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Commodity Financialization and Information
Transmission

ITAY GOLDSTEIN and LIYAN YANG*

ABSTRACT

We provide a model to understand the effects of commodity futures financialization
on various market variables. We distinguish between financial speculators and finan-
cial hedgers and study their separate and combined effects on the informativeness of
futures prices, the futures price bias, the comovement of futures prices with other
markets, and the predictiveness of financial trading. We capture the interactions be-
tween commodity futures financialization and the real economy through spot prices
and production decisions. A dynamic extension illustrates how key variables change
over time in a period of acute financialization in a way that is consistent with ob-
served empirical patterns.

THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY HAS SEEN many developments and changes in
finance. A prominent one among them is the financialization of commodity
futures markets. These markets traditionally served mostly commodity pro-
ducers and users looking to hedge their exposures and trade on their infor-
mation. Around 2004, a new trend emerged whereby financial investors such
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as commodity index traders (CITs), commodity trading advisers, and hedge
funds entered these markets and became dominant players in them. The dis-
tinct feature of these financial traders is that, unlike the traditional players
in these markets, they have no direct exposure to commodities in produc-
tion/consumption activities. This trend led to a surge in academic studies, in-
cluding work by Tang and Xiong (2012), Cheng and Xiong (2014), Basak and
Pavlova (2016), and Bhardwaj, Gorton, and Rouwenhorst (2016).

Interest in the financialization of commodity futures markets is driven to a
large extent by concerns about what it might imply for price discovery in the
futures markets, spillovers to the spot markets, and consequences for produc-
tion and consumption of commodities. The so-called “Masters Hypothesis” put
forward by hedge fund manager Michael W. Masters in his testimonies before
the U.S. Congress and U.S. Commodity Futures Trading Commission (CFTC)
holds that the large inflow of financial capital into commodity futures markets
is responsible for the 2007 to 2008 spike in commodity futures prices (see Ir-
win (2012), Irwin and Sanders (2012)).1 An overview in the 2011 Report of the
G20 Study Group on Commodities (p. 29) notes that “(t)he discussion centers
around two related questions. First, does increased financial investment alter
demand for and supply of commodity futures in a way that moves prices away
from fundamentals and/or increase their volatility? And second, does financial
investment in commodity futures affect spot prices?” A burgeoning empirical
literature examines the effect of financialization on risk premia, market effi-
ciency, correlations between commodity markets and equity markets, return
predictiveness of financial trading, operating profits of commodity producers
and users, and other variables. Interestingly, this literature, which we refer to
more specifically below, often yields conflicting messages on the implications of
financialization.2

Given the stage of development of the empirical literature and the debates
within it, there is need for theoretical frameworks that provide a unified ap-
proach to better understand the mechanisms and interpret the empirical find-
ings. In this paper, we attempt to provide such a unified framework.3 Our
model is built in the tradition of the classic papers by Danthine (1978) and
Grossman and Stiglitz (1980) but adapted to address the question of how fi-
nancialization of commodity futures markets affects various parameters of
commodity markets and real outcomes.

We begin by noting that financial traders are not all alike. In particular,
there are two distinct motives for trading, which characterize different finan-
cial traders to different degrees: speculation and hedging (see, e.g., Cheng and
Xiong (2014)). First, based on costly information on commodity demand and
supply fundamentals, hedge funds and other financial traders enter these mar-
kets to pursue speculative gains. Second, some financial traders enter these

1 This kind of complaint prompted the CFTC to add CIT position supplement to the traditional
weekly Commitments of Traders (COT) reports, starting in 2007.

2 See Irwin and Sanders (2011), Fattouh, Kilian, and Mahadeva (2013), and Cheng and Xiong
(2014) for excellent surveys on the empirical findings on commodity financialization.

3 We review existing theoretical work and explain our distinct angle below.
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markets to diversify and hedge exposures that they have in other investments.
Unlike commodity producers and users, financial traders are not directly in-
volved with commodity spot markets, but rather attempt to improve portfolio
efficiency by adding commodity futures to their other investments. Accordingly,
we examine the effects of two groups of financial traders—one motivated by
speculation and one motivated by hedging—for commodity markets as well
as their real effects. Importantly, we also examine the implications of finan-
cialization overall by studying the effects of a financialization wave in which
financial speculators and hedgers enter the market in constant proportions.
This exercise is motivated by the observation that financialization was not
geared toward any particular group, but rather offered new trading opportuni-
ties to all financial traders, resulting in both hedgers and speculators entering
the market.

To demonstrate the main effects, we start with a static framework that fea-
tures one commodity good and two periods (t = 0 and 1). The spot market for
the commodity opens at date 1 and the spot price is based on the commodity’s
supply and demand. The commodity’s demand is random, reflecting prefer-
ence shocks to date-1 commodity consumers. The commodity’s supply is deter-
mined endogenously based on commodity producers’ decisions, which are made
at date 0 conditional on the equilibrium futures price. At date 0, the commodity
futures market opens and the futures price is determined to clear the market.
Commodity producers can trade futures contracts alongside financial traders
and noise traders. Commodity producers have private information about later
commodity demand and thus speculate on their information when trading fu-
tures. In addition, they trade to hedge their production risk. Financial traders
belong to two types: financial speculators who trade on private information
about later commodity demand and financial hedgers who trade to hedge their
positions in other assets such as stocks.

We analyze the effect of financialization on price informativeness, which
can be thought of as market efficiency. As expected, financial speculators help
improve price informativeness, whereas financial hedgers reduce informative-
ness.4 A priori, it is less clear how a financialization wave that brings the two
types of financial traders into the market in constant proportions would affect
price informativeness. Our model offers an answer. We show that the effect
of financial speculators dominates when the population of financial traders is
relatively small. Initially, when financialization is small in magnitude, the ad-
ditional noise brought by financial hedgers does not affect futures prices much.
As financialization grows in magnitude, however, the additional noise becomes
a more prominent determinant of futures prices. Our comparative statics re-
sults therefore suggest that growth in financialization first increases and then
decreases price informativeness. We discuss how this result can help reconcile
the mixed empirical findings that commodity financialization improved mar-
ket efficiency in the U.S. crude oil futures market (Raman, Robe, and Yadav

4 Consistent with our model, Ready and Ready (2022) find that commodity index investors move
the market through their hedging trades.
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(2017)) but depressed market efficiency in broader commodity index markets
(Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and Sovich (2019)).

We next explore the implications for the futures price bias, which is captured
in our model by the deviation of the futures price from the expected spot price.
Commodity financialization affects the magnitude of the bias through multiple
channels. First, adding more financial traders facilitates risk sharing, which
tends to reduce the bias. Second, as mentioned above, commodity financializa-
tion also affects price informativeness, which affects in turn the magnitude of
the bias through the amount of uncertainty that market participants have to
hedge against. Interestingly, financialization can also change the sign of the
bias in our model, as it affects the overall direction in which hedging pressure
pushes futures prices. We show how the various effects interact and document
conditions, under which futures prices drift further away from spot prices as a
result of financialization (one of the key concerns expressed by the G20 in the
quote above).

A variable of particular interest in the empirical literature is the comove-
ment between the commodity futures market and the equity market (see Tang
and Xiong (2012), Büyükşahin and Robe (2014), Cheng and Xiong (2014), and
Bhardwaj, Gorton, and Rouwenhorst (2016)). Our model demonstrates that
financial hedgers generate a correlation between the two markets, whereas fi-
nancial speculators have a more ambiguous effect. Another key variable of in-
terest is the extent to which financial traders’ positions predict futures prices
(see Singleton (2014), Cheng, Kirilenko, and Xiong (2015), and Hamilton and
Wu (2015)). In our model, consistent with the empirical evidence, the positions
of financial speculators are much more reliable than those of financial hedgers
as a source of such predictiveness.

Turning to the effect of futures markets on spot markets and the real econ-
omy, we highlight a supply channel whereby a higher futures price induces
commodity producers to supply more of the commodity, which reduces the
later spot price through the market-clearing mechanism in the spot market.5

This direct feedback effect differs from that in the vast literature reviewed by
Bond, Edmans, and Goldstein (2012), where financial market prices have a
real effect through the information they provide, although this more indirect
effect is also present in our model. Taking these effects together, our model
features strong spillovers from the futures markets to spot markets and the
real economy and thus underscores the importance of understanding the
impact of financialization, as in the second question from the G20’s quote
above. In this light, we explore the implications of financialization for the
profits and welfare of commodity producers. When financialization leads to
an increase (decrease) in price informativeness in our model, commodity pro-
ducers see higher (lower) operating profits. However, at the same time, their
welfare decreases (increases) as a result of the decrease (increase) in trading

5 As we discuss, our mechanism is related to but distinct from that in Leland (1992), where
an increase in the stock price causes the firm to issue more equity shares and make more real
investments, but the asset payoff is exogenous.
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and risk-sharing opportunities. These results are important for interpreting
empirical evidence and for policy. Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and Sovich (2019)
show that the decrease in informativeness following financialization has led
to a decrease in operating profits of commodity producers. While consistent
with our model, we show that the welfare implications for producers, who
participate in the futures markets, are opposite.

In the last part of the paper, we extend the model to a dynamic framework.
While the basic forces behind commodity financialization and their effects on
market outcomes can be understood through the lens of the static framework,
the empirical literature explores time variation in the variables of interest and
hence a dynamic framework can better map to this literature. We study an
overlapping-generations (OLG) setting following the static framework, where
an endogenous decision on commodity storage dynamically links the differ-
ent periods. To capture the nature of financialization, we set the model up
so that the population sizes of financial traders are small at the outset and
grow gradually during financialization before reaching steady state. Other
than the economic analysis, the computation of a nonstationary equilibrium
in which the sizes of investor populations are growing over time is a method-
ological contribution. Computing this equilibrium allows us to characterize
how the key objects studied in the static framework change over time during
financialization.

Using variables from the empirical literature on commodity futures markets
and from the broader literature on trading in financial markets, we calibrate
the dynamic model for the crude oil market, considering the 2004 and 2009
period as the phase of growing financialization. Our results demonstrate that
our model generates an increase in price informativeness, a decrease in futures
price bias, and an increase in the correlation with the equity market during
this financialization phase, all of which are consistent with the broad findings
of the empirical literature mentioned above. The results also replicate the use-
fulness of financial speculators’ positions in predicting futures prices and the
lack of predictive power from the positions of financial hedgers. While we fo-
cus on one commodity and a phase of growing financialization that reaches
steady state after six years, the methodology is flexible and can be adjusted
to allow for multiple commodities or for cycles in the size of financial trader
populations in the commodity futures markets (so that the economy features
both financialization and definancialization). Future research can explore such
adjustments building on our framework.

Related Literature. Our paper is broadly related to three strands of lit-
erature. The first is the literature on commodity financialization, which is
largely empirical and documents the trading behavior of financial traders in
futures markets and their pricing impact. Theoretical research on the sub-
ject remains scarce. Basak and Pavlova (2016) construct dynamic equilibrium
models to study how commodity financialization affects commodity futures
prices, volatilities, and in particular, correlations among commodities and
between equity and commodities. Fattouh and Mahadeva (2014) and Baker
(2021) calibrate macrofinance models of commodities to quantify the effect of
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commodity financialization. Gorton, Hayashi, and Rouwenhorst (2012) and
Ekeland, Lautier, and Villeneuve (2019) consider a combination of hedging
pressure theory and storage theory to study commodity financialization. Knit-
tel and Pindyck (2016) study a reduced-form setting of commodity financial-
ization using a simple model of supply and demand in the cash and storage
markets. Tang and Zhu (2016) model commodities as collateral for financing
in a two-period economy with multiple countries and capital controls. Chari
and Christiano (2017) develop a model to show that financial traders and tra-
ditional commodity traders insure each other. While these existing models of-
fer important insights, they all feature symmetric information and hence do
not address the key channels of our model involving price informativeness
and learning.

Three existing theoretical studies also analyze the effects of informational
frictions in the context of commodity financialization. Sockin and Xiong (2015)
focus on information asymmetry in the spot market. They show that a high
spot price may further spur commodity demand through an informational
channel and that in the presence of complementarity, this informational effect
can be so strong that commodity demand can increase with the price. Gold-
stein, Li, and Yang (2014) argue that financial traders and commodity produc-
ers may respond to the same fundamental information in opposite directions,
such that commodity financialization may have a negative informational effect.
Leclercq and Praz (2014) consider how the entry of new speculators affects the
average and volatility of spot prices. We view our paper as complementary to
these papers since it highlights different channels through which financializa-
tion affects prices and real outcomes. In particular, the feedback effect from
futures markets to the real economy in our model operates through the pro-
duction decisions of commodity producers. Moreover, financial trading injects
both information and noise into the futures market through the behavior of
different types of financial traders. These channels are empirically motivated
and generate very different implications, as our analysis demonstrates.

The second strand of related literature is the classic literature on futures
markets (see section 1.1 of Acharya, Lochstoer, and Ramadorai (2013) for a
brief review of this literature). This literature has developed theories of “hedg-
ing pressure” (Keynes (1930), Hicks (1939), Hirshleifer (1988, 1990)) or “stor-
age” (Kaldor (1939), Working (1949)) to explain futures prices. The literature
has also developed asymmetric information models on futures markets (e.g.,
Grossman (1977), Danthine (1978), Bray (1981), Stein (1987)). However, be-
cause commodity financialization is a recent phenomenon, these early models
focus on different research questions. The analysis in our model centers on the
implications of financial trading for various parameters in commodity markets
and real outcomes. This question is relevant in today’s markets and has not
been addressed by the earlier literature.

Finally, our dynamic analysis contributes to recent literature that develops
dynamic, noisy rational expectations equilibrium models to understand finan-
cial markets and the real economy. David, Hopenhayn, and Venkateswaran
(2016) link imperfect information to resource misallocation and quantify the
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losses in productivity and output due to the informational friction. Begenau,
Farboodi, and Veldkamp (2018) show that big data disproportionately benefit
big firms because a larger firm has produced more data, which attract more
financial analysis, reducing the firm’s cost of capital and enabling the larger
firm to grow larger. Benhabib, Liu, and Wang (2019) show that the mutual
learning between financial markets and the real economy creates a strategic
complementarity in information production, generating self-fulfilling surges in
economic uncertainties. Farboodi and Veldkamp (2020) explore how improve-
ments in data processing shape investors’ information choices about future
asset values or about others’ demands. They find that unbiased technological
change can explain a marketwide shift in data collection, but in the long run,
as data processing technology becomes increasingly advanced, both types of
data continue to be processed. Brunnermeier, Sockin, and Xiong (2021) exam-
ine active government intervention in financial markets. In their model, the
noise in government intervention becomes a factor driving asset prices, which
may divert investor attention away from studying fundamentals, leading to
negative consequences such as worse informational efficiency. Our paper com-
plements those studies by providing a dynamic framework to examine how
financial traders affect commodity markets through an informational channel.
We provide an approach to computing a nonstationary equilibrium and use our
analysis to understand the time variation in variables of interest.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section I, we present
a static model to demonstrate the basic forces of commodity financialization.
In Section II, we analyze the implications of commodity financialization by
conducting comparative statics. In Section III, we provide a dynamic model to
better map to the empirical settings and show how commodity financialization
drives time variation in the key variables of interest. Finally, Section IV con-
cludes.

I. The Baseline Model

In this section, we present a simple static model with multiple types of finan-
cial traders (speculators and hedgers) and multiple types of shocks (demand
shocks, supply shocks, and financial market shocks). We interpret commod-
ity financialization as an increase in the population sizes of different types of
financial traders in the commodity futures market.

A. Setup

The baseline model lasts two periods: t = 0 and 1. The timeline of the econ-
omy is described by Figure 1. At date 0, the financial market opens, and finan-
cial speculators and financial hedgers trade futures contracts against commod-
ity producers and noise traders. Commodity producers make their production
decisions at date 0, which determine the commodity supply in the spot market
that operates later at date 1.
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Figure 1. Timeline of the baseline model.

