption holds:

Assumption 2 (Reference Market Structure). We assume that the considered capital market follows

the reference model outlined in the previous Section, and that

1. The analysis is on a single period of investment;

2. The market is not necessarily efficient due to the adopted assumption of asymmetric infor-

mation among investors. Therefore, the information is imperfect in the market as well as the

competition;
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3. There are no market frictions regarding transaction-costs, short sale, regulatory constraints

or other market imperfections;

4. The risk is measured by the variability of returns using the standard deviation metric;

5. The statistical distribution of the excess returns random vector that accounts for the asym-

metry of information and subjective views is used to characterize the market equilibrium;

6. The investor behavior in this market is such that Assumption 3, given hereafter, holds true.

Since we are dealing with realistic modeling of capital markets where information is incom-

plete and investor holds anticipations, we need to adopt the following assumption on the investor’s

behavior.

Assumption 3 (Investor Behavior). In this study, we assume that the investor considers the market

with the structure of Assumption 2, and that

1. The investor is rational, risk-averse and aims to maximize the quadratic utility function re-

lated to the risk-adjusted return optimization problem under suitable constraints;

2. Each investor j does not know about all n risky securities, he/she is only interested in in-

vesting in nj < n risky securities about which the information is acquired. That is, the

shadow-cost λj
k = 0 for any k ∈ Jj = {1, . . . , nj}, and the allocation is null for assets in

Jc
j = {nj + 1, . . . , n};

3. Each investor j can express anticipations about relative and absolute future performances,

at the end of the investment period, of the securities on his/her information set Jj .

Finally, we define the two main characteristics of the considered capital markets by quantifying

the notions of information cost and equilibrium.

Definition 1 (Information Cost). In information theory, information cost refers to any type of cost

deployed to acquire, transform, and make any type of information useful to make decisions. It

can refer to financial costs as well as subjective costs. In our context of portfolio optimization,

the information cost is related to the cost an investor has to pay to be aware of a security in the

market, and to allocate it in his/her portfolio. Based on Merton’s model, the information cost is

given by the information-premium λ − λMβ, that is, an investor j1 who is aware about security k
has the cost of information given by the extra excess return λk − λMβk for this security k, where

λk := (1/N)
∑N

j=1 λ
j
k with λj1

k = 0.

Definition 2 (Market Equilibrium). We define both the equilibrium in markets with asymmetric

information and the equilibrium when subjective views are held in these markets, as

1. In the incomplete information market, we characterize the equilibrium of the securities through

the conditional distribution R̃λ̃ ∼ P(R̃|λ̃) of the random excess returns vector R̃ given the

shadow-costs vector λ̃, or, alternatively, by the distribution of the random conditional expec-

tation of excess returns E
[
R̃|λ̃

]
. Then, the optimal allocation maximizes the investor’s utility

function according to one of these distributions in the imperfect information market;
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2. Similarly, in the incomplete information market with subjective views, we derive the equi-

librium of the securities through the posterior conditional distribution R̃λ̃
ν̃ ∼ P(R̃|λ̃; ν̃) of

excess returns vector R̃, given the distributions of the vectors of shadow-costs λ̃ and subjec-

tive views ν̃.

Therefore, for the two-period investment model in imperfect markets with views, we define the gen-

eral market equilibrium through the distribution of the vector of risky securities’ risk premiums at

the end of the period given by the mean vector π∗ = E
[
R̃λ̃

ν̃

]
, and the corresponding variance matrix

Σ∗ = Var
[
R̃λ̃

ν̃

]
.

3.2 Subjective Views Incorporation

Experts in capital markets usually build a strong track-record experience and are often asked by

quantitative modelers for their opinion on the outcome of the markets. Any belief on the market

performance can be used as a perturbation of an initial model predictions, and can have a degree of

certainty given by a probability density function. From the introduction Section 1, we recall that the

optimal allocation expression is characterized by

α(θ) = argmax
α∈Cθ

{
Sθ(α)

}
, (31)

which obviously is sensitive to the market parameters θ, where its corresponding Bayesian alloca-

tion form is

αB [iT , eC ] = argmax
α∈C

∫

M
U(α⊤m)fp(m; iT , eC)dm, (32)

for m the market vector of expected excess returns, whose probability support is M. A slightly

change in the parameters θ gives rise to a significantly different allocation. The sample-based al-

location modeling gives best statistical estimators for the parameters based on historical data while

minimizing estimation risk. Alternatively, in the Bayesian allocation approach of equation (32) and

BL model, the distribution of the market parameters is shrunk towards the investor’s prior in order

to limit the sensitivity of the optimal allocation to θ. For our case, we let the probability support

for the market parameters be given by the joint-distribution of the shadow-costs of information and

the subjective beliefs of investor defined hereafter, i.e., Θ :=
[
λ̃, ν̃

]⊤
. Therefore, for any investor j

who is informed about, and are interested in investing in, the subset Jj =
{
1, . . . , nj

}
, nj < n, of

assets, our aim is to find an explicit density function fp that accounts for the asymmetry of informa-

tion in the market and incorporates his/her beliefs about some of, or all, the assets 1, . . . , nj . Hence,

explicitly describing the corresponding distribution fp for the market vector m by representing the

investor’s information iT and experience eC by the distributions λ̃ and ν̃, respectively.

In the present study, similar to BL model, a view on the market can be absolute, related to a

single security, or relative, associated with two or more securities. Each view form a portfolio and

the combination of all views is related to a Pick-Matrix P and a Pick-Vector of subjective beliefs q.

