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Abstract

This paper considers the implications of adding capital as a factor
of production in a stochastic DGE model with sticky prices for the
effects of money growth shocks. Particular attention is given to the
role of money demand and to the form of the utility function. I con-
sider cash-in-advance- (CIA) as well as money-in-the-utility-function-
(MIU) models, with CRRA and GHH preferences, to evaluate their
ability to generate persistence. It is shown that even in a MIU-model
with a GHH utility function and a high elasticity of labor supply
with respect to the real wage the additional intertemporal substitution
channel opened through capital accumulation does have a significant
dampening influence on the persistence effects of monetary shocks. In
a CIA-setup with GHH preferences the model can generate the lig-
uidity effect. A multiplicatively separable CRRA utility function in
the MIU-model cannot account for the observed persistent reactions
of inflation and output either.
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1 Introduction

Can monetary shocks generate persistent responses of inflation and output?
This question has been addressed in a battery of papers in the last few years.
The most prominent paper is the one of [4, Chari/Kehoe/McGrattan (2000)]
who conclude that standard models with staggered prices generate only a
positive output reaction for the time of exogenous price stickiness. Several
attempts have been made to challenge this result.

Very recently [5, Christiano/Eichenbaum/Evans (2001)] have developed
a DGE model that is capable of generating the observed persistence of mon-
etary shocks in US data. With an average duration of two to three quarters
wage contracts are the critical nominal friction, not price contracts. If inertia
in inflation and output persistence is the main goal to match then they show
that variable capacity utilization is most important. To explain the reac-
tion of all variables they include habit persistence in consumption as well as
adjustment costs in investment. It should be noted that these authors use
a limited information econometric strategy that is not yet common in the
literature so that the results are difficult to compare to existing studies.

[8, Dotsey/King (2001)] stress the importance of variable capacity uti-
lization as well. They demonstrate that persistence is possible even in a
sticky price model that features labor supply variability through changes in
employment and incorporates produced inputs as intermediate goods. All
these three ingredients together produce a flat reaction of real marginal costs
to a money growth shock. In turn this reduces the extent of price adjust-
ments of the firms. Unfortunately this gradual adjustment of the price level
is responsible for the rise in the nominal interest rate: the model does not
display the liquidity effect.

Intermediates also play an important role in the work of [16, Huang/Liu/
Phaneuf (2000)] as well as [24, Linnemann (2000)]. The former also evaluate
the performance of staggered wage models in relation to staggered price mod-
els. They conclude that their staggered wage model with intermediates can
generate more persistence than a respective price model. Intermediates in
general cause a trade off between inflation and output persistence: autocor-
relations of output rise while those of inflation decrease. Especially staggered
prices and wages are needed to produce a weak but slightly positive response
of the real wage to a monetary shock, as is observed empirically.

[25, Maufner (2000)] has proposed a model with wage staggering aug-
mented by adjustment costs of employment and prices at the firm level.



This model delivers the best results in a variant with small adjustment costs
of labor while otherwise responses are even too strong.

[6, Dib/Phaneuf (2001)] discuss a similar model as Maufner but with
price staggering instead of wage staggering. In a variant of the model with a
nominal rigidity through costly price adjustment and a real rigidity through
adjusting the labor input output, hours and real wages show a persistent
reaction to a monetary shock. Moreover, the model can explain the decline
in hours worked after a productivity shock, as observed in US postwar data.

In this paper special attention is given to the role of the implied money
demand function for the persistency effects of money growth shocks. To do
so cash-in-advance- (CIA) as well as money-in-the-utility-function- (MIU)
models are proposed. These models are augmented by capital accumulation
considerations. In contrast to models without capital the specific form of the
utility function and the implied elasticity of labor supply with respect to the
real wage play a minor role. The intertemporal substitution channel opened
up by capital accumulation leads to very strong reactions of the firm’s real
marginal cost even in a MIU-model with GHH preferences and a high labor
supply elasticity. Interestingly the CIA-model can display the liquidity effect
under GHH preferences: a falling nominal interest rate. Under benchmark
parameter values a CIA-ecomomy generally displays more persistency than
a MIU-world. Overall the results show that persistent output and inflation
responses to money growth shocks cannot be explained in an economy with
capital. Even an interest rate sensitive money demand together with a low
real marginal cost elasticity cannot account for the observed reactions either.

Unfortunately it is not possible to study disaggregated variables because
this leads to theoretical difficulties with respect to the aggregation of the
production functions (no perfect aggregation possible) and also to computa-
tional problems concerning the uniqueness of the model solution (sunspots
and multiple equilibria). So a symmetric equilibrium will be considered.

The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes in detail the dif-
ferent models, the steady state and the calibration. In section 3 impulse
responses are discussed for the CIA- and the MIU-model. Section 4 con-
cludes and gives some suggestions for future research.



2 The Models

2.1 The Household

The representative household is assumed to have preferences over consump-
tion (¢;) and leisure (1 — ny). I consider two different sets of functions under
two different setups. In the one setup, CIA-models are considered while in
the other MIU-models are evaluated. Both will be calculated through for
special utility functions. Since they differ for the setups they will be dis-
cussed separately below. The first momentary utility function considered
under CIA is the one used by [22, King/Wolman (1999)] and is given by
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Here a, is a preference shock that also acts like a productivity shock. 6 and ~
are positive parameters. o governs the degree of risk aversion. This function
is familiar from the analysis of [14, Greenwood/Hercowitz/Huffman (1988)]
and accordingly labeled GHH preferences. It has the special property that
hours worked only depend upon the real wage and not upon consumption
(no wealth effects).

The second utility function analyzed under CIA is the standard CRRA
function used in many Real Business Cycle models. { measures the relative
weight of consumption for the representative agent.
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Under a MIU-specification the corresponding GHH function to (1) is given
by
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The MIU-specification was - among others - proposed by [26, Sidrauski
(1967)]. Consumers are supposed to have preferences over real money bal-
ances M, /P, since they facilitate transactions. They are introduced using



a CES function together with consumption. This expression replaces the
consumption term in (1). 7 is a share parameter and v will be shown to
determine the interest elasticity of the implied money demand function. In
case of CRRA preferences the specification in the CES form is embedded
in a Cobb-Douglas structure with labor where ( again acts as a weighting
parameter.

