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Abstract

How does household heterogeneity affect the transmission of an energy price shock? What
are the implications for monetary policy? We develop a small, open-economy TANK model
that features labor and an energy import good as complementary production inputs (Gas-
TANK). Given such complementarities, higher energy prices reduce the labor share of total
income. Due to borrowing constraints, this translates into a drop in aggregate demand.
Higher price flexibility insures firm profits from adverse energy price shocks, further de-
pressing labor income and demand. We illustrate how the transmission of shocks in a RANK
versus a TANK depends on the degree of complementarity between energy and labor in pro-
duction and the degree of price rigidities. Optimal monetary policy is less contractionary in a
TANK and can even be expansionary when credit constraints are severe. Finally, the contrac-
tionary effect of an energy price shock on demand cannot be generalized to alternate supply
shocks, as the specific nature of the supply shock affects how resources are redistributed in
the economy.
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1 Introduction

In early 2022, energy prices rose to historically high levels as Russia’s invasion of Ukraine increased the
risk of disruptions to the energy trade. From the standpoint of an energy importer, the developments in
global energy prices represent a deterioration in the terms of trade. This implies a contraction in income
flowing to domestic production inputs, including labor income. If households face limits in their access
to financial markets, the contraction in income can translate into a drop in aggregate demand. That is, a
supply shock can have demand side effects.

We highlight the demand side effects of this supply shock with a two-agent New Keynesian (TANK)
model where agents differ in their sources of income and ability to smooth consumption. We use this
setting to show that the implications for aggregate demand and inflation depend on how the cost of the
energy price shock is distributed between the labor share and profit share of total income. The model
features two types of households: constrained worker households, who consume out of their labor income
and have no access to financial markets, and unconstrained households, who earn firm profits and have
free access to financial markets.! Our small, open-economy model also features labor and imported
energy as complementary inputs in production. We assume a constant elasticity of substitution (CES)
production technology with low elasticity of substitution between labor and energy, which allows the
labor share of total income to fall as energy prices increase.

We show that the impact of energy prices on demand depends critically on the substitutability of
production inputs and household heterogeneity. This is because the degree of substitutability among
production inputs determines the response of workers’ income to the shock. Due to borrowing con-
straints, this affects aggregate demand. Compared to the representative household in a RANK (repre-
sentative agent New Keynesian) model, the constrained worker household will experience a stronger
consumption response to the real income squeeze following an energy price shock because of its inabil-
ity to smooth consumption by borrowing.? The channels we highlight are absent in the standard RANK
model, which assumes all households are the same and that they can borrow to smooth consumption in
the presence of adverse shocks. We illustrate this mechanism in a small, stylized model and embed it in
medium scale model that is amenable for studying optimal policy.

The magnitude of these channels depends on the degree of price rigidity and the elasticity of substi-
tution between energy and labor. Assuming production inputs are sufficiently difficult to substitute or
that prices are sufficiently flexible,® an energy price shock has a negative impact on aggregate demand.
This supply shock therefore has a self-correcting effect, as the consequent contraction in aggregate de-
mand dampens inflationary pressures.

Is the demand contraction that follows a rise in energy prices a common feature of supply distur-
bances? We consider the dynamics of a productivity shock in our TANK model.* Both an increase in

Heterogeneous-agent New Keynesian (HANK) models are not analytically tractable, as they typically feature a wealth distri-
bution that responds endogenously to aggregate shocks. Their complexity makes it difficult to identify the mechanisms at work.
Debortoli and Gali (2017) show that a two-agent New Keynesian (TANK) model is able to capture fundamental properties of
heterogeneous-agent models. Such models admit analytical solutions and can be extended to match the implications of HANK
models, in terms of consistency with micro data and predictions for the macroeconomic effects of policy (Blanchard and Gali,
2007; Bilbiie, 2008; Cantore and Freund, 2021).

2In other words, while an energy price shock is a supply shock in a RANK model, it has elements of both a supply and demand
shock in our TANK model.

3The aforementioned contraction in aggregate demand can be moderated by the behavior of markups. Given price rigidities,
an increase in energy prices reduces firms’ markups. This redistributes income in favor of constrained worker households, hence
increasing aggregate demand. Instead, with higher price flexibility, firms are able to pass the cost of the more expensive energy to
workers by raising prices.

*An energy price shock has also traditionally been modeled as a technology shock, or a shock that affects the productive
capacity of the economy (Bruno and Sachs (1985), see Kilian (2008) for references).



energy prices and an adverse productivity shock raise firms” marginal costs, leading to an increase in
inflation. While the supply-side impact is the same, energy prices and productivity shocks yield oppos-
ing effects on the demand side. An adverse productivity shock leads to a fall in markups, as firms must
hire more labor for the same amount of output. This increases constrained worker households” income,
which boosts aggregate demand. However, an energy price shock in our model lowers constrained
worker households’ income and leads to a fall in economic activity. We conclude that no generalization
can be made about the effects of supply shocks on aggregate demand, as the nature of the shock crucially
affects the way resources are redistributed in the economy.

Next, we consider a normative question: what is the optimal response of monetary policy to an
energy price shock in our model and how does it depend on the degree of household heterogeneity? In
contrast to a RANK economy, energy price shocks in the TANK economy have both supply and demand
side effects. On the one hand, higher energy prices place upward pressure on inflation, which calls for
a monetary policy tightening. On the other hand, it restricts aggregate demand, which instead calls
for a monetary loosening. In our baseline calibration, we find that in both the RANK and the TANK
models, optimal monetary policy is contractionary in order to counteract the inflationary effect of the
shock. However, in the TANK model, the negative impact of higher energy prices on aggregate demand
mitigates inflationary pressures. An energy price shock therefore has a milder inflationary effect in the

5

medium term, which requires a milder increase in the interest rate.” Finally, we explore conditions

under which optimal policy may actually be expansionary in the presence of an adverse supply shock.

We find that this is true when the share of financially constrained households increases.

1.1 Related Literature

This paper contributes to a literature that emphasizes the demand side effects of an energy price shock.”
While such shocks have traditionally been modeled as aggregate supply shocks or as technology shocks
in domestic production, such approaches are unable to explain large fluctuations in real output (Kil-
ian, 2008). More recent approaches place the main transmission channel on the demand side of the
economy. That is, energy price shocks affect the economy primarily through their effect on consumer
expenditures and firm investment expenditures. Hamilton (2008) provides evidence to show that en-
ergy price shocks mainly affect the economy through a disruption in consumers’ and firms’ spending on
non-energy goods and services. Among firms, there is evidence that energy price shocks are perceived
as shocks to product demand (Lee and Ni, 2002). Finally, among policymakers, an increase in energy
prices is also thought to slow economic growth primarily through its effects on consumer spending (Na-
tal, 2012).8 This paper formalizes this intuition by allowing energy prices to affect aggregate demand
through a heterogeneous impact on households depending on their sources of income and access to
borrowing. To our knowledge, this is the first paper to explore this transmission channel and to study

5Recent work by Guerrieri et al. (2022a) and Caballero and Simsek (2022) also provides conditions under which optimal mon-
etary policy is less contractionary in response to supply shocks.

SHigher price flexibility also warrants more expansionary policy. As we emphasize throughout this paper, the demand effect
of higher energy prices crucially depends on the evolution of firms” markups. If firms are able to increase prices to preserve
markups, the costs of the energy price shock will be passed to workers, who will experience a more severe reduction in their
income. Assuming a higher degree of price flexibility, constrained households experience a more pronounced drop in their income
relative to unconstrained households, as reflected by the income gap. This leads to a deeper contraction in aggregate demand,
which warrants looser monetary policy in the TANK model relative to its RANK counterpart.

’The mechanism in our model relies on complementarities between production inputs. Supply shocks with demand side effects
can also be found in models with complementarities between consumption goods and distribution services (Corsetti et al., 2008)
and complementarities among sectors (Guerrieri et al., 2022b; Cesa-Bianchi and Ferrero, 2021).

8See Kilian (2008) for a discussion of this literature. Share of energy in consumption basket: X, versus production expenditures:
Y.



the optimal monetary policy response when accounting for such demand side effects of an energy price
shock.

Recent studies have noted the distributional impact of the energy price shock due to its effect on the
consumption baskets of heterogeneous households (Celasun et al., 2022; Bachmann et al., 2022; Battistini
et al., 2022; Hobijn and Lagakos, 2005). An increase in energy prices can affect households’ purchasing
power through higher prices for energy products. Since poorer households spend a relatively large
percentage of their income on energy, they receive a larger hit in terms of inflation when energy prices
increase. We show that the shock can be regressive through an alternate channel, through a heteroge-
neous impact on households depending on their income sources and ability to smooth consumption.’
Moreover, the shock also affects aggregate demand since financially constrained households will re-
duce purchases of other goods.!? Kinzig (2021) shows that carbon taxation imposes a larger burden
on low-income households. The indirect, general equilibrium effects of carbon taxation via income and
employment is estimated to be over 80%. In contemporaneous work, Pieroni (2022) also considers the
transmission of an energy price shock in a heterogeneous agent model, but not the normative effects of
monetary policy in an open economy setting.

Our paper also contributes to a literature that studies the transmission of shocks in a heterogeneous
agent model. The interaction of household heterogeneity with nominal rigidities can amplify the con-
tractionary effect of TFP shocks on employment (Furlanetto and Seneca, 2012) and fiscal policy shocks
on output (Gali et al., 2007). However, we show that an interaction between household heterogeneity
and production complementarity is crucial to generate the contractionary effect of an energy price shock
on output. Our assumption of a CES production function with labor and energy allows for changes in
energy prices to affect energy costs as a share of total income.!!