We describe how investor’s views are defined to form the conditional distribution ν̃ of beliefs for the

Bayesian inference approach we shall explore to derive our equilibrium model for the incomplete

information market with subjective views.

Definition 3 (View-Portfolio, Pick-Matrix and Pick-Vector). A view portfolio Pl, on n risky se-

curities, is a row of n elements with few non-null values ranging between −1 and 1 and many

19



zeros. Each view portfolio can express a relative or an absolute anticipation on the securities’ fu-

ture performances. The vision related to this portfolio is filled in the l-th row of a pick-matrix P ∈
Mv×n(R), and is quantified by ql, the real valued l-th element of a pick-vector q := [q1, . . . , qv]

⊤ ∈

R
v. A characterization of investor’s subjective beliefs is given by the equation PE

[
R̃λ̃
]
= q, for

R̃λ̃ :=
[
R̃λ̃

1 − rf , . . . , R̃
λ̃
n − rf

]⊤
the λ̃-conditioned excess returns random vector related to the

incomplete information market. This equation formulates v view portfolios filled in the rows of P ,

and quantified by the elements of q. Additionally, the sum of weights in a view portfolio is zero for

relative views and one for absolute views.

Example 1. Let us consider a view-portfolio of three subjective views, l = 1, . . . , v = 3 for an

investor j with information set Jj , that is defined by the following pick-matrix P and pick-vector q:

P =












0 1 0 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 . . . 0
0 −1 0 1 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 0 . . . 0
0 0.5 −0.2 −0.8 0.4 0 · · · 0 0.1 0 0 . . . 0

︸ ︷︷ ︸

n− nj Ignored Securities
︸ ︷︷ ︸

n Securities












, q =





5%
3%
4%



 .

Here, due to the asymmetry of information in the market, the right block of matrix P is filled with

zeros since we assumed that investor j is only interested in investing in assets 1, . . . , nj within

his/her set of information Jj , while assets nj + 1, . . . , n are ignored and not allocated in his/her

portfolio. Therefore, no views are related to assets nj + 1, . . . , n. Each investor has his/her own

order of assets in the matrix P , in the sense that assets that are ignored by investor j, i.e., nj +
1, . . . , n, are not necessarily ignored by another investor j′ and belong to his/her left block of the

view-matrix.

This example deals with the following three subjective beliefs:

(i) Absolute View 1: Asset 2 has an absolute excess return of q1 = 5%;

(ii) Relative View 2: Asset 4 will outperform Asset 2 by q2 = 3%;

(iii) Multi-Assets Relative View 3: Assets 2, 5 and nj − 1 will outperform Assets 3 and 4 by

q3 = 4%. Here, the weights add up to 1 for the outperforming assets, and to −1 for the

under-performing assets, where the weightings are not necessarily equal.

Notation 2 (Random Pick-Vector). Each investor is assumed to hold v subjective views l = 1, . . . , v,

where each view l is quantified by a random pick-variable q̃l. The random pick-vector ν̃ :=
[
q̃1, . . . , q̃v

]⊤
, whose expectation is the pick-vector E[ν̃] = q, denotes the collection of these be-

liefs and has a variance matrix Var(ν̃) = Ω. This matrix measures the certainty of the views, and is

diagonal when all views are independent.

This distribution of views is related to the securities in the market of imperfect information, and

can be seen as ν̃ := PR̃λ̃. More in precise, it is crucial to mention that a more general expression

of the above equation is given as P
(
π + επ

)
∼ q + εq, such that the random noise vector

(
επ

εq

)

∼ N

(

0Rn+v ;

(
Σγ 0Rn×v

0Rv×n Ω

))

, (33)
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is related to επ and εq , two normally distributed un-observable independent random noises with

zero mean each. The views are built from an expert’s opinion as a prediction of the expectation q
of the random vector ν̃, which can be viewed as a perturbation of the initial market expected excess

returns π of the random vector R̃λ̃ coming from all view portfolios in the pick-matrix P , or, more

generally, as statements on the reference model (30). We assume that an investor my have zero or

many views, and that it is possible for the views to conflict since they can merge due to the mixing

process of confidence in the prior implied equilibrium and views. Moreover, the view’s confidence

matrix Ω describes the uncertainty of the expert and might have the expression

Ω =
(1

c
− 1
)

PΣP⊤,

Attilio [40, Chapter 9]. The scalar c helps the expert to adjust his/her absolute confidence in the

views:

• Case when c → 0: Expert’s views have no impact, and this case gives rise to an infinitely

disperse distribution ν̃;

• Case when c → 1: An infinitely peaked distribution ν̃ resulted from this case. That is, the

expert is trusted completely over the prior market model distribution R̃λ̃;

• Case c = 1/2: The investor is as trusted as the prior market model.

In the BL model [11–13], the excess returns vector R̃ in the complete information market is

given by the market reference model (4) and yields the equilibrium of the equation (5). When the

mean of the reference model is deterministic, i.e., µ̃ = π and τ ′ = 0, the posterior equilibrium

is the same of equation (5) for τ = 1. The reference model of R̃λ̃ and the random vector ν̃ are

then crucial in describing the distribution of excess returns vector at equilibrium. Meaning that, a

non-informative view-vector with Ω → ∞ returns the prior equilibrium R̃ ∼ N (πc; τΣ) for BL

or R̃λ̃ ∼ N (π; Σγ) for our model, while a view-vector with confidence level Ω gives the posterior

distribution (5) or the one we shall derive in the Section below.

