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Abstract

This paper has several objectives. First, it aims at investigating whether and to what
extent it is possible to find support for a New-Keynesian rational expectation model by
resorting to a purely frequentist estimation approach, not imposing a priori restrictions on
the model parameters. Second, and given the fact that a model estimated this way turns out
to be inconvenient for a direct operationalization of the rational expectation paradigm in a
wider macro econometric model environment due to issues with instability, it looks at how
this problem can be overcome by either assuming an adaptive expectation formation scheme
or resorting to a framework where the solution of a saddle path stable general equilibrium
model is embedded as a separate block in a more comprehensive macro econometric model
environment.

As far as the results of resorting to a frequentist estimation method to estimate empirical
models informed by rational expectation general equilibrium models are concerned, our
analysis suggests that it in specific cases may be possible to freely estimate a structural
model that comes close to being consistent with several features of a New-Keynesian rational
expectation model. In particular, in the framework of a general equilibrium model of a
two-country two-markets economy we do find - or at least we cannot reject - support for
the existence of a Phillips curve. This is a finding that questions whether the conclusions
of some former research can be due to a simultaneity bias in design and estimation. As
far as the operationalization of forward looking expectations in macroeconomic models is
concerned, our analysis indicates that one may circumvent the inherent problem of stability
by both utilising an adaptive expectation formation scheme and incorporating the saddle
path solution of a rational expectation general equilibrium model directly as a sub model
within the wider macro econometric environment. However, such a strategy does seem
to come at a cost, as there is no way to preserve a two-way communication between the
general equilibrium block and the encompassing macro model without compromising the
overall model’s stability.

1 Introduction

Much recent econometric work concerning exchange rate modelling revolves around models based
on uncovered interest parity or rather deviations from it, the latter often in terms of the exis-
tence of a foreign exchange risk premium. Limiting our reach to empirical models constructed
utilizing classical estimation methods, not imposing a priori restrictions (distributional or oth-
erwise) on the model parameters, these are often constructed based on one-equation-at-the-time
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design processes, or processes not taking properly into account the fact that the exchange rate
is the outcome of a simultaneous causal interaction process, involving a set of interdependent
endogenous variables. Nominal and real exchange rates, inflation and real interest rates are after
all endogenous macroeconomic variables; their dynamic path, and the determination of expected
future inflation and real interest rates, all depending on the simultaneous structure of an under-
lying hypothetical structural data generating process (DGP). As a corollary of this, economic
agents when forming their expectations of future endogenous variables, should take such a con-
tingency into account, based upon an appropriate economic perception - or understanding - of
how this imaginary structure might look like. Likewise, when designing and estimating models
for explaining exchange rate fluctuations, model builders should base their efforts on a theoretical
understanding suitable of capturing such a reciprocal interaction scheme.

To satisfy such a requirement this paper aims at designing and estimating a model for
the krone/euro exchange rate that in principle is based on a fully structural and simultaneous
understanding of the underlying mechanism driving the joint distribution of exchange rates, prices
and interest rates. To be more precise in this respect, this means that the model developed herein
is based on - or rather informed by - a New-Keynesian model set-up of a two-country two-markets
economy where the exchange rate is determined jointly with prices and interest rates based on
a rational expectation general equilibrium framework. Within such a framework representative
consumers and monopolistic producers are supposed to have equal and symmetric preferences
and technology. They are also assumed to exert optimizing behaviour, in the sense of respectively
maximizing their utility and the discounted present value of their expected flow of future profits.

However, unlike the literature where these types of models are brought to data without
letting data play a significant role - that is, beyond what is allowed for by Bayesian estimation
of some of the models’ structural parameters - this paper advocates a procedure that renders
possible a full-fledged frequentist approach to the task of confronting structural models with data,
not imposing a priori restrictions (distributional or otherwise) on the structural model parameters
prior to estimation. This has been done not only to test the suitability of frequentist-driven
methods for estimating customized versions of structural general equilibrium models, but also to
later implement the sub-model thus created in a large macro econometric model of the Norwegian
economy called KVARTS (2). In order to achieve this, theory is assumed to apply in the long run
and to define an attractor that is embedded in a more general dynamic setting than indicated
by the theoretical dynamic equilibrium model per se. To be more explicit this means that we
have embedded the deviation of the vector of endogenous variables from its theoretical long-run
structural solution as an attractor in a structural vector error correction model (SVECM) where
all the parameters are estimated freely.1

By following such an approach, it is directly surprising to us at least how close we are to be-
ing able to freely estimate a structural model that is close to being consistent with some features
of a New-Keynesian rational expectation model framework of a two-country two-markets econ-
omy, that is without resorting to either calibration or restricting the parameters to lie within
a narrow distribution around a prior understanding of their signs and quantitative size. Ad-
mittedly, the dynamics deviate significantly from the one that follows from the New-Keynesian
optimization problem per se and it has been necessary to equip the model with a number of
deterministic variables such as dummies for structural breaks and seasonality to cope with the
worse cases of unexplained systemic information. It should also be mentioned that the estimated

1One should note that this approach deviates from the one advocated in (6) which aims at preserving the
model’s dynamic and systemic properties while being flexible in the design of the models’ long-run structure. It
deviates also from (5) in that it seeks to model the simultaneous structure based on a purely frequentist SVECM
approach without having a rigorous evaluation of an underlying DSGE model in mind. Compared to (5) one may
therefore say that we in this paper have swaped the hypotheses, the null in our paper being the SVECM model
while the alternative amounts to a strict DSGE interpretation of the results.
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persistence in the exchange rate equation of our model is not consistent with that which follows
from theory, in the sense that it implies a stable backward-looking exchange rate process and not
one that would guarantees a unique stable saddle path solution in a three dimensional structure
with two free variables . Taken at face value, one would perhaps have though that this should
imply the existence of multiple equilibria and self-fulfilling prophecies, but simulations of the
model based on a Gauss-Seidel iterative scheme across all the observations of the sample and
imposing the same kind of parametrical restriction on a fully consistent version of the theoretical
rational expectation model, is suggestive of explosive roots and instability.