NITa%

(4)

l1-0o

o (ot =) (3)) =m0
) N l—0o
Note that for v = 1 = 1 this collapses to the CIA-specification of utility.
The nonseparability here makes it possible to consider the influence of the
money demand distortions on the dynamic evolution of consumption, labor
and capital.
The household’s budget has to be modified in comparison to a pure labor
economy since it can now invest ¢; units of the final good to augment the
capital stock k;. It also receives factor payments z;k;_; for supplying capital
to intermediate goods producing firms. The new constraint is therefore given

by
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where z; denotes the real return on capital. The uses of wealth are real
consumption ¢, holdings of real money balances M,/ P, and real bonds B,/ F;.
The household has several sources of his wealth. It earns money working in
the market at the real wage rate w; (wyn;) and can spend its money holdings
carried over from the previous period (M;_1/P,). There are also previous
period bond holdings including the interest on them (1+ Ry 1) (B;_1/P;).!
Finally the household receives a monetary transfer M; from the government
or the monetary authority, respectively. This transfer is equal to the change
in money balances, i.e.

Mf - Mt - Mt—l (6)

!The household also receives profits from the intermediate goods firms. Since these
profits will be zero in the equilibrium they are not explicitly included in the budget con-
straint here.



Regarding utility function (1) and (2) the household faces a cash-in-advance
constraint. It can consume only out of cash balances it has received before.
This condition is therefore given by

PtCt S Mt—l + Mf (7)

The capital stock increases according to the following law of motion:

b= (1= 0k 0 () b ©)

There are costs of adjusting the capital stock which are captured by the
¢ function. ¢ is the rate of depreciation. The detailed properties will be
discussed in the calibration subsection. Because this equation cannot be
explicitly solved for i; a third Lagrange multiplier (6;) has to be introduced
into the optimization problem of the household. The Lagrangian in case of
utility function (1) and (2) (index H1) (CIA-model) is then given by:
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Here small variables indicate real quantities, i.e. for example m; = M,;/P,.
Households optimize over ¢, ny, i, k;, m; and b, taking prices and the initial
values of the price level P, and the capital stock kg as well as the outstanding
stocks of money M, and bonds By as given. The first order conditions for an
interior solution are reported below.
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The derivatives with respect to A\; and €2; are omitted since they are equal
to the intertemporal budget constraint and the cash-in-advance constraint,
respectively. The derivative with respect to 6, is not reported again since it
is given by the capital accumulation condition stated above. ¢’ denotes the
derivative of the ¢-function with respect to the investment to capital ratio
which is regarded as one argument. Note that these conditions result from
the more general Kuhn-Tucker conditions assuming that all variables and
multipliers are strictly positive. This implies especially that - given €2, > 0 -
the CIA-constraint is always binding and that the nominal interest rate R;
is positive. Otherwise (14) and (15) will not be compatible. In addition the
household’s optimal choices must also satisfy the transversality conditions:

tlim BNz =0 for x =m,b, k (16)

The familiar result that the first two efficiency conditions imply the equal-
ity of the marginal rate of substitution between consumption and labor and
the real wage is distorted here by the cash-in-advance constraint. The real
wage is now given by
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This equation can be derived by eliminating €2, in the efficiency condition
for consumption using the efficiency condition for money. Note the different
timing of the marginal utility of consumption and labor which alters the
dynamic evolution of w;. There is also a direct influence of inflation on the
real wage.

The efficiency condition for bond holdings establishes a relation between the
nominal interest rate and the price level. Rearranging terms yields

At 1Pt+1
1+ R) =~
( 2 M1 B P

Supposed the Fisher equation is valid the real interest rate r; is implicitly

defined as

(18)
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because P,y1/P; equals one plus the rate of expected inflation which is ap-
proximated by the ex-post-inflation rate.

In case of the MIU-model the CIA-constraint is dropped since money
demand will be determined endogenously through the derivative with respect
to my. In this case m; shows up in the utility function, of course. So the
Lagrangian (index H2) will be given by

Lys = Ep Zﬁtu<ctamtuntuat)

t=0

> P,
+ Z B\ <Zt]<?t—1 + wyng + my_q thl +my
=0

P )
+(14+ Ri—1) by le _Ct_zt_mt_bt> (20)
t

+ Zﬁtﬁt ((1 —0) ki1 + ¢ <kz—t) ki1 — k‘t) ]
P -1

In order to compare both setups the first order conditions are again reported.
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The derivatives with respect to n; and b, are essentially the same as for H1.
As before, Py, kg, My and By are given and the transversality conditions hold.
In the consumption Euler equation the influence of the second Lagrange
multiplier €2; disappears whereas in the efficiency condition for money the
marginal utility of real balances has to be considered. This derivative de-
termines the endogenous money demand function. Combining the optimum
conditions for consumption, bonds and money yields the following equation:
ou (¢, my, g, ar)  Ou (e, my,ng,a;) Ry

pum 2
(9mt (%t 1+ Rt ( 7)

This specification allows to estimate an empirical money demand function.
A detailed description will be presented in the calibration section. For the
Taylor approximations see Appendix A.

Two important implications come out right here. First, the real wage
rate will be determined by the usual marginal rate of substitution between
consumption and labor, in contrast to the additional dynamics in the CIA-
model (see (17)). Second, the implied money demand function is independent
of the specific form of the monetary transfer M; and, in addition, it depends
directly upon the nominal interest rate (see (27)).
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2.2 The Finished Goods Producing Firm

The firm producing the final good y; in the economy uses y;; units of each
intermediate good j € [0, 1] purchased at price P;; to produce y; units of the
finished good. The production function is assumed to be a CES aggregator
as in |7, Dixit/Stiglitz (1977)] with € > 1.

1 €/(e—1)

Y = / yiVdj (28)
0

The firm maximizes its profits over ¥, given the above production function
and given the price P;. So the problem can be written as

1 1 e/(e—1)
max Py, — /]3j7tyj,tdj st. Yy = /yﬁftl)/edj (29)
5.t
0 0

The first order conditions for each good j imply

P\
wi=(24) (30

where —e measures the constant price elasticity of demand for each good
J. Since the firm operates under perfect competition it does not make any
profits. Inserting the demand function into the profit function and imposing
the zero profit condition reveals that the only price P, that is consistent with
this requirement is given by

1 1/(1—¢)
_ (1=)
P = / PO, (31)
0

In case that prices are fixed for just two periods and assuming that all price
adjusting producers in a given period choose the same price the consumption
aggregate can be written as

I e—iyje 1 (e—1y/e o/e=1)
32
! (32
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where y;, can then be interpreted as the quantity of a good produced in
period t whose price was set in period ¢ — j. Similarly in the two period price
setting case to be explored in detail in the next section the price equation
simplifies. With prices set for two periods half of the firms adjust their price
in period ¢t and half do not. Moreover all adjusting firms choose the same
price. Then P;; is the nominal price at time ¢ of any good whose price was
set 7 periods ago and P, is the price index at time ¢ and is given by

1 . 1 . 1/(1—e)
P = <§ 0r T §P1,t E) (33)

2.3 The Intermediate Goods Producing Firm

Intermediate good firms can be considered to consist of a producing and a
pricing unit. The producing unit operates under a Cobb-Douglas-technology
which is subject to an aggregate random productivity shock a;.
Yjt = atn?,tkjl';—al (34)

Here n;, is the labor input employed in period ¢ by a firm who set the price in
period t—7, similarly %;;_ is the capital stock, and 0 < av < 1is labor’s share.
Those who do not adjust their prices in a given period can be interpreted as
passive while those who do adjust do so optimally.