A.1. The Spot Market

There is one commodity good in our setting, such as oil or copper. The spot
market opens at date 1. The commodity supply is determined by the produc-
tion decisions of commodity producers, which we discuss below. Following Hir-
shleifer (1988) and Goldstein, Li, and Yang (2014), we assume that demand for
the commodity is implicitly derived from the preference of some (unmodeled)
consumers and is represented by the linear demand function

y = θ̃ + δ̃ − ṽ. (1)

Here, ṽ is the commodity spot price, which is endogenously determined in equi-
librium. Variables θ̃ and δ̃ represent exogenous shocks to consumers’ commod-
ity demand. We can rewrite the demand function (1) as ṽ = θ̃ + δ̃ − y, which
implies that θ̃ and δ̃ are two fundamental factors affecting the futures con-
tract’s payoff ṽ (note that the date-1 spot price ṽ is effectively the payoff on the
futures contract traded at date 0).

Demand shocks θ̃ and δ̃ are normally distributed and mutually independent,
that is, θ̃ ∼ N(θ̄ , τ−1

θ ) and δ̃ ∼ N(0, τ−1
δ ), where θ̄ ∈ R, τθ > 0, and τδ > 0. We

normalize the mean of δ̃ to zero since its mean can be absorbed by the mean of
θ̃ . We assume that traders can learn information about θ̃ but not about δ̃. The
learnable component θ̃ represents factors on which there are many sources
of information available that traders can purchase and analyze. In contrast,
the unlearnable component δ̃ represents factors that are hard to predict given
available data sources.

A.2. The Futures Market

At date 0, the financial market opens. There are two tradable assets: a fu-
tures contract on the commodity and a risk-free asset. We normalize the net
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risk-free rate to zero. The payoff on the futures contract is the date-1 spot price
ṽ of the commodity. Each unit of futures contract is traded at an endogenous
price p̃. Commodity producers, financial traders, and noise traders participate
in the financial market. Noise traders represent random transient demands in
the futures market and they collectively demand ξ̃ units of the commodity fu-
tures, where ξ̃ ∼ N(0, τ−1

ξ ) with τξ > 0. We next describe in detail the behavior
and information structure of commodity producers and financial traders.

Commodity Producers. There is a continuum of commodity producers, in-
dexed by i. We normalize the mass of commodity producers to one. Commodity
producers are risk averse so that they have hedging motives in the futures
market. Specifically, commodity producer i derives expected utility from her
final wealth W̃P,i at the end of date 1. She has constant absolute risk aver-
sion (CARA) utility over wealth, −e−βW̃P,i , where β > 0 is the risk-aversion
parameter. Commodity producers make two decisions at date 0. First, they
decide on the quantity of commodities to produce, which determines in turn
the commodity supply at the date-1 spot market. Second, they decide on the
investment in futures contracts in the date-0 futures market. This investment
serves to hedge their commodity production and to speculate on their private
information.

When commodity producer i decides to produce xi units of commodities, she
pays production cost

C(xi) = c̃xi + 1
2h

x2
i , (2)

where h is a positive constant and c̃ ∼ N(c̄, τ−1
c ) with c̄ ∈ R and τc > 0. Random

variable c̃ represents a supply shock that we assume is public information.
Although this supply shock is not crucial in driving the results in our baseline
model, it is useful to calibrate parameters in the dynamic model analyzed in
Section III, since in reality commodity price patterns are affected by supply
shocks. Commodity producers are endowed with private information about the
demand shock θ̃ . Specifically, commodity producer i receives a private signal s̃i
that takes the form

s̃i = θ̃ + ε̃i. (3)

Here, ε̃i ∼ N(0, τ−1
ε ) (with τε > 0) and ({ε̃i}i, θ̃ , δ̃, c̃) are mutually independent.

The futures price p̃ is observable to all market participants and thus commod-
ity producer i’s information set is {s̃i, c̃, p̃}.

Commodity producer i’s problem is then to choose commodity production xi
and futures investment dP,i (and investment in the risk-free asset) to maximize

E
(
−e−βW̃P,i

∣∣∣s̃i, c̃, p̃
)

(4)

subject to

W̃P,i = ṽxi − C(xi) + (ṽ − p̃)dP,i. (5)
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Here, ṽxi − C(xi) is the profit from producing and selling xi units of commodi-
ties. Selling xi units of commodities at a later spot price ṽ generates a rev-
enue of ṽxi, which, net of the production cost C(xi), gives rise to the operating
profit ṽxi − C(xi). The term (ṽ − p̃)dP,i is the profit from trading dP,i units of
futures contracts. Specifically, at date 0, buying a futures contract is equiva-
lent to buying an asset that costs p̃ and generates a payoff equal to the date-1
commodity spot price ṽ. In equation (5), we normalize commodity producer i’s
initial endowment to zero, which is without loss of generality given the CARA
preference.

Financial Traders. There are two types of financial traders: financial specu-
lators and financial hedgers. Both types of financial traders derive CARA util-
ity from their final wealth at the end of date 1, with risk-aversion coefficients
γS > 0 and γH > 0, respectively. We use 	S > 0 and 	H > 0 to, respectively, de-
note the masses of financial speculators and financial hedgers. In our setting,
what matters is the ratios λs ≡ 	S

γS
and λH ≡ 	H

γH
, and thus we focus on these

two ratios in the subsequent analysis.
Financial speculators trade futures to exploit their superior information.

We assume that financial traders observe θ̃ perfectly. The idea that they are
more informed than other market participants is realistic to the extent that
financial speculators, such as hedge funds, generally have more sophisticated
information-processing capabilities. Financial speculators also observe public
information {c̃, p̃} and thus their information set is {θ̃ , c̃, p̃}. Their problem is
to choose investment dS in futures to maximize

E
[
−e−γS(ṽ−p̃)dS

∣∣∣θ̃ , c̃, p̃
]
. (6)

Again, without loss of generality, we normalize the initial endowment of finan-
cial speculators to zero.

Financial hedgers trade futures to hedge positions they have in other as-
sets whose payoffs are correlated with the commodity market (and hence the
payoffs on commodity futures). We follow Wang (1994), Easley, O’Hara, and
Yang (2014), and Han, Tang, and Yang (2016) in modeling this hedging be-
havior of financial hedgers. Formally, we assume that at date 0, in addition
to the risk-free asset and the futures contract, financial hedgers can invest in
another asset or private technology. This can represent a stock index in which
financial hedgers typically invest. Another real-world example is commodity-
linked notes (CLNs) that are traded over the counter and have payoffs linked
to the price of commodity or commodity futures. As documented by Henderson,
Pearson, and Wang (2015), regular issuers of CLNs are big investment banks,
which often invest in commodity futures to hedge their issuance of CLNs. More
broadly, introducing this additional asset is a modeling device meant to capture
the important feature that financial hedgers trade futures partly for their own
portfolio diversification and risk management goals, as emphasized by Cheng,
Kirilenko, and Xiong (2015).

The net return on the private technology is α̃ + η̃, where α̃ ∼ N(ᾱ, τ−1
α ) and

η̃ ∼ N(0, τ−1
η ) with ᾱ ∈ R, τα > 0, and τη > 0. Similar to commodity demand
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Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2623

shocks, the net return on the private technology also has two components:
forecastable component α̃ and unforecastable component η̃. We normalize the
mean of η̃ to zero since its mean can be absorbed by the mean of α̃. Variable
α̃ is independent of all other random variables and is privately observable to
financial hedgers. Variable η̃ is unforecastable, and importantly it is correlated
with the unforecastable commodity demand shock δ̃. We denote the correlation
coefficient between η̃ and δ̃ by ρ ∈ (−1, 1). This correlation is the modeling in-
gredient that generates the hedging motive of financial traders in the futures
market. Financial hedgers’ problem is to choose investment dH in futures and
investment ZH in the private technology (and investment in the risk-free asset)
to maximize

E
[
−e−γH[(ṽ−p̃)dH+(α̃+η̃)ZH]

∣∣∣α̃, c̃, p̃
]
. (7)

Here, (ṽ − p̃)dH captures the profit from trading futures and (α̃ + η̃)ZH cap-
tures the profit from investing in the private technology.

B. Equilibrium Characterization

In our setting, (θ̃ , δ̃, ξ̃ , {ε̃i}i, α̃, η̃, c̃) are the underlying random variables
that characterize the economy. These variables are mutually independent,
except that δ̃ and η̃ are correlated with each other with correlation coeffi-
cient ρ ∈ (−1, 1). The tuple E ≡ (λS, λH, β, h, θ̄ , c̄, ᾱ, ρ, τθ , τδ, τε, τξ , τα, τη, τc) de-
fines an economy. Given an economy, an equilibrium consists of two subequilib-
ria, namely, the date-1 spot market equilibrium and the date-0 futures market
equilibrium. A formal definition of an equilibrium is given as follows.

DEFINITION 1: An equilibrium consists of a spot price function, v(θ̃ , δ̃, c̃, p̃) :
R4 → R; a futures price function, p(θ̃ , α̃, c̃, ξ̃ ) : R4 → R; a commodity produc-
tion policy, x(s̃i, c̃, p̃) : R3 → R; a trading strategy of commodity producers,
dP(s̃i, c̃, p̃) : R3 → R; a trading strategy of financial speculators, dS(θ̃ , c̃, p̃) :
R3 → R; a trading strategy of financial hedgers, dH (α̃, c̃, p̃) : R3 → R; and a
strategy of financial hedgers’ investment on the private technology, ZH (α̃, c̃, p̃) :
R3 → R, such that

(a) at date 1, the spot market clears, that is,

θ̃ + δ̃ − v(θ̃ , δ̃, c̃, p̃) =
∫ 1

0
x(s̃i, c̃, p̃)di, almost surely; (8)

(b) at date 0, given that ṽ is defined by v(θ̃ , δ̃, c̃, p̃),
(i) x(s̃i, c̃, p̃) and dP(s̃i, c̃, p̃) solve for commodity producers’ problem

given by (4) and (5);
(ii) dS(θ̃ , c̃, p̃) solves financial speculators’ problem (6);

(iii) dH (α̃, c̃, p̃) and ZH (α̃, c̃, p̃) solve financial hedgers’ problem (7); and
(iii) the futures market clears, that is,
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∫ 1

0
dP(s̃i, c̃, p̃)di + 	SdS(θ̃ , c̃, p̃) + 	HdH (α̃, c̃, p̃) + ξ̃ = 0, almost surely.

(9)

We next construct an equilibrium in which the price functions v(θ̃ , δ̃, c̃, p̃) and
p(θ̃ , α̃, c̃, ξ̃ ) are linear. As is standard in the literature, we solve the equilibrium
backward from date 1.

B.1. Spot Market Equilibrium

The commodity demand is given by equation (1). The commodity supply is
determined by commodity producers’ date-0 investment decisions. The com-
modity producers’ problem, given by (4) and (5), can be decomposed as

max
xi+dP,i

[
E( ṽ − p̃|s̃i, c̃, p̃)

(
xi + dP,i

)− βvar( ṽ|s̃i, c̃, p̃)
(
xi + dP,i

)2
2

]
+ max

xi

[
p̃xi − C(xi)

]
.

(10)
Solving (10), we have

xi + dP,i = E( ṽ|s̃i, c̃, p̃) − p̃
βvar( ṽ|s̃i, c̃, p̃)

, (11)

xi = h(p̃ − c̃). (12)

The expressions above are similar to those in Danthine (1978). The intuition is
as follows. Since both real investment xi and financial investment dP,i expose a
commodity producer to the same risk source ṽ, her overall exposure to this risk
is given by the standard demand function of a CARA investor, as expressed in
(11). According to this expression, the producer chooses a positive (negative)
position when the expected spot price is above (below) the futures price, and
the size of the position decreases in the risk it entails. Expression (12) says that
after controlling the total exposure given by (11), commodity producers essen-
tially treat the futures price p̃ as the commodity selling price when making real
production decisions. In particular, since commodity producers have the same
production cost function C(xi), their optimal production in (12) is the same.

Aggregating (12) across all commodity producers delivers the aggregate com-
modity supply at the spot market

∫ 1

0
xidi = h(p̃ − c̃). (13)

By the market-clearing condition (8) and equations (1) and (13), we can solve
for the spot price ṽ, which is given by the following lemma.
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Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2625

LEMMA 1 (Spot prices): The date-1 spot price ṽ is given by

ṽ = θ̃ + δ̃ + hc̃ − hp̃. (14)

The second maximization problem in commodity producers’ problem (10) and
its solution in (12) demonstrate the feedback effect of the futures market on
commodity producers’ production activities. This effect says that an increase
in the futures price p̃ directly encourages commodity producers to supply more
commodities. This effect is related to but distinct from the real effect of finan-
cial markets in Leland (1992). In Leland’s setting, a firm that issues shares
to maximize profits faces a similar problem as the second maximization prob-
lem in (10). As a result, an increase in the stock price causes the firm to issue
more equity shares (and implicitly make more real investments). However, in
Leland’s setting, the asset payoff is exogenous; in contrast, in our setting, the
payoff ṽ on the futures contract is endogenously affected by the feedback ef-
fect, as formalized by Lemma 1. The 2011 G20 Report on Commodities raised
the following key question: “(D)oes financial investment in commodity futures
affect spot prices?” In our setting, such an effect does indeed exist because fi-
nancial traders’ investments in commodity futures will alter the futures price,
which in turn changes the later spot prices. Chen and Linn (2017) find that
changes in oil and natural gas field investment measured by drilling rig use
respond positively to changes in the futures prices of oil and natural gas. This
finding is consistent with the supply channel in (12) and the feedback effect in
(14).

B.2. Futures Market Equilibrium

We conjecture the linear futures price function

p̃ = B0 + Bcc̃ + Bθ θ̃ + Bαα̃ + Bξ ξ̃ , (15)

where the B coefficients are endogenous. We next compute the demand func-
tion of futures market participants and use the market-clearing condition to
construct such a linear price function.

By (11) and (12), commodity producer i’s demand for the futures contract is

dP(s̃i, c̃, p̃) = E( ṽ|s̃i, c̃, p̃) − p̃
βVar( ṽ|s̃i, c̃, p̃)︸ ︷︷ ︸

speculation

− h(p̃ − c̃)︸ ︷︷ ︸
hedging

. (16)

As mentioned before, a commodity producer trades futures for two reasons.
First, she hedges her real commodity production of xi = h(p̃ − c̃). Second, be-
cause she also has private information s̃i on the later commodity demand and
hence the later spot price ṽ, she speculates on this private information. The
expressions in (16) show how the total demand of the producer in the futures
market can be decomposed into these two motives.
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By (15), the information contained in the futures price is equivalent to the
signal s̃p in predicting demand shock θ̃ ,

s̃p ≡ p̃ − B0 − Bcc̃ − Bαᾱ

Bθ

= θ̃ + α̃ − ᾱ

mα

+ ξ̃

mξ

, (17)

where

mα ≡ Bθ

Bα

and mξ ≡ Bθ

Bξ

. (18)

Signal s̃p is normally distributed with mean θ̃ and precision τp, where

τp =
(
m−2

α τ−1
α + m−2

ξ τ−1
ξ

)−1
. (19)

Precision τp measures how informative the futures price p̃ is about the later
commodity demand “fundamental” θ̃ , and so we refer to τp as “price informa-
tiveness.” Using the expression of ṽ in (14) and applying Bayes’ rule to compute
the conditional moments in commodity producer i’s demand function (16), we
obtain

dP(s̃i, c̃, p̃) =
τθ θ̄+τε s̃i+τps̃p

τθ+τε+τp
+ hc̃ − (h + 1

)
p̃

β
(

1
τθ+τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) − h(p̃ − c̃). (20)

Solving financial speculators’ problem in (6), we can compute their futures
demand as

dS(θ̃ , c̃, p̃) = E(ṽ|θ̃ , c̃, p̃) − p̃
γSvar(ṽ|θ̃ , c̃, p̃)

= τδ

γS

[
θ̃ + hc̃ − (h + 1

)
p̃
]
, (21)

where the second equation follows from the expression of ṽ in (14) and applying
Bayes’ rule. Using the expression of ṽ in (14), we can solve financial hedgers’
problem in (7) and find their futures demand as follows:

dH (α̃, c̃, p̃) = E(θ̃ |α̃, c̃, p̃) + hc̃ − (h + 1
)
p̃

γH

[
1−ρ2

τδ
+ var(θ̃ |α̃, c̃, p̃)

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

speculation

− ρ
√

τη

γH

[
1−ρ2

τδ
+ var(θ̃ |α̃, c̃, p̃)

]√
τδ

α̃

︸ ︷︷ ︸
hedging

.