However, when this is said, the freely estimated system implies the existence of a Phillips
curve that is fully consistent with a New-Keynesian rational expectation equilibrium framework,
a circumstance that forms the basis for the importance of forward-looking expectations in the
exchange rate, price and interest rate formation per se. The estimated policy rule is moreover
consistent with an extended Taylor rule with interest-rate smoothing ((9)) where, in addition to
the Taylor principle being fulfilled, the interest rate is a function of a proxy for the output gap
and the divergence of actual inflation rates from a target inflation rate. As far as the exchange
rate equation is concerned it states that the real exchange rate in the long run is a function of the
real interest rate and a risk premium, the first statement being in accordance with a reasonable
and testable restriction on the structural parameters of the underlying theoretical model and the
second alluding to a premium that is captured by the oil price in the short run and by the value
of oil- and gas exports as a proportion of the value of total exports in the long run.

As far as the implementation of the above mentioned structure in KVARTS is concerned
this has turned out to be difficult without either forcing the solution to be in accordance with the
saddle path of an underlying rational expectation general equilibrium model being fully consistent
with our theoretical model set up, or resorting to an adaptive expectation formation scheme that
involves the use of backward looking AR- or VAR -models, the last alternative overruling the
role of the Phillips curve as an expectation generating relation. Accordingly, the implementation
of forward-looking behaviour in KVARTS has been undertaken by resorting to two different and
reciprocally excluding approaches. One by linking our estimated empirical model to an adaptive
expectation formation scheme using AR-models or VARs. And one where we implement the
saddle path of a calibrated version of the New-Keynesian general equilibrium model that forms
the basis of our empirical analysis. Simulations using KVARTS suggest that a SVECM model
with forward-looking expectations and where expectations are adaptive in the sense that inflation
expectations are formed in accordance with an estimated backward looking autoregressive process
for inflation, gives impulse responses that deviate to a small degree from a model without a
Phillips curve and where expectations are not modeled explicitly. When implementing forward-
looking expectations in a model that is fully consistent with a New Keynesian rational expectation
model, responses to shocks will depend on the degree of price rigidity. At low price rigidity, much
of the adjustment to the shock will come via inflation and be quick, while the adjustment will
be more gradual and to a greater extent come via the exchange rate at high price rigidity.

In the following, we explain in Section 2 the theoretical framework used throughout as
an overall framework for the analyzes undertaken in this paper. In Section 3, we discuss data
used in design and estimation of the empirical SVECM model. Section 4 documents the results
of the SVECM modeling and its implementation in KVARTS as well as the results of building
in a saddle path stable general equilibrium model for the simultaneous determination of the
euro/krone exchange rate, relative prices and interest rate in KVARTS. Section 5 summarizes
and concludes.
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2 Theory

As a theoretical back drop for the modelling of the Norwegian Krone/Euro exchange rate we
have chosen to use a two-country two-markets New-Keynesian model set up.2 The aggregate
relationships in this model are derived from the underlying decisions of households and firms,
where each country produces a range of products all being produced by a country specific monop-
olist. Furthermore, in this model labor markets are competitive and workers are mobile between
sectors within the economy. The model is derived from optimizing behaviour of infinitely lived
representative households and monopolistic firms under uncertainty and with rational expecta-
tions. The model is further based on the assumption that not all firms are able to adjust nominal
prices every period. The firms cannot therefore be perfectly competitive price takers, as they
will need to have power to set their own prices for such a contingency being the case. Because
firms have power to set their own prices they will set them above average and marginal costs -
and earn a profit - each time they are allowed to change them. When firms subsequently do not
get the opportunity to change their prices, they will be willing to sell the amount demanded ex
post. That is, as long as demand does not exceed the point where marginal costs exceed the ex
ante fixed price.

To be more specific the New-Keynesian model alluded to above is based on the existence of
a foreign exchange premium. Denoting the logarithm of the nominal exchange rate of a country
as the logarithm of the price of the foreign currency in units of the domestic currency (st) and
letting itand i∗t stand for, respectively, the nominal interest rate on a risk-less deposit in the
domestic and foreign currency, this implies that we have the following relationship:

it = i∗t + Et(st+1) − st − λt, (1)

where λt stands for the foreign exchange rate premium - or excess premium - at time period t
and Et(st+1) represents the rational expectation of st+1,conditional on all information available
to the market at time t. Adding and subtracting the realised and ex ante expected domestic
and foreign price level at, respectively, time period t (pt and p∗t ) and t+1 (pt+1 and p∗t+1), and
defining the real exchange rate (qt) by the relationship qt = st +p∗t −pt , (1) can be rewritten as:

it − i∗t = Et(qt+1) − qt + Et(πt+1 − π∗
t+1) − λt, (2)

where πt+1and π∗
t+1stands for, respectively, pt+1 − pt and p∗t+1 − p∗t.

The model version presented here is based on the two countries being fully symmetric and
with identical preferences and technology. Hence, there is no "home bias" in consumption and
monetary policy is in both countries assumed to set its interest rate endogenously in accordance
with a similar type of Taylor rule. In this rule the interest rate - in addition to itself lagged
(smoothing) - reacts to the deviation of inflation from the target of the central bank, the output
gap and possibly other variables. Denoting the long-run equilibrium interest rates in the two
countries, or the "Wicksellian" real interest rates3, by respectively, r̃t and r̃∗t , the output and
inflation gaps by, respectively, ui

t − ūi, and πi
t − π̄i, where i stands for either a blank and a *,

2The exposition in this section is based on the model developed in (9)
3The "Wicksellian real interest rate is the real interest that would prevail if prices fully adjusted instantaneously

and the economy is in equilibrium all the time. In other words, if the central banks hit their inflation targets
at all times, the output gaps are closed and εi

t = 0, they would want iit − π̄i to equal r̃i
t in 3 and 4, for

i = and *, respectively.
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and a bar representing, respectively, potential output and the inflation target, such a rule for the
domestic and foreign country would take the form:

it = (1 − α)π̄ + r̃t + σ(πt − π̄) + ρ(ut − ū) + α(it−1 − r̃t−1) + εt (3)

and
i
∗

t = (1 − α)π̄∗ + r̃∗t + σ(π∗
t − π̄∗) + ρ(u∗

t − ū∗) + α(i∗t−1 − r̃∗t−1) + ε∗t , (4)

where the residuals εt and ε∗t accounts for other influences in setting the two interest rates, so
that a higher value of, respectively, εt and ε∗t, would mean tighter money, respectively, at home
and abroad. In 3 and 4 the Taylor principle is assumed to apply so that σ > 1 − α. Assuming
that π̄ = π̄∗,ū = ū∗ and r̃t = r̃∗t , 3 and 4 imply that

it − i∗t = σ(πt − π∗
t ) + ρ(ut − u∗

t ) + α(it−1 − i∗t−1) + εt − ε∗t (5)