More broadly, this paper builds on the vast literature that studies the implications of household het-
erogeneity for macroeconomic dynamics (Bilbiie, 2008; Debortoli and Gali, 2017; Kaplan and Violante,
2018; Bilbiie, 2019; Acharya and Dogra, 2020; Bilbiie, 2020; Broer et al., 2020; Bilbiie and Ragot, 2021;
Cantore and Freund, 2021; Bilbiie et al., 2022). Ravn and Sterk (2021) also show that a supply shock,
namely productivity, can have effects on the demand side due to incomplete markets, sticky prices, and
endogenous unemployment risk. The precautionary savings motive is central to their results, which is
a different mechanism from ours.

Finally, we contribute to a literature that examines the implications of different monetary policy
reactions to energy price shocks. The most closely related papers are Natal (2012) and Montoro (2012),
which abstract from household heterogeneity. They show that when energy is a complementary input in
production, an endogenous cost-push shock arises from the gap between the natural and efficient level
of output. In Montoro (2012), a low elasticity of substitution between labor and energy leads to a trade-
off between stabilizing output and inflation. This tradeoff is generated by the convexity of real marginal
costs with respect to the real oil price, which produces a time-varying wedge between the marginal rate
of substitution and the marginal productivity of labor. Eliminating the distortions in the steady state

°In the UK, about X of all energy use takes the form of final consumption (the use of such products by consumers). The
remainder involves energy being used in the production of non-energy goods and services (intermediate consumption).

101f these costs can be passed onto the final prices, then this affects households’ purchasing power directly.

The CES production function is a common feature of models that incorporate energy in the production function. Most re-
cently, Bachmann et al. (2022) show that the losses to the German economy of an embargo on Russian energy imports depend
crucially on the degree of substitutability between gas and other inputs. They show that the assumption of Leontief production is
inconsistent with empirical evidence and leads to a number of implausible predictions with regard to the evolution of marginal
products, prices, and expenditure shares. For example, production would drop one-for-one with energy supply in case of zero
substitutability between production inputs. Note that in the case of a Cobb-Douglas production technology (elasticity of substi-
tution equal to 1), energy prices have no impact on the labor share of total factor expenditure. Instead, they would only reduce
firms” markups, redistributing income in favor of constrained worker households, which increases aggregate demand.



makes the wedge less sensitive to the energy price. Similarly, in Natal (2012), the impact of an energy
price shock on the oil cost share (and therefore output) in the flexible prices and wages equilibrium is
larger when the steady state distortion due to monopolistic competition is larger. Natural (distorted)
output falls by more than efficient output, which increases the cost of strictly stabilizing inflation.'? 13

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. We discuss our model in Section 2, with an emphasis on
the key features: household heterogeneity and product input complementarity. This leads us to Section
3, which shows how these features allow for the demand side effects of an energy price shock. Section
4 presents the baseline calibration and impulse response functions, which illustrates the transmission
channels we discuss. We show how the magnitude of the various channels depend on the severity
of credit constraints and the degree of substitutability between production inputs. In Section 5, we
compare the dynamics of an energy price shock to alternate supply shocks. Finally, we consider optimal
monetary policy in Section 6. Section 7 concludes the paper.

2 Key model features

2.1 Household Heterogeneity

Unconstrained Households A fraction (1 — A) of households are financially unconstrained (denoted by
u). They consume C,t, supply labor Ng,t to unions, save in domestic (foreign) nominal riskless bonds
Bu,t (By ;), and receive profits from firm ownership DI VMP, ;- Their lifetime utility is given by

© o (Cu” (Ng)te Cup
)

The endogenous discount factor ®; ensures that the net foreign asset position returns to a unique steady
state following temporary shocks. Unconstrained households maximise their lifetime utility subject to
their budget constraint

WINE, + DIVE, + By + &Bjj; + DIV, — Typ = PiCuyp + Ry_1By 1 + ER;_1B,_4, @2.1)

where R;_1 (R}_;) denotes the gross nominal rate of return on domestic (foreign) bonds, P; is the price
of the consumption good,'* & is the nominal exchange rate, DI VLE ; represents profits derived from firm
ownership, DI VuL,t are profits transferred to the household by labor unions and T, are government

lump-sum transfers. The unconstrained household’s consumption-savings Euler equation is given by

R
1=IE; |:Au,t,t+1 Ht} , (2.2)
t+1

12Under Cobb-Douglas production, cost shares are constant regardless of the monopolistic competition distortion. This means
that natural (distorted) output falls just as much as efficient output following an oil price shock, and perfectly stabllizing prices is
the optimal policy to follow.

13Several papers also study how monetary policy should respond depending on whether the energy price shock is demand or
supply driven. Plante (2014) considers this question in a closed economy model, while Stevens (2015) considers this in an open
economy model and finds that despite differences in the transmission of an energy demand and an energy supply shock, optimal
monetary policy remains largely the same. However, Bodenstein et al. (2008) show that the source of an oil shock matters greatly
for the optimal monetary policy response to fluctuations in energy prices.

14We assume that households’ consumption basket only consists of the domestically produced good.



where IT; = P/ Py 1, Ay i1 = Pri1/ Pt (Cui/Cuypi1)” and the UIP condition is given by

1 *St+l
0 = E;|A — (Rt =Ry —— ) |. 2.3
e A CRL 23)

Constrained Households The remaining fraction A of households are financially constrained (denoted
by c). They only receive labor income, hence their consumption is given by

P,Cep = W['N!, + DIVL — T, (2.4)

The wage received by households W/ is determined as a function of a weighted average of uncon-
strained and constrained households marginal rate of substitution. Aggregate consumption is

C = (1 — /\)Cu,t + ACe . (2.5)

We define the consumption gap as the ratio between unconstrained and constrained consumption

C
Ft _ Lut

= 2.6
Cor (2.6)

2.2 Production Input Complementarity

Final good packers Final good packers operate in a competitive market. They produce the final good
ez—1 Ez%
Z; by combining a continuum of varieties Z;(i) with measure one so that Z; = ( fol (Z4(i)) = di) '

Optimization implies the following demand function for variety i
, P(i)\ <
Zi(i) = (tp(t)> Zt,

1
where P; = (fol(Pt(i))l_eZdi) "% is the price of the final good. It can be shown that P, Z; = f01 Pr(i)Z:(i)di.

Final good producers A continuum of final output producing firms, indexed by i € [0,1], operate in a
monopolistically competitive environment. Hence, each firm produces a single-differentiated good and
operates as a monopoly in its own market. A key element of our model is the production structure. Firm
i produces the final output variety Z; (i) using the following CES production technology with imported
energy (M;(7)) and labor (N;(7)) as inputs

1 -1
[

Zy(i) = TP ((1 )P (Ni())

==

+a (Mt(i))w*”_l)wl, 2.7)

where ! I represents productivity and ¢ < 1 is the elasticity of substitution between energy and labor.



Cost Minimisation Cost minimization by final output goods producers yields the following demand

functions for labor and energy, respectively'®

= ot () o’
- it () )

where the Lagrange multiplier MC? (i) is the (nominal) shadow cost of producing one more unit of final
output, i.e. the nominal marginal cost, and 77 is a shock to final output marginal costs that is isomorphic

to a markup shock.

Price Setting Firms face price stickiness a la Calvo, resetting prices in every period with probability
(1 — ¢-). A firm that is able to reset prices in period t chooses the price P} that maximizes the sum of
discounted profits subject to the demand faced in t 4 k

o P# —€z
k
Er Y (02) Atk (P Zisi — MCE G Ziyi) Y st Zippggy = <Pt:-k) Zit-
k=0

Profit maximization implies
o
k
Er ) (92) {Aup ik Zogp (P — M=MCY )} =0,
k=0

z
tk|t

where M, = - is the desired final output price markup and MC the nominal marginal cost.

e;—1

2.3 Remaining Features

2.3.1 Wage Stickiness

We incorporate wage stickiness following the standard in the literature (refer to Appendix (B.2)).

2.3.2 GDP and the GDP Deflator

Nominal GDP is defined as
PYY, = Pz —PMM;, (2.8)

where M; = fol M;4dj and the GDP deflator PY is implicity defined by the following expression

Y M
P = thY +§PtM. (2.9)

15See Appendix B.3.1 for details.



2.3.3 The External Sector
7g*
Foreign demand for the domestically produced non-energy export good is X; = &* ( z p*) Y/, As-

suming the law of one price holds, so that the terms of trade is given by S; = 533 , we have

— 9°S5 Y}

2.3.4 Monetary policy

The central bank follows a Taylor rule that responds to deviations of inflation and employment from
their targets,

(1-6R)0r1
Harmual

3
_ 1-0g po t 1\ (1—6R)6
Ry = R RRtEl (ﬁunnual) (Nt) ‘ N'

2.3.5 Shock Processes

The model includes a shock to the price of energy, which follows the exogenous process

PM* PM*
log Itj* = pmlog + Mm s
t _

and a shock to firms’ productivity

log( TFP) = prrplog (€t 1) +TEP -

3 The demand side effects of an energy price shock

3.1 ThelIS equation

From (2.2), (2.5), (2.6) and (2.8) we can derive the following IS equation'®

PC

PC1 A PX
Yt =Ewyi1 — 55 —Er (1 — 71 + APry1) + ﬁmEtA’YtH - ﬁlEtA%fH*

PZo

PMM PX PMM = rpp
Ef( [28% YAp, + PZg Aspi1+ vy (Aeitq +¢Aﬂt+1)>- 3.1

Solving forward the IS equation, we obtain

= PCl]EZ (regpx — 71 ) — pe__ A +§*+
yt— PZU, tk A t+k t+k+1 PZ/\+F(1 _)\)’)’t szt
PMM PX PMM
Sy PP+ 5ot Sy (6 g )+——4>t (3.2)

16Capital letters without the time subscript represent steady state levels while lowercase letters denote variables in low deviation
from steady state.



According to equation (3.2), GDP is dependent on the path of the real interest rate, the consumption
gap (7¢), and foreign demand for the domestic good (determined by foreign activity (y;) and the terms
of trade (s¢)). Finally, GDP also depends on the relative price of energy (pM), as variations in this variable
lead to substitution between imported energy and labor. An increase in the consumption gap reflects
redistribution against the constrained workers, and hence a drop in aggregate demand that brings GDP
down. The effect of the consumption gap on GDP is increasing in the share of constrained households.