(22)
Financial hedgers also invest in futures contracts for two reasons. First, they
have invested in their private technology, whose payoff is correlated with the
commodity market and thus financial hedgers trade futures to hedge their
investment in the private technology. Second, financial hedgers speculate on
their private information α̃ because they can use their knowledge about α̃ to
draw inference about fundamental θ̃ from the futures price p̃. Specifically, by
(15), financial hedgers’ information set {α̃, c̃, p̃} is equivalent to the signal q̃ in
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Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2627

predicting demand shock θ̃ ,

q̃ ≡ p̃ − B0 − Bcc̃ − Bαα̃

Bθ

= θ̃ + ξ̃

mξ

, (23)

where mξ is defined in equation (18). Signal q̃ is normally distributed with
mean θ̃ and precision τq, where

τq = m2
ξ τξ . (24)

Applying Bayes’ rule to compute E(θ̃ |q̃) and var(θ̃ |q̃) and inserting these mo-
ments into (22) to replace E(θ̃ |α̃, c̃, p̃) and var(θ̃ |α̃, c̃, p̃), we obtain

dH (α̃, c̃, p̃) =
τθ θ̄+τqq̃
τθ+τq

+ hc̃ − (h + 1
)
p̃

γH

(
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

) − ρ
√

τη

γH

(
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

)√
τδ

α̃. (25)

We derive the equilibrium futures price function following the standard ap-
proach in the literature. That is, we insert demand functions (20), (21), and
(25) into the market-clearing condition (9) to solve the price in terms of c̃, θ̃ , α̃,
and ξ̃ , and then compare with the conjectured price function in equation (15)
to obtain a system defining the unknown B coefficients. Solving this system
yields the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 1 (Futures market equilibrium): For any given masses (λS, λH ) ∈
R2

++ of financial traders, there exists a linear financial market equilibrium with
price function (15), where the B coefficients are given in the Appendix. The equi-

librium is characterized by variable mξ ∈ (λSτδ,
τε

β

1
τθ +τε

1
τθ +τε

+ 1
τδ

+ λSτδ ), which is de-

termined by

mξ = τε

β

τδ

τθ + τε + τp + τδ

+ λSτδ, (26)

which is equivalent to a seventh-order polynomial of mξ . In addition, if 8τθ (1 −
ρ2) > τδ, then the equilibrium is the unique linear equilibrium.

The original system characterizing the equilibrium is defined in terms of
two ratios, mξ and mα. It turns out that we can express mα as a function of mξ ,
so that the entire system is simplified into a single equation in terms of mξ in
Proposition 1. We can further show that mξ is bounded, which will be useful for
some analytical proofs in the subsequent section. Although we cannot demon-
strate uniqueness for all parameter values, we have tried various parameter
configurations, in particular those that violate the condition 8τθ (1 − ρ2) > τδ,
and find that the equilibrium is always unique.
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II. Implications of Commodity Financialization

In this section, we conduct two comparative statics exercises to examine
the implications of commodity financialization. First, we treat the mass λS
of financial speculators and the mass λH of financial hedgers as free param-
eters and conduct comparative statics with respect to these two parameters,
respectively. This exercise helps gauge the separate effects of financial specu-
lators and financial hedgers. Second, we fix the composition of financial traders
and conduct comparative statics with respect to the total size of the popula-
tion of financial traders. Formally, let λS + λH = λ̄, λS = φSλ̄, λH = φH λ̄, where
λ̄ ≥ 0, φS ∈ (0, 1), φH ∈ (0, 1), and φS + φH = 1. We conduct comparative statics
with respect to λ̄. This exercise uses one parameter λ̄ to proxy for commodity
financialization, which therefore gives an idea of the overall effect of financial-
ization.

A. Price Informativeness

As mentioned in Section I.B.2, we use τp to capture price informativeness.
This measure characterizes how much extra information the prevailing fu-
tures price p̃ conveys about the futures contract’s “fundamental” (the commod-
ity demand shock θ̃ in our setting) to an outsider who observes only public
information c̃. Our price informativeness measure is broadly consistent with
the concept of market efficiency, which refers to the extent to which prevailing
market prices are informative about the future value of traded assets.6 In this
section, we examine the effect of commodity financialization on price informa-
tiveness, a question that has received attention in prior empirical literature
(e.g., Raman, Robe, and Yadav (2017) and Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and Sovich
(2019)).

As shown by equation (19), τp is positively related to two ratios: mξ ≡ Bθ

Bξ

and mα ≡ Bθ

Bα
. Because Bθ > 0, Bξ > 0, and Bα < 0 (by Proposition 1), we have

mξ > 0 and mα < 0. Accordingly, we examine mξ and |mα|. A higher mξ indi-
cates that the price p̃ is more sensitive to the fundamental θ̃ relative to the
exogenous noise trading ξ̃ . A higher |mα| indicates that the price is more sen-
sitive to θ̃ relative to the endogenous noise α̃ injected by financial hedgers.
Both exogenous noise trading ξ̃ and endogenous noise trading α̃ are important
for the behavior of price informativeness, as well as other results discussed in
subsequent subsections. The following proposition characterizes the effect of
commodity financialization on mξ , |mα|, and τp.

6 For example, Brown, Harlow, and Tinic (1988, pp. 355–356) write that “the efficient market
hypothesis (EMH) claims that the price of a security at any point is a noisy estimate of the present
value of the certainty equivalents of its risky future cash flows.” In another relevant quote, Fama
(1970, p. 383) writes that “(a) market in which prices always ‘fully reflect’ available information is
called ‘efficient’.” Due to its relation to information and prices, market efficiency is also referred to
as “informational efficiency” or “price efficiency.”
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PROPOSITION 2 (Price informativeness):
(a) Suppose 8τθ (1 − ρ2) > τδ. When λH is fixed, increasing λS will increase
mξ , |mα|, and τp. When λS is fixed, increasing λH will increase mξ but decrease
τp and |mα|.
(b) Fix (φS, φH ). For sufficiently small λ̄, an increase in λ̄ will increase mξ and
τp but decrease |mα|. For sufficiently large λ̄, an increase in λ̄ will increase mξ

but decrease |mα| and τp.

Part (a) of Proposition 2 examines the effects of separately changing λS and
λH . As demonstrated by financial speculators’ demand function (21), their spec-
ulative trading injects information θ̃ into the price p̃. It follows that an increase
in the mass λS of financial speculators makes the price more sensitive to θ̃ rel-
ative to both ξ̃ and α̃, which increases mξ , |mα|, and τp. By financial hedgers’
demand function (22), their hedging-motivated trading injects noise α̃ into the
price p̃ and thus an increase in the mass λH of financial hedgers makes the
price more sensitive to α̃. This directly decreases |mα| and price informative-
ness τp. In response to the lower price informativeness, commodity producers
rely less on the price and more on their own private information s̃i about θ̃

when trading futures, which injects more information θ̃ into the price and in-
creases mξ . Overall, the direct effect of a lower |mα| dominates the indirect
effect of a higher mξ , so that price informativeness τp decreases with λH .

Part (b) of Proposition 2 considers the effect of increasing the total popula-
tion size λ̄ of financial traders while fixing the proportions of financial spec-
ulators and financial hedgers. This exercise corresponds to a natural thought
experiment whereby both types of financial capital flow into the futures mar-
ket roughly in the same speed. As Part (a) of Proposition 2 shows, financial
speculators and financial hedgers have opposite effects on price informative-
ness τp, and thus analyzing the overall effect of λ̄ is nontrivial and new to the
literature. Part (b) of Proposition 2 suggests that increasing the population size
λ̄ of financial traders first improves and then harms price informativeness.

To understand this result, we examine in detail the demand functions of
commodity producers and financial traders, which are given by equations (20),
(21), and (25). We use κP,θ to capture the sensitivity of commodity producers’
aggregate order flow to information θ̃ , that is,

κP,θ ≡ ∂
∫ 1

0 dP(s̃i, c̃, p̃)di

∂θ̃
=

τε

τθ+τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ+τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) ,

where the last equality follows from equation (20). Similarly, we compute the
sensitivity of financial speculators’ total order flow to information θ̃ and the
sensitivity of financial hedgers’ total order flow to noise α̃ as

∂	SdS(θ̃ , c̃, p̃)
∂θ̃

= λSτδ = λ̄φSτδ,

−∂	HdH (α̃, c̃, p̃)
∂α̃

= λHκH,α = λ̄φHKH,α, with κH,α ≡
τq

(τθ+τq)mα

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

+ ρ
√

τη

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

√
τδ

.
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Equipped with the above notation and inserting the demand functions (20),
(21), and (25) into the market-clearing condition (9), we have

κP,θ θ̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
information from commodity producers

+ λ̄φSτδθ̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
information from financial speculators

− λ̄φHκH,αα̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
noise from financial hedgers

+ ξ̃︸︷︷︸
exogenous noise trading

− L(p̃, c̃) = 0, (27)

where L(p̃, c̃) is a known linear function that absorbs all the other terms unre-
lated to information or noise in the order flows of market participants. In the
above market-clearing condition, the trading of commodity producers and of
financial speculators injects information θ̃ into aggregate demand, the trading
of financial hedgers injects endogenous noise α̃ into aggregate demand, and
noise trading injects exogenous noise ξ̃ into aggregate demand.

In (27), moving L(p̃, c̃) to the right-hand side and dividing both sides by κP,θ +
λ̄φSτδ lead to the following signal in predicting fundamental θ̃ :

θ̃ − λ̄φHκH,α

κP,θ + λ̄φSτδ

α̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
noise injected by financial hedgers

+ 1
κP,θ + λ̄φSτδ

ξ̃︸ ︷︷ ︸
exogenous noise trading

= L(p̃, c̃)
κP,θ + λ̄φSτδ

= s̃p. (28)

This signal gives the informational content in the aggregate order flow. In equi-
librium, it must coincide with s̃p given by equation (17).

In equation (28), it is clear that increasing λ̄ has two offsetting effects on the
informativeness of s̃p: it reduces the noise 1

κP,θ +λ̄φSτδ
ξ̃ that is related to exogenous

noise trading and it increases the noise λ̄φHκH,α

κP,θ+λ̄φSτδ
α̃ brought in endogenously by

financial hedgers. When λ̄ is small—for instance, when λ̄ ≈ 0—the endogenous
noise λ̄φHκH,α

κP,θ +λ̄φSτδ
α̃ added by financial hedgers is relatively small and thus the

main effect of increasing λ̄ is to lower 1
κP,θ +λ̄φSτδ

ξ̃ . As a result, the price signal s̃p

becomes more informative about θ̃ when λ̄ increases from a very small value. In
contrast, as λ̄ becomes very large, the added noise λ̄φHκH,α

κP,θ +λ̄φSτδ
α̃ eventually dom-

inates the noise 1
κP,θ+λ̄φSτδ

ξ̃ , and the price signal s̃p becomes less informative

about the fundamental θ̃ .
The hump-shaped relation between λ̄ and τp sheds light on mixed empirical

evidence on the question of how commodity financialization affects market ef-
ficiency. Raman, Robe, and Yadav (2017) document that the electronification
of U.S. crude oil futures trading in 2006 led to a massive growth in intraday
activity by noncommercial institutional financial traders. In their sample, this
financialization of intraday trading activity had a positive impact on price ef-
ficiency. In contrast, Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and Sovich (2019) examine the
financialization of commodity index markets and find that financialization dis-
torts the information content of the futures price. Possibly reconciling the two
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Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2631

Figure 2. Price informativeness. This figure plots the effects of commodity financialization on
price informativeness. In Panels A1 to A3, we set λH = 0.1. In Panels B1 to B3, we set λS = 0.1. In
Panels C1 to C3, we set φH = φS = 0.5. The other parameters are τθ = τα = 1, τε = τδ = τξ = τη =
10, γS = γH = β = 10, h = 1, and ρ = 0.5. (Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com)

based on our findings, note that the U.S. crude oil futures market is the world’s
largest commodity market, and so an influx of financial capital into this mar-
ket corresponds to a relatively small value of λ̄, which implies that the positive
effect on price informativeness in Raman, Robe, and Yadav (2017) is expected
in our model. In other markets, λ̄ may be relatively large and thus increasing
λ̄ lowers τp, as documented in Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and Sovich (2019).

Figure 2 graphically illustrates Proposition 2 for the following parameter
configuration: τθ = τα = 1, τε = τδ = τξ = τη = 10, γS = γH = β = 10, h = 1, and
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Figure 3. Price informativeness and hedging motives. This figure plots the effects of the
hedging motive parameter ρ on price informativeness. The other parameters are τθ = τα = 1, τε =
τδ = τξ = τη = 10, γS = γH = β = 10, h = 1, and λS = λH = 0.1. (Color figure can be viewed at wi-
leyonlinelibrary.com)

ρ = 0.5. Consistent with Proposition 2, price informativeness τp increases with
λS, decreases with λH , and is hump-shaped in λ̄.

Although we focus on comparative static analysis with parameter λ’s, some
other parameters deliver similar results. One such parameter is ρ, the cor-
relation coefficient between the unlearnable commodity demand shock δ̃ and
the unlearnable private technology shock η̃. By the demand function (22) of
financial hedgers, the parameter ρ controls the strength of financial hedgers’
hedging motive. Thus, increasing the value of |ρ| is similar to increasing the
population size λH of financial hedgers. Figure 3 confirms this view using the
same parameter values as in Figure 2.

B. Futures Price Biases

The literature has long been interested in “futures price bias,” that is, the
deviation of the futures price from the expectation of the later spot price,
E(ṽ − p̃). A downward bias in the futures price is termed “normal backwarda-
tion,” while an upward bias in the futures price is termed “contango.”7 A major
branch of futures pricing literature attributes bias to hedging pressures of com-
modity producers (e.g., Keynes (1930), Hicks (1939), Hirshleifer (1988, 1990)).
Hamilton and Wu (2014) show that on average the futures price bias in crude
oil futures decreased since 2005.8 Regulators are also concerned about how

7 In practice, the terms “normal backwardation” and “contango” are also used to refer to the
bias between the contemporaneous spot and futures prices. Capturing this definition exactly in
our model would require that we extend the setting. To keep it simple, we follow studies such as
Hirshleifer (1990) and define these terms as the difference between the current futures price and
the expected value of the later spot price.

8 The empirical variable examined by Hamilton and Wu (2014) is the futures risk premium,
which is equivalent to the futures price bias in our analysis.
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commodity financialization affects the average futures price. As mentioned in
the introduction, the 2011 G20 Report on Commodities asked “does increased
financial investment alter demand for and supply of commodity futures in a
way that moves prices away from fundamentals and/or increase their volatil-
ity?” We now explore how the futures price bias is affected by financializa-
tion in our model in light of the risk sharing and information effects that we
highlight. The following proposition characterizes the futures price bias in our
setting.

PROPOSITION 3 (Futures price bias): The futures price bias is given by

E(ṽ − p̃) =

h(θ̄−c̄)
h+1 +

hedging motives from financial hedgers︷ ︸︸ ︷
λHρ

√
τηᾱ(

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ +τq

)√
τδ

λSτδ︸︷︷︸
risk sharing by speculators

+ λH
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ +τq︸ ︷︷ ︸
risk sharing by hedgers

+
(
τθ + τε + τp

)
τδ

β
(
τθ + τε + τp + τδ

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
learning by commodity producers

+ h
h+1

. (29)

Thus, E(ṽ − p̃) > 0 if and only if

h
(
θ̄ − c̄

)
h + 1

+ λHρ
√

τηᾱ(
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

)√
τδ

> 0. (30)

In equation (29), commodity financialization affects the bias through three
channels. The first channel is captured by the term λHρ

√
τηᾱ

( 1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

)
√

τδ

in the nu-

merator of equation (29), which says that the hedging-motivated trading from
financial hedgers either strengthens or offsets the hedging needs of commod-
ity producers, depending on the sign of ᾱ. In particular, through this channel,
commodity financialization affects not only the absolute magnitude of the bias
but also its sign.