Since domestic and foreign consumers have identical preferences, if faced with the same
price they would end up demanding the same basket, and purchasing parity would hold all the
time. However, in this set-up we assume there is pricing to market that arises from a particular
type of nominal price stickiness, denoted local currency pricing, or LCP, in the literature. In
this kind of price setting firms are assumed to set different prices for their goods sold in each
country and each of those prices is sticky in the currency in which it is set. To incorporate such
a mechanism, the model is based on so called Calvo price setting, where each firm at every point
of time has a given and constant probability of changing its two prices.

To be more specific this means that the log of the aggregate price of the goods produced
at home for sale in the domestic market (denoted by a subscript H) is given by

pHt = (1 − Θ)p̃Ht + ΘpHt−1, (6)

where p̃Htis the log of the price of the fraction of firms (1 − Θ ) that gets the possibility of
changing their price in period t and Θ denotes the constant hazard rate (or probability) of not
changing the price.

Firms produces output using only labor, so wt − at is the log of the unit cost, where wt

is the the log of the nominal wage, and at the log of labor productivity. With a discount factor
equal to β and a probability Θ that the price will not change, the firms that get the opportunity
to reset their prices at time t set them to maximise the expected present discounted value of
future profits, which means that the optimal price satisfies the following recursion:

p̃Ht = (1 − Θβ)(wt − at) + ΘβEtp̃Ht+1. (7)

With a bit of manipulation4, equations 6 and 7 can be combined to arrive at

πHt = δ(wt − at − pHt) + βEtπHt+1, (8)

where πHt = pHt − pHt−1and δ = (1 − Θ)(1 − Θβ)/Θ. By looking at the expression for δ, it is
worth noting that the greater the likelihood is that a business will be able to change its prices,
that is the lower is Θ, the greater is δ.

4Inserting the expression for p̃Ht in 7 into 6⇒ pHt = (1−Θ)(1−Θβ)(wt−at)+Θβ(1−Θ)Etp̃Ht+1 +ΘpHt−1.
Solving 6 for (1−Θ)Etp̃Ht+1 and substituting the resulting expression for the similar term in the aforementioned
equation and adding and substituting (1 − Θ)(1 − Θβ)pHt, should then lead us almost directly to the expression
in 8.
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Following similar steps as in the derivation of 8 and realizing that the cost per unit in
foreign currency terms of the home good is wt − st − at,we can arrive at an equation for the
evolution of prices of home goods sold in the foreign country in terms of foreign currency, p∗Ht:

π∗
Ht = δ(wt − at − st − p∗Ht) + βEtπ

∗
Ht+1, (9)

where π∗
Ht = p∗Ht − p∗Ht−1. Combining 8 and 9 gives:

πHt − π∗
Ht = δ(st + p∗Ht − pHt) + βEt(πHt+1 − π∗

Ht+1) (10)

So far we have only looked at the price setting of goods produced at home. However, under
the assumption of symmetry, we know that the deviations from the law of one price should be
equal for home and foreign produced goods. Denoting the price of foreign goods at home and
abroad, the last one in terms of foreign currency, by respectively pFt and p∗Ft,we therefore have
that:

pHt − st − p∗Ht = pFt − st − p∗Ft ⇔ pFt − pHt = p∗Ft − p∗Ht (11)

Furthermore, the assumption of identical preferences implies that the aggregate price indices at
home and abroad are given by, respectively, pt = (pHt + pFt)/2 and p∗t = (p∗Ht + p∗Ft)/2, which
due to 11 implies that πHt −π∗

Ht = πFt −π∗
Ft = πt −π∗

t and qt = st + p∗t − pt = st + p∗Ht − pHt =
st + p∗Ft − pFt. Based on these identities 10 can be expressed in aggregate terms, implying that

πt − π∗
t = δqt + βEt(πt+1 − π∗

t+1), (12)

which is nothing else than the aggregate Phillips curve for our two-country two-markets economy.
Solving 12 for Et(πt+1 − π∗

t+1) and inserting the resulting expression for the equivalent
expectation term in 2 implies:

it − i∗t = Et(qt+1) − (
β + δ

β
)qt +

1
β

(πt − π∗
t ) − λt (13)

Equating this expression to 5 and solving for Etqt+1=>

Et(qt+1) = (
σβ − 1

β
)(πt − π∗

t ) + (
β + δ

β
)qt + α(it−1 − i∗t−1)

+ ρ(ut − u∗
t ) − λt + εt − ε∗t (14)

The real version of the foreign exchange premium relationship, 2, along with the home versus
foreign inflation relationship in 12 and the two Taylor rules, 3 and 4, will thus allow us to derive
a three-equation dynamic system for the simultaneous determination of home relative to foreign
inflation, the real exchange rate, and the domestic versus foreign interest rate differential. This
relationship is given by:

Et




πt+1 − π∗

t+1

qt+1

it − i∗t



 =





1
β − δ

β 0
σβ−1

β
β+δ

β α

σ 0 α








πt − π∗

t

qt

it−1 − i∗t−1





+




0 0
−1 ρ
0 ρ




(

λt

ut − u∗
t

)

+




0

εt − ε∗t
εt − ε∗t



 (15)
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Alternatively this system might be written forwardly as5 6




πt − π∗

t

qt

it − i∗t



 =




β + δ δ −δ

1 1 1
1
ασ(β + δ) − 1

ασδ 1
α (σδ + 1)



Et




πt+1 − π∗

t+1

qt+1

it+1 − i∗t+1





+




β + δ δ −δ

1 1 1
1
ασ(β + δ) − 1

ασδ 1
α (σδ + 1)