The pricing unit sets prices to maximize the present discounted value of
profits.2 This can only be done after the producing unit has determined the
cost function. In models with capital the problem is given by

min [P w;nje + Pk
nj¢,kjt—1
sty = am ki (35)
It is useful for further calculations to define nominal marginal cost as ¥,
which is equal to the Lagrange multiplier in the cost minimization problem
stated above. The efficiency conditions are the following:

Pj,twji = \I]j7t0éajtn?i;1k]1~;f{1 (36)
Pj,tzj,t = \Ifj’t (1 — Oé) atn;?jtkjfﬁl (37)

2The model deviates in this respect from the standard textbook model in which profits
are maximized over the quantity.
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In a symmetric equilibrium all choices of the producing unit of the firms are
the same so that

Pjﬂg = Pt, wj,t = Wy, Zj,t = Zt, njﬂg = Ny, kj,tfl = kt,1 fOI' all t (38)

So (36) and (37) hold with all j’s eliminated.

The pricing unit of the firm maximizes profits by choosing the optimal
price. Define the relative price by p;; = P;;/P,. Because the production
functions are homogenous of degree one real profit §;; for a firm of type j is
equal to

ﬁj,t =¢ (pj,ta Yt, wt) = PjtYit — wtyj,t (39)

Using the demand function for the intermediate goods (yj7t = pjjfyt) the
profit function can be rewritten as

§ie=§ (pj,ta Ye, Vi) = Yit (pj,t — ) = pj_,teyt (pj,t — 1) (40)

In the case in which prices are not sticky the firm can just set prices on a
period by period basis optimizing the profit function (40) with respect to p;,.
The result of this exercise would be that relative prices will have to be set
according to

Pit = Py (41)

e—1
But when prices are fixed for two periods the firm has to take into account
the effect of the price chosen in period t on current and future profits. The
price in period t + 1 will be affected by the gross inflation rate Il;,; between

tandt+1 (Ht+1 = Pt+1/Pt).

(42)

If there is positive inflation, p; ;41 will fall because nominal prices are fixed
for two periods. As the nominal price in period ¢ is defined by F; and
in period ¢t + 1 by P; 41, one has Py, = P41, so that po, = Fy,/P; and
P11 = Prit1/ P = (Poy/Pr) (Pr/Pitq) which is what is stated in (42). So
the optimal relative price has to balance the effects due to inflation between

11



profits today and tomorrow. This intertemporal maximization problem is
formally given by

A
IiliX E, ﬁ(po,ta Yt, wt) + 5—;\“5 (pl,tJrla Yt+1, ¢t+1)
, t

st. prey = (43)
The term A1/ is equal to the ratio of future to current marginal utility of
labor and the respective real wage ratio (derived in the household’s optimiza-
tion problem) and considered to be - in conjunction with 3 - the appropriate
discount factor for real profits. This is a consequence of the assumption that
households own the production factors labor and capital and rent them to
the firms. They also own a diversified portfolio of claims to the profits earned
by the firms. \; can be used to determine the present value of profits.®> The
efficiency condition for this problem is given by

_ 9€ (po.ts Yt, Pr) + BE, <)\t+1 O (P11, Y1, Veg1) 1 ) (44)

0
apo,t At apl,tJrl I

Multiplying this equation by po; and A\; produces a more symmetric form
of the efficiency condition that will be more convenient to derive the model
solution later.

8£ (pO,t7 Y, wt)
apo,t

0= )\tpo,t

a ) 9
+ BE, <)\t+1p1,t+1 f(pl,tﬂ Yt+1 ¢t+1)> (45>

apl,tJrl

Using (40) one can solve this condition for the optimal price to be set in
period t which corresponds to the optimal price in case that prices are flexible
derived before. This yields a forward-looking form of the price equation and
is in that respect similar to the one in [27, Taylor (1980)].

€ Ay + BEA 1 (Pt /B Yeratben
e—1 Ny + BEN (Pt+1/Pt)E_l Yit1
The optimal relative price py; depends upon the current and future real

marginal costs, the gross inflation rate, current and future consumption as
well as today’s and tomorrow’s interest rates (through the influence of the

Dot = (46)

3More details on this can be found in [10, Dotsey/King/Wolman (1999)], p. 659-665
as well as in [9, Dotsey/King/Wolman (1997)], p. 9-13.
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A-terms). It is thus fundamentally different from the one derived under fully
flexible prices on a period-by-period basis (see (41)). (46) can be manipulated
in a way that yields a form which is exactly equal to the one studied in [28,
Walsh (1998)], p. 197, when using (18) for the interest rate factor. To derive
the Taylor approximation in the Appendix it is useful to write (46) as

po__€ MNP ybe + BE A1 Pl Y1
0,t

_ 47
oe—1 NPTy 4 BEM N P e )

2.4 Market Clearing Conditions and Other Equations

The aggregate resource constraint is derived using the resource constraint of
households, firms, the government and the monetary authority. Since there
are neither government expenditures nor taxes in this model, this condition
is given by

Yt = C + it (48)

It is well known that models like the one at hand imply multiple equilibria
and sunspots because bonds are not determined. To escape this problem
the household budget constraint is dropped and bonds are set to zero: b, =
0 for all t.*

Substituting M}’ in the CIA-constraint - holding with equality - allows to
derive an implicit money demand function in the CIA-model.

Mt = PtCt (49)

It is essentially a quantity theoretic type of money demand. It is important to
stress that it depends crucially upon the form of the monetary transfer M;.
[2, Carlstrom /Fuerst (1998)] include bond holdings in their CIA-constraint.
Using this specification, including bond holdings also in M}, leads to multiple
equilibria.

