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Abstract

What are the real and nominal implications of a green transition to a state with
sustainable energy production, and how should monetary policy react during such
transition? Using a New-Keynesian model with an energy and a goods sector, we
show that a green transition requires the relative price of energy to increase and
the relative price of goods, the marginal cost of production, and the real wage to
fall. We prove analytically that if energy is not used in production and nominal
wages and goods prices are rigid, a flexible energy price and a monetary policy rule
that sees through energy-price changes are sufficient for replicating the flex-price
economy. If energy is used in production there will be deviations from efficiency but
because energy’s share of income is small, these deviations are marginal unless the
increase in the carbon tax is aggressive and/or monetary policy ill suited. During
the green transition, it is optimal for monetary policy to see through the increasing
energy prices and focus on core inflation. The result is a modest increase in CPI.
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1 Introduction

It is by now, well established that humans affect the climate by emitting greenhouse gases
into the atmosphere, and that this contributes to global warming (IPCC, 2021). Carbon
dioxide (CO2) is the most important greenhouse gas that results from human behaviour,
and it is generated as a by-product when fossil fuel is burnt. At the heart of the problem
lies an externality where it is too cheap—basically free—to emit greenhouse gases into the
atmosphere even though these emissions give rise to climate change and climate related
costs.

With the intention to reduce their emissions, some countries have introduced a carbon
tax whereas the EU has adopted the European Union Emission Trading System (EU
ETS), which is a “cap and trade” scheme that limits the amount of emissions that can
come from EU. Carbon taxes and quantity restrictions both lead to a higher price on
fossil fuel and both policies are efficient in reducing emissions. The EU has taken even
further measures with the adoption of the “Fit-for 55” package that aims at reducing
net greenhouse gas emissions by at least 55% (relative to the 1990 level) by 2030. This
reduction is achieved by linearly reducing the newly emitted emission rights—and thus
increasing the price—each year going forward.

In the central banking community there is some concern for “greenflation”, which we
here define broadly to refer to as the upward pressures on inflation that might arise from
a green transition to a state with sustainable energy production.1 It seems plausible that
the concern for greenflation has been amplified by the recent experience with surging
inflation, which at least partly has been driven by supply shocks to the energy sector.

Against this background, we first assess the real and inflationary implications that
the green transition will bring about. We then proceed by determining how monetary
policy should react during the transition.

To study these issues, we set up a New-Keynesian model with two sectors: one that
combines fossil and green energy sources as inputs to produce energy services, and one
that combines labor and energy services to produce consumption goods. Households
consume both goods and energy services. Wages and prices of consumption goods are
subject to nominal frictions and therefore sticky but, in line with the data, we assume
the energy price to be fully flexible.

The model economy is thought of as a region such as the European Union that embarks
1See, for instance, the speech by Isabel Schnabel, March 17, 2022. Schnabel makes a distinction

between “fossilflation” and “greenflation”. The former term refers to the higher cost of carbon as well
as to high fossil fuel prices, whereas the latter term refers to the higher cost associated with high
green-energy-production costs. We do not make a distinction between these two concepts, but use the
“greenflation” more broadly to incorporate all potential upward pressures on costs and prices that would
be associated with the green transition.
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on a green transition by implementing a policy that increases the price of fossil energy
so that fossil energy use falls by about 60% in the coming decades (similar to the Fit for
55 package). We focus on a carbon tax but the results would, in our setting, be identical
with a cap-and-trade system. Finally, as a benchmark we assume that no policy to reduce
emissions is introduced in the rest of the world. Because the share of emission that are
coming from the EU only accounts for about 10 % of global emissions, the effect of the
EU policy on the global externality is ignored.2

We also contrast the benchmark setting with sticky wages and goods prices to one
with fully flexible prices and wages. Because the transition in the flex-price economy is
free from market failures, it provides the least costly way to achieve a specific desired
reduction in domestic fossil fuel use. For that reason, we will refer to the flex-price
allocation as the the efficient green transition.3 Nominal and/or other frictions can then
only make the transition more costly.

Turning to the results, we first show analytically that the efficient green transition in
a relatively small region requires the relative price of energy to increase and the relative
price of goods, the marginal cost of producing goods, the real wage, output, and con-
sumption to fall in that region.4 The inflationary consequences of these adjustments then
depend critically on how monetary policy is conducted and the extent to which the econ-
omy features sticky prices and wages. If all prices are flexible, the necessary adjustments
can come about without any consequences for inflation. For instance, if the central bank
follows a Taylor rule that features a enough high weight on stabilizing inflation around
the inflation target, the price of goods will fall as the energy price increases and headline
inflation will be zero.5 In the flex-price setting this has no cost, since nominal variables
have no real effects. With CPI targeting and a lower weight on inflation stabilization,
there will instead be slight deflation from the green transition.6

We then prove analytically in our framework, that if energy is not used in production
and nominal wages and goods prices are so rigid that they cannot adjust at all, a flexi-
ble energy price and a monetary policy rule that sees through energy-price changes are
sufficient for implementing the efficient green transition. In other words, the increase in

2This is a quantitatively realistic assumption as shown in Hassler, Krusell, and Olovsson (2020).
3Note that the desired reduction is important here. Otherwise, efficiency from a regional perspective

would require a zero carbon tax in all periods.
4The fall in real income and consumption is due to the assumption that the only market failure in

the flex-price model comes from the emission of carbon dioxide and because the carbon tax in a single
region cannot eliminate the externality, the tax is simply distortionary for the region.

5The result that if prices are flexible then the green transition do not need to have any consequences
for inflation was simultaneously independently derived in a somewhat different model in Del Negro et al.
(2023).

6This follows from that consumption is falling during the transition, which implies a falling real rate.
We show that inflation is a product all future discounted real interest rates, where these rates being
below or equal to the pre-transitional values.
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CPI that is generated by the increase in the energy price is exactly the increase that is
needed to lower the real wage and the real price to their efficient levels. The reason for
this potentially surprising result is that if energy is not used in production, the wage and
the price of goods are equal (both in real and nominal terms). Hence, when the energy
price adjusts so that the relative price between energy and labor is efficient, then also the
relative price between energy and goods will be efficient.