0 0
−1 ρ
0 ρ




(

λt

ut − u∗
t

)

+




β + δ δ −δ

1 1 1
1
ασ(β + δ) − 1

ασδ 1
α (σδ + 1)








ωπ(t+1)

ωq(t+1)

εt − ε∗t



 , (16)

where ωπ(t+1) = Et(πt+1−π∗
t+1)−(πt+1−π∗

t+1) and wq(t+1) = Et(qt+1) − qt+1.At time t, only one
of the variables is predetermined as both πt−π∗

t and qt may jump in response to contemporaneous
domestic and foreign shocks. Algebraically, for the dynamic system to have a unique stable
solution, two roots of the matrix in front of the time t + 1 dated variables in 16 must be forward
stable in the sense of being less than one (or inside the unit circle), which requires that σ+α > 1.
This is nothing but the Taylor condition referred to earlier and implies that the two central banks
ultimately raise nominal interest rates more than one-for one with an increase in inflation.

To substantiate what is said in the preceding paragraph we can simplify matters by con-
sidering a special case where the errors to the monetary rules are i.i.d. random variables with
mean zero. To allow for a simpler algebraic solution we will also assume that σ + α = 1/β, a
restriction that at the same time guarantees that the Taylor principle is fulfilled by assumption.
Under this restriction on the parameters, the eigenvalues of the matrix in front of the time t + 1
dated variables in 16 are given by β, 1

μ1
and 1

μ2
, where

μ1 =
1
2
(1 + α +

δ

β
+

√

(1 + α +
δ

β
)2 − 4α) > 1

and μ2 = α
μ1

< 1. Hence, two of the roots of the matrix in front of the time t+1 dated variables
in 16 are in this case demonstrated to be forward stable while one root is forward unstable, a
prerequisite for the existence of a uniquely determined (or determinate) equilibria in the case
where two of the endogenous variables are free and one is characterised as a predetermined
variable. However, in this context it is important to stress that if this was not the case and for
instance only one of the roots were forward stable in the sense of being less than one in absolute
value, we would be in a situation where the number of free variables are greater than the number
of forward stable roots, and thus a solution characterised by the existence of multiple equilibria
and self-fulfilling prophesies. All roots being forward stable would on the other hand mean that
the system is generically unstable and thus has no solution.

In the case where the solution of the system in 16 turns out to be unambiguous, the
solution is in the general case somewhat complicated. However, in the case where the endogenous
variable vector, yt, can be partitioned into two separate vectors consisting, respectively, of the
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1
β

− δ
β

0
σβ−1

β
β+δ

β
α

σ 0 α






−1

=




β + δ δ −δ

1 1 1
1
α

σ(β + δ) − 1
α

σδ 1
α

(σδ + 1)





6I used the the word forward to emphasize that the equations that we will study describe how combinations of
the state variables depend on expectations of the future rather than how they depend on the past. The reversion
of the direction in which the equations are presented - and alas solved - also reverses the conditions under which
an equation is either stable or unstable.
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free variables, y1
t , and the predetermined variables, y2

t , and the system is contingent on a set of
other variables forming an exogenous forcing variable vector, here denoted by ft, the solution is
given in the appendix by the two expressions in equations 35 and 39 combined. Going forward,
however, we do not intend to continue calculating these solutions by hand, but to use suitable
software developed for such a purpose and to refer to the explicit formula if and only if that is
appropriate in the individual case.7

3 Data

Select ‘Insert’, ‘Document Properties ...’, the ‘Generic’ tab and then modify desired class options
in appeared dialog. Changes will be applied after pressing the ’OK’ button.

4 Results

In implementing the system in KVARTS, we have chosen to use two different strategies: i) one
that is based on an freely estimated SVECM model, but where the expectations are required
to be adaptive in the sense that expectations are formed on the basis of estimated backward
looking autoregressive processes or VAR models and ii) one where we operate with a fully model
consistent rational expectation formation where the solution is required to be in accordance
with the saddle path of a calibrated version of the previously discussed underlying theoretical
structure.

This approach is in many ways consistent with the one underlying the so-called FRB/US
model in the United States ((3)) and would allow users of the model to switch between alternative
assumptions regarding expectation formations when running KVARTS. In principle, it would be
possible to run the model on the basis of both a purely backward-looking and forward-looking
expectation structure. In the case of forward-looking expectations, the model could be run in
two modus operandi: one where expectations are adaptive according to an estimated backward-
looking AR process of inflation, alternatively a small stylized reduced form representation where
the rest of the economy is modelled according to a small stylized VAR model, and one in which
expectation is consistent with a New Keynesian rational expectation model.

4.1 Estimation and implementation of a Structural Vector Equilibrium
Correction Model (SVECM) with forward looking expectations

Based on the theoretical framework outlined in Section 2, we have attempted to design and
estimate an empirical Structural Vector Equilibrium Correction Model (SVECM) for the simul-
taneous determination of the nominal euro-krone exchange rate, the money market interest rate
and prices. The starting point for this modelling has been a general dynamic structural model
set-up that encompasses the theoretical general equilibrium model outlined in Section 2 and as
specified in system 15 and 16.8 By referring to the variables contained in 15 and defining the

7To solve the log-linearized versions of the DSGE models presented in this paper we have utilized the DYNARE
package (10). This package is based on the Method of Blanchard and Kahn (1). For an exposition of this method
we refer to the appendix of this paper.