As one can see, depending on the sign of h(θ̄−c̄)
h+1 + λHρ

√
τηᾱ

( 1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

)
√

τδ

, there can be

a downward bias or an upward bias in futures prices, that is, E(ṽ − p̃) > 0 if
and only if condition (30) is satisfied. Intuitively, when the average commodity
demand shock θ̄ is high relative to the average production cost shock c̄, com-
modity producers tend to produce more commodities and thus will short more
futures to hedge their commodity production. Similarly, when the average re-
turn ᾱ on financial hedgers’ private investment technology is high, they tend to
short more futures to hedge their investment in the private technology. Short-
ing forces from both commodity producers and financial hedgers push the fu-
tures price down, which leads to a downward bias in the futures price (normal
backwardation). By contrast, when θ̄−c

2 and ᾱ are relatively small, the futures
price is biased upward, leading to a contango. Using 21 commodities to test the
futures risk premium hypothesis, Fama and French (1987) find that, indeed,
some markets feature normal backwardation while others feature contango.
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The two other channels through which commodity financialization affects
the futures price bias are reflected in the denominator of equation (29).
Through these two channels, commodity financialization affects the absolute
magnitude of the bias but not its sign. First, the terms λSτδ and λH

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

in

the denominator of equation (29) capture the fact that the newly added finan-
cial speculators and financial hedgers directly share more risk that is loaded off
from the hedging needs of commodity producers and financial hedgers. Second,
the term (τθ+τε+τp)τδ

β(τθ+τε+τp+τδ ) in the denominator of equation (29) indicates that the
presence of financial traders affects price informativeness τp, which changes
the risk perceived by commodity producers through their learning from the fu-
tures price. If we focus on these two denominator-related channels by setting
ᾱ = 0, we can find the following sufficient conditions under which commodity
financialization reduces the futures price bias.

COROLLARY 1: Suppose ᾱ = 0 and 8τθ (1 − ρ2) > τδ. When the mass λH of fi-
nancial hedgers is fixed, increasing the mass λS of financial speculators will
decrease |E(ṽ − p̃)|. When the mass λS of financial speculators is fixed, increas-
ing the mass λH of financial hedgers will decrease |E(ṽ − p̃)| for sufficiently
large λH.

When we add back the numerator effect by setting ᾱ 	= 0, the patterns be-
come more complicated. We use Figure 4 to illustrate the results by plotting
the bias E(ṽ − p̃) and its absolute value |E(ṽ − p̃)| against the masses of fi-
nancial traders using the same parameter values as in Figure 2. Here, we set
ᾱ = 1, θ̄ = 0, and c̄ = 1. Under this parameter configuration, condition (30) in
Proposition 3 is violated for small values of λH , so that E(ṽ − p̃) < 0. This im-
mediately implies that the bias starts from a negative value in Panels A2 and
A3 of Figure 4. In Panel A2, as λH increases, condition (30) is eventually sat-
isfied, so that the bias becomes positive for large values of λH . In Panel A3, as
λ̄ increases, λH also increases and condition (30) is again eventually satisfied,
and thus the bias becomes positive for large values of λ̄ as well.

Interestingly, the bias also switches sign in Panel A1 of Figure 4, where we
vary λS for a fixed λH . This result comes from the learning behavior of finan-
cial hedgers. Specifically, in Panel A1, where we set λH = 0.1, condition (30) is
violated for small values of λS, so that E(ṽ − p̃) starts out being negative. As
λS increases, the trading of financial speculators injects more information into
the futures price, in which case financial hedgers can read more information
from the price and trade more aggressively, which strengthens their hedging
motive. Formally, as λS increases, mξ increases (according to Proposition 2)
and thus, by equation (24), τq increases, leading to a higher λHρ

√
τηᾱ

( 1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

)
√

τδ

. This

result also highlights the importance of exogenous noise trading ξ̃ because the
value of τq is determined by parameters governing ξ̃ .

In Panels B1 to B3 of Figure 4, |E(ṽ − p̃)| exhibits nonmonotone patterns
due to the interactions among the three channels mentioned above. In par-
ticular, |E(ṽ − p̃)| can increase with commodity financialization parameters
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Figure 4. Futures price biases. This figure plots the effects of commodity financialization on
futures price biases. In Panels A1 and B1, we set λH = 0.1. In Panels A2 and B2, we set λS =
0.1. In Panels A3 and B3, we set φH = φS = 0.5. The other parameters are τθ = τα = 1, τε = τδ =
τξ = τη = 10, γS = γH = β = 10, θ̄ = 0, c̄ = ᾱ = 1, h = 1, and ρ = 0.5. (Color figure can be viewed at
wileyonlinelibrary.com)

λS, λH , and λ̄, which provides some justification for the concerns voiced in policy
circles.

C. Commodity-Equity Market Comovement

Whether commodity financialization strengthens the comovement between
the commodity futures market and the equity market has been the subject
of debate. Gorton and Rouwenhorst (2006) show that commodity returns had
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negligible correlations with equity returns before 2004, while Tang and Xiong
(2012) show that the correlation between the Goldman Sachs Commodity In-
dex (GSCI) and S&P 500 stock returns rose after 2004 and was especially high
in 2008, concurrent with the financialization of commodities. Cheng and Xiong
(2014) suggest that commodity financialization contributed to the sharp spike
in the commodity-equity correlation during 2009 to 2011. Büy ükşahin and
Robe (2011, 2014) further link the increased correlation between commodities
and stocks to the trading of hedge funds, especially those funds that are active
in both equity and commodity futures markets. However, Bhardwaj, Gorton,
and Rouwenhorst (2016) argue that the commodity-equity correlation fell back
to its normal level after 2011, and they instead point to business cycles as the
driving force behind commodity-equity correlation patterns.

Our model can help shed light on the commodity-equity market comovement
by interpreting financial hedgers’ additional investment opportunity as stocks.
By construction, the return on stocks is simply α̃ + η̃ (investing one dollar at
date 0 becomes 1 + α̃ + η̃ dollars at date 1). We measure the return on futures
by ṽ − p̃ : buying a futures contract at date 0 costs p̃, the contract matures
at date 1, and its date-1 price changes to ṽ. Thus, this measure is consistent
with the empirical practice of constructing futures returns from futures price
data. We can capture the commodity-equity comovement by the covariance
cov(ṽ − p̃, α̃ + η̃). The hedging-motivated trading of financial hedgers injects
the forecastable component α̃ in stock returns into the futures price p̃, which
leads to extra comovement between futures returns ṽ − p̃ and stock returns
α̃ + η̃, as formalized by the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 4 (Commodity-equity market comovement):
(a) The covariance between stock returns α̃ + η̃ and futures returns ṽ − p̃ is pos-
itive if and only if the correlation ρ between the unforecastable component η̃

in stock returns and the unforecastable component δ̃ in commodity demand is
positive. That is, cov(ṽ − p̃, α̃ + η̃) > 0 if and only if cov(δ̃, η̃) > 0.
(b) For fixed λS, we have ∂|cov(ṽ−p̃,α̃+η̃)|

∂λH
> 0 for sufficiently small λH. For fixed

(φS, φH ), we have ∂|cov(ṽ−p̃,α̃+η̃)|
∂λ̄

> 0 for sufficiently small λ̄.

Figure 5 provides a graphical illustration of the effect on commodity-equity
market comovement. Here, we plot a normalized measure, the correlation co-
efficient between stock returns and futures returns conditional on public in-
formation c̃, Corr(ṽ − p̃, α̃ + η̃|c̃), against the masses of financial traders. The
parameter values are the same as in Figure 2. We highlight two observations
in Figure 5. First, consistent with Proposition 4, as we fix λS and increase λH
in Panel B, or as we increase both λH and λS in fixed proportion in Panel C,
the hedging-motivated trading from more financial hedgers strengthens the
commodity-equity market comovement. Second, the effect of λS differs from
the effect of λH . Specifically, in Panel A, increasing the mass λS of financial
speculators can either strengthen or weaken the commodity-equity market co-
movement. This is due to the interaction between two forces. First, as λS in-
creases, the futures market is driven more by its own fundamental θ̃ than by
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Figure 5. Commodity-equity market comovement. This figure plots the effects of commod-
ity financialization on commodity-equity market comovement. In Panel A, we set λH = 0.1. In
Panel B, we set λS = 0.1. In Panel C, we set φH = φS = 0.5. The other parameters are τθ = τα = 1,
τε = τδ = τξ = τη = 10, γS = γH = β = 10, h = 1, and ρ = 0.5. (Color figure can be viewed at wiley-
onlinelibrary.com)

noise α̃, which weakens the commodity-equity market comovement. Second, as
λS increases, the futures price is more informative about θ̃ , which encourages
financial hedgers to trade more aggressively, injecting more noise α̃ into the
futures market and thereby strengthening the commodity-equity market co-
movement.

Under our theory, the hedging-motivated trades of financial traders injects
the forecastable component α̃ in stock returns into the futures price p̃, which
leads to extra comovement between futures returns ṽ − p̃ and stock returns
α̃ + η̃. Our theory therefore predicts that financialization can indeed increase
the commodity-equity correlation, as illustrated by Panels B and C of Figure 5.
Note that in our settings, it is financial hedgers, active in both equity and
commodity futures markets, who further connect the commodity and equity
markets. This view is consistent with the empirical channel documented by
Büyükşahin and Robe (2011, 2014).9 Also under our theory, the cyclicity of
financialization can potentially drive the cyclicity of commodity-equity corre-
lation. For instance, if the market first became financialized in 2009 to 2011
and then definancialized afterward, the commodity-equity correlation would

9 This view also complements Basak and Pavlova (2016), who obtain the increase in equity-
commodity comovement through benchmarking institutional investors to a commodity index that
serves as a new common factor on which all assets load positively.
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exhibit the pattern documented by Bhardwaj, Gorton, and Rouwenhorst
(2016), which we verify using our dynamic model as a laboratory. This ob-
servation provides a testable view complementary to the business-cycle-based
explanation suggested by Bhardwaj, Gorton, and Rouwenhorst (2016).

D. Return Predictiveness of Financial Trading

Another key part of the debate on commodity financialization corresponds to
whether there is a positive correlation between the trading of financial traders
and commodity futures prices. For instance, Singleton (2014) provides evidence
of positive price impact of CITs on futures prices of crude oil, while Büyükşahin
and Harris (2011) and Hamilton and Wu (2015) find little evidence of CIT po-
sitions being predictive of futures prices.

To capture whether and how financial trading predicts futures returns, we
compute the correlation coefficients between futures returns and financial
speculators’ trading positions and financial hedgers’ trading positions, condi-
tional on public information c̃, as follows:

Predictiveness of speculators’ trading : Corr(	SdS, ṽ − p̃|c̃);
Predictiveness of hedgers’ trading : Corr(	HdH, ṽ − p̃|c̃).

In Figure 6, we plot the two correlation coefficients above against the to-
tal mass λ̄ of financial traders for the same parameter values as in Figure 2.
Financial speculators’ trading and financial hedgers’ trading predict futures
returns in different ways. Specifically, Corr(	SdS, ṽ − p̃|c̃) is always positive
while Corr(	HdH, ṽ − p̃|c̃) can be either positive or negative. Intuitively, ac-
cording to demand function (21), the trading 	SdS of financial speculators
is driven by information θ̃ , which will be reflected in the later spot price ṽ,
and thus 	SdS is positively related to futures returns ṽ − p̃. By the demand
function (22), the trading 	HdH of financial hedgers has two components,
a hedging-motivated component and a speculative component. The hedging-
motivated component generates the endogenous noise α̃ in the futures market
and negatively predicts futures returns. The speculative component is driven
by information and positively predicts futures returns.

Figure 6 suggests two messages. First, it is easier to use financial specula-
tors to identify return predictiveness than financial hedgers, since the former
has an unambiguous sign. To the extent that CITs and managed money corre-
spond, respectively, to financial hedgers and financial speculators in our model,
the return predictiveness of managed money is easier to be identified than that
of CITs. This is consistent (i) with Büyükşahin and Robe (2014) and Cheng,
Kirilenko, and Xiong (2015), who find strong evidence linking hedge fund trad-
ing to commodity future returns, and (ii) with Büyükşahin and Harris (2011)
and Hamilton and Wu (2015), who find little evidence of CIT positions being
predictive of futures prices.

Second, if one could differentiate the speculative trading and hedging-
motivated trading of financial hedgers (CITs in practice), then one could in
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Figure 6. Return predictiveness of financial trading. This figure plots the effects of com-
modity financialization on the correlation between financial positions and commodity returns. The
parameter values are τθ = τα = 1, τε = τδ = τξ = τη = 10, γS = γH = β = 10, θ̄ = 0, c̄ = 1, h = 1,
ρ = 0.5, and φH = φS = 0.5. (Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com)

principle find a positive correlation between speculative trading and futures
returns and a negative correlation between hedging-motivated trading and fu-
tures returns. This idea is broadly consistent with Cheng, Kirilenko, and Xiong
(2015), who emphasize that the trading motives of financial traders are impor-
tant for identifying their predictiveness for futures returns. Cheng, Kirilenko,
and Xiong (2015) use the Chicago Board Options Exchange (CBOE) Volatility
Index (VIX) as an exogenous shock to identify whether financial traders ini-
tiate trades or trade to accommodate other traders and find a strong relation
between financial trading and futures price changes. Our analysis suggests
that speculative trading, from either financial speculators or financial hedgers,
positively predicts futures returns, and that hedging-motivated trading from
financial hedgers negatively predicts futures returns.

E. Operating Profits and Producer Welfare

We now turn to the effect of commodity financialization on the profits and
welfare of commodity producers, questions of interest in the empirical liter-
ature (e.g., Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and Sovich (2019)). We measure the wel-
fare of commodity producers using the ex ante certainty equivalent, CEP ≡
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Figure 7. Operation profits and producer welfare. This figure plots the effects of commodity
financialization on operation profits and producer welfare. In Panels A1 and A2, we set λH = 0.1.
In Panels B1 and B2, we set λS = 0.1. In Panels C1 and C2, we set φH = φS = 0.5. The other
parameters are τθ = τα = 1, τε = τδ = τξ = τη = 10, γS = γH = β = 10, θ̄ = 0, c̄ = 1, h = 1, and ρ =
0.5. (Color figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com)

− 1
β

ln[E(e−β[ṽx(s̃i,c̃,p̃)−C(x(s̃i,c̃,p̃))+(ṽ−p̃)dP(s̃i,c̃,p̃)] )], where dP(s̃i, c̃, p̃) and x(s̃i, c̃, p̃) are
the equilibrium trading strategy and production policy. The expected operat-
ing profit of commodity producers is E[πi] ≡ E[ṽxi − C(xi)], which is an easier
object to analyze in empirical research.

In Figure 7, we plot these two variables against the masses of financial
traders for the same parameter values as in Figure 2. Financial speculators
and financial hedgers affect producer welfare in different ways. Specifically, as
more financial speculators enter the futures market, commodity producers are
worse off in Panel A2. In contrast, as more financial hedgers enter the futures
market, commodity producers are better off in Panel B2.
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We next focus on the bottom panels, where both financial speculators and
financial hedgers increase, which is closer to reality. Panel C1 shows that oper-
ating profits of commodity producers are hump-shaped in λ̄, which has a simi-
lar pattern as price informativeness (see part (b) of Proposition 2 and Panel C3
of Figure 2). This result is consistent with Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and Sovich
(2019), who find that after the spike in commodity financialization in 2004,
the informational efficiency of futures index prices decreased and those firms
using index commodities saw a decrease in their profits. The intuition is that
lower price informativeness leads commodity producers to make less efficient
production decisions and hence to a decrease in their operating profits.