At this point the BL quantitative model integrates the subjective views to compute a posterior

distribution of the complete information market conditioned on the expert’s anticipations. Such

anticipations are useful for scenario analysis of investment decision, and, based on Attilio [40,

Chapter 9], can be given, in a default setting when only qualitative subjective views are hold by the

expert in the complete information market, as

qk = (Pπc)k + ηk

√

(PΣP⊤)k,k, k = 1, . . . , v, (34)

for any view-portfolio k, where ηk ∈ {−β,−α,+α,+β} for ”very bearish”, ”bearish”, ”bullish”

and ”very bullish” views, respectively, with typical choice α = 1 and β = 2. For our modeling, we

have to replace πc by π in the above equation to quantify the qualitative views.

This approach of incorporating subjective views in the considered markets of Section 2 with

asymmetric information, drives optimal allocations of the form (31) to be expressed as the Bayesian

optimal allocation

αB [iT , eC ] = argmax
α∈C{λ̃,ν̃}

{

S{λ̃,ν̃}(α)
}

= argmax
α∈C{λ̃,ν̃}

{

E

[

U
(
Ψ{λ̃,ν̃}

α

)]}

,
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for which the parameter θ encompassing market information parameter iT and investor’s experience

eC is encapsulated into the random vector {λ̃, ν̃} of shadow-costs and subjective views. For further

developments, we now need to consider that the distribution ν̃ satisfies the following:

Assumption 4. Assume that the random vector ν̃ of subjective views is independent of the random

vector λ̃ of shadow-costs, given the excess returns vector R̃ in the complete information market.

That is, we assume

P
(
λ̃, ν̃

∣
∣R̃
)
= P

(
λ̃
∣
∣R̃
)
P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃
)
.

This assumption is not restrictive, in fact, the subjective beliefs do not come from the shadow-

costs, especially when the implied equilibrium is observed. The Section to follow deals with the

second and main aim of our study.

Aim 2. Incorporation of expert’s subjective views, measured by the random view-vector ν̃, in mar-

kets with asymmetric information characterized by the vector λ̃ of shadow-costs and the random

implied equilibrium vector R̃λ̃. Thus, providing an explicit posterior distribution fp in the Bayesian

allocation framework (32) for the random vector of excess returns R̃λ̃
ν̃ ∼ P

(
R̃|λ̃; ν̃

)
.

4 Equilibrium Model and Optimal Portfolio Derivation

In this Section, we derive the closed-form formula for the posterior distribution R̃λ̃
ν̃ of the ran-

dom vector of equilibrium excess returns in markets with asymmetric information, which incorpo-

rates investor’s subjective views. The Bayesian approach of statistical inference is used to infer the

posterior distribution based on the given implied imperfect market equilibrium prior distribution R̃λ̃,

and the likelihood function that models the distribution ν̃ of the investor’s beliefs in these markets

given the equilibrium. We first give a scheme for the Bayesian approach.

4.1 Bayesian Approach Scheme

Bayesian approach of statistical inference is a powerful statistical tool that helps to make infer-

ences by expressing the posterior distribution P(θ|x) of a random parameter θ, given data obser-

vations x. This approach consists in exploring the Bayes’ rule to update the distribution of beliefs

P(θ) about the parameter in response to the distribution of evidence P(x|θ) and write the pos-

terior distribution of the parameter. Using the definition of the marginal distribution P(x) in the

denominator, the posterior writes as

P(θ|x) =
P(x|θ)P(θ)

∫

Θ P(x|θ)P(θ)dθ
,

for Θ being the probability support of θ, thus, one only needs to fix the two distributions P(x|θ) and

P(θ). As in the BL model [11–13], the Bayesian approach framework is suitable for capturing sub-

jective views of investors in imperfect markets, leading to a fair valuation of the securities in these

markets where expert’s anticipations are incorporated within the valuation. Based on the results

concerning the imperfect information market, and the formulation of the views, we adopt assump-

tions on the prior implied market equilibrium, the shadow-costs of information and the subjective

views in incomplete information markets we introduced in Sections 2 and 3.
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Assumption 5 (Bayesian Approach Setting). Let us assume that

• Shadow-Costs of Information λ̃: The distribution of the random vector of imperfect market’s

shadow-costs is such that P
(
λ̃
)
∼ N (λ; Λ), where λ is the deterministic mean vector of the

shadow-costs related to Merton’s model, and Λ represents the diagonal covariance matrix of

λ̃;

• Implied Market Equilibrium R̃λ̃ and R̃: The distribution of the implied equilibrium in the

market with asymmetric information is given by P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
)
∼ N (π; Σγ), where γ = 0 for the

Conditional Expectation Reference Model, and γ = 1 for the λ̃Conditioned Excess Returns

Reference Model. In the complete information market it is given by P
(
R̃
)
∼ N (πc; τΣ), for

τ > 0;

• Subjective Beliefs of Investor ν̃: The distribution of the random vector ν̃ of views is such

that P
(
ν̃
)
∼ N (q; Ω), for q the pick-vector and Ω the covariance matrix of ν̃.