8The approach taken here is based on the idea of preserving the long-run properties of the theoretical model
while at the same time being flexible in the dynamic design of the model. This has been done to increase the
model’s ability to survive a confrontation with the data, though at the potential cost of jeopardizing the models’
systemic properties. Interestingly in this respect, in (6) the opposite approach is proposed and taken. That is one
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two vectors Z̄ and X̄ by, respectively

Z̄ = (pt, p
∗
t , it, i

∗
t , λt, ut, u

∗
t , Δpt, Δp∗t )

and
X̄ = (i∗t , λt, ut, u

∗
t , Δpt, Δp∗t )

this general point of departure can be given the following unrestricted general representation: 9

Δst = −φs{( st−1 + p∗t−1 − pt−1) + αs(it−1 − i∗t−1) − ω
s
(Δpt−1 − Δp∗t−1)

− γs(ut−1 − u∗
t−1)} + cs + λt−1 +

k∑

i=0

ΓiΔZ̄t−i +
k∑

i=1

ρiΔst−i + ΘsDt + εs
t

Δit = −(αi){(it−1 − i∗t−1) − ψi(Δpt−1 − Δ p∗t−1) + γi(ut−1 − u∗
t−1)}

+ ci +
k∑

i=0

ΥiΔX̄t−i +
k∑

i=1

ψiΔit−i + ΘiDt + εi
t (17)

Δpt = Δp∗t + cπ + δ(pt−1 − (st−1 + p∗t−1)) + βEt(Δpt+1 − Δp∗t+1) + εp
t

Substituting all theory variables by their empirical equivalents10 and using 17 as the starting
point for a structural design or reduction process, we end up with the following parsimonious

aims at preserving the model’s dynamic and systemic properties while being flexible in the design of the models
long-run structure.

9In System 17 more or less all the restrictions imposed on 15 have been undone and π and π∗ substituted
by, respectively Δp and Δp∗, where Δ represents the first difference of the variables and small letters symbolize
logarithmic transformations. The parameters φs,αiand δ are the loadings or error correction parameters pertaining
to the dynamic equations of, respectively, the exchange rate, domestic interest rate and the domestic price index,
while the parameters αs, ωs, ωi, γsand γi pertain to the long-run cointegration structure of the exchange rate
(subscript s) and the interest rate equation (subscript i), respectively. The two matrices Γi and Υi are assumed to
be conformable and to contain the parameters pertaining to extrinsic non-eigen dynamic effects in, respectively,
the exchange rate and interest rate equation, while ρi and ψi capture the parametrical representation of the two
equation’s eigen-dynamics. Dt represents deterministic terms like centered seasonals, step and blip dummies etc..
Note that in 17 the foreign exchange premium λ{t} has not been modelled as a parametrized function of variables

meant to capture such an effect. In 17 we have also specified three equation-contingent error terms, εj
t , where j

is assumed to take on the alpha numeric letters of s,i and p, respectively,to indicate to which equation it belongs.
10When it comes to the Phillips curve, we have chosen to model it based on the Norwegian concept of core

inflation, in other words inflation adjusted for energy and taxes. Core inflation is also used as an inflation proxy in
the interest rate rule, where the Norwegian money market rate in addition to the money market rate for the euro
area, is assumed to depend on, respectively, the deviation of the rate of unemployment and core inflation from its
equilibrium level and inflation target. As far as the Euro-krone exchange rate is concerned, to intercept the effect
of price changes we have tried out both using the consumer price and the core index, the first one necessitating an
extension of the model to cope with two different but related concepts of price movements. The foreign exchange
risk premium on the other hand is meant to be intercepted by the oil price (poil) in the short run and the ratio
of the value of gas and oil exports to the value of total exports (vogava) in the long run.
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structural representation.

Δst−1 =
0.09

(0.04)
+

0.229
(0.089)

Δst−2 +
0.007

(0.003)
Δ(pt − p∗t ) −

0.003
(0.001)

Δ(pt−1 − p∗t−1)

−
0.004

(0.001)
Δ(pt−2 − p∗t−2) −

0.067
(0.013)

Δpoilt −
0.004

(0.001)
Δ(it − i∗t )

−
0.174

(0.056)
(st−1 + p∗t−1 − pt) −

0.0019
(0.0007)

((it−1 − Δpt−1) − (i∗t−1 − Δp∗t−1))

−
0.054

(0.021)
(vogavat−1) +

0.174
(0.056)

SDUM081084 + εs
t

Δit =
0.168
(0.11)

+
0.97

(0.05)
Δi∗t +

0.134
(0.035)

Δit−1 +
0.147

(0.038)
ΔΔ4(pt)

−
0.083

(0.023)
(it−1 − i∗t−1) −

0.074
(0.028)

ut−1 +
0.203

(0.033)
Δ4pt−1

−
0.519

(0.095)
SDUM031032) −

1.09
(0.12)

(DUM033) −
0.39

(0.12)
(DUM041)

−
0.398

(0.075)
SDUM082093 −

0.247
(0.049)

SDUM133 −
0.247

(0.049)
CS1+ εi

t

Δpt = −
6.51

(2.96)
+ Δp∗t −

8.98
(4.08)

(pt−1 − (st−1 + p∗t−1)) +
0.534

(0.137)
Δ2(pt+2 − p∗t+2)

Vector SEM-AR 1-1 test:F(9,126) = 1.4132[0.1892]

Vector Normality test: χ2(6) = 7.9898 [0.2389]

In 4.1 we have modelled the three-dimensional dynamic structure of the logarithm of the
krone-euro exchange rate (s), the three-month money market interest rate (i), and the logarithm
of the core price index (that is the consumer price index adjusted for taxes and energy prices)
using quarterly data from the first quarter of 2001 until the second quarter of 2017. As will
become clear when we later take a closer look at the system’s long-term structure below, the
estimated SVECM model encompasses both the exchange rate equation and the Taylor rule in
15. More surprising in this respect is perhaps the fact that the system contains and thus provides
support for the existence of a Phillips curve. Importantly, this is a finding that is fully consistent
with a New-Keynesian rational expectation equilibrium framework, and which forms the basis
for forward-looking expectations in the process governing the simultaneous determination of the
exchange rate, prices and interest rates per se. A superficial look at the system in 4.1 does,
however, make clear that the dynamics deviate significantly from the one that follows from the
New-Keynesian optimization problem per se and it has been necessary to equip the model with a
number of deterministic variables such as dummies for structural breaks and seasonality to cope
with the worse instances of unexplained systemic information. It should also be mentioned that
the estimated persistence in the exchange rate equation of our SVECM model is not consistent
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Figure 1: Dynamic Forecasts

with that which follows from theory, in the sense that it implies a stable backward-looking
exchange rate process and not one that would guarantees a unique stable saddle path solution
in a three dimensional structure with two free variables.11

Looking at the system diagnostics and stability tests in Figure 8 , the system seems to be
fairly well specified. Extending the data set until out 2018 and using the model to simultane-
ously and dynamically forecast 6 period ahead, that is without conditioning the forecasts of the
endogenous variables on anything other than exogenous processes and without restricting the
lagged observations of the endogenous variables to be in accordance with history, but to follow
their earlier forecasted values, shows that the forecasts lie within their forecast confidence inter-
vals with one exception; that is the inflation and price level, both laying below their estimated
confidence intervals in the second quarter of 2018. Otherwise, and given the fact that the model
implies an interest rate trajectory that lies substantially below the realised one for the whole
forecast period starting in the third quarter 2017, we notice that the model does not seem to
explain the krone exchange rate particularly well, in particular during the second last part of
2018 where the krone-euro exchange rate followed a much weaker trajectory than the one forecast
by the model.