The IS equation illustrates the channels through which an energy price shock affects economic ac-
tivity. The term involving the path of the real interest rate captures the usual channel through which
supply shocks depress economic activity in a RANK model. Given the inflationary pressures derived
from such shocks, the central bank responds by tightening monetary policy. The ensuing increase in the
real rate is the source of an economic recession. This means that in the RANK, the supply shock is not
contractionary by itself, instead, the economic downturn is a result of the monetary policy response to
inflation. A new channel for supply shocks is present in the TANK economy, as indicated by the term
involving the consumption gap. This term captures a demand side effect of the energy shock. In this
economy, an increase in the price of energy translates into a contraction in households’ income, as more
resources must be devoted to the purchase of the energy input. Given the financial constraints faced by
a fraction of households, aggregate demand falls, leading to an economic recession.

Next, we discuss the aforementioned demand side effect of energy price variations by analyzing how

such shocks affect the consumption gap.

3.2 The consumption gap

Letting INC,,; and INC.; denote unconstrained and constrained households’ current income, and using

the budget constraints (2.4) and (2.1), we can express the consumption gap as follows'”

. INCu,t + gtAB;,t - 5t(R;k71 - 1) Z,tfl
- INC, '

t

- . . . ; INC
Defining the income gap between unconstrained and constrained households as I'/" = INCZ}t we can

rewrite the above equation as

gtABZ,t - gt(R?—l - 1) Z,t—l

T :rinc
p=he INC.,

(3.3)

Equation (3.3) illustrates how an energy price shock affects the consumption gap through a differential
impact on constrained and unconstrained households consumption. An unequal consumption response
can have two sources. One source is through changes in the income gap, which reflects the different
impact of the shock on current income (due to differences in income composition). The other source is
access to borrowing, which allows unconstrained households to insure their consumption from the fall
in income following an increase in energy prices.

Let’s consider how these two components of the consumption gap are determined. From the econ-
omy’s budget constraint, we know that the evolution of debt depends on the balance of trade. Therefore,

7The expression for the consumption gap takes into account that domestic bonds must equal zero in equilibrium.



the consumption gap can be rewritten as

1 TB

r:rinc_ ,
PO T 1T MING,

(3.4)

where TB; = P X; — PtM M; is the trade balance. Using the definitions of unconstrained and constrained

total income and imposing Ny, = N+ = N, the above expression can be written as follows

1 M;—1 1 1 TBNM
;=1 = 1 , 3.5
=T = +1—/\<Et INC. (3.5)
income gap borrowing
where M; = P is firms’ average marku LBy = __ _WiNi___ is the labor share in firms’ total expenditure
Mmcy 8 p Wi N+ PMM, p

and TBNM = P,X; is the balance of trade net of the energy imports. Equation (3.5) tells us that the effect
of a change in energy prices on the consumption gap (and hence, on aggregate demand) is determined
by the impact of the shock on two key variables, firms’ markups (M;) and the labor share (Z).

The income gap (and hence, the consumption gap) depends positively on firms” markup, since an
increase in the markup redistributes resources towards the unconstrained firm owners. The income gap
also increases in response to a reduction of the labor share in total factor expenditure, since a reduction
in the labor share redistributes resources against the constrained workers and towards the import of
energy.

A reduction in the labor share also increases the consumption gap due to unconstrained households’
ability to insure their consumption by borrowing. The reduction in the labor share reflects an increase
in the resources devoted to import energy (an increase in the energy share), which must be financed via
an increase in debt. Borrowing from the foreign sector is used by unconstrained households to finance
their consumption, hence increasing the consumption gap.

Finally, to understand how the energy price shock affects firms’ average markup and the labor share,

notice that these two objects are linked to the price of energy according to the following expressions'®
TFP
P
M; = &t — (3.6)
(=W a(pM) ")
1-¢\ 1
b pM
=1 =L : 3.7
A < Wi > (37)

Notice from (3.6) that, given price rigidities, an increase in energy prices (PM) reduces firms’ markups.
This implies a redistribution of income in favor of workers, reflected in an reduction of the consumption
gap (equation (3.5)). This boosts aggregate demand, and hence, activity (equation (3.2)).

Equation (3.7) shows that the impact of higher energy prices on the labor share crucially depends on
the elasticity of substitution between energy and labor (¢). In the case of a Cobb-Douglas production
technology (¢ = 1) we have Z; = 1 — &, implying that the price of energy has no impact on the labor
share. If the elasticity of substitution is larger than one (¢ > 1), higher energy prices increase the labor
share. The reason is that costlier energy triggers a strong substitution from energy towards labor. The
resulting redistribution of income in favor of workers is reflected in a reduction in the consumption gap,

18The expression for the labor share is obtained using firms’ demand functions for energy and labor.
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which boosts aggregate demand and activity. Alternatively, if energy cannot easily be substituted for
by labor (1 < 1), an increase in energy prices reduces the labor share. The shock therefore redistributes
against the constrained workers, increasing the consumption gap. The consequent drop in aggregate
demand depresses economic activity.

As we will see later, the empirical evidence points to a low substitutability between labor and energy.
In this scenario, we should expect that an increase in energy prices will reduce both the labor share and
firms markups (i.e., the profit share). The relative impact of the shock on this two objects will determine
whether the constrained workers of firm owners are mostly affected, and hence, the size of the demand
side effect of the energy price shock.

4 Results

4.1 Parameterization

To stay close to the literature, we calibrate our model using some common parameterizations. We as-
sume a discount factor, B, of 0.9994. The elasticities of substitution across goods varieties (€,) and across
worker types (e;) are both set to 11, which implies a markup of 10% in steady state. We assume goods
prices and wages are adjusted with Calvo parameter ¢, and ¢, of 0.75, which implies an average dura-
tion of 4 quarters for each. We set the response to inflation (6) and slack (8;) in the Taylor rule to 1.5
and 0.25, respectively. The interest rate smoothing parameter (0r) is set to 0.9. The productivity pro-
cess parameters are set to prpp = 0.9 and 02, = 0.01. The energy price shock has persistence p,, = 0.8
and o3, = 0.85 so that prices increase by 50% on impact. The population share of constrained worker
households (A) is set to 0.3.

We limit our discussion to the following key parameters: the steady state share of energy in pro-
duction (« = 0.05) and the elasticity of substitution between energy and labor in production (p = 0.1).
There are a wide range of estimates for the elasticity of substitution between production inputs in the
literature. Higher estimates, such as those provided by Bodenstein et al. (2012) (0.42) are motivated
by estimates of the short-run price elasticity of oil demand from structural econometric models. Natal
(2012) sets this parameter to 0.3, while Plante (2014) suggests a calibration of 0.25 so that the own price
elasticity of oil is approximately -0.25. Montoro (2012) sets the value of the elasticity of substitution
between oil and labor at 0.2, equal to the average value reported by Hamilton (2009). On the low end of
estimates is Adjemian and Darracq Paries (2008) and Backus and Crucini (2000), at 0.09. However, their
production function is Cobb-Douglas in labor and a capital services-energy mix, where the latter is com-
bined via CES. Finally, Stevens (2015) suggests an elasticity of substitution between oil and value-added
of 0.03, where value-added is a Cobb-Douglas function with labor and capital inputs. This parameter
is equivalent to the short-run oil demand elasticity and is chosen to be consistent with reduced-form
evidence on the slope of the oil demand curve that lie between 0 and 0.11. Between the extreme cases of
zero or infinite substitutability, the effects of an energy price shock on macroeconomic aggregates also
depends on the share of energy in production. The share of energy in production ranges from 2% in
Natal (2012) for the US, 4% in Bachmann et al. (2022) for Germany, and 5% in Stevens (2015).

4.2 Impulse response functions

We provide IRFs to illustrate how the strength of the channels discussed in the previous section depend

on the severity of financial frictions and the degree of substitutability between energy and labor in
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production.

Figure 1 shows the baseline response to an increase in energy prices. In the RANK economy, an
energy price shock places upward pressure on production costs, leading to a surge in inflation. The
central bank responds by tightening monetary policy, which induces a contraction in activity. Relative
to the RANK, the Gas-TANK economy experiences a deeper contraction. Moreover, while the recession
in the RANK originates from the contractionary policy implemented by the central bank, in the Gas-
TANK it is largely driven by the direct impact of higher energy prices on aggregate demand. Since
production inputs are complementary in our Gas-TANK economy, higher energy prices reduce the labor
share of total income, implying a drop in workers’ earnings. Given borrowing constraints for worker
households, this translates into a fall in aggregate demand. Due to the adverse effect of the energy price
shock on demand, monetary policy in the Gas-TANK is much looser. Finally, note how the energy price
shock has a different effect on constrained workers” and unconstrained capitalists” consumption. While
workers’ consumption largely falls due to the drop in their income, capitalists are able to insure their
consumption by borrowing from the external sector. This is reflected in an increase in the consumption
gap. Over time, as firms pass the costs of the shock to workers through an increase in prices, the income

gap goes up as well, further raising the gap in consumption.
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FIGURE 1: Dynamic Responses to a Global Energy Price Shock: Benchmark Case
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Figure 2 illustrates the effects of the energy shock when we assume a larger share of constrained
households. Given more severe borrowing constraints, consumption becomes more responsive to the
drop in households’ income. It follows that the increase in energy prices induces a stronger fall in
aggregate demand, leading to a deeper recession than in the baseline case (Figure 1).
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FIGURE 2: Dynamic Responses to a Global Energy Price Shock: Higher Share of Constrained Households
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Figure 3 illustrates the effects of the energy price shock under a higher degree of substitutability
between labor and energy in production (Cobb-Douglas, ¢ = 1). The increase in the price of energy
imports imply a fall in the relative price of labor, which now leads to greater degree of substitution
towards labor. The labor demand schedule shifts upwards and employment increases. For ¢ = 1, higher
employment fully compensates for the lower relative wage, leaving the labor share constant. While
the labor share remains constant, firms’ markups experience a reduction due to higher marginal costs.
Redistribution in favor of constrained workers, reflected in a reduction of the consumption gap, boosts
aggregate demand. Given the positive effect of the shock on demand, the TANK economy experiences
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a milder recession relative to its RANK counterpart.
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FIGURE 3: Dynamic Responses to a Global Energy Price Shock: Cobb-Douglas instead of CES
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5 The demand side effects of alternate supply shocks

Can the economic effects of an energy price shock be appropriately proxied with a TFP shock, since

both shocks restrain supply? In this section, we explore whether the demand contraction that follows

a rise in energy prices is a common feature of supply disturbances. Equations (3.5) to (3.7) are used to

analyze the demand side effect of a disturbance to firms” TFP. For simplicity, assume a closed economy

environment, where only labor is used in production. The consumption gap becomes

1
Ii=1+-—-M;—-1)

1—-A
where
TFPp
My=5 "
Wi
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It is easy to check that an adverse TFP shock leads to a fall in markups. The reason is that with lower
productivity firms must hire more labor to produce each unit of the good. This implies lower markups
and an increase in workers” income. It follows that the consumption gap falls, leading to an increase in
GDP (equation 3.2).