In the MIU-model the efficiency condition for money determines the money
demand function, of course.

The markup p; is just the reciprocal of real marginal cost so that

_ 1
U

4See [11, Flodén (2000)], p. 1413. He argues that bonds are introduced to determine
the nominal interest rate.

L (50)
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Note that the optimal price F; is left in the model as a variable. It is
not eliminated and combined with the price level to obtain a New Keyne-
sian Phillips-curve as in some papers in the literature (see for example |1,
Briickner/Schabert (2001)]). This makes it possible to analyze the behavior
of optimal prices, the price level and inflation separately.

2.5 The Monetary Authority

The model is closed by adding a monetary policy rule. Therefore an exoge-
nous process for the money growth rate is assumed. To achieve persistent
but non permanent effects the level of money follows an AR(2)-process which
implies that the growth rate follows an AR(1)-process. That means for the
level of money

My = (1+ pary) Mio1 — pra My + €, (51)

whereas for the growth rate one gets
My — My 1 = pu, <Mt71 - Mt72) + enm, (52)

A hat (7) represents the relative deviation of the respective variable from its
steady state (see the Appendix). €y, is an i.i.d. sequence of shocks that hit
the growth rate.

This formulation is equivalent to the standard assumption that money
grows at a factor g;:

Mt = gtMt—l (53)

Suppose g; follows an AR(1)-process g; = pan,gi—1 + €, then it is easy to
show that (52) is valid. Note that inflation is zero in the steady state so also
money growth is zero there (g = 1, see the next Section).

There is another shock in the model, namely the productivity shock a;.
As is clear from the utility functions this shock can also act as a taste shock.
So one can easily analyze the model’s impulse responses to a productivity
and taste shock. Under these circumstances a; follows an AR(1)-process

/dt = pa/dtfl + €q, (54>

with €,, white noise.

14



2.6 The Steady State

Imposing the condition of constancy of the price level in the steady state
(P, = P,_y = P) on the nominal interest rate equation reveals the familiar
condition from RBC models that § = 1/(1 + R). In addition, as there is
no steady state inflation, R = r. The two period price setting of the firms
implies Py = P;. Using this in the price index reveals that Py = P, = P. The
capital accumulation equation tells us that ¢ (i/k) = § at the steady state.
It is assumed that ¢’ = 1 in steady state to ensure that Tobin’s ¢ is equal
to one (¢ = 1/¢’). As a consequence of the requirement that the model with
adjustment costs of capital should display the same steady state as the model
without them i/k is equal to ¢ (i/k). Using this in the efficiency condition
for capital it can be shown that the rental rate on capital is z = r + § as in
a standard RBC model. With the help of (36) and the steady state for z it
is possible to pin down k/n which amounts to

k s 1 1\ V"
o - (55)
n a 1—avy

For the markup p it follows p = 1/v while ¢ is determined by the steady

state of the efficiency condition for maximizing profits, (46). This amounts
to 1» = (e — 1)/e. This can be used to calculate w as well:

w = ao (g) o (56)

The calculation of the steady state value of consumption is quite tedious
because it takes quite a lot of steps. From the production function one
knows that labor productivity is given by

Y (%) o (57)

This productivity can be combined with the investment to capital ratio to
calculate the investment share:

R Z 58
Now one can derive the consumption share using the aggregate resource con-
straint.

c 1
=11 59
;s (59)
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To get the level of ¢ the level of y and i have to be determined: y =n-y/n,
i =1vy-i/y. Finally ¢ = y — i is the consumption steady state value.

In case of the CIA-model (17) is used to pin down the preference param-
eter, which is either 6 or (. In case of utility function (1) 6 = fw/(an?)
whereas for (2) ( = ¢/ [B(w —wn) + ¢].

For the MIU-model with CRRA preferences the marginal rate of sub-
stitution between consumption and labor can also be used to calculate the
preference parameter ¢.5 Using (27) the ratio of m over ¢ depends only upon
B,n and v.

1
v—1

m=c|i o 1-5) (60)

In turn ¢ can be determined as a function of these parameters and ¢, w and
n.

-1
C C
with

1

O=1+(1-p)" (L> (62)

I—mn

In the MIU-model with GHH preferences m is also given by (60). Then 6
changes to

11 [, n N\
ezﬁﬁlc<n+u—m(u—ﬁh¢?) )] e ()

2.7 Calibration

To compute impulse responses the parameters of the model have to be cal-
ibrated. Some parameters depend upon the specific utility function used so
it is useful to look at first at the parameters which are independent of these.

It is possible to either specify 3 or r exogenously. Here 3 will be set to
0.99 implying a value of r of about 0.0101 per quarter which is in line with

SRemember that this ratio is not the same as (17) but the standard formula which
results from combining the efficiency conditions for consumption and labor.
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other values used for the real interest rate in the literature. @ and p can
be determined by fixing a value for the elasticity of the demand functions
for the differentiated products. This elasticity being equal to 4 causes the
static markup p = ¢/(e¢ — 1) to be 1.33 which is in line with the study of
[23, Linnemann (1999)] about average markups. In order to determine the
steady state real wage w the productivity shock a has to be specified, along
with calculating k/n, see below. As there is no information available about
that parameter it is arbitrarily set at 10.° n is specified to be equal to 0.25
implying that agents work 25 % of their non-sleeping time.

In the benchmark case, o, the parameter governing the degree of risk
aversion, is set to 2 in all models. For GHH preferences + has to be specified.
To make results comparable to the CRRA utility function v is set to 1.3 which
implies the same elasticity of labor supply with respect to the real wage. In
the sensitivity analysis the value will be changed to 0.1. The implied value
of # under CIA is 34.7155.

Using the CRRA preference specification under CIA the parameter ¢ can
be calculated using equation (17) which implies ¢ = 0.3617, a value that is
reasonably in line with other studies.

In the MIU-model, both for CRRA and GHH preferences, the parameters
v and n are calibrated by estimating an empirical money demand function
the form of which is implied by the efficiency conditions of the household.
This functional form is obtained by solving (27) for m; and taking logarithms:

1 1
lnmt:V_llnlin+y_11n<1ftﬁ)t>_|_lnct (64)
Estimates of [4, Chari/Kehoe/McGrattan (2000)] reveal that n = 0.94 and
v = —1.56. They use US data from Citibase covering 1960:1-1995:4 regressing
the log of consumption velocity on the log of the interest rate variable R;/(1+
R;). Since the paper focuses on the qualitative results of the model the
money demand function is not estimated for specific German or other data.
For CRRA utility the implied value of ¢ changes slightly to 0.3593 while m/c
is equal to 2.06. Under GHH preferences 6 = 35.2827.