By letting the logarithm of the value of oil and gas as a share of the total export value

11Taken at face value, one would perhaps have though that this should imply the existence of multiple equilibria
and self-fulfilling prophecies, but simulations of the model based on a Gauss-Seidel iterative scheme across all the
observations of the sample and imposing the same kind of parametrical restriction on a fully consistent version
of the theoretical rational expectation model, is suggestive of explosive roots and instability.

11



(vogava) intercept the effect of a long-run foreign exchange premium and writing the rate of
unemployment and inflation as deviations from their target equivalents, the long-run structure
of the estimated SVECM in 4.1 is given by:

st = pt − p∗t − 0.11((it − Δpt) − (i∗t − Δp∗t )) − 0.31(vogavat)

i = i∗ − 0.89(u − ū) + 2.45(Δ4p − π) (18)

pt = st + p∗t

According to the long-run cointegration structure in 18 the (logarithm of) the real exchange
rate is a stationary variable. Given this, the long run relationship governing the nominal euro-
krone exchange rate implies either that the real interest rate differential vis-a-vis abroad, ( (it −
Δpt) − (i∗t − Δp∗t )), cointegrates with the long-run foreign exchange rate premium proxy of
vogava, or that the two last mentioned variables are stationary per se. Beyond that and the
fact that the equation implies a full exchange rate pass through of relative price changes in the
long run, the equation implies that a one percentage point’s increase in the real interest rate
differential vis-a-vis abroad and a one percent increase in the value of the oil and gas exports
as a proportion of the value of total exports is estimated to lead to a weakening of the crone
exchange rate of, respectively, 0.11 and 0.31 percent. Comparing the structure in 18 with the
theoretical structure in 15, we se also that the Taylor principle is fulfilled in the long run, a one
percentage point increase in inflation relative to its target in fact leading to an increase in the
nominal interest rate of 2,45 percentage points. The long-run interest rule equation also implies
that a one percentage point increase in the rate of unemployment (relative to its trend level) will
lead to a long-run interest rate decline of 0.89 percentage points. Otherwise a one percentage
point rise in the foreign interest rate is imposed to lead to an equivalent rise in the domestic
interest rate in the long run, according to the dynamic specification of the policy rule in 4.1, not
far from its short run response of 0.97.

4.2 Calibration and Implementation of a model with fully model con-
sistent expectations

qt = st + p∗t − pt (19)

πt+1 − π∗
t+1 =

1
β

Δ(πt − π∗
t ) +

(−δ)
β

qt (20)

qt+1=( βσ−1
β )Δ(pt−p∗

t )+( β+δ
β )qt+α(it−1−i∗t−1)+εt

(21)

(i − i∗)t = α(i − i∗)t−1 + σ(πt − π∗
t ) + εt (22)

εt = ρεt−1 + σεvt (23)

δ =
(1 − Θ)(1 − Θβ)

Θ
(24)
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In the last subsection a SVECM model for the simultaneous determination of the euro-krone
exchange rate, money market interest rate and prices were incorporated in KVARTS by assuming
an adaptive expectation formation scheme. This was done to avoid issues related to stability
when dealing with model consistent/forward looking expectations in a setting that is poorly
suited for such a purpose due to cumbersome dynamics and a structure that does not necessarily
underpin the existence of a stable saddle path solution. To be able to incorporate fully model-
consistent and rational forward looking expectations in KVARTS we have therefore had to go
back to our theoretical point of departure and implement the solution of a saddle-path stable
parameterisation of a New-Keynesian structural equilibrium model developed along the lines of
the theoretical partial equilbrium model in Section 2 and as reproduced in equations 19 to 24
above. In doing so we have deliberately chosen to simplify matters somewhat compared to the
more general set-up in section 2 by considering a model version based upon uncovered interest
parity and a policy rule of strict inflation targeting, the implication of which is the full cancellation
of the exogenous forcing term in 16. In light of the theoretical framework we have used as a
starting point for the construction of the empirical SVECM model of the previous section, this
may seem somewhat unsatisfactory. However, it has so far proved more difficult than we had
previously thought to implement dynamic structures for the two variables of the forcing variable
vector, respectively, the foreign exchange risk premium and the relative unemployment rate,
without this having major unwanted consequences for the model’s dynamic properties. Another
and potentially more serious problem in this context is the fact that the model that we so far have
used as a point of reference for our modeling is partial in the sense that it does not include all
aspects of the real economy in KVART. In the event that one wishes to extend the model to apply
to a monetary policy regime with a flexible inflation-target, and thus to introduce the output
gap as an additional explanatory variable in the policy rules of the central banks, as prepared for
in Section 2 , this would exclude an potentially important stabilizing feedback mechanism in the
model. This will especially apply when implementing the DSGE model as a sub-model in a larger
empirical macro econometric model like KVARTS, as such an implementation necessarily will
have to be based on an unidirectional line of communication between the partial DSGE model
governing the exchange rate and the rest of the model to ensure stability. To be able to take such
a feedback mechanism properly into account one would therefore have to leave the more partial
equilibrium framework developed in Section 2 to the benefit of a more comprehensive general
equilibrium model of the whole economy. As this would require a significant extension of the
mandate of this article, if not justifying an entirely independent paper in itself, we have chosen
to leave such an extension to future research.