Later we explore Bayes’ rule to derive the distribution P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃, ν̃

)
of the implied equilibrium

excess returns vector R̃λ̃
ν̃ . First, we give Scheme 1 to illustrate the equilibrium model, where the

random vectors επ and εq are the un-observable noises (33).
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Complete Market Equilibrium

Sharpe-Lintner-Mossin

πc = δΣwc
M

δ :=
E[Rm]−rf

σ2
M

wc
M Σ

π =
(
δ − δλ

)
ΣwM + λ

Incomplete Market Equilibrium

Merton Model

λM δλ := λM

σ2
M

τΛ := Var(λ)

Investors’ subjective views

Black-Literman Model

P q Var(q) := Ω

P (π + επ) = q + εq

Complete Information Market

wc
M = (δΣ)−1πc

Prior Distribution of Implied

Market equilibrium

R̃λ̃ ∼ N
(
π; Σγ

)

Likelihood

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃
)

Distribution of Merton’s

Shadow-Costs

λ̃ ∼ N (λ; Λ)

Distribution of BL

Subjective views

ν̃ ∼ N (q; Ω)

Incomplete Information Market

wλ
M := (δ − δλ)

−1Σ−1(π − λ)

Subjective Beliefs of the BL Model

wν
M =

[

δVar
[
R̃ν̃

]]−1
E
[
R̃ν̃

]

Posterior Distribution in Market with Views

R̃λ̃
ν̃
∼ N (π∗; Σ∗)

Optimal Portfolio in Imperfect market with views

wλ,ν
M =

[
δΣ∗

1,...,nj×1,...,nj

]−1
π∗
1,...,nj

Mean-Variance Optimizer

Investor’s j with Set Jj

Jj = {1, . . . , nj}

Bayesian Approachwγ
M = (δΣγ)

−1π

E[λ̃]-Adjustment

ν̃-Adjustment

{λ̃, ν̃}-Adjustment

λ̃-Adjustment

Scheme 2: Scheme for the Equilibrium Model in Markets of Imperfect Information and

Subjective Views with Unconstrained Mean-Variance Quadratic Utility Maximization.
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4.2 Posterior Distribution of the Market Equilibrium

Now, we explore the Bayesian approach of statistical inference to derive the mean and variance

of the distribution R̃λ̃
ν̃ of the random vector of excess returns given the distributions of the shadow-

costs and subjective views. The result is stated as follows:

Theorem 2 (Posterior Distribution of Equilibrium Excess Returns). The posterior distribution of

the random vector R̃λ̃
ν̃ ∼ P

(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
of excess returns, given the subjective views’ random vector

ν̃ ∼ N (q; Ω), in the imperfect market with random vector λ̃ ∼ N (λ; Λ) of shadow-costs has a

multivariate normal distribution characterized by

R̃λ̃
ν̃ ∼ N

(
π∗ := Σ∗πλ

ν ; Σ
∗
)
, (35)

where

πλ
ν := Σ−1

γ π + P⊤Ω−1q,

and

Σ∗ :=
[
Σ−1
γ + P⊤Ω−1P

]−1
,

for π and Σγ are given by equations (12) and (30), respectively.

Proof. We start by exploring Bayesian inference framework to compute the posterior equilibrium

distribution, given the distributions of shadow-costs λ̃ and subjective views ν̃. This posterior turns

out to be the double-conditional distribution we express by means of Bayes’ Rule as

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
=

P
(
λ̃; ν̃

∣
∣R̃
)
P
(
R̃
)

P
(
λ̃; ν̃

) , (36)

where

(i) P
(
R̃
)

is the ”Prior” distribution of investor’s belief on the CAPM-equilibrium in the com-

plete information market before observing the shadow-costs and incorporating subjective

views;

(ii) P
(
λ̃; ν̃

∣
∣R̃
)

represents the ”Likelihood” of observing the shadow-costs and incorporating the

subjective views, given the implied equilibrium;

(iii) P
(
λ̃; ν̃

)
the ”Marginal Likelihood” of observing the asymmetry of information among in-

vestors as well as incorporating the subjective beliefs.

The knowledge about (i) and (ii) is sufficient to characterize the conditional posterior distribution,

in fact we can marginalize the distribution in (iii) by the prior in (i) as

P
(
λ̃; ν̃

)
=

∫

R
P
(
λ̃; ν̃

∣
∣R̃
)
P
(
R̃
)
dR̃,

for R being the probability support of R̃. From Assumption 4, the Likelihood rewrites as

P
(
λ̃
∣
∣R̃
)
P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃
)
,
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combined with equation (36) yields

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
=

P
(
λ̃
)
P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃
)
P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
)

P
(
λ̃; ν̃

)

=
P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃
)
P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
)

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃
) .

Thus, the posterior distribution is the product of the two conditional distributions

• The Prior P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
)
: Market reference model distribution R̃λ̃ that account for the shadow-

costs, it is in fact the posterior distribution of equilibrium for random shadow-costs;

• The Likelihood P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃
)
: Distribution of subjective beliefs one obtain after observing the

prior CAPM-equilibrium, which turns to be P
(
PR̃λ̃

)
.

While the denominator cancels to the constant of integration. Therefore, we deduce that the poste-

rior distribution satisfies

R̃λ̃
ν̃ ∝ P

(
PR̃λ̃

)
R̃λ̃,

where ∝ stands for ”proportional to”. Recalling now Assumption 5, we write

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
∝ exp

(

−
1

2

(
PR̃λ̃ − q

)⊤
Ω−1

(
P̃ R̃λ̃ − q

))

exp
(

−
1

2

(
R̃λ̃ − π)⊤Σ−1

γ

(
R̃λ̃ − π

))

,

next, we develop the right-hand side of this equation to obtain

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
∝ exp

(

−
1

2

((
PR̃λ̃

)⊤
Ω−1PR̃λ̃ −

(
PR̃λ̃

)⊤
Ω−1q − q⊤Ω−1PR̃λ̃ + q⊤Ω−1q

+
(
R̃λ̃
)⊤

Σ−1
γ R̃λ̃ −

(
R̃λ̃
)⊤

Σ−1
γ π − π⊤Σ−1

γ R̃λ̃ + π⊤Σ−1
γ π

))

.