In the more realistic setting where nominal goods prices and wages are not fully fixed
but sticky, these prices can potentially move during the transition. With nominal frictions
such movements are associated with costs. The efficient monetary policy is then to make
sure that either core or wage inflation remains on target, while seeing through the increase
in the energy price. The resulting increase in the CPI from this policy is modest: the
maximum yearly inflation rate peaks well below one percent. More importantly, this
inflation is not costly since the efficient green transition is implemented.

If energy is used in production, however, it is no longer sufficient with a flexible energy
price and a monetary policy rule that sees through energy-price changes to implement
the efficient green transition when nominal wages and goods prices are sticky or cannot
adjust. The price of energy can then either adjust so that the relative price between
energy and non-energy goods is correct, or so that the relative price between energy and
wages is correct but not so that both these relative prices are correct. Hence, if possible,
either the nominal wage, the nominal price of goods or a combination of both will have
to make costly adjustments.

For this case, we show analytically that the deviations from the efficient green tran-
sition depends critically on two parameters: the weight on energy in production and the
magnitude of the carbon tax. The weight on energy in production is, by any estimate,
small: energy’s share of income is between 0.02 and 0.05. As a result, the deviations of
the real wage and the real price of goods from their respective efficient levels will also be
small even in the presence of nominal frictions.

The only way that deviations could be non-trivial would be if the change in the carbon
tax would be large, i.e., like a shock to the energy price. However, if the carbon tax is
phased in as is the case with the Fit for 55 package, deviations from efficiency will, at
each point in time, be limited.

We then verify numerically that an economy with energy in production, sticky wages
and goods prices, and a monetary policy rule that prevents wage inflation from deviating
from target but allows the goods price to adjust comes very close to replicating the
efficient transition. The median deviation in consumption from the efficient level is only
0.002 percent during the transition and the maximum deviation is 0.02. The resulting
increase in the CPI is again modest and peaks below one percent.
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We also show that if either wages or goods prices are flexible—in addition to the
energy price—then it is always possible to replicate the efficient green transition with
a simple Taylor rule even when energy is used as an input in production. If wages are
sticky and goods prices flexible, the optimal monetary policy response is to prevent wage
inflation from deviating from target. If instead, goods prices are sticky and wages flexible,
the response is to prevent goods inflation from deviating from target. In both cases, the
efficient green transition is replicated and there is a mild increase in (non-costly) CPI.

Finally, we verify our analytical finding that a drastic and immediate introduction of
the carbon tax can potentially generate relatively high and immediate inflation. Specifi-
cally, a transition that aggressively increases the carbon tax in an economy where prices
and wages are sticky does, indeed, induce relatively large deviations from efficiency prices
and wages.

It should be pointed out that we employ simple Taylor rules to illustrate that it is
possible to either replicate the flex-price economy or to get very close. In some cases
these simple rules will have extreme parametrizations, but these rules should just be seen
as illustrates of what is possible. Using optimal policy, it would be possible to design
more sophisticated rules that also allow for additional shocks.

We conclude that during the green transition, monetary policy should see through the
increasing energy prices and instead focus on core or wage inflation. With this policy,
a green transformation of the economy can come about with only modest inflationary
pressures or, so called, greenflation. These theoretical results are in line with the empirical
findings in Konradt and Weder di Mauro (2022), showing only limited effects on inflation
from green policies.7

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section 2 introduces the main model and
Section 3 outlines the calibration the model. Section 4 presents the results, starting with
the analytic results and then moves on to the numerical results. An general discussion
including, among other things, climate change is found in Section 5 and Section 6, finally,
concludes.

2 A model with sticky wages and prices

We now set up a relatively standard New-Keynesian model with sticky prices and wages,
but extended with an energy sector. The basic framework builds upon Woodford (2003)
and Gali (2015), whereas the energy sector is taken from Hassler, Krusell, and Olovsson

7Airaudo, F, Pappa, Evi, and Hernan S. (2022) finds a relatively strong impact on inflation in the
beginning of the transition, which could come from the fact that there is no announcement before the
transition starts.
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(2020, 2021). In an extension, we show how to introduce climate change into the model.
We start by specifying the full model, but by only changing a few assumptions the

model collapses to a RBC model with flexible nominal prices and wages—a model that
can be solved in closed form. Due to the absence of nominal rigidities, inflation and
monetary policy have no implications for the real variables and welfare. However, the
model serves as an important benchmark, since it reveals the least costly way to achieve
a specific desired reduction in domestic fossil fuel use. The flex-price model is also used
to derive two propositions that constitute two of the most important results in the paper.
Finally, it is very useful for providing intuition.

2.1 Households

We consider an economy with a continuum of labor-types indexed by j.8 The different
types are organized in unions that sets wages. Given the wage, the respective types have
to satisfy demand, which implies that the number of hours worked will generally not be
optimal for each of the types9 We further assume complete markets on the consumer
side, which allows the income risk to be perfectly shared and consumption levels to be
equalized. But the number of hours worked will not be identical and hence we will see
fluctuations in the marginal disutility of labor. The agent derives utility from consump-
tion, C, and disutility from providing labor. Denoting the amount of hours worked of a
type j by Ht (j), preferences for the household are a given by

∞∑
t=0

βt log (Ct)−
∫ 1

0

ψ
Ht (j)1+ϕ

1 + ϕ
dj (1)

where β is the discount factor, κ and ϕ respectively determines the disutility of labor and
the Frisch elasticity. Consumption is then an aggregate of a manufactured good—that is
labelled Cg—and energy services—labelled Ce. Formally, we have

Ct =

(
(1− ν)

1
η C

η−1
η

g,t + ν
1
ηC

η−1
η

e,t

) η
η−1

. (2)

The price of the manufactured and the energy good is respectively denoted by Pg,t and Pe,t,
whereas the price of the aggregate consumption basket, C, is P . The budget constraint
for the consumer is then given by

PtCt +Bt =

∫ 1

0

Wt (j)Ht (j) dj + πt + It−1Bt−1 + Tt, (3)

8Our modelling of sticky wages follows Erceg, Henderson, and Levin (2000).
9Just like the demand-determined output of the firm is sub-optimal in a given period when the price

is fixed.
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where πt is profits, W is the nominal wage rate, It−1 is the gross interest rate paid in
period t on funds Bt−1 invested at time t − 1, and T denotes the nominal tax revenues
that are rebated to the consumer.