As this model considers the role of capital accumulation several other
technological parameters have to be calibrated. The most common one is the

In contrast to the well known basic neoclassical model of [17, King/Plosser/Rebelo
(1988)] there is no escape from specifying parameters such as a at the steady state. The
system cannot be reduced until only deep parameters remain to be calibrated.
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depreciation rate § which is set to 0.025 implying 10% depreciation per year.
Labor’s share « is 0.64 whereas the elasticity of Tobin’s ¢ with respect to
i/k is set to -0.5.” This value is also used in [21, King/Wolman (1996)|. The
presence of adjustment costs of capital dampens the volatility of investment
and is a common feature in equilibrium business cycle models. Using r, 9, a,
and 1 the ratio k/n can be determined.

For the exogenous money growth process py;, = 0.5 is used. As the focus
of the paper is on persistency of money shocks productivity shocks will not
be considered. But they can be used to check whether the model displays
reasonable impulse responses to technology shocks.

3 Impulse Response Functions

The solution is conducted using an extended version of the algorithm of
[18, King/Plosser/Rebelo (1990)] which allows for singularities in the system
matrix of the reduced model. The theoretical background of this algorithm
is developed in |20, King/Watson (1999)] whereas computational aspects and
the implementation are discussed in [19, King/Watson (1997)].

3.1 CIA-model

Because results differ it is useful to subdivide this subsection in two further
sections containing results for the GHH preferences and for the standard
CRRA utility function.

3.1.1 GHH Preferences

Here the impulse responses of the model variables to a 1% shock to the money
growth rate will be discussed. Figures 1-4 display the reaction of selected
variables to this shock. A striking feature of all responses is their cyclical
pattern. The rise of output on impact is followed by an immediate decline in
the second period which is again followed by a rise. There is no persistence at
all. The impact effect on consumption is hardly positive. Investment reacts
stronger than output while the reaction of labor is counterfactually stronger
than that of output. Note that there are no permanent effects, although the
graphs seem to support this conclusion. The very long lasting effects - output

It can be shown that this elasticity is given by —[¢" /¢’ - (i/k)].
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is 0.01% above steady state even 40 quarters after the shock - is due to the
very slow adjustment of the capital stock to its equilibrium value. The real
marginal cost curve cannot be labeled flat. The capital stock displays also a
cyclical reaction. The real return on capital z; rises sharply and mirrors the
behavior of the capital stock. Real wages and the markup are also cyclical.

Price adjusting intermediate goods firms raise their prices strongly so
that prices reach immediately their new equilibrium value. In the second
period after the shock they go down and then approach the new steady state
cyclically from below. As the other firms do the same later the price level
goes up. As the initial rise in P, is nearly as strong as the rise in money due to
the shock real money balances hardly rise on impact and decline afterwards.
The inflationary peak is in the first period. Remarkably this model is able
to generate a declining nominal interest rate although it rises in the second
period and then remains positive through time.

Figures 5-8 show the results for v = 0.1. Using this value together with
o = 2 produces a solution with multiple equilibria. In order to circumvent
this problem o is changed to 1 implying the special log-linear case. In a
model with capital the elasticity of real marginal cost with respect to output
is still equal to v although production depends on the amount of capital
used. Surprisingly the variables show overall no enhanced persistence as it
was the case in the labor only economy. There is only a dampening effect
on the cyclical reaction: the number of humps and dips goes down.® This
is especially the case for output and consumption which display a smoother
adjustment to the steady state. Still this adjustment is from below what is
not observed empirically. Consumption and real money balances even decline
on impact now. Note that prices overshoot, a feature that also occured in
the labor economy for a high value for the elasticity of labor supply with
respect to the real wage, a low 7.

It can be concluded that the intertemporal substitution channel that is
opened up by capital accumulation works together with the quantity theo-
retic money demand function to compensate the effects of a low elasticity of
real marginal costs. Adding capital enhances the role played by the money
demand function in dampening persistence.

8Partly this can be also due the smaller value for the relative risk aversion. But see the
discussion of the results for the MIU-model later.
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3.1.2 CRRA Preferences

Comparing the results for CRRA preferences in Figures 9-12 with those under
GHH utility immediately reveals first that the impulse responses are less
cyclical. A second difference concerns the response of output and investment
which is weaker under CRRA while consumption and labor react stronger.
Especially consumption rises on impact. Third, the nominal interest rate
rises again persistently so the model does not display the liquidity effect.
Forth, the capital stock shows a smoother behavior and returns a bit faster
back to steady state. Real money balances also clearly rise on impact now.

Prices react a lot weaker. The price reaction is smoother and more persis-
tent under CRRA than under GHH in a CIA-model. Investment stays above
steady state all the time, in contrast to the GHH case. Overall, the impulse
responses for CRRA preferences show more persistence than those in the
GHH case. Again, as is the case in a labor only economy, in a CIA-economy
there is more persistency under CRRA so that the form of the utility func-
tion matters. Even a high value for the labor supply elasticity in the GHH
model cannot account for higher degrees of persistence.

3.2 MIU-Model

Again this section is divided in two subsections considering GHH and CRRA
preferences separately.

3.2.1 GHH Preferences

Figures 13-16 show the results for GHH preferences. Compared to the CIA-
model especially output, consumption and labor hours show a stronger initial
reaction. But some variables also display a weaker response, for example the
real interest rate and the capital stock. The initial output response is stronger
than the reaction of investment while labor reacts even stronger than out-
put which is certainly counterfactual. Consumption rises more than output,
something which is also not observed empirically. The nominal interest now
rises again but does not show a persistent reaction. The decline in real
money balances is very pronounced because prices overshoot very strongly.
This causes inflation to peak in the first period. Overall the cyclicality is
enhanced in the MIU-model compared with the CIA-setup. A very low value
of the risk aversion parameter o creates extremely cyclical impulse repsonses
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with humps and dips for several periods. On the other hand high values of
o dampen the peaks and troughs.?

Figures 17-20 show the results for the model variant with a low value for
(=0.1). The immediate impression form these figures is the loss of cyclicality.
Now there is at most one pronounced peak or through before the variable
returns back to steady state.!® A second difference concerns the strength of
the response: especially output, investment, consumption and labor show a
stronger initial reaction while the real wage, real marginal costs, the markup
and the return on capital react weaker. Prices do not overshoot that strong
causing real money balances to decline weaker.