To study the properties of the system above we have calibrated the model by resorting
mainly to two different strategies. One, by basing the calibration of the price-rigidity parame-
ter, Θ, the discount factor, β, and the interest rate smoothing parameter, α, on the empirical
estimates of the long-run structure of the SVECM model estimated in the last section. And
another were we calibrate the model using "counterfactual"12 parameter values for these param-
eters based on the values in, respectively, (7) and (8).1314 In both cases the other parameters
related to the system in 19 to 24 above have been calibrated by using standard values from the

12In this context the word countefactual refers to values not being based on the estimates of the SVECM model.
13To be more precise we have in this context taken the parameter values for θ and β from the first of these

cited sources while the α parameter is taken from the last one,
14To test for the sensitivity of the impulse responses related to the degree of price rigidity and the discount

factor in the empirically based SVECM model, we have also looked at calibrated model versions where these two
sources of calibration to a certain degree have been combined. The results of these additional analyzes will be
commented on in the following as long as they contribute to qualify the impulse responses to any significant degree.
In this context, it is also important to point out that since we impose the parameter restriction σ + α = 1/β, the
contemporary inflation response from the central bank, σ, will vary between simulations.
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Table 1: Calibration Schemes

literature. In the table below these two alternative ways to calibrate the model are represented
by the parameter values in the two outer columns, denoted by, respectively, Sim1 and Sim4,
while the two columns in the middle refer to two modifications made with respect to the values
in the first column. Respectively, one where we have substituted the empirical estimate of the
discount factor with the one typically found in the literature, and another where we have done
a similar substitution with respect to the price rigidity parameter.

The impulse responses in the two figures below relate to the effect of a one-period-one-
standard-deviation monetary policy shock in the two main calibration alternatives referred to
above. As clearly born out by these figures, whether we calibrate our model using the estimated
values from our empirical SVECM model or use the values typically referred to in the literature,
will have a large and significant implication for the dynamic response paths to a monetary
policy shock. Evidently, utilizing counterfactual values lead to a much more protracted response
trajectory than resorting to the values backed out from the empirical estimates of our SVECM
analysis. The impulse responses related to the two modified versions of the SVECM-based
calibration scheme reveal that this is mainly due to the degree of price stickiness, as modifying
the discount factor has little to say for the degree of persistence. The combination of a high
discount factor and a low degree of price stickiness does, however, lead to a forceful inflation
response compared to when the opposite is the case and a larger share of the adjustment will
have to take place via interest rates and the exchange rate.

Given our general equilibrium model for the simultaneous determination of the euro krone
exchange rate, the money market interest rate and core inflation, time has now come to put the
calibrated version of our general equilibrium model into a larger macroeconomic context, that is
to implement it into the macro econometric model KVARTS. To assure stability this has been
done by forcing the solutions related to each separate calibration scheme to be in accordance
with the model’s uniquely defined saddle path solution and to avoid any interference that in some
way or another is extrinsic to the partial system determining the exchange rate.15These saddle
path solutions are for the four different calibration schemes given in Table XY and implies that
the endogenous variables are linear combinations of the lagged relative nominal interest rate gap
and the innovation to the monetary policy shock.

Simulations using KVARTS suggest that when implementing forward-looking expectations
in a model that is fully consistent with a New Keynesian rational expectation model, responses
to a monetary policy shock will inherit some of the properties applying to the DSGE model per
se. In particular they will depend on the degree of price rigidity. in the sense that the higher it
is the more protracted become the impulse responses related to a monetary policy shock.

15To avoid a problem of over determinedness the rate of inflation has been locally defined when inserting the
partial DSGE model in KVARTS, implying that variables that are endogenous to both blocks will be exclusively
determined by the outer model of KVARTS.

14



Figure 2: Impulse responses: Sim1

References

[1] Blanchard, O.J., and C.M. Kahn, 1980. "The Solution of Linear Difference Models under
Rational Expectations", Econometrica, 48, 1305-11

[2] Boug, P. and Y. Dyvi, 2009. "Modag-en makroøkonomisk modell for norsk økonomi",
Sosiale og økonomiske studier 1

[3] Brayton, F., T. Laubach and D. Reifschneider, 1980. "The Solution of Linear Difference
Models under Rational Expectations

[4] Brayton, Flint, Thomas Laubach, and David Reifschneider, 2014. "The FRB/US Model: A
Tool for Macroeconomic Policy Analysis," FEDS Notes. Washington: Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System.

15



Figure 3: Impulse responses: Sim4

[5] Gunnar Bårdsen Luca Fanelli, (2015) Frequentist Evaluation of Small DSGE Models,
Journal of Business Economic Statistics, 33:3, 307-322, DOI: 10.1080/07350015.2014.948724

[6] Canova, Fabio. 2014. "Bridging DSGE Models and the Raw Data." Journal of Monetary
Economics 67: 1-15.

[7] Gali, Jordi and Tommaso Monacelli, 2002. "Monetary Policy and Exchange Rate Volatility
in a Small Open Economy,Ť NBER Working Paper 8905.

[8] Clarida, Richard, Jordi Gali, and Mark Gertler,1999. The Science of Monetary Policy: A
New Keynesian Perspective.Ť J. Econ. Literature 37 (December): 1661Ű1707

[9] Engle, C., 2013. "Exchange rates and Interest Parity", Handbook of International Eco-
nomics, Volume 4 ľ 2014 Elsevier B.V. ISSN 1573-4404

16



Table 2: Saddle paths

[10] Stéephane Adjemian, Houtan Bastani, Michel Juillard, Freédeéric Karamé, Junior Maih,
Ferhat Mihoubi, George Perendia, Johannes Pfeifer, Marco Ratto and Seébastien Villemot
(2011), Dynare: Reference Manual, Version 4,Ť Dynare Working Papers, 1, CEPREMAP

[11] Taylor, John B. (1993). "Discretion versus Policy Rules in Practice" (PDF). Carnegie-
Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy. 39: 195Ű214.