2.2 Firms

Labor is used for three activities: the production of goods, fossil fuel, E1, and green
energy, E2, where we use subscript 1 and 2 to respectively denote the fossil and the green
sector. Because we want to allow for sticky wages, we assume that the labor employed
by firm i consists of a of an aggregate (bundle) of different types of labor, indexed by j.
The total labor supply in the economy is then given by

Ht =

(∫ 1

0

Ht (j)
ξw−1
ξw dj

) ξw
ξw−1

,

where Ht (j) refers to the amount of hours worked by labor type j, and ξw is the elasticity
of substitution between different labor types. Production functions in all activities are
linear in labor. It is then straightforward to show that cost minimization by the firms
will imply that the demand for the different types will satisfy

Ht (j) =

(
Wt (j)

Wt

)−ξw
Ht,

where Wt ≡
[∫ 1

0
Wt (j)1−ξw dj

] 1
1−ξw is the aggregate wage.

Energy services, Ce,t, are then produced by a competitive representative firm that
combines the two energy sources as inputs, but this activity does not require any labor.
In line with the data, we assume, the prices of energy inputs and energy services to be
fully flexible, but that the price of the non-energy good, good g is sticky.

2.2.1 The goods sector

Sector g is assumed to consist of a continuum of price setting firms that are optimizing
under monopolistic competition. The price of individual good i is then Pt (i). The
production function for goods is a CES aggregator in labour and energy, i.e.,

Yg,t (i) =
[
(1− γ) (Ag,tHg,t (i))

ρ−1
ρ + γ (eg,t (i))

ρ−1
ρ

] ρ
ρ−1 , (4)

where Hg,t (i) and eg,t (i) respectively is the labor and energy demanded by firm i (not
to be confused with that is the labor supplied by labor type j), and ρ is the elasticity
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of substitution between labor and energy. We will also consider the special case where
energy is not used as an input into prodcution, which amounts to setting γ = 0.

There also exists a perfectly competitive firm that buys the individual goods and
package them to produce a manufactured final good, using the following aggregator

Yg,t =

(∫ 1

0

(
Yg,t (i)

ξ−1
ξ di

)) ξ
ξ−1

. (5)

The cost minimization problem for the packaging firm delivers the individual demand
functions for goods of type i, i.e.,

Yg,t (i) =

(
Pg,t (i)

Pg,t

)−ξ
Yg,t, (6)

as well as the price index for good g:

Pg,t =

(∫ 1

0

(
Pg,t (i)1−ξ di

)) 1
1−ξ

. (7)

We assume Calvo pricing, which implies that the probability that a firm is allowed to
change its price in each period is 1 − θ. Since all firms that are allowed to change their
price, will choose the same price, the maximization problem for firm i in period t is given
by

max
P ∗g,t

Et
∞∑
j=0

θjQt,t+j

(
P ∗g,tYg,t+j (i)− Tct+j (Yg,t+j (i))

)
, (8)

s.t.

Yg,t+j (i) =

(
P ∗g,t
Pg,t+j

)−ξ
Yg,t+j, (9)

and where where Tct+j is the total cost of production in period t+ j.

2.2.2 Energy production and supply

The energy sector features two types of firms: those that produce the different energy
inputs and the energy-service provider that buys these inputs and use them as inputs to
produce and supply energy services, Ce,t. Both energy inputs are produced using linear
technologies. Price of energy inputs and energy services are assumed to be fully flexible,
and only fossil-fuel production is subject to taxation. The profit-maximization problem
in the fossil, and the green sector is then, respectively, given by

π1,t = max
He,t

(1− τt)P1,tA1,tH1,t −WtH1,t, (10)
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and
π2,t = max

He,t
P2,tA2,tH2,t −WtH2,t, (11)

where τ denotes the tax on fossil fuel production (and H1,t and H2,t respectively, denote
the labor demand by energy producer 1 and 2).

Energy services, Ce,t, are then produced by a competitive representative firm that
combines the two energy sources as inputs using the following aggregator.

Ce,t =
(

(1− λ)
1
ε E

ε−1
ε

1,t + λ
1
εE

ε−1
ε

2,t

) ε
ε−1

. (12)

The cost-minimization problem for the energy service provider is given by

min
E1,t,E2,t

P1,tE1,t + P2,tE2,t − Pe,t
[
Ce,t + eg,t −

(
(1− λ)

1
ε E

ε−1
ε

1,t + λ
1
εE

ε−1
ε

2,t

) ε
ε−1

]
. (13)

where eg,t is the energy demand from the goods sector.

2.3 Unions

The union is setting the wage that maximizes the expected utility of its members. Since
the wage only is allowed to change with a certain probability, the intertemporal problem
becomes

max
W ∗t

Et
∞∑
k=0

(βθw)k
(

log (Ct+k)− ψ
∫ 1

0

Ht+k|t (j)1+ϕ

1 + ϕ
dj

)
(14)

s.t.

Pt+kCt+k +Bt+k =

∫ 1

0

W ∗
t (j)Ht+k (j) dj + πt+k + It+k−1Bt+k−1 + Tt+k,

and

Ht+k|t (j) =

(
W ∗
t

Wt+k

)−ξw
Ht+k,

and where 1− θw is the probability that the wage for type j can be changed its price in
each period.

2.4 Monetary policy

We start by considering a monetary policy rule of the form

It = β−1Π∗
(

Πt

Π∗

)απ
, (15)
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where Π∗ is the gross inflation target, and

Πt ≡
Pt
Pt−1

(16)

is the inflation rate. This is the simplest possible Taylor-rule without response to the
output-gap, which makes perfect sense since due to the assumption about flexible prices
output will always equal potential.

2.5 Climate change

In the benchmark scenario, we do not allow either fiscal or monetary policy to have any
effect of the climate. The reason is that we are considering policy changes in a small
region, such as the EU that only has a marginal effect on global emissions.10 The share
of global emissions that are coming from the EU is about 10 percent and that share
is expected to be reduced in the coming decades. In an extension, we do allow for an
interaction between the economy and the climate.

2.6 Equilibrium

We now describe the equilibrium conditions.

2.6.1 Households

We will use the following definitions pg,t ≡ Pg,t/Pt , pe,t ≡ Pe,t/Pt, wt ≡ Wt/Pt, bt ≡
Bt/Pt. All derivations of the optimality conditions are laid out in the Appendix. The
maximization problem for the consumer can be written as follows.