The IRFs to an adverse TFP shock in Figure 4 illustrate this intuition. Similar to the energy price
shock, the TFP shock leads to higher marginal costs, which places upward pressure on inflation. The
consequent response of the central bank to higher inflation leads to a drop in output. While both en-
ergy and TFP shocks generate similar supply side effects, this is not the case for the demand side effect.
Lower TFP implies that more labor is required to produce each unit of the good, which explains the
observed increase in employment. Workers” income thus increases, boosting aggregate demand. As a
consequence, the TANK economy features a milder contraction in consumption and output relative to
the RANK. Energy and TFP shocks therefore diverge in terms of their impact on demand. Whereas the
former reduces workers’ income, the latter increases it, leading to a different profile for aggregate de-
mand. We conclude that no generalization can be made about the effects of supply shocks on aggregate
demand, as the nature of the shock crucially affects the way resources are redistributed in the economy.
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FIGURE 4: Dynamic Responses to a TFP Shock

Employment Inflation, ann pp Output
03 0.25 ————————— 0
02l -0.05}
0.1+
0.15
-0.15f
0.14 1
-0.2}
0.05}
-0.25¢
0 s 03}

. | gl L L
R RS LR

Real policy rate Consumption gap

Income gap

0.04 0.1 0.2
0.03} 1 0 = o1y
l~ 0 f\
.02t fr N ] 0il ]
_01 L
0.01F 1 0.2+ 02k
0 -0.3f 1 -0.3f
0.01f 1 04} ] 041
_0_5,
0.02} 1 -0.5f
_0_6,
0.03f 1 o6k
0.6 o7l
o4l . o oo 4 A S S S S Y S S
Qb‘%\%,@)rﬁ(b&(&%‘bﬁb‘p Qb‘%\‘b\%(&(y(ﬁ)@/%ﬁ‘)‘% QVQ)\Q/\%(LQ(LD‘@%‘L%%D‘Q

TANK Taylor (share-workers=0.3, CES-degree=0.1) === ==:RANK Taylor (CES-degree=0.1)

6 Optimal monetary policy

Finally, we study the optimal response of the central bank to the energy price shock.'” Figure 5 presents
the IRFs under the Ramsey policy. We compare the optimal policy in the TANK versus the RANK model.
The figure shows that although optimal policy leads to very similar paths for inflation and employment
in the two economies, the implementation is different. In both cases, the policymaker implements con-
tractionary policy in order to counteract the inflationary effect of the shock. However, the required
increase in the interest rate is milder in the TANK. This is explained by the direct contractionary effect
of higher energy prices on households’ income. In the TANK, the lower income translates into lower
aggregate demand, which contains the inflationary pressures of the shock. Hence, a milder response of
the central bank is needed.

19To compute the optimal Ramsey policy we maximize households’ lifetime utility subject to the non-linear system of equations
that describe private agents’ optimality conditions
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FIGURE 5: Dynamic Responses to a Global Energy Price Shock: Optimal Policy
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As stressed earlier, the demand effect of higher energy prices depends on the evolution of firms’
markups. If inflation remains contained in spite of the costlier energy input, firms largely absorb the
costs of the shock. This would be reflected in a reduction in markups. Conversely, if prices go up
strongly to preserve markups, firms can pass the costs of the shock to workers, who will experience a
more severe reduction in their income. The degree to which prices react to the shock thus determines
who takes the hit, and hence, its impact on aggregate demand. We then explore a scenario where firms
raise prices more aggressively in response to the costlier energy in an attempt to preserve profits. To this
end, we repeat the optimal policy exercise assuming a higher degree of price flexibility.?’ Results are
presented in Figure 6. A comparison with Figure 5 illustrates that when firms react to an energy price
shock by raising prices strongly, constrained households experience a more severe drop in their income
relative to unconstrained households, as reflected by the income gap. Since the constrained households
are more severely affected, there is a deeper contraction in aggregate demand. As a consequence, opti-
mal monetary policy in the TANK is now much looser relative to its RANK counterpart.

2For this simulation we set the Calvo parameter to 0.3.
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FIGURE 6: Dynamic Responses to a Global Energy Price Shock: Optimal Policy with Higher Price Flexibility
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Next, we explore whether optimal policy may actually be expansionary in response to an adverse
supply shock. We can expect that as the contractionary effect of the shock on demand strengthens, it
should be optimal for the policymaker to loosen policy. For this exercise, we introduce a measure for the
monetary policy stance, which indicates whether policy is contractionary or expansionary. From (2.2)
we know that the demand of households whose consumption responds to interest rates is determined
by the expected path of the real interest rate, rather than the current real rate. Therefore, we define the
policy stance as sty = LB Y52 o (rr — 7 511)-

Figure 7 presents the IRFs for the policy stance over an increasingly larger share of constrained
agents, which allows the energy price shock to yield a correspondingly larger fall in household con-
sumption. In the RANK, monetary policy remains contractionary throughout the period of higher en-
ergy prices in order to counteract inflation. Meanwhile, in the TANK, the policy stance quickly turns
expansionary as financial constraints become more severe. Optimal policy can be expansionary when

the energy price shock has a larger adverse effect on the demand side.
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7 Conclusion

We build an open economy model with household heterogeneity and low substitutability between en-
ergy and labor to highlight the demand side effects of an energy price shock. We show that an energy
price shock has different effects on households, depending on their sources of income and borrowing
constraints.

The transmission of an energy price shock to aggregate variables differs significantly from a RANK.
An energy price shock reduces the labor share of total factor expenditures, thereby redistributing income
against constrained worker households, which depresses aggregate demand. The increase in resources
used for energy imports must be financed by an increase in debt. Borrowing from the foreign sector
is used by unconstrained households to finance their consumption. This redistributes income in favor
of unconstrained worker households, thereby depressing aggregate demand. The magnitude of these
channels depend on the degree of price rigidity and the elasticity of substitution between energy and
labor. An energy price shock therefore has a self-correcting effect, as the consequent contraction in
economic activity dampens inflationary pressures.

In our model, an energy price shock has features of an adverse productivity shock, but there are
important differences. Although the supply side effects of both shocks are the same in our model, the
demand side effect is completely different. Both an adverse productivity shock and an energy price
shock lead to an increase in inflation. However, while a negative productivity shock leads to an increase
in aggregate demand, the opposite is true for an energy price shock.

The demand side effect of an energy price shock in our model implies that optimal monetary policy
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is less contractionary, relative to a RANK model. In some cases, it may even be expansionary (i.e., when

credit constraints are severe).
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A Small-scale Gas-TANK

A.1 ThelS equation

Nominal value added is defined as

PYY, = Pz, — PMMy,

where Z; is the final good and M; = fo j,+dj are imports. Assume domestic households only consume
domestic goods. However, part of the domestic production is consumed by foreign households. Then
we have that Z; = C; 4 X; where X; represents exports. Rearrange to obtain

2 b pM
Yi = =5Ct + =Xt — =M.
t pY t pY t pY t
Derrick checking

Y PM
th =Cr+ Xy — L]\/It.
Py

ptYYt =C+ Xy — p{VIMt
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P;(sYss (1 + ﬁt + yt) = Css (1 + Ct) + Xss (1 + xt) - pé\ngs (1 + ﬁ){w + mt) .
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Log-linearizing this expression

PC PX PMM

_ M Y
= PYYCt + PYYxt - pPYy (pt + mt) — Pt
since w =1.Aspl =— PPAiAYA pM, then
PC PX PMM
Y= PYYCt + PYYxt - pYy mg. (Al)

Next, decompose aggregate consumption
Cr=(1—-A)Cut+ ACq.
Defining the consumption gap between unconstrained and constrained households as I't = 7+, the
above equation can be rewritten as

Ct
Cu,t

1
_(1—A)+Ar—t.

Log-linearizing

C 1
Cj(Ct —cCut) = —/\f%-

In steady state we have C = (1 — A)C,, + AC., which implies C% =(1-A)+ A%, C% =(1-A)+AL,
C _ (=MI+A Tpen

C — T
A
€= Gt~ A=Ay (A2)
Substituting A.2 into A.1
_rc(. A +PXx_PMMm
=y T axTra—a)t) T eyt pry M

Combining A.3 with unconstrained households” Euler equation and the demand functions for im-
ports and exports we obtain the IS equation

PC1 PC A PX
yr =By — ﬁEIEt (rt — 1 + Adriq) + ﬁmEtA’)’tH - ﬁlEtAny—

E; (mlpApffrl + ﬁg*A5t+l + W(Aefff + lIJAI/itH)) - (A3)

A.2 The consumption gap

Domestic households only consume domestic goods. However, part of the domestic production is con-
sumed by foreign households. Then we have that Z; = C; + X;, where X; represents exports. Multi-
ply by P; to obtain P;Z; = P;C; 4 P;X;. Using the fact that the sum of households income must equal
the sum of firms total income net of energy import expenditure, i.e., INC; = P;Z; — PtMMt, we have
INC; + PMM; = PiCy + P X;. Decomposing aggregate income and aggregate consumption, we obtain

(1= A)INCy ¢+ AINCes + PMM; = Pi((1 — A)Cyt + ACe) + P X
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But INC.t = PiC., then
(1= A)INCy ¢+ PMM; = (1 — A)PiCyt + PiX;.