However, a lower (higher) profit does not necessarily translate into lower
(higher) welfare for producers. Indeed, Panel C2 of Figure 7 shows that the
pattern of producer welfare CEP is opposite the pattern of operating profits
E[πi]. The welfare pattern is a result of the effect of price informativeness on
producers’ trading opportunities. As futures prices become more informative,
commodity producers have fewer opportunities to exploit their information ad-
vantage and so their trading gains deteriorate. In addition, their hedging and
risk-sharing opportunities are diminished when prices are more informative.
This is related to the well-known Hirshleifer effect (1971).10 These effects ul-
timately dominate the benefit from more information in prices. To further ex-
amine this welfare result, we consider an extension in which some commodity
producers trade futures while others do not. In this extended setting, we find
that for those commodity producers who do not trade futures, welfare and op-
erating profits exhibit the same pattern as price informativeness, consistent
with the intuition above that more informative futures prices allow for more
efficient production decisions.

Taken together, our analysis suggests that researchers should carefully dif-
ferentiate among price efficiency, operating profits, and welfare when mak-
ing normative statements. For instance, in Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and So-
vich (2019), both price efficiency and operating profits deteriorate after 2004.
This may suggest that, in practice, commodity financialization harms those
commodity producers who do not trade futures. However, for those commod-
ity producers who do trade futures, they may actually benefit from commodity
financialization. To make a welfare statement, a formal model such as ours
is needed.

We can also analyze the implications of commodity financialization for the
welfare of financial traders, the welfare of noise traders, and aggregate wel-
fare. We use the ex ante certainty equivalents CES and CEH to measure
the welfare of financial speculators and financial hedgers, respectively. We
do not have a utility function for noise traders and so we cannot compute
their welfare. Instead, we follow the microstructure literature (e.g., Chowdhry
and Nanda (1991), Subrahmanyam (1991), Leland (1992), Easley, O’Hara, and
Yang (2016)) and use expected revenue ERN as a proxy for their welfare:

10 See Kurlat and Veldkamp (2015) and Goldstein and Yang (2017) for more discussions on the
negative welfare effect of a reduction in trading opportunities.
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Figure 8. Timeline of the dynamic model.

ERN ≡ E[(ṽ − p̃)ξ̃ ]. Aggregate welfare is then defined as the summation of all
agents’ payoff, that is, WEL ≡ CEP + 	SCES + 	HCEH + ERN . We find that
the results for CES, CEH, ERN , and WEL are sensitive to parameter values, so
that no general conclusions can be drawn.

III. The Dynamic Model

The static model provides a simple framework that allows us to see how dif-
ferent forces of commodity financialization interact to determine market out-
comes. Because the issues examined in the empirical literature involve time
variation in the variables of interest, we expand our model into a dynamic
OLG setting to better map to the empirical settings and show how the inter-
action between different forces drives time variation in the key variables of
interest. Our analysis also provides an approach to computing a nonstationary
equilibrium in which the sizes of investor populations increase over time.

A. The OLG Setting

Time is discrete, t ∈ {. . . ,−2,−1, 0, 1, 2, . . .}. The timeline of the economy is
described by Figure 8. As in the baseline model, there are one commodity good
and a one-period futures contract on the commodity. In each period t, three
groups of agents—a continuum of date-t commodity producers, a mass 	S,t
of date-t financial speculators, and a mass 	H,t of date-t financial hedgers—
enter the economy and are active in periods t and t + 1. Financial speculators
and financial hedgers are active in the date-t futures market, while commod-
ity producers are active in the date-t futures market and in the date-t and
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Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2643

date-t + 1 spot markets. All types of agents derive CARA utility from their
date-t + 1 wealth with respective risk-aversion coefficients β (commodity pro-
ducers), γS (financial speculators), and γH (financial hedgers).

The information structure is similar to the baseline model. In the date-t +
1 spot market, demand from commodity consumers is still represented by a
linear demand function

yt+1 = θ̃t+1 + δ̃t+1 − ṽt+1, (31)

where ṽt+1 is the endogenous commodity spot price, θ̃t+1 ∼ N(θ̄ , τ−1
θ ) (with

θ̄ ∈ R and τθ > 0) is the learnable demand shock, and δ̃t+1 ∼ N(0, τ−1
δ ) is the

unlearnable demand shock. We assume that θ̃t+1 and δ̃t+1 are mutually inde-
pendent and that (θ̃t+1, δ̃t+1) is independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.)
over time.

The date-t financial speculators observe θ̃t+1 and trade futures to exploit this
private information. The date-t financial hedgers trade futures and invest in
a private technology with net return α̃t+1 + η̃t+1, where α̃t+1 ∼ N(0, τ−1

α ) and
η̃t+1 ∼ N(0, τ−1

η ) with τα > 0 and τη > 0. Variables α̃t+1, θ̃t+1, and η̃t+1 are mutu-
ally independent, but δ̃t+1 and η̃t+1 are correlated with coefficient ρ ∈ (−1, 1).
To simplify the analysis, we assume that the mean of α̃t+1 is zero. The date-t
financial hedgers still observe private information α̃t+1. Date-t commodity pro-
ducer i observes a private signal s̃t,i about the next-period demand shock θ̃t+1,

s̃t,i = θ̃t+1 + ε̃t,i, (32)

where ε̃t,i ∼ N(0, τ−1
ε ) (with τε > 0) and θ̃t+1 and ε̃t,i are mutually independent.

She exploits this information in the futures market.
A date-t commodity producer makes three decisions at date t. The first

two decisions are the same as those in the baseline model, a production de-
cision xt,i and a futures investment decision dP,t,i. Again, when date-t com-
modity producer i produce xt,i units of commodities, she pays production cost
C(xt,i) = c̃txt,i + 1

2h x2
t,i, where h > 0 and c̃ ∼ N(c̄, τ−1

c ) with c̄ ∈ R and τc > 0.
Supply shock c̃t is public information and observable to commodity produc-
ers and financial traders. In addition to production and futures investment,
we allow commodity producers to store commodities through inventory. Specif-
ically, date-t commodity producer i can go to the spot market to purchase zt,i
units of commodities and carry them to the next period. Storage incurs a cost
according to cost function

K
(
zt,i
) = 1

2k
z2

t,i, with k > 0. (33)

Parameter k controls the ease of storage. Our baseline model corresponds to the
limiting case of k → 0, where storage is impossible. In effect, when k → 0, the
OLG setting corresponds to the repeated static baseline setting. For tractabil-
ity, we follow Basak and Pavlova (2016) and abstract from inventory stockouts.
We therefore allow zt,i to take negative values.
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In the date-t futures market, date-t financial traders and date-t commodity
producers trade against noise trading ξ̃t , where ξ̃t ∼ N(0, τ−1

ξ ) with τξ > 0. The
random vector (θ̃t+1, δ̃t+1, α̃t+1, η̃t+1, {ε̃t,i}, c̃t, ξ̃t ) is i.i.d. over time.

B. Equilibrium Characterization

The public information at date t is It ≡ ({ṽt−s, p̃t−s}∞s=0, {θ̃t−s, δ̃t−s}∞s=0, {c̃t−s}∞s=0).
Consider date-t commodity producer i. Her information set is IP,t,i = {It, s̃t,i}.
She chooses commodity production xt,i, futures investment dP,t,i, and inventory
zt,i to maximize E(−e−βW̃P,t+1,i |IP,t,i), subject to W̃P,t+1,i = [ṽt+1xt,i − C(xt,i)] +
(ṽt+1 − p̃t )dP,t,i + [(ṽt+1 − ṽt )zt,i − K (zt,i)], where the first two terms represent
her profits from real production and futures investment, and the third term
represents her profits from storing and selling commodities. Similar to the
baseline model, the commodity producer’s problem can be decomposed into
three maximization problems as follows:

max
xt,i+dP,t,i+zt,i

[
E(ṽt+1 − p̃t |IP,t,i)

(
xt,i + dP,t,i + zt,i

)− β

2
(
xt,i + dP,t,i + zt,i

)2Var(ṽt+1|IP,t,i)
]

+ max
xt,i

[
p̃txt,i − C

(
xt,i
)]+ max

zt,i

[
(p̃t − ṽt )zt,i − K

(
zt,i
)]

. (34)

Solving (34), we have

xt,i + dP,t,i + zt,i = E(ṽt+1|IP,t,i) − p̃t

βvar(ṽt+1|IP,t,i)
, (35)

xt,i = h(p̃t − c̃t ), (36)

zt,i = k(p̃t − ṽt ). (37)

The aggregate quantities that date-t commodity producers produce and store
are xt = ∫ 1

0 xt,idi = h(p̃t − c̃t ) and zt = ∫ 1
0 zt,idi = k(p̃t − ṽt ), respectively. They

carry xt + zt to the date-t + 1 spot market, to meet the consumption demand
yt+1 from date-t + 1 consumers and the storage demand zt+1 from date-t + 1
commodity producers. That is, the market-clearing condition for the date-t + 1
spot market is

xt + zt = yt+1 + zt+1. (38)

Financial speculators have information set IS,t = {It, θ̃t+1}. They choose in-
vestment in futures dS,t to maximize E[−e−γS(ṽt+1−p̃t )dS,t |IS,t], which delivers
their demand function as follows:

dS,t = E
(
ṽt+1|IS,t

)− p̃t

γSvar
(
ṽt+1|IS,t

) . (39)
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Financial hedgers have information set IS,t = {It, α̃t+1}. They choose invest-
ment dH,t in futures contracts and investment ZH,t in the private technology
to maximize their expected utility E[−e−γH ((ṽt+1−p̃t )dH,t+(α̃t+1+η̃t+1 )ZH,t )|IS,t]. Solving
this problem delivers financial hedgers’ demand for futures, dH (It, α̃t+1), given
by equation (A41) in the Appendix. The market-clearing condition for the date-
t futures market is ∫ 1

0
dP,t,idi + 	S,tdS,t + 	H,tdH,t + ξ̃t = 0. (40)

The equilibrium is jointly determined by the optimal demand functions and
the market-clearing conditions. We still consider linear equilibria in which the
price functions are linear in signals. We can show that the public information
in the futures price p̃t can be summarized by a single state variable and that
the futures price p̃t and the spot price ṽt are linearly related. The following
proposition characterizes the linear equilibria.

PROPOSITION 5 (Dynamic equilibrium): A linear equilibrium can be expressed
as

p̃t = A0,t + A1,t�̃t + Bθ,t θ̃t+1 + Bα,t α̃t+1 + Bξ,t ξ̃t, (41)

ṽt = k
1 + k

p̃t + G̃t, (42)

where

G̃t = θ̃t + δ̃t + hc̃t−1 + kṽt−1 − (h + k
)
p̃t−1

1 + k
, (43)

�̃t = (1 + k
)(

G̃t + h
k

c̃t

)
, (44)

and where the price coefficients are determined by

A0,t = − �P
0,t + �S

0,t + �H
0,t(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (45)

A1,t = −
�P

v,t+�S
v,t+�H

v,t
1+k(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (46)

Bθ,t = − �P
θ,t + �S

θ,t + �H
θ,t(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (47)
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Bα,t = − �P
α,t + �H

α,t(
�P

p,t + �S
p,t + �H

p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (48)

Bξ,t = − �P
ξ,t + �H

ξ,t + 1(
�P

p,t + �S
p,t + �H

p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (49)

where the expressions for the �’s are given in the Internet Appendix.11

C. Computation Methodology

Commodity financialization is reflected as an increase in the masses of fi-
nancial traders. As in the baseline model, we consider the normalized masses
λS,t = 	S,t

γS
and λH,t = 	H,t

γH
. We assume that (λS,t, λH,t ) gradually increase from

date 0 to date T and then stay constant at (λS,T , λH,T ) for the remaining dates.
Thus, the economy is nonstationary from date 0 to date T and then becomes
stationary from date T onward.

Since the futures price p̃t and the spot price ṽt are linearly related in Propo-
sition 5, we need only compute the futures price function. The date-t price
function is determined by the date-t futures market-clearing condition and the
date-t futures demand functions. Note that the date-t futures demand func-
tions are related to forecasts about the date-t + 1 spot price ṽt+1, which by
equation (42) (with one period forward) is a linear transformation of the date-
t + 1 futures price p̃t+1. Hence, to compute p̃t , we need to know p̃t+1. We there-
fore compute the futures price function backward. Specifically, we first compute
the stationary equilibrium from date T onward. Knowing the date-T price co-
efficients then allows us to compute the date-T − 1 equilibrium. Similarly, once
we figure out the date-T − 1 price coefficients, we can compute the date-T − 2
equilibrium. We continue this process until date 0.

The idea of computing the stationary equilibrium from T onward is as
follows. In the stationary equilibrium, we have (A0,t, A1,t, Bθ,t, Bα,t, Bξ,t ) =
(A0,t+1, A1,t+1, Bθ,t+1, Bα,t+1, Bξ,t+1). We label these coefficients as
(A0, A1, Bθ , Bα, Bξ ). Equations (46) to (49) form the fixed point problem for
(A1, Bθ , Bα, Bξ ). Once we figure out (A1, Bθ , Bα, Bξ ), we can use equation (45)
to compute A0.

When computing the date-t nonstationary equilibrium, we take the com-
puted date-t + 1 price coefficients (A0,t+1, A1,t+1, Bθ,t+1, Bα,t+1, Bξ,t+1) as in-
puts and proceed in two steps. First, we take (A1,t+1, Bθ,t+1, Bα,t+1, Bξ,t+1)
as inputs and use equations (47) to (49) to form a fixed point problem
of (Bθ,t, Bα,t, Bξ,t ) and compute these three coefficients. Second, we take
(A0,t+1, A1,t+1, Bθ,t+1, Bα,t+1, Bξ,t+1) and the computed (Bθ,t, Bα,t, Bξ,t ) as inputs
and use equations (45) and (46) to compute (A0,t, A1,t ).

11 The Internet Appendix may be found in the online version of this article.
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Table I
Parameter Values of the Dynamic Model

D. Parameter Calibration

To connect the model to reality, we consider calibrated economies. We cal-
ibrate our model at an annual frequency. The calibrated parameter values
are reported in Table I. In calibration, we assume that the economy experi-
ences three phases as follows. The first phase is the prefinancialization phase,
which corresponds to dates −∞ to −1. In this phase, the economy stays at a
stationary equilibrium in which the masses of financial traders are fixed at
(λS,−1, λH,−1). The second phase is the financialization phase, lasting from date
0 to date T . In this phase, the masses of financial traders evolve according to
the deterministic process

λS,t = λS,−1(1 + gS)t+1 and λH,t = λH,−1(1 + gH )t+1, for t = 0, 1, . . . , T, (50)

where gS > 0 and gH > 0. The third phase is the postfinancialization phase,
starting from date T + 1 onward. In this phase, the economy stays at a sta-
tionary equilibrium in which the masses of financial traders are fixed at
(λS,T , λH,T ).
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The literature suggests that financialization started in 2004 (e.g., Cheng and
Xiong (2014), Baker (2021)), and thus we set 2003 as date −1. We assume
that the financialization process is complete in 2009 (i.e., T = 5). Starting from
2010, the economy becomes stationary.

We estimate parameters λS,−1, λH,−1, gS, and gH using the Disaggre-
gated Commitments of Traders Dataset (DCoT) provided by CFTC.12

This data set provides information on long and short positions of “pro-
ducer/merchant/processor/user,” “swap dealers,” and “managed money” dating
back to June 13, 2006 on a weekly basis. We interpret financial speculators
as managed money and financial hedgers as swap dealers (who hedge their
index exposures with clients). We measure λS,t and λH,t , respectively, as the
ratios of the total positions of managed money and of swap dealers to the to-
tal positions of commodity producer/merchant/processor/user. Equipped with
the weekly series of λS,t and λH,t , we then run regressions to estimate (50) us-
ing crude oil market data from 2006 to 2009. The estimation results generate
λS,−1 = 0.0757, λH,−1 = 0.1586, gS = 0.69, and gH = 0.5539.

For risk-aversion parameters β, γS, and γH of CARA preference, the litera-
ture uses various values.13 We follow Benhabib, Liu, and Wang (2019) and note
that absolute risk aversion can be calibrated as relative risk aversion divided
by wealth. The wealth level of a typical investor in our model is on the order
of GDP, which has been normalized to one.14 We can therefore interpret β, γS,
and γH as relative risk aversion and set them to 10.