Cg,t = (1− ν) p−ηg,tCt, (17)

Ce,t = νp−ηe,tCt, (18)
1

Ct
= βEt

(
1

Ct+1

It
Πt+1

)
, (19)

1 =
[
(1− ν) p1−η

g,t + νp1−η
e,t

] 1
1−η . (20)

where (19) is the Euler equation and (20) gives the aggregate price level, i.e., the CPI.
The optimality conditions for fossil and green fuel are respectively given by

E1,t = (1− λ)

(
A2,t

A1,t

1

1− τt
1

ht

)−ε
(Ce,t + eg,t) , (21)

10See Hassler, Krusell, and Olovsson (2020).
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and

E2,t = λ

(
1

h1,t

)−ε
(Ce,t + eg,t) , (22)

where ht ≡
[
(1− λ)

(
A2,t

A1,t

1
1−τt

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1
1−ε

.

2.6.2 Firms

The first order condition to (8) can, after some manipulation, be written as

pg,t =
ξ

ξ − 1

[
1− θΠξ−1

g,t

1− θ

] 1
ξ−1

N2,t

N1,t

, (23)

where N1,t and N2,t are laid out in the Appendix.
The energy demand by the firms are

eg,t = γDg,t

(
pe,t
mct

)−ρ
Yg,t, (24)

where the marginal cost for firms in sector g is

mcg,t =

[
(1− γ)

(
wt
Ag,t

)1−ρ

+ γp1−ρ
e,t

] 1
1−ρ

. (25)

2.6.3 Unions

The solution to the union’s problem (14) is

w∗t =

[
ξw

ξw − 1

M1,t

M2,t

] 1
1+ξwϕ

, (26)

where M1,t and M2,t have been placed in the Appendix. The real wage is then given by

wt =
[
(1− θw) (w∗t )

1−ξw + θwΠξw−1
t (wt−1)1−ξw

] 1
1−ξw . (27)

2.6.4 Market clearing and prices

Labor market clearing requires that the demand for labor equals the supply, i.e.,

Hg,t +H1,t +H2,t = Ht. (28)
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Using the first order condition to (11) in combination with (56), the marginal cost of
labor, wt, has to equal the marginal product of labor in the green sector, i.e.,

wt = pe,t
A2,t

ht
. (29)

The budget constraint written in real terms becomes

Ctt = wtHt + π̂g,t +
A2,t

ht
pe,tH1,t

τt
1− τt

, (30)

and π̂g,t = pg,tYg,t − wtHg − peeg,t. The first term in (64) is the tax revenues from taxing
the fossil fuel and the second term is the payments to b. The supply of goods, fossil and
green fuel must all equal the demand for these goods. We have

Ag,tHg,t

(1− γ)Dg,t

(
wt

Ag,tmct

)−ρ
︸ ︷︷ ︸

= Cg,t

Yg,t

, (31)

A1,tH1,t︸ ︷︷ ︸
Y1,t

= E1,t, (32)

and
A2,tH2,t︸ ︷︷ ︸

Y2,t

= E2,t, (33)

The equations that define the equilibrium are (15), (17)–(63), (58)–(63) and the un-
knowns are Hg,t, H1,t, H2,t, Ht, Ct, Cg,t, Ce,t, E1,t, E2,t, eg,t, mcg,t, bt, N1,t, N2,t, M1,t,
M2,t, Dg,t, pg,t, pe,t, Πt, Πg,t, Πe,t, It, w∗t , and wt.11

3 Calibration

The model is now calibrated. A period is one quarter. There are five preference parame-
ters: β, ψ, ϕ, ν, and η. The discount factor β is set to 0.995 to generate a real steady-state
annual interest rate of about two percent. Parameter ψ determines the disutiity of labor
and it is set so to 2. We then set ϕ = 3 to generate a Frisch elasticity of about 0.5.
The weight on energy in the consumption bundle, ν, is set to 0.05 to match that about
five percent of the total income is spent on energy. The parameter η is the elasticity of
substitution (EOS) between energy services and other goods and we set it to 0.2 to match
the low substitution elasticity found in Hassler, Krusell, and Olovsson (2021).

11The aggregate price level is indeterminate, but the change in the level is determined.
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Parameters ε and λ determines the elasticity of substitution between fossil and green
energy in the energy bundle. These parameters are respectively set to 1.5 and 0.36, which
is roughly in line with the values in Hassler, Krusell, and Olovsson (2021).

We consider different values for the price and wage rigidities. However, we follow Gali
(2015) and set θ = 0.75 for the case with sticky prices and θw = 0.75 for sticky wages.
The EOS between, ξ, firms output varieties is set to 6. As is common in the literature,
we subsidize goods production with a negative tax (denoted by τg) that exactly offsets
the distortion generated by market power. The EOS between ξw labor types is set to 2.

Turning to production parameters, we abstract from technical change and set At ≡
A = 1, and Ae,t ≡ Ae = 1. In the benchmark calibration, we set % to zero and abstract
from the direct effects of climate change. This also implies that the considered region
cannot improve welfare by increasing the carbon tax,which is quantitatively correct when
the region is taken to be the EU. 12

Finally, for monetary policy we consider several different values for αpi.

3.1 The considered experiments

As described in the Introduction, we think of the region as the European Union and
consider a green transition that will result from a fiscal policy that loosely resembles
the Fit for 55 policy proposal. Specifically, the EU runs the European Union Emission
Trading System (EU ETS), which is a “cap and trade‘” scheme that limits the amount
of emissions that can come from EU. The Fit-for 55 package then aims at reducing net
greenhouse gas emissions by at least 55% by 2030 relative to the 1990 level. This will be
achieved by linearly reducing the newly emitted emission rights—and thus increasing the
price—each year going forward. We will instead consider a carbon tax that is linearly
increased up to 2040, after which it remains constant. A carbon tax is, in all important
aspects that we are concerned with, virtually identical to a cap and trade system. The
benchmark scenario features a transition that is announced five years in advance of the
first tax increase. As a comparison, however, we also consider a case where the tax is
increased immediately.

The rest of the world is assumed not to implement any policies that provide incentives
to reduce their emissions. At the time that this paper is written, this seems to be the
most accurate characterization of the current state of the world.