Rearrange to obtain unconstrained households’ consumption

PiCyt = INCyp + PMM; — P Xy). (A.4)

1
TEy

Letting T/ = %g’z: denote the income gap between unconstrained and constrained households we

get

1 TB
1—AINC.,’

I; =T (A.5)

where TB; = Pr X; — PtIVIMt is the trade balance.
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B Gas-TANK Derivations

B.1 Households

A share 0 < A < 1 of all households have access to domestic and international financial markets and
are able to save and borrow in an unconstrained manner. The remaining share, 1 — A, are ‘constrained’
households. Those households have only limited access to financial markets, their marginal propensity
to consume out of their labor income is higher. Unconstrained (constrained) household quantities are
denoted with subscript u (c).

B.1.1 Unconstrained Households

Members of unconstrained households consume, work, save, pay taxes and receive profits from firm
ownership. In any period t = s an unconstrained household maximises his/her lifetime utility &4,

© " (Cu t)lfa 1 (Nf:/t) 1+¢
Uy,s = Es lZ[St {uu,t (Cu,t,Nu,J }] , where U,;= ’1 — —X= Yo

t=s

where N/ .+ is the unconstrained household’s labor supply and ¢ is the elasticity of labor supply, x is the
relative we1ght on the disutility of working. Utility is maximised subject to the budget constraint

WINE, + Ry_1Bys—1 + Rj_1B},_1& + DIVE (+ DIVL, = PCCup+ Buy+ B & + T+ TE,
where W' denotes the nominal wage received by households, B, ; and B}, ; denote domestic and foreign
nominal risk-less bonds, which provide a nominal gross returns of R; and R* to the household & de-
notes the nominal exchange rate (domestic currency relative to foreign currency), DIV! wi ] E{F, L} are
the profits made by monopolistic firms and unions that are re-distributed lump-sum to unconstrained
households. Total firm proﬁts consist of the profits of final output (Z) firms, importers (M), and ex-
porters (X), so that DIVM ,=DIVZ, +DIVM + DIVM t TF and TLt are a lump-sum taxes imposed on

unconstrained households (to sub51dlze flrms costs in order to get a steady state in which the distortion
from monopolistic competition is eliminated).

Lagrangian Each unconstrained household solves the following Lagrangian in any arbitrary period ¢

[e)
Z Tt Z gt { Ut + Aut WthN,i‘,t +
St t=0
Ri—1Bys—1+ R{_{B}, & + DIVE  + DIVL, — PFCyy — Byy — By & — Tl — TE ] }

where A, ; is the Lagrange multiplier for with the unconstrained households’ resource constraint.

Optimal Choice of C;, The first-order condition for unconstrained household consumption is
uc
Au,t - ﬁétr /\u t = (Cu t) . (B-l)

where we define the marginal utility of unconstrained consumption as A, s.

Optimal Choice of N/  The first order conditions for unconstrained household labor supply are

unN un
Ayp=——2 o Wh=MRS,; = -
u,t Wth t u,t Au,t
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We define w]! = W]/ P; and denote the real wage and the marginal rate of substitution in real terms

wi’ = mrsy; (B.2)
uN
mrs,; = — /\:: (B.3)
¢
uyy = —x(Ni) (B4)

Optimal Choice of B, and B, The first order conditions for domestic and foreign bonds are

£
Ayt = Ei[BAusiR:], Ayt =E; |:/3Au 11 Rf 21]

The domestic saving-consumption Euler equation is then given by

1 1 A1 -1
HﬁwzaFﬂhmﬁﬂm,lzahAu(mﬂ) Ry. (B5)

We use the definition of the real exchange rate and for consumer price inflation

P*

PC
=&-L, 11¢=_—Lt
QO ‘D, i

C
Pt—l

P; (P}) denotes the domestic (foreign) final output price level and PS denotes the price level for con-
sumption goods.?! The foreign saving-consumption Euler equation

Priq

B A1 Qi1 Py | s _ Au 1 1 Qi Il | 5.
1=E 18 Au (HtJrl) Qt % Rt < 1=E 18 Au (HtJrl) Qt H:+1 Rt .
t

We can derive the uncovered interest rate parity (UIP) condition by combining the two Euler equations

Al -1 si Qe T _
2 [/3 = (M) (Re—R o) <0 (B.6)
We define the unconstrained household’s stochastic discount factor as
A
Ao = Bi|p2e] (®7)
u,t

Note that we introduce a foreign-debt elastic premium in order to ensure that net foreign asset position
returns to a unique steady state following temporary shocks

Rf = R*+0(exp(bj;—bu)—1) (B.8)

Unconstrained Household Budget in real terms

1 1

WENG 4 Re 1By 15+ R B, 1& +dzvut+dwut _ 77 Cut + Buip +B,’jt5t +t§t+tut
Riaby1 | Riaby Qo ,

wi NI, 4 =il LWL i divk, = pECus+ bug + b5, Qr + 1L, (BY)

I 11

2IWe will show that these two are equivalent below when discussing the retailer.
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Detrending Total Profits from Firm Ownership

1
DIVE, = DIVE, divl,j,tEFtDIVf;’t

divh, = divf,. (B.10)

B.1.2 Constrained Households

Members of constrained households consume, save and work to maximise their lifetime utility s

1+¢
_ h
(o1 (M)
1-0 X 1+¢

i B {uc,t (Cc,t/N?,t) }

t=s

uc,s = Es l ’ uc,t =

where Nht is the constrained household’s labor supply and ¢ is the elasticity of labor supply, x is the
relative we1ght on the disutility of working. Utility is maximised subject to the budget constraint

Y (B 2
WtNht+Rt 1Bct 1+DIV = Pt(:cc,t+Bc,t+pt‘Pc,t+TCL/t/ TC'tZZ(Igtt_b>

where B.; denotes a domestic nominal risk-less bond, which provides a nominal gross returns of R;
to the constrained household and DI VLt are the profits made by monopolistically competitive labor
unions. TLt is a transfer to the union in order to subsidize its cost.

Lagrangian Each constrained household solves the following Lagrangian in any arbitrary period ¢

Lep=) gt Z,Bt{uct + Act
St =0

W/'N!, + Ry_1B.4—1 + DIVE, — PECep — Bep — Pr¥es — TCLJ }

where A, is the constrained household Lagrange multiplier associated with the resource constraint.

Optimal Choice of C. The first-order condition for constrained consumption is
us,
Aot = St Aot =Ug = (Cer) 7 (B.11)
t

where we define the marginal utility of constrained household consumption as A .

Optimal Choice of B, The constrained household first order conditions for domestic bonds are

aﬁ g oY 4
aB; = ”Sfﬁt{/\c,t [— <1 + D aB;) } + ”smrﬁtﬂ{/\c/tﬂ } =0

{Ac,t [— (1 + b gg:) } + ,BEt{Ac,t+1 lRtl }

The constrained household saving-consumption Euler equation is then given by

Ry

o
I

_ A -1
1+¥(ber—b) = E [[5 X”tl (nm) ]Rt. (B.12)
c,
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We define the constrained household’s stochastic discount factor as

A
Nepiv1 = Et {5;&?]
c,

Optimal Choice of N; The first order conditions for labor supply is

up, U
Agp=——2 W/ = MRS ; = ——<
AT Twn T P A

t ’

We define w]! = W]/ P; and denote the wage and the marginal rate of substitution in real terms

wl = mrse
mrsey = — ZJ\ICCI\E
uy = —x (Ngl,t) ’
Real-term constrained household budget
wING + S ol = pECos+ b (b — B0+

(B.13)

(B.14)

(B.15)

(B.16)

(B.17)

Auxiliary Household Equations We define the consumption gap as the ratio between unconstrained

and constrained consumption

Cu,t
It = Cor
Moreover, we use
th = 7
= (1—t")(wN} +p'My)
tt = (1-1")w/Ny
B.1.3 Aggregation and Market Clearing
Ct = AC.+(1—A)Cyy
by = Aboi+ (1—A)byy
Ni = AN+ (1= ANy,
Appy1 = AMepppr + (1= A) Ayt
divf = (1-A)divl,
divf = Adivk, + (1 - A)divk,
by = (1—=A)by,
o= (1=t
tr = AMb+ (11—t

(B.18)

(B.19)
(B.20)
(B.21)

B.22)
B.23)
B.24)
B.25)

P

Domestic Bond Market Clearing We assume that domestic government bonds are in zero net supply

by =0

B-7
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This implies that constrained and unconstrained households can lend to each other
0=0b; = )\bc,t + (1 — )\)bu,t/ = Abc,t = —(1 — A)bu,t

but recall the constrained household is subject to bond adjustment costs. Moreover, the unconstrained
household can also hold foreign bonds.