Since matrices Σγ and Ω are symmetric, it follows that

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
∝ exp

(

−
1

2

((
R̃λ̃
)⊤

P⊤Ω−1PR̃λ̃ − 2q⊤Ω−1PR̃λ̃ + q⊤Ω−1q

+
(
R̃λ̃
)⊤

Σ−1
γ R̃λ̃ − 2π⊤Σ−1

γ R̃λ̃ + π⊤Σ−1
γ π

))

,

then, we get

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
∝ exp

(

−
1

2

((
R̃λ̃
)⊤
(

P⊤Ω−1P +Σ−1
γ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

H

)

R̃λ̃ − 2
(

q⊤Ω−1P + π⊤Σ−1
γ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

C⊤

)

R̃λ̃

+ q⊤Ω−1q + π⊤Σ−1
γ π

︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

))

,

therefore,

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
∝ exp

(

−
1

2

((
R̃λ̃
)⊤

H⊤R̃λ̃ − 2C⊤R̃λ̃ +A
))

.
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Since the first term in the right-hand side is equal to
(
HR̃

)⊤
H−1HR̃, the second term is equal to

2C⊤H−1HR̃ and the last term A vanishes due to the integration, we obtain

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
∝ exp

(
−
1

2
(HR̃λ̃ − C)⊤H−1(HR̃λ̃ − C)− C⊤H−1C

)
,

that is, since the expression C⊤H−1C cancels to the constant of integration,

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
∝ exp

(
−
1

2
(R̃λ̃ −H−1C)⊤H(R̃λ̃ −H−1C)

)
.

Finally, the posterior distribution R̃λ̃
ν̃ of the random vector R̃ of excess returns, given the distribu-

tions of the asymmetry of information λ̃ and subjective views ν̃, is multivariate normal with mean

vector H−1C and covariance matrix H−1. The proof is then finished.

Corollary 5 (Shadow-Costs with Random Expectation). Let the expectation of λ̃ be random and

given by a multivariate normal distribution as in Remark 3. We write λ̃ ∼ N (λ1; τ1Λ), for τ1 > 0,

then we deduce from Theorem 2 the distribution of R̃λ̃
ν̃ as

N
(
π̂∗ := Σ̂∗π̂λ

ν ; Σ̂
∗
)
,

where, for π̂ and Σ̂γ are given as in Remark 3,

π̂λ
ν := Σ̂−1

γ π̂ + P⊤Ω−1q,

and

Σ̂∗ :=
[
Σ̂−1
γ + P⊤Ω−1P

]−1
.

We now present an alternative approach for the derivation of the equilibrium on which the prior

is given by the posterior distribution of the equilibrium related to the incomplete information market.

Proposition 4 (Bayes’ Rule Conditioning on λ̃). The equilibrium posterior distribution of Theorem

2 assumed the prior to be the implied equilibrium of the complete information market. Equivalently,

the expression of the posterior distribution is

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
=

Predictive Distribution
︷ ︸︸ ︷

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃
)

Posterior Distribution
︷ ︸︸ ︷

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
)

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸

Posterior Predictive Distribution

, (37)

which gives the equilibrium by means of our prior reference model R̃λ̃ ∼ P
(
R̃|λ̃

)
.

Proof. It suffices to prove that the formula given in equation (37) is equivalent to the straight for-

ward equation (36). We express the posterior distribution of R̃, conditioned on the shadow-costs

and subjective views distributions, by first conditioning on shadow-costs λ̃ and using Bayes’ rule as

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
=

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃; λ̃

)
P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
)

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃
) ,
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considering then Assumption 3, we obtain

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
=

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣R̃
)
P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
)

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃
) .

Now, to get the equivalence, we start by marginalizing the joint likelihood over λ̃ to write

P
(
λ̃; ν̃

∣
∣R̃
)
= P

(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃; R̃

)
P
(
λ̃
∣
∣R̃
)
.

Then, we rewrite equation (36) as

P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃; ν̃

)
=

P
(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃; R̃

)
P
(
λ̃
∣
∣R̃
)
P(R̃)

P(ν̃; λ̃)
, (38)

for the marginal likelihood being

P(ν̃; λ̃) =

∫

R
P
(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃; R̃

)
P
(
λ̃
∣
∣R̃
)
P(R̃)dR̃

=

∫

R
P
(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃; R̃

)
P
(
R̃
∣
∣λ̃
)
P
(
λ̃
)
dR̃

= P
(
ν̃
∣
∣λ̃
)
P
(
λ̃
)
.

Recalling assumption (5), the numerator of equation (38) become P
(
ν̃|R̃

)
P
(
R̃|λ̃

)
P
(
λ̃
)
, then sub-

stituting in this equation completes the proof.

This allows investors to first use the available knowledge about the shadow-costs of informa-

tion to update their beliefs about the equilibrium without incorporating their subjective views. This

step involves computing the posterior distribution P
(
R̃|λ̃

)
. Subsequently, investors integrate their

subjective views through the likelihood distribution P
(
ν̃|R̃

)
of their anticipations, given the im-

plied equilibrium, along with the posterior distribution encompassing the shadow-costs, where the

normalization constant is determined by the posterior predictive distribution P
(
ν̃|λ̃
)
. Exploring the

result of the above Proposition 4, a similar proof to Theorem 2 leads us to the alternative equilibrium

below.