The reason for considering this specific fiscal policy rather than an optimal one is that
we are interested in the effects of a policy that actually is considered to be implemented,
rather than theoretical constructs. Global optimality would also require all countries to

12See Hassler, Krusell, and Olovsson (2020) that shows that the global laissez fair is basically quanti-
tatively the same when only the EU implements a carbon taxx.
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implement the same carbon tax. In this regard, the Fit for 55 package is likely not too
far from optimal if it were to be implemented globally.13

It is, however, important to note that a green transition that is coming from a policy
that reduces greenhouse gas emissions will have real effects. Because the externality is
global, a tax or quantity restriction in just one relatively small region such as the EU will
only have a marginal effect on the externality, but the policy will increase the real costs
of producing and consuming fossil energy in that region.14 This implies that the climate
policy will reduce consumption and output in the implementing region. Only if all (or
most of the) regions implement the carbon tax could consumption and output increase.
These implications are important for trends for consumption and output as we will see
in the next section.

The transition between the steady states are solved with the “Perfect foresight solver”
in Dynare, which implies that the transition path is not linearised.

4 Results

We are now ready to present the results and we start with an economy without nominal
frictions. This setting reveals the real changes that needs to come about. With fully
flexible prices and wages monetary policy has no allocative effects, but the setting al-
lows us to study both the real and the nominal effects of the green transition. As also
mentioned in the Introduction, the flex-price economy provides the least costly way of
achieving a specific desired reduction in domestic fossil fuel use, which is why we refer
to this allocation as “the efficient green transition”. Nominal and/or other frictions can
then only make the transition more costly.

4.1 Flexible prices: the efficient green transition

To remove the nominal frictions from the model, we simply assume that there are no
frictions for setting prices and wages, that all labor types and firms are identical (so that
they are perfect substitutes), and that also all individual goods in sector g are identical.
In this case, the utility function becomes

∑∞
t=0 β

t log (Ct) − ϕH1+ϕ
t

1+ϕ
and the production

function for goods becomes Yg,t =
[
(1− γ) (Ag,tHg,t)

ρ−1
ρ + γ (eg,t)

ρ−1
ρ

] ρ
ρ−1 . As a result,

the model collapses to a RBC model with flexible prices and wages that can be solved in
closed form.15 We will, below, only present a few selected equilibrium equations that are

13Note, however, that if all regions but one chooses to not implement the globally optimal policy, then
it would be individually optimal also for the last country to not implement the policy.

14See Hassler, Krusell, and Olovsson (2020).
15The price level is indeterminate, but the inflation rates are not. The model is solved in the Appendix.
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relevant for our results, but the full solution is presented in Appendix A.6. Let us start
with the real side of the economy.

4.1.1 Relative prices

Setting Ag = A1 = A2 for transparency, the real wage is given by.

wt =

(1− ν)

(
1− γ + γ

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1−τt

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1−ρ
1−ε
) 1−η

1−ρ

+ν

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1−τt

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1−η
1−ε
] 1
η−1

(34)

It is straightforward to verify that the real wage, wt, is decreasing in the tax rate for all
weights ν ∈ (0, 1), γ ∈ (0, 1), λ ∈ (0, 1), and all elasticities 0 ≤ ρ < ∞, 0 ≤ ε < ∞,
0 ≤ η < ∞. The only market failure in the flex-price model comes from the emission
of carbon dioxide and because the carbon tax in a single region cannot eliminate the
externality, the tax is simply distortionary for the region.

Turning to the the relative prices of energy and goods, it is clear that the carbon tax
increases the relative price of energy and reduces the relative price of goods. Equations
(35) and (36) provide closed form solutions of these prices:

pg,t = wt

1− γ + γ

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1− τt

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1−ρ
1−ε


1
1−ρ

︸ ︷︷ ︸
mcg,t

(35)

pe,t = wt

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1− τt

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1
1−ε

, (36)

where wt is given by (34). Because the model features a tax that completely offsets
the distortion generated by market power, pg always exactly equals the marginal cost of
producing goods, mcg.

A reduction of pg,t requires the l.h.s. of (35) to fall. Consider, now, the different
implications of when energy is used as an input in production (γ > 0) relative to when
it is not (γ = 0). In the former case, the carbon tax increases the r.h.s. of (35).16 It
is the reduction in the real wage rate that then ensures that (35) still holds.17 The real

16The r.h.s. of (35) is increasing in τt, but because the elasticity of substitution between fossil and
green energy (ε) is larger than one, the increase of the marginal cost is bounded from above and finite
even when τ → 1.

17The increase of the r.h.s. from the tax rate could, in principle, be offset by technological progress,
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wage will thus have to fall more than the relative price of goods to offset the upward
pressure from the carbon tax on the marginal cost of producing goods.18 The fact that
the real marginal cost of production of goods falls when the price of energy increases is
potentially surprising, but it is a general equilibrium effect that comes from the required
reduction in the real wage.

The falling real wage also puts downward pressure on the energy price, but here the
direct effect from the higher carbon tax dominates, i.e., the energy price is increasing in
the tax rate.

Note now that if energy is not used in production, then (35) collapses to pg,t = wt,
which also implies Pg,t = Wt. Hence, the price of goods and the wage rate will then
always move exactly one for one. The implication of this result is so important that we
formulate in a proposition.

Proposition 1. If energy is not used in production and nominal wages and goods prices
cannot adjust, a flexible energy price and a monetary policy rule that sees through energy-
price changes are sufficient to implement the efficient green transition. Hence, the in-
crease in CPI that is generated by the increase in the energy price is exactly the increase
that is needed to make sure that real wage and the real price of goods satisfy (34) and
(35).

Proof. See the Appendix.

The implication of Proposition 1 is that, even in the extreme case where Pg,t and Wt

cannot adjust at all, a flexible energy price is all that is needed to implement the efficient
transition when energy is not used in production. This is, however, no longer true in the
more realistic scenario when energy is used in production as is stated in Proposition 2.

Proposition 2. If energy is used in production and nominal wages and goods prices
cannot adjust, a flexible energy price and a monetary policy rule that sees through energy-
price changes are is no longer sufficient to implement the efficient green transition. The
resulting increase in CPI from the increase in the energy price results in a real relative
price of goods that is too low and a real wage that is too high.

Proof. See the Appendix.

In the full model with nominal frictions, Pg,t and Wt are not fixed but they can
adjust—if only in a staggered way. The implication of Proposition 2 is then that, when

which we abstract from here. Note, however, that technical change would need to be directed to increase
the productivity of fossil energy and not green. Technological progress is potentially important, but we
expect these processes to be relatively slow moving relative to to price adjustments even if prices and
wages are sticky.