Firm and Union Profits net of monopolistic competion correction subsidy

divk—tF = wN; — Vwl NI — wl NI + Y wF N = w; Ny — wFNP,  tF = (1 — of)w]N]!

diUtZ — ttZ = Zi— th (tht + p{VIMt) — i‘tZ =7y — (tht + inIMt)

Combine Firm Profits net of monopolistic competion correction subsidy

divf — tf Z — (tht +pt Mt) +pMe — p QM + pP X QiX: - X
divf —tf = Zy—wiNy — ;" QM + pFXP Qi Xy — pi Xy

Goods Market Clearing - Combine Household Budgets Recall the real-term household budgets

ik Recabuion | Riaby, Qo L c . F o, L
wi Nu,t + II; + I + dwu,t + dlvu,t = Pt Cll,f + bll,t + bu,t Qr+ tu,t + tu,t
t
Ri_1bcs_ . Y )
withh + t E:,t 1 + dlUCL,t = P?Cc,t + bc,t + E (bc,t — b) + tg,t

and re-arrange for consumption, pre-multiplied with their household-type share A to get

c i Recbueo1 | Riaby, Qe ¢ L L x
Pt C = (1 - /\) wi Nu,t + I, + I + dwu,t - tu,t + dwu,t - tu,t - bu,t - bu,th
t
Ri_1bqs_ ) Y 72
1A (w?Ngft LR i’lft 1 _;_dwcL/t - tCL,t — by — 5 (be —b) )

which can be simplified to

) Ry_1bs— R} b} ,Q )
ptCCt = w?Nth—i—dth—ttL—i— i L tlt*l t—i— dzvf—tf
Ht Ht ———
=wN} Zy—w N} —pX* QM+ pEXP Qy X —pX X,
AY N}
—by — bf Qt — > (be —b)
to get
Ry_1bs_ R}_1bf Q¢ AY _
PEC X = % — b — (bf Qr— tlHt*l> +Ze+ pEXP Q1 Xy — pit Qi M - (bet — bc)z
— t NFA
=0 NFA;
and finally
AY _
PEC+PXX, = P (zt -5 (bet — b)2> (B.27)
and
Ry (b ,Q
NFA, = bfQ,— —tLEI=L _ yEXPo %, — pX*QuM, (B.28)

I
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Introduce Definition for Value-added Output Recall

Ry _1bi 1 +R?*1b;ﬁ*1Qt+

pSC = w!NI+divk —tF + 1 T divf —tf
t t N——
=w¢N}! Zi—wiNp—pi* Qe M+ pEXP Qi X — pX X,
AY —\2

b = b7 Q1 = 5~ (bet — )

AY . Ry (b7 194
- (bet — b)2 +pE X+ prC = % +7Zy— Pf('* QiM; +pFXP Qi Xy — b} Oy
t S———
=p/'%
AY - Ry _1by 19t
> (bet — b)z + (P? - ptEXPQt) Xi+ pfCe + (bZk Q- tlnt*l) = Zi—p QM
t S——
NFA, =piYi
Assume Infinite Bond Adjustment Cost
R} {bf Q¢
(v - X Q) Xk g+ (070 - SEES) =z iy
t —_—
NEA; =piYi
Assume Fully Flexible Prices in the Export Sector and Unity Gross Markup
EXP] X
t _ q_ _Pi X _ _Pi
Expz = 1= pxp Qme = pxpQ
t Pt Pt
EXP,1 pit X
P = e Qimer X
Pi
tEXP,Z - X
R} (b} Q¢
(p¥ = p¥) Xe+pfCi+ (bi‘ Q— — ) Zi — pi” QM
—_—— t —y_/
=0 NFA; =pi Yt
Assume Fully Flexible Prices in the Import Sector and Unity Gross Markup
P!
X
PtCCt + NFA; = Z;— p: & QO M;
Ep}(Yt
c Y Y M X PP PX
prC = p Vi —NFAy=p Vi +p/ Mi—pp Xy & ﬁcﬁ-?xtzzt
Recall
RY (b} 1O .
NFA; = bfQy— —=LE1= — pEXPg X, — Pf’ Qr M;

TI*
¢ —— ——

28 pt!
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B.1.4 Steady State

REbE Qs R} NFAg
NFAs;s = {b;ks Qs — <SSHSS , NFAss/ Qs = b:s 1- Hss b:s = ¥
IETTE IETTE Oss (1 _ 1"515"5[;}>

. Ri_1b.4_ b4 — 2 Ri_1b.4_ b4 — 2
Cc,t = ZU];NCh,t + dZUCL,t — f‘I;,t + %:'tl — bc,t — E (bc,t — bc) = thil,t + %ﬁ'tl — bc,t — E (bc,t — bc)
R
Cess = wsng;'S + bc,ss (rlss - 1)
ss
bess = be=0 (thisisan assumption)
Cess = wsng;'Sr Acss = ((1 - lpC)Cc,ss)ig
, Ri_qb,s—1 R b5, Q¢
Cu,t = (ZU?NZ/;J + dlv,&rt - tl%,t + t i_-[u’t 1 + =1 If-‘[,i 1 + dlvi,t - ti,t - bu,t - blﬁ,t Qt)
t t
R RO .
Cu,ss = ZUsngés + bu,ss (I_[s:s — 1) + b:;,ss ( if[* = st) + dl?}iss — tg,ss
55
bess = be=0 = b,=0
b, [(RLQ divf, — tE, _
Cu,ss = wsngés + 1 _SS/\ ( iE[* = - QSS) * %' Au'ss - ((1 B 1Pc)Cu,ss) ’
s5
Recall
ucLss
Lss = /\Lc,ss + (1 - )\)Lu,ss , MIScss = — 1 -
c,55
ucL,ss = —X(Lc,ss)q) ’ wg = MY¥Sss
uL
Mmrsgs = ——== uplf,ss = —x (Luss)?
A ss

which implies

L —0 L
Auss _ uu,ss ((1 — wC)C”,SS) — uu,ss
= 7 _ i
Acss  Ulss” (1= 9c)Cess) ™" Ucss
—€
br [ R% O, divf, — ik, ¢
wssLu,sS + 1—SSA ( srslgsqs - QSS) + % _ <Lu,ss > ¢
WssLe,ss Le,ss

e
1 b: (R%Q 1 diot, —¢E _
(Lu,ss + wf £ ( %5 =58 st) + — = % (Lc,ss)ec = (Lu ss)(P (Lc ss) ¢

1= A\ TI% Wes 1—A ’ .
Combine this with
1 = Lss = )\Lc,ss + (1 - /\)Lu,ss
assume
1—(1—A)Lyss _ 1
—)\ = c,s8
1—ALqgs
7 — L
(1 _ /\) u,ss

and use a solver the get L .
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B.2 Labor Packers and Unions

The introduction of wage stickiness into the model involves two types of agents: (i) perfectly competitive
labor packers and (ii) monopolistically competitive unions. After households have chosen how much
labor to supply in a given period, N,f"t (), k € {u,c}, this labor is supplied to a union, in return for a
nominal wage W/'. The union unpacks the homogenous labor supplied by households and differentiates
it into different varieties N;(j), j € [0,1] and sells these units of labor varieties at wage W;(j). The union
acts as monopolist since each labor variety is only imperfectly substitutable with each other. The profits
of the monopolistically competitive union are rebated back to households.

Perfectly Competitive labor Packers Varieties N;(j) are assembled by labor packers according to

N, — 1N'Md'e;% M., = Ew
t—[/o( t(j)) < ]} ’ w=m~

where N¢(j) denotes the demand for a specific labor variety j and N; denotes aggregate labor demand.
€y is the elasticity of substitution between labor varieties and thus My, is the corresponding gross wage
markup of monopolistically competitive unions. After the packers have assembled the labor bundle
they sell it to firms at wage W; who then use it in the production process. The cost minimisation of labor
packers implies the following demand schedule for a labor variety j

v = () s ([ tea)

where W; is the aggregate wage index. Optimal packer behaviour implies that W;N; = fol Wi (j) N (7)dj.

Monopolistically Competitive labor Unions Each individual labor union who sells its imperfectly
substitutable labor variety N (j) to the packer is subject to nominal wage rigidities. The probability that
the union cannot reset its wage is ¢,. It is convenient to split the problem of a monopolistically com-
petitive labor union into two steps: (i) the intra-temporal cost minimisation problem and (ii) the inter-
temporal wage setting problem.

Cost Minimisation Problem A union will choose to minimise its costs "V W/'N/*(j) subject to meeting
the packer’s labor demand

L= (WENP() ) + M () (Nf(f) - (WW“)) Nt) .

The Lagrange multiplier MC}" (j) is the union’s (nominal) shadow cost of providing one more unit of
labor, i.e. the nominal marginal costand 7" is a subsidy to marginal costs that eliminates the steady state
distortion associated with monopolistic competition. Note that the Lagrange multiplier of an individual
union j does not depend on its own quantities of inputs demanded, so that all unions have the same
marginal costs MC{"(j) = MC}'. The wage paid to the household??, W} corresponds to the marginal
rate of substitution so that

L
ON} (j)

=0 & "W}l =mMcl (), MCl = VW] = " MRS;

Recall that we use lower cases to denotes real (final output price level) terms w!! = W}/ P; so that

melV = Tww?:Twmrst (B.29)

22We assume that both, unconstrained and constrained household receive the same wage.
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Pricing Problem The objective of each union j is to maximise its nominal profits DIV} (j)

DIVE(j) = Wi()NP () = {7 (WENEG)) }, - divf = (wp —me} ) N (B.30)
With probability ¢, a union is stuck with its previous-period wage indexed to a composite

Wil Wi (j) with probability: 1 — ¢y,
tJ Wi_1(j) ((Hg)l_éw (H}’fl)éw) with probability: ¢,

where &, € [0,1] is the weight attached to the previous period wage inflation. Consider a union who

can reset its wage in the current period W;(j) = W/ (j) and who is then stuck with its wage until future
period t + s. The wage in this case would be

Wesl) = wiG) () (ﬁ)((nt+g)§“’>>zwf <f>[(“svsv>5(l_w <V;tv+11ﬂ
[ -

Subject to the above derived demand constraint and assuming that a union j always meets the de-
mand for its labor at the current wage labor unions solve the following optimisation problem

1— - Mw
A 1— ./Vlzg s(1=Cw) [ Wiae_ o Mot
f4s lt+S H# . Mp—1 w Hisl
s (o)~ () (Se) )

s=0
¢ ~ X
s(1=Cw) [ Wips_1 \5¥ T
1 _/\fl\:;ﬂl d #/ . 7/\/1/\:;131 |:(Hgg) (W—Tll) ]
(Wt+s) Livs| = MCLs (Wt (])> Wits Nt |

Ni44)¢(j) denotes the labor supplied in period t + s by a union j that last reset its wage in period t. Taking
the derivative with respect to W} (j) delivers the familiar wage inflation schedule (C.31)

W,l w 17 1*Mw
i)
Lt M, = w'= < t (B.31)
wa /Y lw t — )
) 1—¢w
W
w1 1 I My
¢ = VN; + pwE: /\tt+11-[+ (g}y) ¥ t+1] (B.32)
W2 Y T fW.2
0 = N+ ¢wkEs /\tt+11—I (gt+1) w=lfiq (B.33)
HW
w t
— B.34
gt (Hgg)l_gw(nyzl)gw ( )
HW
wy = ﬁtth (B.35)

Recursively written wage dispersion is given by

1 My
1— W M1 M
DY = (1-¢w) ( ¢V1V£gé)vi ) +w ()" DY (B.36)

The aggregate supply of hours worked in the economy is given by N/ = N;D}".
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B.3 Firms

There are three domestic firm sectors in our model: (i) final output good producers, (ii) import good
producers and (iii) export good producers. Final output firms are characterised by monopolistic compe-
tition and nominal rigidities.