Yang (2013) considers a production economy and calibrates the monthly
volatility of demand shock and the monthly volatility of supply shock to 24.35%
and 4%, respectively. We convert these values to an annual frequency and
thus set τ−1

θ + τ−1
δ = 12 × (24.35%)2 and τ−1

c = 12 × (4%)2. This immediately
implies that τc = 52.0833. To calibrate the values of τθ and τδ, we rely on the
literature on informed trading. Recall that financial speculators know pri-
vate information θ̃ and that commodity producers receive coarser informa-
tion in the form of (3). If we define θ̃ + δ̃ as the fundamental and write fi-
nancial speculators’ information and commodity producers’ information in the
form of fundamental plus noise, then their signal-to-noise ratios are τδ

τθ
and

τδ

τθ

τε

τθ+τδ+τε
, respectively. In Gennotte and Leland (1990), investors’ signal-to-

noise ratio is 0.2. In Gâ rleanu and Pedersen (2018), this ratio is 0.44444.
Farboodi and Veldkamp (2020) estimate this ratio to be roughly 0.5 in 2015.
We assign the highest value, 0.5, to financial speculators, and the lowest
value, 0.2, to commodity producers. That is, τδ

τθ
= 0.5 and τδ

τθ

τε

τθ+τδ+τε
= 0.2. To-

gether with τ−1
θ + τ−1

δ = 12 × (24.35%)2, we compute τθ = 4.2159, τδ = 2.1079,
and τε = 4.2159.

12 See https://www.cftc.gov/MarketReports/CommitmentsofTraders/HistoricalCompressed/
index.htm.

13 For instance, in ascending order, the literature uses the values 3 × 10−5 (Gârleanu and Ped-
ersen (2018)), 0.05 (Farboodi and Veldkamp (2020)), 2 (Leland (1992)), 3 (Easley, O’Hara, and Yang
(2016)), 8 (Benhabib, Liu, and Wang (2019)), and 40 and 60 (Baker (2021)).

14 When we subsequently calibrate the average demand shock θ̄ , we consider average energy
expenditure as a percentage of GDP, which implies that GDP in our model is normalized to one.
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The estimate of noise trading has a wide range in the literature. Con-
sidering the ratio of noise trading precision to fundamental precision (i.e.,

τξ

(τ−1
θ +τ−1

δ )−1 = τξ (τθ+τδ )
τθ τδ

), the literature uses the values 0.24663 (Farboodi and Veld-

kamp (2020)), 1 (Gârleanu and Pedersen (2018)), 4 (Leland (1992)), and 235.29
(Gennotte and Leland (1990)), among many others. We simply set τξ (τθ+τδ )

τθ τδ
= 1,

which implies that τξ = 1.4053.
We interpret the private investment technology of financial hedgers as

the stock market. Accordingly, we set the volatility of α̃ + η̃ to 20%, that is,√
τ−1
α + τ−1

η = 20%. Similar to financial speculators, we specify that financial
hedgers’ information α̃ has a signal-to-noise ratio of 0.5, which implies that
τη

τα
= 0.5. Taken together, we compute τα = 75 and τη = 37.5. We have little

guidance about the correlation coefficient ρ between the unlearnable commod-
ity demand shock δ̃ and the unlearnable stock return η̃. Nonetheless, we un-
derstand that this parameter drives the comovement between commodity and
equity markets and set this parameter to 0.5, which implies an equilibrium
commodity-equity market correlation between 0.3 and 0.5.

Parameter k governs commodity producers’ storage cost function (33). The
storage cost can be understood as an adjustment cost of changing commodity
producers’ inventory, so we borrow the adjustment cost concept of the macrofi-
nance literature to calibrate parameter k. Whited (1992) estimates a quadratic
adjustment cost function at an annual frequency and reports a value of 1

k in
the range of 0.5 and 2. We therefore set k = 1.15 Similarly, the parameter h con-
trols the quadratic component in commodity producers’ production function (2)
and we set h = 1.

Finally, we calibrate the two level parameters, θ̄ and c̄, the average com-
modity demand shock and the average commodity supply shock, by match-
ing the average consumption and futures price bias. Using U.S. data, Baker
(2021) reports that the mean quarterly oil expenditure is 3.25% of GDP and
the quarterly futures risk premium is 1.89% for the period 1990 to 2003. We
convert these numbers to an annual frequency and match the counterparts in
our model. The expected commodity consumption is E(yt ) in our model. The
gross return on futures is ṽt+1

p̃t
, but its expectation is not well defined since

both the numerator and the denominator are normally distributed. We there-
fore replace p̃t with E(p̃t ) in computing the futures return and obtain the risk
premium in the model as E(ṽt+1 )

E(p̃t ) − 1. Taken together, our calibration exercise
implies that θ̄ = 0.8603 and c̄ = 0.5490.

E. Results

As mentioned above, we assume that the financialization phase lasts six pe-
riods, which corresponds to 2004 to 2009. Panels A1 and A2 of Figure 9 report

15 Gardner and López (1996) employ a quadratic storage cost function to simulate price stabi-
lization effects of interest rate subsidies. They set 1

k = 0.25 in their simulations.
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Figure 9. Implications of financialization in the dynamic model. This figure plots the im-
plications of simultaneously increasing the masses of financial speculators and financial hedgers
in the dynamic model. The parameter values are given by Table I. (Color figure can be viewed at
wileyonlinelibrary.com)

the calibrated masses of financial traders. The mass λS,t of financial specula-
tors increases from λS,−1 = 0.0757 to λS,5 = 1.7642, while the mass λH,t of fi-
nancial hedgers increases from λH,−1 = 0.1586 to λH,5 = 2.2327. Since increas-
ing λS,t and increasing λH,t often have countervailing effects on market out-
comes, we now examine how the interaction between these two forces drives
the time variation in the key variables of interest—price informativeness, the
futures price bias, the commodity-equity market comovement, and the return
predictiveness of financial positions. We focus more on the patterns than on the
magnitudes, since one-to-one matching does not always obtain between model
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variables and empirical variables in the literature and empirical papers do not
always employ the same measure (e.g., Raman, Robe, and Yadav (2017) and
Brogaard, Ringgenberg, and Sovich (2019) adopt different empirical proxies
for price efficiency).

In Panel B of Figure 9, as commodity financialization increases over time,
price informativeness τp,t goes up because in the calibrated economy, the posi-
tive price-informativeness effect of speculative financial trading dominates the
negative price-informativeness effect of hedging-motivated financial trading.
This result is consistent with Raman, Robe, and Yadav (2017), who document
a positive impact of financialization on price efficiency in the U.S. crude oil
futures market.

In Panel C of Figure 9, as commodity financialization increases over time,
the futures price bias E(ṽt+1 )

E(p̃t ) − 1 goes down. This is driven primarily by the
risk-sharing effect of adding more players to the futures market. This result
aligns with Hamilton and Wu (2014), who document that the futures price bias
in crude oil futures on average decreased since 2005. In Panel D of Figure 9, as
commodity financialization increases over time, the commodity-equity market
comovement becomes stronger. This result supports the argument that com-
modity financialization has contributed to the rise in commodity-equity corre-
lations (e.g., Büyükşahin and Robe (2011, 2014), Tang and Xiong (2012), Cheng
and Xiong (2014)).

In Panels E1 and E2 of Figure 9, we plot the return predictiveness of finan-
cial positions. In the empirical literature (e.g., Singleton (2014), Hamilton and
Wu (2015)), researchers run regressions from the futures returns on financial
positions and other control variables, and use the regression coefficient on fi-
nancial positions to indicate return predictiveness. In our model, the return on
futures is ṽt+1

p̃t
, and as mentioned above, we can approximate it with ṽt+1

E(p̃t ) to fa-
cilitate moment computations. The total positions of financial speculators are
	S,tdS,t . Since 	S,t increases over time, we normalize 	S,tdS,t with its mean. We
use public information (G̃t, c̃t ) to serve as controls. Thus, in our model we cap-
ture the return predictiveness of speculative financial trading and of hedging
financial trading by the following regression coefficients, respectively:

bS,t =
cov
(

ṽt+1
E(p̃t ) ,

	S,tdS,t

E(	S,tdS,t )

∣∣∣G̃t, c̃t

)
var
(

	S,tdS,t

E(	S,tdS,t )

∣∣∣G̃t, c̃t

) and bH,t =
cov
(

ṽt+1
E(p̃t ) ,

	H,tdH,t

E(	H,tdH,t )

∣∣∣G̃t, c̃t

)
var
(

	H,tdH,t

E(	H,tdH,t )

∣∣∣G̃t, c̃t

) .

In Panel E1, bS,t is always positive and decreases over time. In Panel E2, bH,t
is positive in the early stage of financialization, but becomes negative in the
later stage of financialization. This is because, as we discuss in the baseline
model, financial hedgers trade for two reasons, speculation and hedging: their
speculative trading positively predicts futures returns, while their hedging-
motivated trading negatively predicts futures returns. These observations echo
the message delivered by the static model in particular, that it is easier to iden-
tify positive return predictiveness for financial speculators (e.g., hedge funds)
than for financial hedgers (e.g., CITs), as documented by Büyükşahin and Robe
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(2014) and Cheng, Kirilenko, and Xiong (2015). If, in the spirit of Cheng, Kir-
ilenko, and Xiong (2015), one could identify the trading motives of financial
hedgers—speculation versus hedging—then one would be able to identify more
significant return predictiveness for each component.

The analysis in this section illustrates how one can incorporate the differ-
ent forces of commodity financialization, as identified in our baseline model,
into a dynamic setting. The results are broadly consistent with the findings
documented in existing empirical literature. The exercise in this section con-
siders only one commodity—crude oil—and assumes that financialization sta-
bilizes after six years. Nonetheless, the framework and methodology are flex-
ible. For instance, one could extend the model to a multicommodity setting
and calibrate parameters based on a cross section of commodity markets.
One could also specify that the process {λS,t, λH,t}∞t=−∞ exhibits some cycle
features, so that the economy experiences both financialization and definan-
cialization. We leave exploration of these interesting extensions for future
research.

IV. Conclusion

Commodity futures markets have seen a clear trend of financialization over
the period 2004 to 2009, marked by the increased participation of financial
traders, who are not otherwise exposed to commodity spot markets. Among
financial traders, both financial speculators (trading on information) and fi-
nancial hedgers (trading to improve the efficiency of their broader financial
portfolios) have been prevalent. In this paper, we develop a model that aims
to shed light on the effects that these two types of traders and that financial-
ization as a whole have on various market variables of interest in empirical
research. The model offers novel insights; for example, we show that finan-
cialization in its early stages is likely to improve price efficiency while later-
stage financialization is likely to decrease it. Our analysis highlights a supply
channel through which the commodity futures market affects the spot market,
and we show that the implications for the real economy are quite complex:
while commodity producers see higher operating profits when financialization
improves market efficiency, financialization is overall value-decreasing due to
reduced opportunities in futures market trading. A dynamic extension of the
model provides a new methodology to characterize time-varying changes in
the market in a period when acute financialization implies that market com-
position is not stationary. This methodology can be used and extended in fu-
ture work to understand cycles in financialization or interconnections across
commodities.
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Appendix

A. Proof of Proposition 1

We prove Proposition 1 as follows. We first characterize the equilibrium in
a system of two unknowns (mξ , mα ) and express mα as a function of mξ , so
that the equilibrium can be characterized in a single unknown mξ . We then es-
tablish the existence of a linear equilibrium and provide a sufficient condition
under which the equilibrium is unique among the class of linear equilibria.
Finally, we deliver the expressions of the B-coefficients.

The system characterizing the equilibrium. We plug demand functions (20),
(21), and (25) into the market-clearing condition (9) to write the equilibrium
price p̃ as a function of (c̃, θ̃ , α̃, ξ̃ ) as follows:

B0 = 1
Dp

⎡
⎢⎣

τθ θ̄+τp
−B0−Bα ᾱ

Bθ

τθ+τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ+τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λH

τθ θ̄+τq
−B0
Bθ

τθ+τq

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

⎤
⎥⎦, (A1)

Bc = 1
Dp

⎡
⎢⎣

τp
−Bc
Bθ

τθ+τε+τp
+ h

β
(

1
τθ+τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + h + λH

τq
−Bc
Bθ

τθ+τq
+ h

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

+ λSτδh

⎤
⎥⎦, (A2)

Bθ = 1
Dp

⎡
⎣ τε

τθ+τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ+τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λSτδ

⎤
⎦, (A3)

Bα = λH

Dp

⎡
⎢⎣

τq
−Bα
Bθ

τθ+τq

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

− ρ
√

τη(
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

)√
τδ

⎤
⎥⎦, (A4)

Bξ = 1
Dp

, (A5)

where

Dp =
− τp

1
Bθ

τθ+τε+τp
+ (h + 1

)
β
(

1
τθ+τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + h + λH

− τq
1

Bθ

τθ+τq
+ (h + 1

)
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

+ λSτδ

(
h + 1

)
. (A6)
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By the above computed coefficients Bθ , Bξ , and Bα, we have

mξ ≡ Bθ

Bξ

=
τε

τθ+τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ+τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λSτδ, (A7)

mα ≡ Bθ

Bα

=

τε
τθ +τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ +τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λSτδ

λH

[
− τq 1

mα
τθ +τq

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

− ρ
√

τη(
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ +τq

)√
τδ

] . (A8)

Note that equation (A7) is the same as equation (26) in Proposition 1.
Using (A7) to replace the numerator of (A8) with mξ , and combining with the

expression of τq in (24), we can express mα as a function of mξ :

mα = −

⎛
⎜⎝mξ

λH
+

m2
ξ τξ

τθ+m2
ξ τξ

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+m2
ξ τξ

⎞
⎟⎠
(

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+m2
ξ τξ

)√
τδ

ρ
√

τη

. (A9)

Inserting equation (A9) into equation (19), we can express τp as a function of
mξ . Then, inserting the resulting expression of τp into equation (A7), we obtain
the seventh-order polynomial of mξ ,

J7m7
ξ + J6m6

ξ + J5m5
ξ + J4m4

ξ + J3m3
ξ + J2m2

ξ + J1mξ + J0 = 0, (A10)

where the J-coefficients are given in the Internet Appendix.

Existence of the equilibrium. At mξ = 0, the left-hand side (LHS) of equa-
tion (A7) is zero, while the right-hand side (RHS) of equation (A7) exceeds λSτδ.
As mξ → ∞, the LHS of equation (A7) goes to ∞ and the RHS of equation (A7)
goes to λSτδ. Thus, by the intermediate value theorem, existence is established.

In addition, note that

0 <

τε

τθ+τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ+τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) <
τε

β

1
τθ+τε

1
τθ+τε

+ 1
τδ

.

So, by equation (A7), we have

λSτδ < mξ <
τε

β

1
τθ+τε

1
τθ+τε

+ 1
τδ

+ λSτδ,

which establishes the boundaries of mξ in Proposition 1.

A sufficient condition for the uniqueness. When the RHS of equation (A7) is
downward sloping, the equilibrium is unique among the class of linear equilib-
ria. In particular, given the expression of τp in (19), if m2

α determined by (A9) is
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increasing in mξ , then τp is increasing in mξ , so that the RHS of equation (A7)
is decreasing in mξ . Using (A9), we can show that ∂m2

α

∂mξ
> 0 if and only if

(
1 − ρ2)τ 2

ξ m4
ξ + τξ

(
2
(
1 − ρ2)τθ − τδ

)
m2

ξ + 2λHτθ τδτξmξ + τθ

((
1 − ρ2)τθ + τδ

)
> 0.

(A11)
Treating the fourth, second, and constant orders of mξ of the LHS of the above
condition as a quadratic polynomial of m2

ξ , we can show that when 8τθ (1 −
ρ2) > τδ, the determinant of this quadratic polynomial is negative so that the
value of this quadratic polynomial is always positive. As a result, when 8τθ (1 −
ρ2) > τδ, condition (A11) holds.