18This effect is captured in (34) by the product of γ and a square bracket.
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energy is used in production, at least one of these prices will indeed have to adjust when
the carbon tax increases the price of energy. If nominal frictions are present, then the
necessary nominal price changes will give rise to some costs. To evaluate exactly how
large these costs will be requires the full model, but already here it is possible to infer
some aspects of the costs.

To see this, consider an economy where nominal wages and goods prices cannot adjust
at all as in Proposition 2. Assume further that the economy initially is in the steady state
where the carbon tax is τ0. If the carbon tax then is increased to τt > τ0, the resulting
real wage in period t will be given by19

wt =

(1− ν)

(
1− γ + γ

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1−τ0

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1−ρ
1−ε
) 1−η

1−ρ

+ν

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1−τt

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1−η
1−ε
] 1
η−1

.

The difference relative to (34) is that the tax rate τ0 appears inside the second square
bracket instead of the tax rate τt that would be efficient. In other words, the difference
between the realized and the efficient real wage depends crucially on the parameter γ,
which is the weight on energy in production, and the carbon tax. The weight on energy in
production is by any estimate small: typically between 0.03 and 0.05. Such small numbers
immediately reveal that the deviation of the real wage from the efficient real wage (given
by (34)) is predicted to be small even in the presence of nominal frictions. The only
way that the deviation could be non-trivial would be if the change in the carbon tax is
large. However, if the carbon tax is phased in as is the case with the Fit for 55 package,
deviations from efficiency will, at each point in time, be small. It is straightforward to
verify that the same logic holds true for the price of goods.

Let us now consider some of the the inflationary consequences that could result from
the green transition.

4.1.2 Inflationary consequences

In the previous section, it was concluded that the real wage will fall in the transition.
With falling income, also consumption will fall. Closed-form expressions for consumption
and labor supply are provided in Appendix A.6. The reduction in consumption translates

19See the proof of Proposition 2 in the Appendix.
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into a fall in the real interest rate, which from the Euler equation can be written as

Rt+1 =
1

β
Et
[
U ′ (Ct)

U ′ (Ct+1)

]
.

With falling consumption, the marginal utility of consumption is increasing and, conse-
quently, the real interest rate is falling. Once the tax rate reaches its new steady-state
level, however, the real interest rate also reverts back to its steady state level that equals
the inverse of the discount factor.

The inflationary consequence of these necessary adjustments will depend critically on
how monetary policy is conducted and the extent to which the economy features sticky
prices and wages. For now, we stay in the setting without nominal frictions and a central
bank that follows a Taylor-type rule, and note that the nominal rate is linked to the real
rate through a Fisher equation. In our perfect-foresight economy, the equation reads20

Rt =
It

Πt+1

. (37)

Combining (37) with the Taylor rule in (15) that targets CPI we get, after some manip-
ulation, that current inflation is fully determined by (the expectations of) current and
future real interest rates

Πt =
∞∏
j=0

(βRt+j)
1

α
j
π . (38)

Since all the entries in the product in (38) are below or equal to the pre-transitional
values, it follows that the transition generates downward pressures on inflation. Exactly
how much downward pressure that the green transition puts on inflation depends on how
aggressive the Taylor rule is: the higher the weight on stabilizing inflation around the
inflation target (απ) is, the less downward pressure on inflation there will be. It is, in
fact, possible to drive the inflationary response arbitrarily close to the target with a high
enough weight. In the flex-price setting this has no cost, since nominal variables have no
real effects.21

Alternatively, the central bank could simply “see through” the energy price increase
and instead focus exclusively on core inflation. In this case, monetary policy could be
designed so that core inflation would not deviate at all from its target, which would
imply a larger nominal price adjustment of energy in order to keep the relative price at

20Equation (37) can be derived by combining the real Euler equation with its nominal counterpart,
(19), to get Rt = Et

U ′(Ct+1)/Πt+1

(U ′(Ct+1)) It, and then noting that with perfect foresight the expectation term
can be dropped.

21A similar result was independently derived in somewhat different model in Del Negro et al. (2023).
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the desired level. This would also imply a higher level of CPI inflation. Under flexible
prices, however, the real effects would be unchanged.

With this intuition, let us now turn to the full transition while continuing to stay in
a setting without nominal frictions and where the central bank follows the Taylor rule
described by (15). The results are presented in Figure 1.

Figure 1: The effects of a green transition in an economy without nominal rigidities. The
transition is announced 5 years in advance, and the vertical line denotes the first increase
in the tax rate.

The top left graph plots the carbon tax that is implemented in the transition. All
sub-plots are in line with the intuition provided above. The middle graphs provide the
inflationary consequences for headline (CPI), core (which in our setting is defined as
headline inflation excluding energy inflation) and energy inflation.

We are now ready to sum up the results from this section: the green transition in a
relatively small region requires the relative price of energy to increase and the relative
price of goods, the marginal cost of producing goods, the real wage, output, and con-
sumption to fall in that region. If energy is not used in production, a flexible energy price
is sufficient to implement the efficient green transition. The reason is that pg,t (Pg,t) and
wt (Wt) always move one for one, which implies that the nominal price of energy can
adjust to match all necessary relative prices. If energy is used in production then either
Pg,t and/or Wt also need to adjust to implement that efficient transition. However, if the
carbon tax is phased in, the required nominal adjustments will be small.
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4.2 Nominal Rigidities

We now turn to the implications with nominal rigidities. In contrast to the case without
nominal rigidities, monetary policy can now have real effects on the economy. Hence, the
exact specification of the central bank’s objective becomes important.

We consider three cases: sticky prices and flexible wages, flexible prices and sticky
wages, and sticky prices and wages. In all cases, we maintain the realistic assumption
that energy prices are fully flexible.

4.2.1 Sticky goods prices and flexible wages

We now know from the previous section the efficient green transition requires the relative
price of goods and the real wage to decrease when the relative price of energy increases as
a result of the carbon tax. If both the wage and the price of energy are fully flexible, the
efficient green transition can still be implemented even though goods prices are sticky—
but only if monetary policy is correctly designed.

Note, in particular, that a monetary policy rule that targets CPI inflation could never
be efficient here. In this case, the nominal price of (non-energy) goods would have to fall
when the energy price increases in order to make sure that the CPI inflation rate does
not deviate from its target. If nominal goods prices are sticky so that not all these prices
can change at once, then changing goods prices would result in a costly price dispersion
that gives rise to an inefficient allocation of goods.