B.3.1 Final Output Goods Sector
Final output goods production involves two types of agents: (i) perfectly competitive final output pack-

ers and (ii) monopolistically competitive final output producers.

Final Output Good packers Final output packers demand and aggregate infinitely many varieties of
final output goods Z;(i), i € [0,1] into a final output good Z; according to

€z
€ —1

1 &
a=[4<&u»“ém] L M.=

Z(i) denotes the demand for a specific variety i of the final output good and Z; denotes the aggregate
demand of the final output good. €; is the elasticity of substitution and M is the corresponding gross
markup of monopolistically competitive final output good producers. Final output packers purchase a
single variety at given prices P;(i) and sell the final output good Z; at price P; to a sectoral retailer’> who
transforms the final output good into consumption and export goods. Optimal behaviour implies the
standard demand schedule of the final output good packers and price index P;

Zi(i) = (?)wzt Pt5</01(Pt(i))1—ledi>1MZ, PtZt:/OlPt(i)Zt(i)di.

Final Output Good Producers Each variety Z;(i) that the final output good packer demands and as-
sembles is produced and supplied by a single monopolistically competitive final output producer i € [0,1]
according to the final output CES production function

¥

Pp—1

(MWW> (B37)

<=

m0=stvame+w

The production inputs demanded by a specific firm i are labor N¢(i) and imported energy goods M;(i).
« denotes the share of energy in production and ¢ denotes the elasiticity of substitution between labor
and the import good. Both, labour is provided by monopolistically competitive unions. Moreover, firm
i purchases energy imports M; from the importer.

Each individual final output producer is subject to nominal rigidities. The probability that they cannot
reset their price is ¢,. We split the firms problem into two steps: (i) the intra-temporal cost minimisation
problem and (ii) the inter-temporal price setting problem.

Cost Minimisation Problem A final output firm chooses its inputs to minimise its costs

Mz
. . . . Py(i)\ AT
m Z (WiN, PMM , £ Zi() > <t> Z
Nz(i),}\sllz(i){Tt ( HNe(i) £ t(l))} ’ (i) 2 Dy

The Lagrangian is given by

Lt =—f (WtNt(i) + PtMMt(i)) + MC? (i) (Zt(i) _ <Ptp(:) ) - Mz—T Zt)

2The problem of the sectoral retailers will be described below.
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and the Lagrange multiplier MC? (i) is the (nominal) shadow cost of producing one more unit of final

output, e.g. the nominal marginal cost and 77 = 7% S'Z\AZ is a shock to final output marginal costs that is

isomorphic to a price markup shock process. The optimality conditions are given by

. 1 mct Zt(l) % lpTil
wy = (1_“”@5(1\@(1')) (stTFP> (B.38)
o amef (Zi(i) \ ¥ i

Combine the first order conditions to obtain

- () ()

Rearrange to obtain the optimal trade-off between production factors as a function of their relative price,
NG)  1—a (W)Y
M(i) pM '

Factor Demand Schedules Combine the optimality condition with the production function

¥

Y i NG
Zi(i) = <1a>3ﬂ(1“<wf> Mtu)) b (M) 7

« \ P
1 /1] %1 W, ¥ %
Zi(i) = (1«)‘”( a“) (M) +a) M (i)

==

v

Ll S P 1 -
Zi(i) = (1-a)a” 7 W ¥ pavpMy-v) " M (i)
o (B f
1= M\1—yp %
N ot (AW (BT VN
Rearrange to obtain the demand function for M; (i),
-y
. pM ,
Mi(i) = & f — Z:(i).
(1 =W+ a(pMy-9)
Equivalently, for N;(i) we obtain the following demand function
-y

Wi

Ni(i) = (1-a) T
(O =Wy a(pyry)

Zi(i).
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Final Output Marginal Cost To obtain the marginal cost, raise the first order condition with respect to
N (i) to the power 1 — ¢ and multiply by 1 — «a,

A-aW ™ = (- M) (Z0) TN

((1 o a)wtlflp + Oé(PtM)liw) 12111 = ((1 — DC)PTLP+1(MCL‘Z(Z'))17¢ZL‘(1’)PT¢ (Nt(l))iliTu

a7 (MCE <i>>1¢<zt<i>>lw‘p<Mt<i>>lw‘”> o

Rearrange to obtain the marginal cost,

((1—oc)vv}*l”+oc<PtM>1*"’)ﬁ (u_a);Nt(j)me

MCZ(i) = MC%= ((1 —a)W V4 zx(ptM)l*lP) =

Note that the Lagrange multiplier of an individual final output producing firm i does not depend on
its own quantities of labor demanded, so that all final output firms have the same multiplier MC7 (i) =
MC?.

Pricing Problem The objective of each final output producing firm is to maximise its nominal profits
DIVZ(i)) = P(i)Z(i) — {th (tht(i) + PtMMt(i))} & div? = (1 - mth> Zi.  (B.40)

With probability ¢, a firm is stuck with its previous-period price indexed to a composite of previous-
period inflation and steady state inflation so that
Pf (i) with probability: 1 — ¢,
P t(l) = ; 1-¢; [ [ 117
Py_1(i) ((HSS) (TT;—4) ) with probability: ¢,
where &, € [0,1] is the weight attached to previous period inflation. Consider a firm who can reset its

price in the current period P;(i) = P} (i) and who is then stuck with its price until future period ¢ + s.
The price in this case would be

Gz
Prs(i) = Pf(i) [(HSS)SOCZ) (P;t—s_ll) 1 .

Final output good producing firms solve the following optimisation problem

[e9)

A ) . )
max E Z((PZ)S.BHS% {PtJrs(l)ZHs\t(l) - MCtZJrsZt+s|t(l)}
Pi(i)  s=0 ut

subject to the above derived demand constraint and assuming that a firm z always meets the demand
for its good at the current price. Z; (i) denotes the final output supplied in period ¢ + s by a firm i
that last reset its price in period t. If one substitutes the demand schedule and P;(i) into the objective
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function one obtains

max E; Z (¢z)° ,Bt+5 Autts

Pi(i)  s=0 Aut

1- Mz P AN 1\ we
l(Pt#(i)) e (l(nss)su-cz) (g_;) D l(Pt+S) ztﬁ]
_ M
e [l () )
-Mcf | (PH@) T

Zits
Pt+s

Taking the derivative with respect to Pf (i) delivers the familiar price inflation schedule (C.41)

-]
t
M, = B.41
£720 1-¢; (B.41)
tz,1 = mcfZi+ ¢zE [ ut,t+1(€tz+1)Mz T Eﬁ] (B.42)
[P = Zi+¢zE [Au,t,tJrl (CtZH)MZ ! tiﬂ (B.43)
IT
z t
= B.44
5t (Hss)l_éz(nt—l)gz ( )
Aggregation implies
1 1/ Py(i) ~w 1/ Py(i) —FT
Zidi:/ ”)’ZZdi:z/<”) i
[ zoa = [7(% ai=z, [ (0
. . . . 7 _ 1 (B «f:ﬂ
where we define price dispersion as Dy = |, ( P, ) di which can be written recursively
2yt \ M
1 — Mz-1 /JZE
o = oe (D) g ) o, B4

B.3.2 Energy Import Goods Sector

Each energy import good M; that the final output good producer demands is supplied by a perfectly
competitive import good firm. Energy import firms buy a homogenous tradeable energy good on the

world market from foreign energy exporters at foreign currency energy price PtXe'*. One can transform
this into domestic currency by multiplying by the nominal exchange rate so that PX* = Ptxf'*é’t. If for
example (from the UK’s perspective as the domestic economy) the nominal exchange rate was & =
0.5 £/% and the importer purchases oil on the world market for PtXe’* = 100$ this would correspond to

PX* = (100%) * (0.5£/$) = 50£. The importers then transform the homogenous good they purchased
Mt X{*. After the importers have transformed the energy import good they sell it to domestic final
output producers The cost minimisation problem of importers takes the simple form

min {(Rxg)} st X" =My, L=—(PX7EX) + P (X))

t
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The optimality conditions are given by

oL e .
Sxor =0 @ pXrg =PM & PXrE
t

1 Pt* _ PtM Xxn _ M

We assume that the global energy export price level follows the exogenous process
. e 1-px e .\ PX
P = (X)) T () e (B.47)

B.3.3 Non-Energy Export Goods Sector

Exports X; are produced by a perfectly competitive export good firm. They buy a homogenous non-
energy export good on the domestic market from final output retailers at domestic-currency price PX.
The "production’ of non-energy export goods works via a simple transformation of final output goods
into the expenditure components C, X, so that the supply of a specific export good is given by X; = ZX.
The objective of each export good firm is to maximise its nominal profits DIV