Expressions of the B-coefficients. Using the expressions of Bθ and Dp in (A3)
and (A6), we can compute

Bθ =

τε
τθ +τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ +τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λSτδ +
τp

τθ +τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ +τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λH

τq
τθ +τq

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

(h+1)
β
(

1
τθ +τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + h + λH
(h+1)

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

+ λSτδ

(
h + 1

) .

Note that the RHS of the above expression is known, since τp and τq are known
given the values of mξ and mα. Once we have Bθ , it follows that

mα = Bθ

Bα

, mξ = Bθ

Bξ

⇒ Bα = Bθ

mα

, Bξ = Bθ

mξ

.

Also, given Bθ , the value of Dp is known by (A6). Finally, using equations (A1)
and (A2), we can compute

B0 =

τθ θ̄−τp

(
ᾱ

mα
+ ξ̄

mξ

)
τθ +τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ +τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λH

τθ θ̄−τq
ξ̄

mξ

τθ +τq
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ +τq

Dp +
τp 1

Bθ
τθ +τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ +τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λH

τq 1
Bθ

τθ +τq
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ +τq

,

Bc =
h

β
(

1
τθ +τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + h + λH
h

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

+ λSτδh

Dp +
τp 1

Bθ
τθ +τε+τp

β
(

1
τθ +τε+τp

+ 1
τδ

) + λH

τq 1
Bθ

τθ +τq
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ +τq

.

B. Proof of Proposition 2

Part (a): The effect of λS.
From the proof of Proposition 1, we know that when 8τθ (1 − ρ2) > τδ, the
RHS of equation (26 ) in Proposition 1 is downward sloping in mξ . Note that
τε

β
τδ

τθ+τε+τp+τδ
is not affected by λS. So an increase in λS will shift upward the

RHS of equation (26) in Proposition 1. As a result, the equilibrium value of
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mξ will increase. In addition, from the proof of Proposition 1, the condition
8τθ (1 − ρ2) > τδ ensures that m2

α will increase with mξ . As a consequence, |mα|
increases with λS. Since both mξ and |mα| increase with λS, price informative-
ness τp increases with λS too.
The effect of λH .
Given mξ , an increase in λH will decrease m2

α by equation (A9) and τp by equa-
tion (19). This implies that the RHS of equation (26) shifts upward. Since under
the condition 8τθ (1 − ρ2) > τδ the RHS of equation (26) is downward sloping,
the equilibrium value of mξ increases.

By equation (26), mξ and τp move in opposite directions in response to an
increase in λH . Hence, ∂mξ /∂λH > 0 implies that ∂τp/∂λH < 0. By the expres-
sion of τp in equation (19), ∂mξ /∂λH > 0 and ∂τp/∂λH < 0 together imply that
∂|mα|/∂λH < 0.

Part (b): When λ̄ is small.
Fix (φS, φH ) and let λ̄ → 0. We first establish the limiting values of mξ , |mα|,
and τp. Using equations (19), (26), and (A9), we can show that mξ converges to
a finite value, which is the unique positive root of a cubic equation. We denote
this limiting value by m̂ξ,0. By equation (A9), we can compute

|mα| ∝ 1
λ̄

(
1 − ρ2

τδ

+ 1
τθ + m̂2

ξ,0τξ

)
m̂ξ,0

φH

√
τδ

ρ2τη

, (A12)

where “X ∝ Y ” means that limλ̄→0
X
Y = 1. Similarly, by equation (19), we can

compute

τp ∝ m̂2
ξ,0τξ . (A13)

We now compute the limiting values of derivatives ∂mξ

∂λ̄
,

∂τp

∂λ̄
, and ∂|mα |

∂λ̄
. By the

expression of τp in (19), we have

∂τp

∂λ̄
=

1

(m2
α )2

τα

∂m2
α

∂λ̄
+ 1(

m2
ξ

)2
τξ

∂m2
ξ

∂λ̄(
1

m2
ατα

+ 1
m2

ξ τξ

)2 . (A14)

By (A9), we can compute ∂m2
α

∂λ̄
= − 2|mα |mξ

φ2
H

√
τδ

ρ2τη
O( 1

λ̄2 ), where O( 1
λ̄2 ) means that

this term has the same order as 1
λ̄2 . Hence, by (A12) we have 1

(m2
α )2τα

∂m2
α

∂λ̄
→ 0 in

(A14). As a result,

∂τp

∂λ̄
∝

1(
m̂2

ξ,0

)2
τξ

∂m2
ξ

∂λ̄(
1

m̂2
ξ,0τξ

)2 = 2τξm̂ξ,0
∂mξ

∂λ̄
. (A15)
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Applying the implicit function theorem to equation (26), we have

∂mξ

∂λ̄
= −τε

β

τδ(
τθ + τε + τp + τδ

)2 ∂τp

∂λ̄
+ φSτδ. (A16)

Together with equations (A13) and (A15), we can compute

∂mξ

∂λ̄
∝ φSτδ

1 + τε

β
τδ(

τθ+τε+m̂2
ξ,0τξ +τδ

)2 2τξm̂ξ,0
> 0, (A17)

∂τp

∂λ̄
∝ 2τξm̂ξ,	=0

∂mξ

∂λ̄
> 0. (A18)

From (A9), we can compute

∂m2
α

∂λ̄
∝ − 2

λ̄3

(
1 − ρ2

τδ

+ 1
τθ + m̂2

ξ,0τξ

)2
τδ

ρ2τη

m̂2
ξ,0

φ2
H

< 0. (A19)

When λ̄ is large.
Fix (φS, φH ) and let λ̄ → ∞. First, by equation (26) and noting that τp is

bounded, we have

mξ ∝ λ̄φSτδ. (A20)

Using (A9) and (19), we have

m2
α ∝

((
1 − ρ2

τδ

)
φSτδ

φH
+ 1
)2

τδ

ρ2τη

, (A21)

τp ∝
((

1 − ρ2

τδ

)
φSτδ

φH
+ 1
)2

τδ

ρ2τη

τα, (A22)

both of which are finite.
We next show that all of the three derivatives ∂mξ

∂λ̄
,

∂τp

∂λ̄
, and ∂|mα |

∂λ̄
are finite,

and at the same time, we sign them. Using (A20) and (A9), we can show that

∂m2
α

∂λ̄
∝ −2

((
1 − ρ2

τδ

)
φSτδ

φH
+ 1
)(

1 − ρ2
)
τδφS

ρ2τηφH
< 0. (A23)

By (A14), (A20), (A21), and (A23), we can compute

∂τp

∂λ̄
∝ −2τατδ (1 − φH )

(
1 − ρ2

)(
ρ2φH + 1 − ρ2

)
ρ2φ2

Hτη

< 0. (A24)
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Finally, using (A16), (A22), and (A24), we have

∂mξ

∂λ̄
∝ τε

β

τδ

(
2τατδφS(1−ρ2)(ρ2φH+1−ρ2)

ρ2φ2
Hτη

)
(

τθ + τε +
((

1−ρ2

τδ

)
φSτδ

φH
+ 1
)2

τδ

ρ2τη
τα + τδ

)2 + φSτδ > 0. (A25)

C. Proof of Proposition 3

By demand functions (16), (21), and (22) as well as the market-clearing con-
dition (9), we can show that,[

1
βvar( ṽ|s̃i, c̃, p̃)

+ λS

var
(
ṽ|θ̃ , p̃

) + λH
1−ρ2

τδ
+ var

(
θ̃ |q̃)

]
E(ṽ − p̃)

= hE(p̃ − c̃) + λH
ρ
√

τηᾱ[
1−ρ2

τδ
+ var

(
θ̃ |q̃)]√τδ

. (A26)

We then use the expression of ṽ in (14) to obtain

E(p̃ − c̃) = θ̄ − c̄
h + 1

− E(ṽ − p̃)
h + 1

. (A27)

From equations (A26) and (A27), we can compute equation (29).

D. Proof of Corollary 1

When ᾱ = 0, the effects of the λ’s on |E(ṽ − p̃)| are determined by the denom-
inator of equation (29), given by

DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)| ≡ h
h + 1

+ λSτδ + λH
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+τq

+
(
τp + τθ + τε

)
τδ

β
(
τp + τθ + τδ + τε

) . (A28)

Thus, in the following proof, we examine this denominator DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)|.
The effect of λS. Parameter λS affects DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)| through three terms:

λSτδ,
λH

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

, and (τp+τθ+τε )τδ

β(τp+τθ+τδ+τε ) . Clearly, an increase in λS directly increases

the first term. Parameter λS affects the second term indirectly through τq and
the third term indirectly through τp. By part (a) of Proposition 2, we know that
an increase in λS will increase mξ and τp. By the expression of τq in (24), τq
increases with λS. As a result, both the second term λH

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

and the third

term (τp+τθ+τε )τδ

β(τp+τθ+τδ+τε ) increase with λS. Overall, DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)| increases in λS, and
thus |E(ṽ − p̃)| decreases with λS.

The effect of λH . Parameter λH affects DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)| through two terms,
λH

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

and (τp+τθ+τε )τδ

β(τp+τθ+τδ+τε ) , and it affects these two terms in opposite directions.
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Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2659

(By part (a) of Proposition 2, an increase in λH will increase mξ but decrease
τp. So, by the expression of τq in (24), τq increases with λS and thus λH

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +τq

increases with λH . The term (τp+τθ+τε )τδ

β(τp+τθ+τδ+τε ) decreases with λH through τp.) Using
equation (26 ) in Proposition 1, we can rewrite DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)| as

DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)| = λH
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+m2
ξ τξ

− τδ

τε

mξ +
(

h
h + 1

+ τδ

β
+ τδ

τε

λSτδ + λSτδ

)
.

Taking the derivative, we get

∂DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)|
∂λH

= 1
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+m2
ξ τξ

+

⎡
⎢⎣ λH(

1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ+m2
ξ τξ

)2

2mξ τξ(
τθ + m2

ξ τξ

)2 − τδ

τε

⎤
⎥⎦∂mξ

∂λH
.

When λH is sufficiently large, we must have λH

( 1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +m2

ξ
τξ

)2

2mξ τξ

(τθ+m2
ξ τξ )2 − τδ

τε
> 0 since

mξ is bounded. Given ∂mξ

∂λH
> 0, we know that ∂DEN|E(ṽ−p̃)|

∂λH
> 0 for sufficiently large

λH .

E. Proof of Proposition 4

Part (a): By equations (14) and (15), we have

cov(α̃ + η̃, ṽ − p̃) = −(h + 1
)
cov(α̃, p̃) + cov

(
η̃, δ̃
) = −

(
h + 1

)
Bα

τα

+ ρ√
τδτη

.

From (A9), we have

Bα = −Bθ

ρ
√

τη(
1−ρ2

τδ
+ 1

τθ +m2
ξ
τξ

)√
τδ

mξ

λH
+

m2
ξ
τξ

τθ +m2
ξ
τξ

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +m2

ξ
τξ

.

Thus,

cov(α̃ + η̃, ṽ − p̃) =

⎡
⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎢⎣
(
h + 1

)
Bθ

τα

τη

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +m2

ξ
τξ

mξ

λH
+

m2
ξ
τξ

τθ +m2
ξ
τξ

1−ρ2
τδ

+ 1
τθ +m2

ξ
τξ

+ 1

⎤
⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎥⎦

ρ√
τδτη

,

which implies that cov(α̃ + η̃, ṽ − p̃) > 0 if and only if ρ > 0.
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Part (b): Without loss of generality, let us assume ρ > 0. When λH = 0, we
have

cov(α̃ + η̃, ṽ − p̃) = ρ√
τδτη

.

When λH > 0, we have

cov(α̃ + η̃, ṽ − p̃) >
ρ√
τητδ

.

Thus, it must be the case that cov(α̃ + η̃, ṽ − p̃) is increasing in λH at λH = 0.
This is true both when we treat λH as a free parameter and when we vary λH
by varying λ̄.

F. Proof of Proposition 5

Inserting the expressions of yt in (31), xt−1 in (36), and zt and zt−1 in (37)
into the date-t spot market-clearing condition, yt + zt = xt−1 + zt−1, we obtain
equation (42) in Proposition 5. Also, equation (42) implies that the spot price
ṽt does not contain additional information beyond the futures price p̃t .

The futures price p̃t is determined by the system that consists of the futures
market-clearing condition and the three demand functions from commodity
producers, financial speculators, and financial hedgers. In this system, the ex-
ogenous information is {θ̃t, δ̃t, c̃t−1, ṽt−1, p̃t−1, c̃t, θ̃t+1, α̃t+1, ξ̃t}. We thus conjec-
ture the linear price function

p̃t = A(It ) + B(θ̃t+1, α̃t+1, ξ̃t ),

where

A(It ) = A0,t + Aθ,t θ̃t + Aδ,t δ̃t + Ac,t c̃t−1 + Av,t ṽt−1 + Ap,t p̃t−1 + Bc,t c̃t,

B(θ̃t+1, α̃t+1, ξ̃t ) = Bθ,t θ̃t+1 + Bα,tα̃t+1 + Bξ,t ξ̃t .

Function A(It ) corresponds to public information, and function B(θ̃t+1, α̃t+1, ξ̃t )
corresponds to private information. The A-coefficients and the B-coefficients
are endogenous. In relation to equation (15) in the baseline model, coefficients
(Bc,t, Bθ,t, Bα,t, Bξ,t ) correspond to (Bc, Bθ , Bα, Bξ ) in (15), and the term A0,t +
Aθ,t θ̃t + Aδ,t δ̃t + Ac,t c̃t−1 + Av,t ṽt−1 + Ap,t p̃t−1 corresponds to B0 in (15).

To compute the demand functions, we need to figure out the expression of
ṽt+1. Applying equation (42) one period forward and using the conjectured price
function for p̃t+1, we can compute

ṽt+1 = k
1 + k

(
Bθ,t+1θ̃t+2 + Bc,t+1c̃t+1 + Bα,t+1α̃t+2 + Bξ,t+1ξ̃t+1

)

+ 1
1 + k

⎡
⎢⎣ kA0,t+1 + (kAθ,t+1 + 1

)
θ̃t+1

+(kAδ,t+1 + 1
)
δ̃t+1 + (kAc,t+1 + h

)
c̃t

+k
(
Av,t+1 + 1

)
ṽt + [kAp,t+1 − (h + k

)]
p̃t

⎤
⎥⎦. (A29)
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Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2661

By equations (35) to (37), the futures demand of date-t commodity producer
i is

dP,t,i = E(ṽt+1|It, s̃t,i) − p̃t

βvar(ṽt+1|It, s̃t,i)
− h(p̃t − c̃t ) − k(p̃t − ṽt ). (A30)

Using (A29), we have

E(ṽt+1|It, s̃t,i) = k
1 + k

(
Bθ,t+1θ̄ + Bc,t+1c̄

)
+ 1

1 + k

[
kA0,t+1 + (kAθ,t+1 + 1

)
E(θ̃t+1|It, s̃t,i) + (kAc,t+1 + h

)
c̃t

+ k
(
Av,t+1 + 1

)
ṽt + [kAp,t+1 − (h + k

)]
p̃t

]
(A31)

and

var(ṽt+1|It, s̃t,i)

=
(

k
1 + k

)2(
B2

θ,t+1
1
τθ

+ B2
c,t+1

1
τc

+ B2
α,t+1

1
τα

+ B2
ξ,t+1

1
τξ

)

+ 1(
1 + k

)2
[(

kAθ,t+1 + 1
)2Var(θ̃t+1|It, s̃t,i) + (kAδ,t+1 + 1

)2 1
τδ

]
. (A32)

Date-t commodity producer i can read information from the prevailing fu-
tures price p̃t , which is equivalent to the following signal to her:

s̃p,t = p̃t − A(It )
Bθ,t

= θ̃t+1 + Bα,t

Bθ,t
α̃t+1 + Bξ,t

Bθ,t
ξ̃t, (A33)

which is normally distributed with mean θ̃t+1 and precision given by

τp,t =
[(

Bα,t

Bθ,t

)2 1
τα

+
(

Bξ,t

Bθ,t

)2 1
τξ

]−1

. (A34)