A well-known result in the monetary-policy literature then states that if price rigidities
differ across sectors, it is optimal for the central bank to put higher weights on sectors
with relatively more rigid prices.22 The reason is simply that prices in sectors where
prices are more flexible can relatively easily adjust to achieve the correct prices.

With respect to the green transition, this implies that the central bank should make
sure that core inflation remains on target. This policy eliminates the realization of costly
and inefficient price dispersions for goods. The nominal wage and the price of energy can
then simply adjust so that the efficient green transition can be replicated. To see this,
consider the following Taylor rule that targets core inflation

It =
1

β
Π∗g

(
pg,t
pg,t−1

Πt

Π∗g

)απ
. (39)

The implications of this monetary-policy rule with a high value of απ is illustrated in
Figure 2. The top graphs verify that logic that just was provided: in this economy
a monetary-policy rule that ensures that core-inflation remains zero can replicate the

22See Aoki (2001).
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Figure 2: An economy with sticky prices, flexible wages, and a monetary-policy rule that
targets core inflation. απ is set to 100 to make sure that core inflation remains zero
throughout the transition. Note that in the bottom left graph, Πt and Πg,t uses the left
y−axis, whereas Πe,t uses the right one. All plots except the bottom right one features
energy in production.

efficient green transition. This is here illustrated by the fact that the real interest rate
and consumption are both perfectly matched.23

The bottom left graph then shows that the resulting increase in the energy price now
should translate into an increase in CPI inflation. This effect is quantitatively small
(the maximum yearly inflation rate stays below 1.005 for any year in the transition), but
more importantly: this inflation is not costly since we are replicating the efficient green
transition.

Consistent with the intuition provided in Section 4.1.1, the bottom right graph shows
that if energy is not an input into production, then wage inflation will also be exactly
zero. Hence, even though the nominal wage can adjust, no adjustments will take place.
The graph also shows that if energy is used, then the real wage will fall more than pg,t
when the price of energy increases. The nominal wage then also need to fall.

To sum up the results from this section: if goods prices are sticky but nominal wages
flexible, then it is optimal for the central bank to see through the rising energy prices
during the green transition. By doing so the efficient green transition can be implemented.

23Also labor supply is perfectly matched. The deviations from the flex-price solution can be made
arbitrarily small as higher values of απ are chosen.
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The result is a mild increase in CPI inflation, but this inflation is not costly.

4.2.2 Flexible goods prices and sticky wages

Consider now, instead, a setting where all prices are fully flexible, except the nominal
wage that is subject to frictions. The logic provided in the previous section then still
applies: with two flexible nominal prices it is possible to replicate the efficient green
transition, but only if monetary policy is correctly designed.

Also in line with the findings to in the previous section, a monetary policy rule that
targets CPI inflation can never be efficient here. If the central bank aims at keeping CPI
inflation on target, the nominal wages will have to adjust when the carbon tax increases.
Because nominal wages are sticky and only can adjust in a staggered way, the result
would be a wage distribution that gives rise to an inefficient allocation.

It will, instead, be optimal for the central bank to stabilize the rate of nominal wage
growth. Specifically, with wage inflation given by ΠW ≡ Wt/Wt−1 = (wt/wt−1) Πt, it
follows that the Taylor rule now should read

It =
1

β
Π∗W

(
wt
wt−1

Πt

Π∗W

)αW
. (40)

The results are not plotted but very similar to with sticky prices and flexible wages. The
Taylor rule described in (40), calibrated with a high enough value of αW that ensures
that wage-inflation remains zero while goods and energy prices can adjust so that the
efficient green transition is implemented. 24

We, again, know from Section 4.1.1 that, if energy is not used as an input in pro-
duction, then the goods-price inflation will also be zero. However, if energy is used in
production, then goods-prices will have to increase to make sure that the real wage falls
by more than the real goods price. This will result in a slightly higher CPI inflation
relative to with sticky prices and flexible wages.25 Again, however, this inflation is not
costly since the the efficient green transition is implemented.

4.2.3 Sticky goods prices and sticky wages

Finally, we now consider the case where both prices of non-energy goods and wages are
rigid. We already know from Section 4.1 that if energy is not used in production, a
flexible energy price and a central bank that sees through the increase in the energy price
is enough to implement the efficient green transition. However, in the more realistic case

24The deviations from the flex-price solution can be made arbitrarily small as higher values of αW are
chosen.

25The maximum yearly inflation rate stays below one percent.
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when energy is used in production, this will not be enough. The price of energy can then
either adjust so that the relative price between energy and non-energy is correct, or so
that the relative price between energy and wages is correct – but not so that both these
relative prices are correct at each point in time. Hence, either the nominal wage, the
nominal price of goods or a combination of both will have to adjust.

For that reason, an optimal monetary policy is going to have to accept some deviations
of inflation for non-energy goods and/or wages. The central bank may face a trade-off
between wage and price rigidites where the more rigid wages are and the more costly
wage dispersion is perceived to be, the larger the share of the adjustment will go through
goods price inflation and vice versa. To allow for such trade-off, we here consider the
following Taylor rule that incorporates both core and wage inflation:

It =
1

β

[
Π∗g

(
Πg,t

Π∗g

)απ
Π∗W

(
wt
wt−1

Πt

Π∗W

)αW ]
. (41)

The results from this rule are presented in Figures 3-4. The former figure verifies the
claim in Proposition 1 that, without energy in production, it is possible to implement
the efficient green transition even though only the price of energy is flexible and the
central bank sees through the increase in the energy price. For instance, the central bank
can employ a Taylor rule that makes sure that either goods or wage inflation does not
deviate from zero. As can be seen, the efficient green transition is perfectly matched
and the resulting increase in CPI is modest and peaks just above 0.5 percent. Figure 4
plots the transition when energy is used in production. As was conjectured above, the
differences to when energy is not used in production are quantitatively small. With the
use of a Taylor rule that gives a high weight on keeping wage inflation on target while
allowing the price of goods to adjust, it is possible to closely replicate the efficient green
transition. Consumption, labor supply and the real rate are all matched almost perfectly.
As presented in Table 1, the median deviation of consumption from the efficient level
is as small as 0.002 percent and the maximum deviation is 0.02, which quantitatively is
negligible.