Two important things can be concluded from this exercise: First, in mod-
els with capital the role of the implied money demand function is weakened.
In comparison to the results in [12, Gail (2001)] there is not more persistency
in a CIA-model than in a MIU-setup under GHH preferences for comparable
parameterizations. It obviously does not matter whether money demand is
interest rate sensitive or not. Second, this result cannot be reversed for a
low value of the elasticity of real marginal cost with respect to output. The
intertemporal substitution possibilities which are available for the households
through capital accumulation compensate completely the effect of a low value
of .

3.2.2 CRRA Preferences

In Figures 21-24 the results for the MIU-model with CRRA preferences are
presented. Compared to the GHH results all variables show less cyclicality.
Consumption’s and labor’s initial response is weaker improving especially the
volatility of consumption relative to output. Real money balances decline less
because prices do not overshoot that strong. Varying o does not affect the
model outcome very much.

In comparison to the CIA-setup impulse responses are overall stronger
initially, except those of prices and the nominal interest rate. The capital
stock returns more quickly to the steady state while real money balances
counterfactually fall now. Overall the CIA-model can generate a bit more

9This is not shown in the Figures. Results are available from the author upon request.

10Tn light of the results stated above and those in the previous section on the CIA-model
with GHH preferences v seems to be responsible for the loss of dips and humps. ¢’s role
in strengthening the peaks and troughs when being smaller seems to be compensated in
the CIA-setup.
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persistence than the MIU-setup. But the effect due to the implied money
demand function is again not very strong if there is any effect at all. Here
the same conclusion as for GHH utility holds. In a model with capital ac-
cumulation persistent responses of inflation and output to a money growth
shock cannot be explained.

4 Conclusions

In light of the main question of the paper it must be concluded that persistent
reactions of output and inflation to money growth shocks cannot be explained
in sticky price models with capital. Even a MIU-model with GHH preferences
and a low output elasticity of real marginal costs is not able to account for
the observed persistency of the variables.

The interaction of an interest rate sensitive money demand function with
a high labor supply elasticity in the MIU-model with GHH utility is obviously
compensated by intertemporal links through capital accumulation. These
effects are strong enough to outweigh those of the mechanisms responsible
for generating a persistent output and inflation response in a labor only
economy.

Price staggering seems to be insufficient to account for the stylized facts.
This is probably different in open economy models. Recently [13, Ghironi
(2002)] has shown that once openness is taken into account a sticky price
model can generate endogenous output persistence.'! This depends crucially
on incomplete asset markets. But the models consider economies with labor
as the only input factor in production. It would be interesting to generalize
the model at hand to such a framework.

A Appendix
A.1 Household’s Equations: CIA-model
The efficiency condition for consumption results in

—Dyu(c,n,a) Py +nDysu (¢, n,a) sy + cDyyu (c,n,a) G (65)

= Dyu(e,n,a) /):t — Dyu(c,n,a) ]3t — aD1zu (¢, n,a) Gyq

HSee also [3, Cavallo/Ghironi (2002)].
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using €); from the derivative with respect to m 1.

A hat (7) represents the relative deviation of the respective variable from
its steady state (a; = (a; — a) /a). D;u (-) denotes the first partial derivative
of the u-function with respect to the i-th argument. Similarly D;;u(-) de-
notes the partial derivative of D;u(-) with respect to the j-th argument, all
evaluated at the steady state. For labor one gets

0= nDxpu(c,n,a)n; + cDyu(c,n,a)c (66)
—Dou(c,n,a) \r — Dou (¢, n, a) @y + aDogu (¢, n, a) G
The cyclical behavior of money demand can be deduced from (49).
]\/Jt =0c + ﬁt (67)

The nominal interest rate follows, according to (18),

. - _ R ~ -
—P M1 =—P———R, + \ 68
t+1 T Avt1 ‘1T R ¢+ A (68)

in the approximated form, with R (respective r for the real rate) as the steady
state values. The real rate r, was deduced via the Fisher equation (see (19))
so that the approximated equation is given by

r

/)\\t+1 - — /r?t + /)\\t (69)

Optimal investment is determined from the efficiency condition for 7;:

(/2 /N
7~

0 = _)\t + Ht + 2, - %Ektl (70)

The first order condition for capital implies:

A . ~ i ’L ’LA /! Z Z/\
BzAi1 + B2Zi1 + B (1 —0) 01 — ﬁ%EEZtH = ﬁg;, 2 kkt + 91& (71)
Capital evolves over time according to

k= (1-9) Ei1 + 0y (72)
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A.2 Household’s Equations: MIU-Model

In the MIU-model the following three equations replace the first three in
Appendix A.1. The approximation for consumption is then given by

0= —mDpu(c,m,n,a) ﬁt + nDizu (c,m,n,a)n,
+cDyu(e,m,n,a) ¢y — Dyu(c,m,n, a) PV (73)

+mD1su (¢, m,n,a) ]\//_Tt + aDyyu (c,m,n,a)a,
The cyclical behavior of labor is determined by

0= nDssu(c,m,n,a)n; + cDsu(c,m,n,a)c
—Dsu(c,m,n,a) \r — Dsu (c,m,n,a) @ (74)
+mDsou (¢, m,n,a) M, + aDaqu (e,m,n,a)a,
—mDssu (¢, m,n,a) ﬁt
The efficiency condition for money now determines the respective demand
function. So one gets
BDyu (¢, m,n,a) fA’tH — BD1u (¢, m,n,a) Xtﬂ
= cDyu(e,m,n,a)c; + mDyu (¢, m,n,a) ]\/4:
+nDasu (¢, m,n,a)ny — Dyu (¢, m,n, a) ¥ (75)
+ [BDyu (e, m,n,a) — mDyu (c,m,n, a)] P,

+aDoyu (c,m,n,a) a,

The other equations stay the same.

A.3 Finished Goods Firm’s Equations

Since the focus is on a symmetric equilibrium the only equation that remains
for the finished goods firm is the price index.

1~ 1~ ~
0 - §P0,t + §P0,t—1 - Pt (76)

In order to avoid too many variables P?Lt is dropped and replaced by ﬁ07t_1.
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A.4 Intermediate Goods Firm’s Equations

The optimum conditions of the cost minimization problem determine the real
wage and the rental rate of capital (see (36) and(37)), with the j's dropped
of course.