Similar to the baseline model, parameter τp,t measures price informativeness
of the date-t financial market. Using Bayes’ rule, we can compute

E(θ̃t+1|It, s̃t,i) = E(θ̃t+1|s̃p,t, s̃t,i) = τθ θ̄ + τp,t s̃p,t + τε s̃t,i

τθ + τp,t + τε

, (A35)

var(θ̃t+1|It, s̃t,i) = var(θ̃t+1|s̃p,t, s̃t,i) = 1
τθ + τp,t + τε

. (A36)

Inserting equations (A31), (A32), (A33), (A35), and (A36) into equation (A30)
and aggregating, we can express the aggregate demand function from commod-
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ity producers as

∫ 1

0
dP,t,idi = �P

0,t + �P
θ,t θ̃t+1 + �P

c,t c̃t + �P
α,tα̃t+1 + �P

ξ,t ξ̃t + �P
p,t p̃t + �P

v,t ṽt, (A37)

where the �-coefficients are given in the Internet Appendix.
Date-t financial speculators’ futures demand is given by equation (39). Using

(A29), we can compute the conditional moments as

E(ṽt+1|It, θ̃t+1) = k
1 + k

(
Bθ,t+1θ̄ + Bc,t+1c̄

)
+ 1

1 + k

[
kA0,t+1 + (kAθ,t+1 + 1

)
θ̃t+1 + (kAc,t+1 + h

)
c̃t

+ k
(
Av,t+1 + 1

)
ṽt + [kAp,t+1 − (h + k

)]
p̃t

]
,

(A38)

var(ṽt+1|It, θ̃t+1) =
(
kAδ,t+1 + 1

)2 1
τδ(

1 + k
)2

+
(

k
1 + k

)2
(

B2
θ,t+1

τθ

+ B2
c,t+1

τc
+ B2

α,t+1

τα

+ B2
ξ,t+1

τξ

)
. (A39)

Inserting the two moment expressions above into equation (39), we can com-
pute the total demand from financial speculators as

	S,tdS,t = �S
0,t + �S

θ,t θ̃t+1 + �S
c,t c̃t + �S

p,t p̃t + �S
v,t ṽt, (A40)

where the �-coefficients are given in the Internet Appendix.
We can compute the demand function of date-t financial hedgers as

dH,t = 1
γH

E(ṽt+1|It, α̃t+1) − p̃t − (kAδ,t+1+1)ρ√
τη

(1+k)√τδ
α̃t+1

var(ṽt+1|It, α̃t+1) − (kAδ,t+1+1)2
ρ2

(1+k)2
τδ

. (A41)

Using (A29), we have

E(ṽt+1|It, α̃t+1) = k
1 + k

(
Bθ,t+1θ̄ + Bc,t+1c̄

)

+ 1
1 + k

⎡
⎢⎣

(
kAθ,t+1 + 1

)
E(θ̃t+1|q̃t )

+kA0,t+1 + (kAc,t+1 + h
)
c̃t

+k
(
Av,t+1 + 1

)
ṽt + [kAp,t+1 − (h + k

)]
p̃t

⎤
⎥⎦, (A42)
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Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2663

var(ṽt+1|It, α̃t+! ) =
(

k
1 + k

)2(
B2

θ,t+1
1
τθ

+ B2
c,t+1

1
τc

+ B2
α,t+1

1
τα

+ B2
ξ,t+1

1
τξ

)

+
(
kAδ,t+1 + 1

)2 1
τδ

+ (kAθ,t+1 + 1
)2var(θ̃t+1|q̃t )(

1 + k
)2 , (A43)

where q̃t is the signal that financial speculators extract from the price p̃t ,

q̃t = p̃t − A(It ) − Bα,tα̃t+1

Bθ,t
= θ̃t+1 + Bξ,t

Bθ,t
ξ̃t, (A44)

which is normally distributed with mean θ̃t+1 and precision given by

τq,t =
(

Bθ,t

Bξ,t

)2

τξ . (A45)

Inserting (A42) to (A44) into (A41), we can compute the aggregate demand
from date-t financial hedgers as

	H,tdH,t = �H
0,t + �H

θ,t θ̃t+1 + �H
c,t c̃t + �H

α,t α̃t+1 + �H
ξ,t ξ̃t + �H

p,t p̃t + �H
v,t ṽt, (A46)

where the �-coefficients are given in the Internet Appendix.
Inserting the demand functions (A37), (A40), and (A46) into the futures

market-clearing condition (40), and using the expressions of ṽt and G̃t in equa-
tions (42) and (43), we can compute the implied price function. Comparing this
implied price function with the conjectured price function, we then obtain the
following system of equations:

A0,t = − �P
0,t + �S

0,t + �H
0,t(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (A47)

Aθ,t = −
�P

v,t+�S
v,t+�H

v,t
1+k(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (A48)

Aδ,t = −
�P

v,t+�S
v,t+�H

v,t
1+k(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (A49)

Ac,t = −
�P

v,t+�S
v,t+�H

v,t
1+k(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

h, (A50)

Av,t = −
�P

v,t+�S
v,t+�H

v,t
1+k(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

k, (A51)
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Ap,t =
�P

v,t+�S
v,t+�H

v,t
1+k(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

(
h + k

)
, (A52)

Bc,t = − �P
c,t + �S

c,t + �H
c,t(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (A53)

Bθ,t = − �P
θ,t + �S

θ,t + �H
θ,t(

�P
p,t + �S

p,t + �H
p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (A54)

Bα,t = − �P
α,t + �H

α,t(
�P

p,t + �S
p,t + �H

p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

, (A55)

Bξ,t = − �P
ξ,t + �H

ξ,t + 1(
�P

p,t + �S
p,t + �H

p,t

)+ (�P
v,t + �S

v,t + �H
v,t

) k
1+k

. (A56)

Note that equation (A47) is equation (45) in Proposition 5 and that equa-
tions (A54) to (A56) are equations (47) to (49) in Proposition 5.

By equations (A48) to (A52), we can show

Aδ,t = Aθ,t, Ac,t = hAθ,t, Av,t = kAθ,t, and Ap,t = −(h + k
)
Aθ,t .

By the expressions of Ac,t and Bc,t in (A50) and (A53) and the expressions of �’s
in the Internet Appendix, we can show that Bc,t = 1+k

k Ac,t . Define A1,t ≡ Aθ,t .
Equation (A48) then becomes equation (46) in Proposition 5.
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Büyükşahin, Bahattin, and Michel A. Robe, 2014, Speculators, commodities and cross-market link-
ages, Journal of International Money and Finance 42, 38–70.

Chari, V. V., and Lawrence J. Christiano, 2017, Financialization in commodity markets, Working
paper, University of Minnesota and Northwestern University.

Chen, Fan, and Scott C. Linn, 2017, Investment and operating choice: Oil and natural gas futures
prices and drilling activity, Energy Economics 66, 54–68.

Cheng, Ing-Haw, Andrei Kirilenko, and Wei Xiong, 2015, Convective risk flows in commodity fu-
tures markets, Review of Finance 19, 1733–1781.

Cheng, Ing-Haw, and Wei Xiong, 2014, The financialization of commodity markets, Annual Review
of Financial Economics 6, 419–441.

Chowdhry, Bhagwan, and Vikram Nanda, 1991, Multimarket trading and market liquidity, Review
of Financial Studies 4, 483–511.

Danthine, Jean-Pierre,1978, Information, futures prices and stabilizing speculation, Journal of
Economic Theory 17, 79–98.

David, Joel M., Hugo A. Hopenhayn, and Venky Venkateswaran, 2016, Information, misallocation
and aggregate productivity, Quarterly Journal of Economics 131, 943–1005.

Easley, David, Maureen O’Hara, and Liyan Yang, 2014, Opaque trading, disclosure, and asset
prices: Implications for hedge fund regulation, Review of Financial Studies 27, 1190–1237.

Easley, David, Maureen O’Hara, and Liyan Yang, 2016, Differential access to price information in
financial markets, Journal of Financial and Quantitative Analysis 51, 1071–1110.

Ekeland, Ivar, Delphine Lautier, and Bertrand Villeneuve, 2019, Hedging pressure and specula-
tion in commodity markets, Economic Theory 68, 83–123.

Fama, Eugene F., 1970, Efficient capital markets: A review of theory and empirical work, Journal
of Finance 25, 383–417.

Fama, Eugene F., and Kenneth R. French, 1987, Commodity futures prices: Some evidence on
forecast power, premiums, and the theory of storage, Journal of Business 60, 55–73.

Farboodi, Maryam, and Laura Veldkamp, 2020, Long-run growth of financial data technology,
American Economic Review 110, 2485–2523.

Fattouh, Bassam, Lutz Kilian, and Lavan Mahadeva, 2013, The role of speculation in oil markets:
What have we learned so far? Energy Journal 34, 7–33.

Fattouh, Bassam, and Lavan Mahadeva, 2014, Causes and implications of shifts in financial par-
ticipation in commodity markets, Journal of Futures Markets 34, 757–787.

Gardner, Bruce L., and Ramón López, 1996, The inefficiency of interest-rate subsidies in commod-
ity price stabilization, American Journal of Agricultural Economics 78, 508–516.

Gârleanu, Nicolae, and Lasse Heje Pedersen, 2018, Efficiently inefficient markets for assets and
asset management, Journal of Finance 73, 1663–1712.

Gennotte, Gerard, and Hayne Leland, 1990, Market liquidity, hedging, and crashes, American
Economic Review 80, 999–1021.

Goldstein, Itay, Yan Li, and Liyan Yang, 2014, Speculation and hedging in segmented markets,
Review of Financial Studies 27, 881–922.

Goldstein, Itay, and Liyan Yang, 2017, Information disclosure in financial markets, Annual Review
of Financial Economics 9, 101–125.

Gorton, Gary B., Fumio Hayashi, and K. Geert Rouwenhorst, 2012, The fundamentals of commod-
ity futures returns, Review of Finance 17, 35–105.

 15406261, 2022, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jofi.13165 by U

niversity O
f Pennsylvania, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/03/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhy129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0304-405X(88)90075-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2017.05.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rof/rfu043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-financial-110613-034432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-financial-110613-034432
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/4.3.483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/4.3.483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-0531(78)90124-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-0531(78)90124-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/qje/qjw006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hht079
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0022109016000491
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00199-018-1115-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2325486
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2325486
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/296385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/aer.20171349
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/fut.21674
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1243269
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hht059
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-financial-110716-032355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev-financial-110716-032355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rof/rfs019


2666 The Journal of Finance®

Gorton, Gary B., and K. Geert Rouwenhorst, 2006, Facts and fantasies about commodity futures,
Financial Analysts Journal 62, 47–68.

Grossman, Sanford J., 1977, On the existence of futures markets, noisy rational expectations, and
informational externalities, Review of Economic Studies 64, 431–449.

Grossman, Sanford J., and Joseph E. Stiglitz, 1980, On the impossibility of informationally effi-
cient markets, American Economic Review 70, 393–408.

Hamilton, James D., and Jing Cynthia Wu, 2014, Risk premia in crude oil futures prices, Journal
of International Money and Finance 42, 9–37.

Hamilton, James D., and Jing Cynthia Wu, 2015, Effects of index-fund investing on commodity
futures prices, International Economic Review 56, 187–205.

Han, Bing, Ya Tang, and Liyan Yang, 2016, Public information and uninformed trading: Implica-
tions for market liquidity and price efficiency, Journal of Economic Theory 163, 604–643.

Henderson, Brian J., Neil D. Pearson, and Li Wang, 2015, New evidence on the financialization of
commodity markets, Review of Financial Studies 28, 1285–1311.

Hicks, John Richard, 1939, Value and Capital (Oxford University Press, Cambridge).
Hirshleifer, David, 1988, Residual risk, trading costs, and commodity futures risk premia, Review

of Financial Studies 1, 173–193.
Hirshleifer, David, 1990, Hedging pressure and futures price movements in a general equilibrium

model, Econometrica 58, 411–428.
Hirshleifer, Jack, 1971, The private and social value of information and the reward to incentive

activity, American Economic Review 61, 561–574.
Irwin, Scott H., 2012, Does the Masters hypothesis explain recent food price spikes? Working

paper, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign.
Irwin, Scott H., and Dwight R. Sanders, 2011, Index funds, financialization, and commodity fu-

tures markets, Applied Economic Perspectives and Policy 33, 1–31.
Irwin, Scott H., and Dwight R. Sanders, 2012, Testing the Masters hypothesis in commodity fu-

tures markets, Energy Economics 34, 256–269.
Kaldor, Nicholas, 1939, Speculation and economic stability, Review of Economic Studies 7, 1–27.
Keynes, John Maynard, 1930, A Treatise on Money, Vol. 2 (Macmillan, London).
Knittel, Christopher R., and Robert S. Pindyck, 2016, The simple economics of commodity price

speculation, American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics 8, 85–110.
Kurlat, Pablo, and Laura Veldkamp, 2015, Should we regulate financial information? Journal of

Economic Theory 158, 697–720.
Leclercq, Emmanuel, and Rémy Praz, 2014, Equilibrium commodity trading, Working paper, Ecole

Polytechnique Fédérale de Lausanne and Copenhagen Business School.
Leland, Hayne E., 1992, Insider trading: Should it be prohibited?, Journal of Political Economy

100, 859–887.
Raman, Vikas, Michel A. Robe, and Pradeep K. Yadav, 2017, The third dimension of financializa-

tion: Electronification, intraday institutional trading, and commodity market quality, Working
paper, Warwick Business School, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, and University
of Oklahoma.

Ready, Mark, and Robert Ready, 2022, Order flows and financial investor impacts in commodity
futures markets, Review of Financial Studies (forthcoming).

Singleton, Kenneth J., 2014, Investor flows and the 2008 boom/bust in oil prices, Management
Science 60, 300–318.

Sockin, Michael, and Wei Xiong, 2015, Informational frictions and commodity markets, Journal of
Finance 70, 2063–2098.

Stein, Jeremy C., 1987, Informational externalities and welfare-reducing speculation, Journal of
Political Economy 95, 1123–1145.

Subrahmanyam, Avanidhar, 1991, A theory of trading in stock index futures, Review of Financial
Studies 4, 17–51.

Tang, Ke, and Wei Xiong, 2012, Index investment and financialization of commodities, Financial
Analysts Journal 68, 54–74.

Tang, Ke, and Haoxiang Zhu, 2016, Commodities as collateral, Review of Financial Studies 29,
2110–2160.

 15406261, 2022, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jofi.13165 by U

niversity O
f Pennsylvania, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/03/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://dx.doi.org/10.2469/faj.v62.n2.4083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2013.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jimonfin.2013.08.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/iere.12099
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jet.2016.02.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhu091
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/1.2.173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/1.2.173
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2938209
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/aepp/ppq032
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2011.10.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2967593
http://dx.doi.org/10.1257/mac.20140033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jet.2015.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jet.2015.02.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/261843
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2013.1756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2013.1756
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jofi.12261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jofi.12261
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/261508
http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/261508
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/4.1.17
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/4.1.17
http://dx.doi.org/10.2469/faj.v68.n6.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.2469/faj.v68.n6.5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/rfs/hhw029


Commodity Financialization and Information Transmission 2667

Wang, Jiang, 1994, A model of competitive stock trading volume, Journal of Political Economy 102,
127–168.

Whited, Toni M., 1992, Debt, liquidity constraints, and corporate investment: Evidence from panel
data, Journal of Finance 47, 1425–1460.

Working, Holbrook, 1949, The theory of the price of storage, American Economic Review 39, 1254–
1262.

Yang, Fan, 2013, Investment shocks and the commodity basis spread, Journal of Financial Eco-
nomics 110, 164–184.

Supporting Information

Additional Supporting Information may be found in the online version of this
article at the publisher’s website:

Appendix S1: Internet Appendix.
Replication Code.

 15406261, 2022, 5, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/jofi.13165 by U

niversity O
f Pennsylvania, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/03/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

http://dx.doi.org/10.1086/261924
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6261.1992.tb04664.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2013.04.012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jfineco.2013.04.012