Corollary 6 (Posterior Distribution by Bayes’ Rule). The posterior distribution R̃λ̃
ν̃ of the random

vector of excess returns, given the views in a market with asymmetric information, is expressed by

the posterior distribution R̃λ̃ of the equilibrium related to the incomplete information market and

the distribution ν̃ of subjective views, and has the multivariate normal distribution (35).

4.3 Optimal Portfolio in Incomplete Information Market with Views

As mentioned in Assumptions 2 and 3, investor j aims at allocating optimal portfolios in markets

of asymmetric information while reflecting there subjective beliefs, and chooses to perform the

standard ”unconstrained mean-variance quadratic utility maximization” problem. Thus, similarly to

the optimization problem (23), the investor solves the problem of finding the portfolio allocation

wM = argmax
w

{

w⊤
E

[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

−
1

2
δw⊤Var

[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

w

}

, (39)
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for the equilibrium excess returns sub-vector
(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj being the posterior distribution of our model’s

equilibrium related to the securities about which the investor holds information. Any security k that

is held on j-th investor’s information set Jj can be subject of weighting in the allocated portfolio,

yielding the equivalent expression for the vector of excess returns

R̃λ̃
ν̃ :=

[
(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
,
(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jc
j

]⊤

,

where, letting R̃λ̃,ν̃
k be the {λ̃, ν̃}-conditioned random excess return of asset k in the incomplete

information market with subjective views,

(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj :=
{

R̃λ̃,ν̃
1 − rf , . . . , R̃

λ̃,ν̃
nj

− rf

}

and
(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jc
j :=

{

R̃λ̃,ν̃
nj+1 − rf , . . . , R̃

λ̃,ν̃
n − rf

}

.

The solution to the problem (39) is then given as follows:

Theorem 3 (Unconstrained Optimal Portfolio). The optimal allocation in the imperfect information

market with subjective views and risk-adjusted return utility maximization is described, for investor

j with shadow-costs and subjective views distributions λ̃ and ν̃, respectively, as

wλ,ν
M : = δ−1

[

Var
[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]]−1

E

[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

= δ−1
[
Σ∗
1,...,nj×1,...,nj

]−1
π∗
1,...,nj

,

where Jj = {1, . . . , nj} is the set of securities subject of allocation for investor j.

As an alternative, the investor might choose to solve other optimization problems depending on

his/her goal, and these might include the following:

• Risk-Constrained Problem: A more classical approach for portfolio optimization problem

is the maximization of the expectation while maintaining the variance under a risk threshold,

it is given as






wRiskConstraints
M = argmax

w

{

w⊤
E

[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]}

,

Subject to: w⊤Var
[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

w ≤ σ2;

• Risk- and Budget-Constrained Problem: In this type of problem we write







w
RiskBudgetConstraints
M = argmax

w

{

w⊤
E

[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]}

,

Subject to: w⊤Var
[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

w ≤ σ2 and w⊤1 = 1;

• Minimum Variance Problem: Here we only minimize the variance of the portfolio’s return

by solving

wMinimumVariance
M = argmin

w

{

w⊤Var
[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

w
}

.

By solving these alternative problems, one gets the following result:
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Proposition 5 (Constrained and Minimum Variance Optimal Portfolios). The optimal portfolio al-

location in the imperfect market with subjective views and risk-constraint is

w
RiskConstraints

M :=
σ

√
(
wλ,ν
M

)⊤
Var
[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

wλ,ν
M

wλ,ν
M ,

wRiskBudgetConstraints
M := awλ,ν

M + bwMinimumVariance
M ,

for wλ,ν
M being the solution of the unconstrained problem, a, b weighting coefficients satisfying the

risk and budget constraints, and wMinimumVariance
M the optimal portfolio for the minimum variance

portfolio given as

wMinimumVariance
M =

1

1⊤
R
nj Var

[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]−1

1
R
nj

Var
[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]−1

1
R
nj .

Here, Var
[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

= Σ∗
1,...,nj×1,...,nj

.

5 Numerical Simulations

Let us know present a numerical example to illustrate our findings, we give the results for a

five-assets case.

5.1 Computational Data

Data about market parameters, shadow-costs of information, cross-covariance matrix and sub-

jective views are given in the following tables:

Asset 1 2 3 4 5

Σ 0.0500 0.0200 0.0400 0.0300 0.0100

0.0200 0.0800 0.0200 0.0200 0.0300

0.0400 0.0200 0.0900 0.0100 0.0200

0.0300 0.0200 0.0100 0.0700 0.0100

0.0100 0.0300 0.0200 0.0100 0.0600

CAPM Excess Returns (πc) 0.0100 0.0300 0.0150 0.0400 0.0350

Parameter rf E
[
R̃M

]
σM

Value 0.0200 0.0400 0.0500

Table 1: Covariance Matrix of Excess Returns, CAPM-Equilibrium and Market Parame-

ters.
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Asset 1 2 3 4 5

Shadow-Costs (λ) 0.0100 0.0250 0.0200 0.0150 0.0300

Λ 0.0800 0 0 0 0

0 0.0120 0 0 0

0 0 0.0200 0 0

0 0 0 0.0500 0

0 0 0 0 0.0100

ΣR̃,λ̃ 0.0100 0.0200 0.0400 0.0300 0.0500

0.0200 0.0200 0.1000 0.0240 0.0400

0.0400 0.1000 0.0500 0.0130 0.0600

0.0300 0.0240 0.1300 0.0600 0.0400

0.0500 0.0400 0.0600 0.0400 0.0900

τ Values 0.1 0.5 0.9

Table 2: Covariance Matrix of Shadow-Costs, Cross-Covariance Matrix, and Scaling Fac-

tor τ .