0 = (a—Da+(1—a)ke+ ¢ +a — @ (77)
0 = Oé/ﬁt - Cﬁ{?\tfl + {b\t + Zl\t - /Z\t (78)

The production function is given by the Cobb-Douglas-functions of the in-
termediate goods firms and valid in aggregate variables.

0= 0 +an; + (1 —a) ks + G (79)

The condition for optimal two period pricing is given in (46). Its Taylor
approximation can be written as

Bley — (e —1)] Aer1 + 8 [ — (e — 1)2} P+ e — (e = 1)] Ye
et = (€= 1) (14 8) Py + (e = 1) = ev] A (80)
+ [(6 — 1)2 — 621D} P+ [(e — 1) — e 5y — ey

A.5 Market Clearing Conditions and Other Equations

The Taylor expansion of the aggregate market clearing condition is given by
~ C_. 1~
0= —Yt + -+ - (81)
Y Y

The markup p; is determined by the ratio of price over nominal marginal
cost (u = P/(Pv) and as there is no steady state inflation it follows that
e = 1/14. So the Taylor approximation can be written as

0=Ju+ Jt (82)

A.6 The Monetary Authority and further Equations

To close the model one needs to assume some exogenous process for money
supply. Here it will be assumed that money M, follows an AR(2)-process
(see the discussion in the main text). This implies that the growth rate of
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]\//.Tt follows an AR(1)-process. In order to model this properly one has to add
the equation

where gy, is the exogenous stochastic process that will have the same char-
acteristics as ]\//ft

As it is interesting to study the implications for the inflation rate II this
equation is further added to the system:

Oz_ﬁt‘l'ﬁt_ﬁt—l (84)

There are now 20 variables R R L

/C\ta ita @\ta )\ta eta kta kt—la ﬁta '&}ta /Z\ta ﬁta wta ;‘\ta Rta Pta Pt—h PO,ta PO,t—la Hta Mt

but only 17 equations so three tautologies must be added to the model. These
are

P()t == Poﬂg (85)
P, = P (86)
/k\t - /l’gt (87)
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Figure 7: Impulse Response Functions for n, zzt, ]\/J\t — f’t, N1+, CIA-model,
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Figure 18: Impulse Response Functions for w;, 7, iy, ﬁt, MIU-Model, GHH
preferences, high labor supply elasticity

47



Real Return on Capital z, Real Marginal Cost v,

4 1.5
g3 g 4
g g
g 2 5
S, <
5 o 05f
&n )
81 8
=) =]
Q Q
2 g ol
Q Q
2 0 Q,
-1 -0.5
0 5 10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
quarters quarters
Real Money Balances M/Pr Capital kt
0.1 0.04
0
: :
E 0.1 = 0.03}
g 2
302 5
® © 0.02r
£-03 g
5 5
g 04 So001}
a Q,
-0.5
-0.6 0
0 5 10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
quarters quarters

Figure 19: Impulse Response Functions for 7, @t, ]\//ft — ﬁt, N1+, MIU-Model,
GHH preferences, high labor supply elasticity
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Figure 20: Impulse Response Functions for ﬁt,ﬁo,t,ﬁt,ﬁl,t, MIU-Model,
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Figure 21: Impulse Response Functions for @,@,’c\t,’ﬁt, MIU-model, CRRA
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Figure 22: Impulse Response Functions for wy, 7y, fiy, ﬁt, MIU-model, CRRA
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Figure 23: Impulse Response Functions for /z\t,@t, ]\/J\t — ﬁt,%t, MIU-model,
CRRA preferences

52



Inflation IYt Prices Po ,

12 25 ;
1
5 g 2f
.<§ 038 §
> > |
“8 06 % 1.5
& S
s 04 g 1t
5 g
© 02 8
2 0 2,05}
-0.2 0
10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
quarters quarters
Price Level P Prices P
t 0,¢-1
25 25
g2 g 7
= &
515 15}
o <)
& S
S 5 I
g -
e 2
205 o5
0 0
0 5 10 15 20 0 5 10 15 20
quarters quarters

Figure 24: Impulse Response Functions for ﬁt,]gw, ﬁt, ﬁo,t,l, MIU-model,
CRRA preferences

93



Liste der seit 1993 erschienenen Volkswirtschaftlichen Diskussionsbeitrage

Diese Liste sowie Zusammenfassungen aller Beitrage sind auch online unter http://www.uni-siegen.de/dept/fb05/vwliv/sonstig.htm
verfiigbar. Anfragen nach Diskussionsbeitragen sind direkt an die Autoren zu richten, in Ausnahmefallen an Prof. Dr. R. Pethig,
Universitat - Siegen, 57068 Siegen. Ab dem Beitrag 60-97 kann die Liste ferner auch unter der Adresse
http://ideas.ugam.cal/ideas/datal//siesiegen.html| online eingesehen werden, mit entsprechenden Verweisen auf herunterladbare Beitrage.

List of Economics Discussion Papers released as of 1993

This list as well as abstracts of all Discussion Papers are also available online under http://www.uni-siegen.de/dept/fb05/vwliv/sonstig.htm.
Discussion Papers can be only ordered from the authors directly, in exceptional cases from Prof. Dr. R. Pethig, University of Siegen,

D- 57068 Siegen, Germany. From the paper 60-97 onwards the list can further be accessed through
http://ideas.ugam.cal/ideas/data//siesiegen.html

38-93 Reiner Wolff, Saddle-Point Dynamics in Non-Autonomous Models of Multi-Sector Growth with Variable Returns to Scale
39-93 Reiner Wolff, Strategien der Investitionspolitik in einer Region: Der Fall des Wachstums mit konstanter Sektorstruktur
40-93 Axel A. Weber, Monetary Policy in Europe: Towards a European Central Bank and One European Currency

41-93 Axel A. Weber, Exchange Rates, Target Zones and International Trade: The Importance of the Policy Making Framework
42-93 Klaus Scholer und Matthias Schlemper, Oligopolistisches Marktverhalten der Banken

43-93 Andreas Pfingsten and Reiner Wolff, Specific Input in Competitive Equilibria with Decreasing Returns to Scale

44-93 Andreas Pfingsten and Reiner Wolff, Adverse Rybczynski Effects Generated from Scale Diseconomies

45-93 Rudiger Pethig, TV-Monopoly, Advertising and Program Quality

46-93 Axel A. Weber, Testing Long-Run Neutrality: Empirical Evidence for G7-Countries with Special Emphasis on Germany
47-94 Rudiger Pethig, Efficient Management of Water Quality