Appendix

Method of Blanchard and Kahn

We are using the Method of Blanchard and Kahn (1) to solve the system in 16. Denoting the three
matrices on the right hand side of 16 by respectively A, B and C and partitioning the matrices
in accordance with the partitioning of the endogenous variable vector yt = (πt − π∗

t , qt, it − i∗t )
′

into two separate vectors y1
t= (πt −π∗

t , qt)′ and y2
t = (it − i∗t ), consisting, respectively, of the free

variables and the predetermined variables (here only one), 16 can be written as:
(

y1
t

y2
t

)

=

[
A11 A12

A21 A22

] (
y1

t+1

y2
t+1

)

+

[
B1

B2

]

ft +

[
C11 C12

C21 C22

](
ωt+1

υt+1

)

(25)

In 25 ft = (λt, ut − u∗
t )’ represents the set of exogenous forcing variables in 16 and ωt+1 and

υt+1 stands for, respectively, (ωπ(t+1), ωq(t+1))′ and εt − ε∗t . The Blanchard and Kahn method
begins with a Jordan decomposition of the A matrix, yielding A = QΛQ−1where the diagonal
elements of Λ, consisting of the eigenvalues of A, are ordered in increasing absolute value in
moving from left to right, and Q stands for the matrix containing the respective eigenvalues’
eigenvectors column-wise. Thus the matrix Λ may be written as

Λ =

[
Λ1 0
0 Λ2

]

(26)

where the eigenvalues in Λ1lie within the unit circle, and those in Λ2 lie outside the unit circle.
The eigenvalues in Λ1are said to be forward stable since Λn

1 converges to zero as n approaches
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Figure 4: KVARTS Impulsresponses of a monetary policy shock with a DSGE modell included in
KVARTS using the calibrated values of SIM1 => Low price rigidity.

infinity. The eigenvalues in Λ2 on the other hand, are said to be unstabløe or explosive, since
Λn

2diverges as n diverges. The matrix Q is partitioned conformably as

Q =

[
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

]

(27)

, where again Q11 is conformable with Λ1, and so forth. If the number of forward stable eigen-
values is equal to the number of non-predetermined variables, which is assumed here, the system
is said to be saddle path stable and a unique solution to the model exists. Otherwise, the model
is either undetermined, in the sense of generating an infinite number of solutions, or unstable.

Proceeding under the case of saddle-path stability, inserting 26 and 27 in the Jordan de-
composed version of 25, and multiplying the system with Q−1and denoting the transformed
variable vectors by ỹ1

t and ỹ2
t , such that

(
ỹ1

t

ỹ2
t

)

=

[
Q11 Q12

Q21 Q22

]−1(
y1

t

y2
t

)

=

[
Q̃11 Q̃12

Q̃21 Q̃22

](
y1

t

y2
t

)

, (28)

we have that
(

ỹ1
t

ỹ2
t

)

=

[
Λ1 0
0 Λ2

](
ỹ1

t+1

ỹ2
t+1

)

+

[
F1

F2

]

ft +

[
D11 D12

D21 D22

](
ωt+1

υt+1

)

(29)

, where
[

F1

F2

]

=

[
Q̃11 Q̃12

Q̃21 Q̃22

] [
B1

B2

]

(30)
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Figure 5: KVARTS Impulsresponses of a monetary policy shock with a DSGE modell included in
KVARTS using the calibrated values of SIM4 => High price rigidity.

and [
D11 D12

D21 D22

]

=

[
Q̃11 Q̃12

Q̃21 Q̃22

] [
C11 C12

C21 C22

]

(31)

This transformation effectively "decouples" the system, so that the non-predetermined variables
depend only upon the forward stable eigenvalues of the A matrix contained in Λ1 as expressed
in the upper part of 29.

Having decoupled the system, we derive a solution for the non-predetermined variables by
taking the expectation on both sides of 29 (remember Et(ωt+1) = Et(υt+1) = 0) and performing
a forward iteration on the upper portion of the equation system. This is accomplished as follows.
First, re-express, the upper portion of 29 as

ỹ1
t = Λ1Et(ỹ

1
t+1) + F1ft (32)

This implies an expression for ỹ1
t+1 of the form

ỹ1
t+1 = Λ1Et(ỹ

1
t+2) + F1Etft+1 (33)

which can be substituted into 32 to obtain

ỹ1
t = Λ2

1Et(ỹ
1
t+2) + Λ1F1Etft+1 + F1ft (34)

Since Λ1 contains stable eigenvalues, Λn
1 disappears as n approaches infinity. Continuation of

this process of iteration thus gives

ỹ1
t =

∞∑

i=0

Λi
1F1Et(ft+i) (35)
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By using 28, we can map this expression back into an expression for y1
t . We then get

ỹ1
t = Q̃11y

1
t + Q̃12y

2
t ⇒ y1

t = Q̃−1
11 ỹ1

t − Q̃−1
11 Q̃12y

2
t .

Inserting the expression for ỹ1
t in 35 in the above expression gives then

y1
t = Q̃−1

11

∞∑

i=0

Λi
1F1Et(ft+i) − Q̃−1

11 Q̃i
12y

2
t . (36)

Finally, to solve the nonexplosive portion of the system, we can start by multiplying 18 by A−1

and setting the disturbance term equal to its zero-expected value, giving

(
y1

t+1

y2
t+1

)

=

[
Ã11 Ã12

Ã21 Ã22

] (
y1

t

y2
t

)

+

[
Ã11 Ã12

Ã21 Ã22

] [
B1

B2

]

ft, (37)

where the Ãij matrices represent the partitions of A−1 conformable with y1
t and y2

t . By expanding
the lower part of 37 we then get that

y2
t+1 = Ã21y

1
t + Ã22y

2
t + (Ã21B1 + Ã22B2)ft (38)

Substituting for y1
t using 36 then yields a solution for y2

t depending on the exogenous forcing
variables and the past.

y2
t+1 = Ã21Q̃

−1
11

∞∑

i=0

Λi
1F1Et(ft+i) + (̃A22 − Ã21Q̃

−1
11 Q̃i

12)y
2
t + (Ã21B1 + Ã22B2)ft (39)

Additional
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Figure 6: System stability tests.

Figure 7: KVARTS simulations with (nyr) and without (ref) DSGE model. Calibration SIM1=> Low
perice rigidity
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Figure 8: KVARTS simulations with (nyr) and without (ref) DSGE model. Calibration SIM4=> High
price rigidity
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