Asset 1 2 3 4 5 q

P 1 -1 0 0 0 0.0500

0 1 0 0 0 0.0300

-0.2 0.1 -0.8 0 0.9 0.0800

0 0 0 0 1 0.1000

View 1 2 3 4

Ω =
(
1
c
− 1

)
PΣP⊤ 0.0900 -0.0600 -0.0460 -0.0200

-0.0600 0.0800 0.0150 0.0300

-0.0460 0.0150 0.0908 0.0390

-0.0200 0.0300 0.0390 0.0600

c 0.01 0.5 0.99

Table 3: View-Matrix and View-Vector of Subjective Views, with Resulting Uncertainty

Matrix for c = 0.5.

5.2 Incomplete Information Market

5.2.1 Deterministic Shadow-Costs

The obtained results, for the deterministic shadow-costs vector λ, include expected and extra

excess returns, and optimal portfolios wc
M and wλ

M := wM in the CAPM complete market and the

incomplete market, respectively.
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Asset 1 2 3 4 5

CAPM Market πc 0.0100 0.0300 0.0150 0.0400 0.0350

Extra Excess Returns λ − πλ 0.0100 0.0248 0.0202 0.0141 0.0298

Incomplete Market π 0.0200 0.0548 0.0352 0.0541 0.0648

CAPM Market wc
M

-0.0587 0.0154 0.0225 0.0813 0.0540

Incomplete Market wλ
M

-0.0394 -0.0004 0.0025 0.0605 0.0063

Investor’s Portfolio w∗ -0.0727 0.0290 0.0395 0.0951 0.0946

Portfolio’s Return & Risk E
[
R̃c

M

]
σc

M
E
[
R̃λ

M

]
σλ

M
E
[
R̃∗

P

]
σ∗

P

Computed Value 0.0076 0.0259 0.0035 0.0138 0.0165 0.0388

Table 4: Expected Excess Returns, Optimal Portfolio Weights, and Return & Risk at Equi-

librium for Complete Market, Incomplete Market and Investor’s Portfolio.

Risk-Aversion Coefficient δ :=
E[R̃M ]−rf

σ2

M

8.0000

Weighted-Average Shadow-Cost λM := (wλ
M
)⊤λ 7.4175e-04

Modified Risk-Aversion Coefficient δλ := λM

σ2

M

0.2967

Table 5: Computed Parameters.
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πλ (right).
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tributed Market Equilibrium (right) in Complete Market, Incomplete Market and Investor’s

Portfolio.
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5.2.2 Extra Excess Returns

The following figures present the sensitivities (15) and (16) of the extra excess return of an asset

k to shadow-cost λk and to optimal market portfolio weight xk.
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Figure 3: Sensitivities of the Expected Extra Excess Returns, Red for Negative Sensitivity

and Green for Positive, of Asset k to its Shadow-Cost (left) and to Optimal Market Portfolio

Weight (right).
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5.2.3 Random Shadow-Costs

Here, we give the results concerning the reference model in (30) with random shadow-costs

vector. We mainly give the equilibrium covariance matrix and optimal portfolio for different levels

of shadow-costs certainty.
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γ
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Figure 4: Equilibrium Covariance Matrix of Excess Returns Across Reference Models

γ = 0, 1 with Flexible Certainty of Shadow-Costs.

Asset 1 2 3 4 5

Excess Returns π 0.0200 0.0548 0.0352 0.0541 0.0648

Model γ = 0 wγ
M -0.4966 0.0903 -0.0260 -0.0219 0.2679

Model γ = 1 wγ
M -0.1532 0.0624 0.0847 0.1999 0.2029

Return & Risk E
[
R̃λ

M

]
σλ

M
E
[
R̃γ=0

P

]
σγ=0

P E
[
R̃γ=1

P

]
σγ=1

P

Value 0.0035 0.0138 0.0103 0.0359 0.0273 0.0584

Table 6: Expected Excess Returns, Optimal Portfolio Weights, and Return & Risk at Equi-

librium for Incomplete Market with Random Shadow-Costs, given Λ and τ = 0.5.
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Figure 5: Optimal Portfolio Weights Vector (left) and Return & Risk for Normally Dis-

tributed Market Equilibrium (right) in Incomplete Market with Random Shadow-Costs,

Given Λ and Flexible τ Values.
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5.3 Incomplete Information Market with Views

Now, assuming that the investor invests in all five assets, the integration of the subjective views

of Table 3 gives the following results:

Model Asset 1 Asset 2 Asset 3 Asset 4 Asset 5

BL Model E[R̃ν̃ ] 0.0333 0.0300 0.0087 0.0611 0.0567

wν
M 0.2203 -0.0558 -0.1489 0.1625 0.3679

Model γ = 0 E[R̃λ̃
ν̃ ] 0.0458 0.0479 -0.0084 0.0400 0.1069

w
λ,ν
M -0.6554 0.0940 -0.2459 -0.0437 0.7958

Model γ = 1 E[R̃λ̃
ν̃ ] 0.0320 0.0499 0.0274 0.0653 0.0719

w
λ,ν
M 0.0314 0.0382 -0.0245 0.3997 0.6657

Return & Risk E
[
R̃BL

M

]
σBL

M
E
[
R̃γ=0,ν

P

]
σγ=0,ν

P E
[
R̃γ=1,ν

P

]
σγ=1,ν

P

Value 0.0351 0.0663 0.0599 0.0865 0.0762 0.0976

Table 7: Expected Excess Returns, Optimal Portfolio Weights, and Return & Risk at Equi-

librium for Incomplete Market with Subjective Views and τ = 0.5.
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τ = 0.5.
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Figure 7: Optimal Portfolio Weights Vector (left) and Return & Risk for Normally Dis-

tributed Market Equilibrium (right) in Incomplete Market with Views, Given Λ, τ = 0.5
and Flexible Certainty of Subjective Views.
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6 Conclusion