DIVX = PEXPg, X, — PXZX & divX = (prP 0 — ptx) X,
which implies

oDIVY
0X;

= (PP Qi -pK) =0 & pf=pfTe; (B.48)

B.3.4 Retailers

There is a continuum of perfectly competitive retailers defined on the unit interval, who buy final output
goods from the final output good packers at price P; and convert them into differentiated goods repre-
senting each expenditure component: consumption and export goods. Retailer r in sector N converts
goods using the following linear technology:

Ni(r) = ZN(r), for N € {C,X}

where the input ZN(r) is the amount of the final output good bundle Z; demanded by retail firm r in
expenditure sector N and where the final good bundle, Z;, is defined by its above stated CES aggregator.
Each retailer r in sector N chooses its input ZN(r) to maximise profits, taking the price of its output,
PN,N € {C,X} and the price of the final output good, P; as given. They solve

maxPNZN(r) — P,ZN (1)
ZN(r)

with first-order condition given by

PN =p, Ne{CX} epf = PX/P=1, pf=P/P=1 (B.49)
I, = II¢ (B.50)
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B.4 Monetary Policy

The monetary policy maker follows a simple rule for the nominal interest rate in which it responds to

annual

persistent deviations of annual CPI inflation, Hf’””"“”l, from its target, IT , and a measure of the

output gap, Y;. This gives the following rule:

C,annual (%)
_ pl-brpt I o\ (1—6r)By
with
C C C
HC,annual _ Dy o Dy Ptfl Ptfz Ptf?) _ ngnf,luglnf,lagZHC,lng (B.52)
t - C — pC C C c t— :
Ptf4 Ptfl Pt—2 Pt—3 Ptf4
st = e (B.53)
C,lag2 C,lagl
I, 82 _ Htflg (B.54)
and where [T — (T1)* and
N Lt
t

where L{ % is the level of employment that would be observed if all prices and wages were flexible (to
be defined below), R is the steady state nominal interest rate consistent with steady-state inflation being
at target.

B.5 The World Block

The global demand schedule for the bundle of domestic non-energy exports X; depends on the foreign
currency price of domestic non-energy exports, PFXP, relative to the world non-energy export price,
PX*, and on the world trade volume Z;:

* PtEXP - * * ptEXP - *
Xy = K pX+ Yt & Xi=x e Yss (B.56)
t

where the parameter ¢* is the elasticity of substitution between differentiated export goods in the
rest of the world. x* can be interpreted as a shifter of the world’s preference for domestic exports.

B.6 Shock Processes

In our model we study a (i) TFP shock, a (ii) price markup shock and an (iii) energy price shock. The
latter is a shock to the global energy export price level.

loge{ " = preplogel 'Y — (1 — pgep) *crepni T, nifP ~N(0,1) (B.57)

loge"s = p g, loger s — (1— p%y ) 2o, 7Me ~ N (0,1) (B.58)
loger = (1—p%) " 2cxni’, 71X ~N(0,1). (B.59)
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C Summary of Model Equations

Unconstrained Households

(C.1)
(C.2)

(C.3)
(C.4)

(C.5)

(C.6)

(C.7)
(C.8)

(C.10)

Aup = UG = (Cup)™”
wf = mrs,;
N
mrs,; = —-
" )\u,t
¢
ufa\,]t = _X<Nz,t)
_ N
1 = Ei|Aytin (Ht+1) Ry
[ -1 5o Qi1 g
0 = Et|Auper (T15,)  (Re— Ry
L ! ’ O I}
Rf = R*+0(exp(by;—Dbu)—1)
A
Nypiv1 = E ﬁ)u‘ﬂr]
L u,t
Ry 1bys 1 Rrjb%, 1O , ,
pSCut = wiNl, + an't F o e A divf iy — bug = by Qe — thy — 1 (C9)
t
divh, = divk,+divl, + div),.
Constrained Households
)\c,t = (Cc,t)_g

1 + T(bC,t - Ec) -

Act
Et |:[B ;\ct

+1

(HEH) 1} R,

’

A
Neptv1 = Ei [ﬁ ;(t+1]
ot
w’f = mrsg;
N
mrsey = — e
)\c,t
¢
ud = —x(NG)
Ry_1b.4_ . b4 _
ptCCC,t = wilNCh,t + —t=let-l + dlUCL,t — bc,t - = (bc,t — bc)Z —t
I1; 2
Remaing Household Equations
Cu t
o = -
! Cc,t
th =
tf (1 = 77) (N} + p' M)
tt = (1-1")wiNy
Ct = AC.+(1—A)Cyy
bt == /\bc,t + (]. - A)bu,t
NI = ANE+(1-A)Ng,
Appp1 = Mo +(1=A) Ay
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c,t

(C.11)
(C.12)

(C.13)
(C.14)
(C.15)
(C.16)

(C.17)



by = 0

AY =\ 2
PFCi+PXXy = Pt<Zt2(bc,tb))
RY b O X,
NFA; = bet—%:PEXPQtXf_Pt TOM;
t
Labour Unions
mc}’v = Twwi’:‘fwmrst
divk = (wt mct>Nt
tw’l [ 1= pw () M
7W,2Mw = w = 1_¢W
t
W
1 ;% Mw W
w1l _ My—1 £V
; = M {'Nit + pwE [At f+11—[+ ~ (gt t+11
Y, W2
N2 = Ni+ owEs Att—i—ll—[ (Ct+1) t+1]
i’ = o
t (T =G (I} ) )b
Iy
wy = ﬁtwtfl
W) MZ(
- g (@) 5 w) T
ID;/V = (1_4) )( 1_¢W +¢ (g ) Dt_l
Firms
1 p—1 1 -1 %
7Dl = ¢lFP ((1 w)? (Ne) 7+ (a)¥ (M) ?
1
z Z\ ¥ -1
Lmcey (Z¢D; TFP\ ¥
w = (1—zx)‘/’—TtZ N, <5t )
1 mcZ (7, DZ % e
Mo 1 1mcy +Dj TFP\ ¥
= @ ( M (")
divi = (1—mth)Zt
, 1-M;
e
7 Tz
Z,1
Zl = mthZH—(PzEt{ utt+1(5t+1) = t+l}
)
22 = Zt+(PZEt{ utt+1(§t+1) t+1}
IT;
it =

(I—[ss)l_érZ (Htfl)gz
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(C.26)
(C.27)

(C.28)

(C.29)
(C.30)

(C.31)

(C.32)

(C.33)

(C.34)

(C.35)

(C.36)

(C.37)

(C.38)

(C.39)

(C.40)

(C.41)

(C.42)
(C.43)

(C.44)



1 Mz
1—¢z (CF) ™" M1
Df (1—¢z)( lff) +92 (¢F) ™ DE,
¢z
pt! e
e e 1-px e [9'¢
Xe, , xe,
P = () T () e
pit PP Qs
pit pr=1
I1; ¢
Monetary Policy
C,annual %
_ 1-0g b |y o\ (1—=0R )0y
Ry = R RRl‘El < TTannual ) (Yt)
C C C
HC,unnual o by . P Pt—l Pt—z Pt—3 _ HCHC,laglnC,lagZHC,lagZ
t - PC - PC PC PC PC Mt t t—1
t—4 t—1 T2 3 g
C,lagl C
I, £ = Iy 4
Clag2 C,lagl
I = 1L
- L
Y = f;x
Ly
World
pEXP —c*
Xt:K*( e ) Y
pSS
Shocks
logef ™" = preplogel ' — (1— p7p) *crroni ™’ ni ™' ~N(0,1)
M; _ M M M
logey ™ = o logey s — (1 o) 2o, n; F ~N(0,1)

logel = (1- 31"

Gxﬂf,
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D Calibration

Table 1 presents the calibration of our baseline model. The four parameters related to the households

{B,o, ¢, x} take values that are standard in the literature. In line with [...], we calibrate [...].

TABLE 1: PARAMETER VALUES

Parameter Definition Value Source/Target

Households

B Household Discount Factor 0.9994 Annual net nominal rate rg ~ 2.25%
o Household Risk Aversion 2.0000 Literature

X Utility Weight of Labour 1.4102 Lss=1

[ Inverse Frisch Elasticity 0.5000 Literature

A Share of constrained Households 0.3000 Literature

Y Bond adjustment cost 10000 quasi-Hand-to-mouth

4 Debt-elastic interest rate premium 0.00001  Schmitt-Grohe Uribe 2002?
Labour Unions

€w Elasticity of substitution for labour 11.0000 10 % gross wage markup

w Calvo Wage Adjustment 0.7500 Literature; avg lifetime of wages 4q
Firms

« Labour share in production 0.95 5 % energy share in production
P CES Degree 0.1 ?

€; Elasticity of substitution for goods 11.0000 10 % gross final goods markup
¢- Calvo Price Adjustment 0.6600 Literature; avg lifetime of prices 3q
Monetary Policy

O Interest Rate Sensitivity to Inflation 1.5000 Literature

Oy Interest Rate Sensitivity to Output 0.1250 Literature

Or Interest Rate Smoothing 0.9000 Literature

I1 Inflation Target 1.0050 2% target

Fiscal Policy

abc Total G Bonds 1 Target

World Trade

K* Foreign preference for domestic exports 0.2105 Xss / Zs5=0.2; export share of 20%
¢ Price elasticity of world demand for domestic exports ~ 0.35 ? COMPASS?

Shock Processes

OTFP Persistence of TFP Shock 0.9 [abc]

OM; Persistence of Price Markup Shock 0.9 [def]

0x Persistence of Global Energy Price Shock 0.8 [ghi]

GTEP Stdev of TFP Shock 0.01 [abc]

GMy Stdev of Price Markup Shock 0.01 [def]

cx Stdev of Global Energy Price Shock 0.01 [ghi]
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