48-94 Klaus Fiedler, Naturwissenschaftliche Grundlagen natirlicher Selbstreinigungsprozesse in Wasserressourcen

49-94 Rudiger Pethig, Noncooperative National Environmental Policies and International Capital Mobility

50-94 Klaus Fiedler, The Conditions for Ecological Sustainable Development in the Context of a Double-Limited Selfpurification
Model of an Aggregate Water Recourse

51-95 Gerhard Brinkmann, Die Verwendung des Euler-Theorems zum Beweis des Adding-up-Theorems impliziert einen Wider-
spruch

52-95 Gerhard Brinkmann, Uber &ffentliche Giiter und iiber Giiter, um deren Gebrauch man nicht rivalisieren kann
53-95 Marlies Klemisch-Ahlert, International Environmental Negotiations with Compensation or Redistribution

54-95 Walter Buhr and Josef Wagner, Line Integrals In Applied Welfare Economics: A Summary Of Basic Theorems
55-95 Riidiger Pethig, Information als Wirtschaftsgut

56-95 Marlies Klemisch-Ahlert, An Experimental Study on Bargaining Behavior in Economic and Ethical Environments
57-96 Riidiger Pethig, Ecological Tax Reform and Efficiency of Taxation: A Public Good Perspective

58-96 Daniel Weinbrenner, Zur Realisierung einer doppelten Dividende einer 6kologischen Steuerreform

59-96 Andreas Wagener, Corporate Finance, Capital Market Equilibrium, and International Tax Competition with Capital Income
Taxes

60-97 Daniel Weinbrenner, A Comment on the Impact of the Initial Tax Mix on the Dividends of an Environmental Tax Reform
61-97 Riidiger Pethig, Emission Tax Revenues in a Growing Economy

62-97 Andreas Wagener, Pay-as-you-go Pension Systems as Incomplete Social Contracts

63-97 Andreas Wagener, Strategic Business Taxation when Finance and Portfolio Decisions are Endogenous

64-97 Thomas Steger, Productive Consumption and Growth in Developing Countries

65-98 Marco Runkel, Alternative Allokationsmechanismen fiir ein Rundfunkprogramm bei endogener Programmaqualitat

66-98 Jirgen Ehlgen, A Comparison of Solution Methods for Real Business Cycle Models

67-98 Peter Seethaler, Zum EinfluR von Devisentermingeschaften auf das Marktgleichgewicht bei asymmetrischer Information
68-98 Thomas Christiaans, A Note on Public Goods: Non-Excludability Implies Joint Consumability

69-98 Michael Gail, Stylized Facts and International Business Cycles - The German Case



70-98
71-98

72-98

73-99

74-99

75-99

76-99

77-99

78-99

79-99

80-99

81-99

82-99

83-99

84-00

85-00

86-00

87-00

88-00

89-00

90-00

91-00

92-00

93-01

94-01

95-01

96-01

97-01

98-01

99-01

100-01

101-02

102-02

103-02

Thomas Eichner, The state as social insurer: labour supply and investments in human capital
Thomas Steger, Aggregate Economic Growth with Subsistence Consumption

Andreas Wagener, Implementing Equal Living Conditions in a Federation

Thomas Eichner and Ruidiger Pethig, Product Design and Markets for Recycling, Waste Treatment and Disposal
Peter Seethaler, Zum Einflull des Hedging auf das Kreditvergabeverhalten der Banken

Thomas Christiaans, Regional Competition for the Location of New Facilities

Thomas Eichner and Riidiger Pethig, Product Design and Efficient Management of Recycling and Waste Treatment
Riidiger Pethig, On the Future of Environmental Economics

Marco Runkel, Product Durability, Solid Waste Management, and Market Structure

Hagen Bobzin, Dualities in the Functional Representations of a Production Technology

Hagen Bobzin, Behandlung von Totzeitsystemen in der Okonomik

Marco Runkel, First-Best and Second-Best Regulation of Solid Waste under Imperfect Competition in a Durable Good
Industry

Marco Runkel, A Note on 'Emissions Taxation in Durable Goods Oligopoly'
Thomas Eichner and Riidiger Pethig, Recycling, Producer Responsibility and Centralized Waste Management

Thomas Eichner und Rudiger Pethig, Das Gebuhrenkonzept der Duales System Deutschland AG (DSD) auf dem 6kono-
mischen Prufstand

Thomas Eichner und Riidiger Pethig, Gebuhrenstrategien in einem disaggregierten Modell der Abfallwirtschaft
Riidiger Pethig and Sao-Wen Cheng, Cultural Goods Consumption and Cultural Capital

Michael Gail, Optimal Monetary Policy in an Optimizing Stochastic Dynamic Model with Sticky Prices

Thomas Eichner and Marco Runkel, Efficient and Sustainable Management of Product Durability and Recyclability

Walter Buhr and Thomas Christiaans, Economic Decisions by Approved Principles: Rules of Thumb as Behavioral
Guidelines

Walter Buhr, A Macroeconomic Growth Model of Competing Regions

Hagen Bobzin, Computer Simulation of Reallocating Resources among Growing Regions

Sao-Wen Cheng and Andreas Wagener, Altruism and Donations

Jiirgen Ehlgen, Geldpolitische Strategien. Die Deutsche Bundesbank und die Européische Zentralbank im Vergleich
Thomas Christiaans, Economic Growth, the Mathematical Pendulum, and a Golden Rule of Thumb

Thomas Christiaans, Economic Growth, a Golden Rule of Thumb, and Learning by Doing

Michael Gail, Persistency and Money Demand Distortions in a Stochastic DGE Model with Sticky Prices
Ridiger Pethig, Agriculture, pesticides and the ecosystem

Hagen Bobzin, Das duale Programm der Erldsmaximierung in der AuRenhandelstheorie

Thomas Eichner and Andreas Wagener, More on Parametric Characterizations of Risk Aversion and Prudence
Ridiger Pethig, Massenmedien, Werbung und Markte. Eine wirtschaftstheoretische Analyse

Karl-Josef Koch, Beyond Balanced Growth: On the Analysis of Growth Trajectories

Rudiger Pethig, How to Internalize Pollution Externalities Through 'Excess Burdening' Taxes

Michael Gail, Persistency and Money Demand Distortions in a Stochastic DGE Model with Sticky Prices and Capital



	Michael Gail
	Universität Siegen

	Liste Beiträge ab 1993.pdf
	Liste der seit 1993 erschienenen Volkswirtschaftlichen Diskussionsbeiträge