This paper developed a capital market equilibrium model that captures investors’ subjective

views in markets with asymmetric information. Each investor can hold a set of beliefs on the rel-

ative and/or absolute performance of a subset of securities in the market. The considered markets

are imperfect, meaning that information about available securities is not equally acquired by all in-

vestors. The proposed model enables investment decision-makers to incorporate their beliefs, along

with their degree of certainty, using a pick-matrix of views and a related pick-vector, while also

quantifying the asymmetry of information among the rest of investors through the so-called vector

of shadow-costs of information. First, we derived the implied equilibrium in the imperfect markets

using the Merton’s incomplete information model, then we extract the associated market portfolio

and analyze the sensitivity of the equilibrium excess returns to the shadow-costs of information and

the market portfolio. The optimal market portfolio resulted to be solution of a system of non-linear

equations, while the investor is allowed to use a modified risk-adjusted return utility maximization

problem to find optimal allocations. Next, we theoretically modeled the structure of the considered

market by rigorously introducing the subjective views of investors within the imperfect markets. The

Bayesian inference framework is then explored to derive the asset pricing model is these markets,

that is, giving the posterior distribution of the excess returns conditioned on the both shadow-costs

and subjective beliefs distributions. The resulted model gave a novel sophisticated approach to deal

with portfolio allocation in which the prior-allocation approach, that consists in using investor’s

prior knowledge and experience to allocate assets while the historical information about the market

is disregarded, and the sample-based allocation are combined. Such a combination yields optimal

Bayesian allocation αB[iT , eC ] that, on one hand, leverages the sample-based allocation approach

by incorporating the asymmetry of information among all investors through a market estimation of

the vector of shadow-costs, and, on the other hand, overcomes the biases coming from the prior al-

location approach by reflecting subjective beliefs on a posterior of the market excess returns which

contains the market data reflected in the vector of shadow-costs. More in precise, the Bayesian

allocation

αB[iT , eC ] = argmax
α∈C

∫

R
U(α⊤r)fp(r; iT , eC)dr,

as it is defined in the introduction Section 1 for the posterior density

fp(r; iT , eC) =

∫

Θ
fθ(r)f(θ; iT , eC)dθ,

can directly be derived from the results of our study by considering the market vector Mθ and

market parameter θ as the realizations of the distribution of the equilibrium in the perfect market

and the realizations of the joint-distribution of shadow-costs and subjective beliefs, Θ := [λ̃, ν̃]⊤ ,

respectively. Such an allocation can be extracted from our equilibrium using the derived posterior

density

fp(r; iT , eC) =
1

(2π)nj/2
∣
∣Σ̂
∣
∣1/2

exp
(

−
1

2

(
r − π̂

)⊤
Σ̂

−1(
r − π̂

))

,

for an investor with information set Jj , |.| denotes the determinant,

Σ̂ := Var
[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

= Σ∗
1,...,nj×1,...,nj

and π̂ := E

[(
R̃λ̃

ν̃

)Jj
]

= π∗
1,...,nj

,
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and sampling techniques, such as Markov Chain Monte Carlo method, to sample from the posterior

equilibrium.

Consequently, each investor can reflect his/her subjective beliefs in optimal allocations for port-

folios constructed in market with imperfections related to the asymmetry of information among

other investors. The derivation and analysis of the posterior predictive distribution P(ν̃|λ̃) is of

great interest since it characterizes the future visions of the investor, given the observed distribution

of the shadow-costs and the model’s posterior equilibrium. Moreover, controlling the future subjec-

tive beliefs is possible when observing the shadow-costs and by analyzing the posterior predictive

distribution of views. An extension of this work could involve exploring the updating scheme for

the distributions of λ̃, ν̃ and R̃. This would yield a dynamic portfolio optimization model where

the equilibrium utilizes an adjusted market parameter θ computed from the posterior distribution

resulted from the old market parameter. This approach allows for one-step-ahead correction of sub-

jective beliefs and the vector of shadow-costs, leading to more accurate and adaptive allocations

through the incorporation of new information. Another extension can consider the Merton’s for-

mulation, where the market returns for an investor j, whose investment decision is concerned with

a market of n risky securities, a synthetic security indexed n + 1 and a risk-free security indexed

n+ 2, are given by

R̃j :=
n∑

k=1

wj
kR̃

j
k + wj

n+1R̃
j
n+1 + wj

n+2R = R̄j + bj Ỹ + σj ε̃j ,

is to conduct an investigation of the multi-constrained optimization problem

max
bj , wj

{

E
[
R̃j
]
−

δj
2

Var
[
R̃j
]}

; (40a)

Subject to Constraints:







P j
E[R̃] = E[q̃j], where E[q̃j] = qj ;

Var(q̃j) = Ωj;

wj
k = 0 when k ∈ Jc

j , and wj
k is non-negative for k ∈ Jj,

(40b)

where wj := [w1, . . . , wn+2]
⊤, δj is the risk-aversion coefficient, and Jj := {1, . . . , nj} the set of

risky securities on which the investor j invests. Solving such a problem yields an allocation that

reflects the investor’s experience coming from the pick-matrix P j and the pick-vector qj , as well

as the markets imperfection given by the asymmetry of information characterized by the set Jj of

risky securities related to the third constraint. [35]
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