Note that the price of goods increase in the transition so that w falls by more than
pg. As with sticky wages and flexible goods prices, this results in a slightly higher CPI
level, but the CPI peaks well below one percent.

It is, however, important that monetary policy is correctly designed in the transition.
As shown in Table 1, if the central bank instead where to follow a Taylor rule that targets
CPI, there would be sizeable deviations from efficiency.
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Figure 3: An economy without energy in production but with sticky prices and wages.

Figure 4: An economy with energy in production and sticky prices and wages.

4.2.4 A transition that starts immediately

Figure 5 shows that the adjustment period to the transition is crucial. The case where
the transition starts immediately has fundamentally different features than those from an
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Table 1: Deviations in C from the efficient green transition with nominal frictions
TAYLOR RULE CPI CORE CORE AND WAGE

MAX DEVIATION (in %) 1.19 0.40 0.02
MEDIAN DEVIATION (in %) 0.14 0.11 0.002

α∗π 1.25 1.5 1.5
α∗W - - 17.5

Parameters α∗π and α∗W , respectively, denote the values that minimizes the maximum deviation for the
considered Taylor rules.

announced transition. The figure plots the results for when monetary policy follows (41)
with the same calibration as in the previous section. The CPI spikes around five percent
over target in the beginning of the transition. However, the deviation in consumption
from the efficient solution is relatively small: the median deviation is negligible and
the maximum deviation is about 0.5 percent.serious energy-price hike of more than 60
percent.

Figure 5: An immediate transition in an economy with energy in production and sticky
prices and wages.

The announced transition requires high nominal rates and with sticky wages and
prices the drop in consumption is drastic, suggesting that such case is very costly.
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5 Discussion

5.1 Taylor rules versus optimal policy

As already mentioned in the Introduction, we employ simple Taylor rules to illustrate
that it is possible to either replicate the flex-price economy or to get very close. In some
cases these simple rules will have extreme parametrizations, but these rules should just
be seen as illustrates of what is possible. Using optimal policy, it would then be possible
to design more sophisticated rules that also allow for additional shocks.

5.2 Climate change

Let us now briefly comment on the scenario where the whole world would implement a
carbon tax. Following Golosov et al. (2014), the stock of carbon dioxide in the atmo-
sphere, S, follows the process

St+1 = (1− δs)
∞∑
j=0

E1,t−j,

where δs is the depreciation of carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. Moreover, the dam-
ages could then be modelled as reducing the total factor productivity in each production
sector, i.e.,

Ag,t = Ag,t exp (−%St) , (42)

A1,t = A1,t exp (−%St) , (43)

A2,t = A2,t exp (−%St) , (44)

here A, A1, and A2 denote the total factor productivities that would prevail without any
climate damages, and % determines the size of the externality.

We do not solve this specification of the model, but just note that with climate exter-
nalities some of the results from the above sections could change slightly. For instance,
if the whole world internalizes the externality, the real wage and consumption could in-
stead be increasing during the transition. In the absence of nominal frictions, there would
then instead be a slight increase in inflation if the central bank of the world targets CPI.
Important to note, however, is that the main conclusions do not change. It would, for
instance, still be possible for the central bank to drive inflation to target. The same
principle holds true for the rest of our findings, i.e., some specific numbers can change
but not the overall principles derived.
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6 Conclusions

We have analysed the real and nominal implications of a green transition to a state
with sustainable energy production, and how should monetary policy react during such
transition. Using a New-Keynesian model with an energy and a goods sector, we show
that a green transition requires the relative price of energy to increase and the relative
price of goods, the marginal cost of production, and the real wage to fall. We provide
a proof that, in our setting, if energy is not used in production and nominal wages and
goods prices are rigid, a flexible energy price and a monetary policy rule that sees through
energy-price changes can replicate the flex-price economy. In the more realistic case where
energy is used in production there will be deviations from efficiency. However, because
energy’s share of income is small, these deviations are only marginal unless monetary
policy is ill suited and/or if the increase in the carbon tax is aggressive and immediate.
During the green transition, it is optimal for monetary policy to see through the increasing
energy prices and focus on core inflation. The result is a modest increase in CPI.

7 References

Ayoki, K. 2001. “Optimal monetary policy responses to relative-price changes,” Journal
of‘Monetary Economics 48, pp. 55-80.

Airaudo, F, Pappa, Evi, and Hernan S. 2022, “Greenflation: The Cost of the Green
Transition in Emerging Economies,”. Mimeo, Universidad Carlos III de Madrid.

Del Negro, Marco, Julian di Giovanni, and Keshav Dogra. 2023. “Is the Green Transition
Inflationary?,” Federal Reserve Bank of New York Staff Report no 1053.

Erceg, C. D. Henderson and A. Levin. 2000. “Optimal monetary policy with staggered
wage and price contracts,” Journal of Monetary Economics 46(2) pp. 281-313.

Hassler, John, Per Krusell, and Conny Olovsson. 2020. “On the effectiveness of climate
policies,” Working paper, IIES, Stockholm University,

Hassler, John, Per Krusell, and Conny Olovsson. 2021. “Directed Technical Change as a
Response to Natural-Resource Scarcity,” Journal of Political Economy, 129 (11).

Konradt, M. and B. Weder di Mauro. 2022. “Carbon Taxation and Greenflation: Evi-
dence from Europe and Canada,” paper presented at the SNB annual research conference
2022.

Galí, J. 2015. “Monetary Policy, Inflation and the Business Cycle,” Princeton University
Press, Princeton.

27



Woodford. 2003 “Interest & Prices,” Princeton University Press, Princeton.

A Appendix

A.1 The consumer problem

The intra-temporal problem for the consumer is

min
Cg,t,Ce,t

Pg,tCg,t + Pe,tCe,t − Pt

[
Ct −

(
(1− ω)

1
η C

η−1
η

g,t + ω
1
ηC

η−1
η

e,t

) η
η−1

]
.

The first-order condition w.r.t. Cg,t and Ce,t can, respectively, be written as (17) and
(18). Inserting (17) and (18) into (2) delivers (20).

The intertemporal problem for the consumer is to maximize (1) subject to (3). The
resulting first-order conditions gives (19).

A.2 Firms

A.2.1 The goods sector

The cost minimization problem for the firm that assembles the manufactured final good
is

min
Yg,t(i)

Pg,t (i)Yg,t (i)− Pg,t

Yg,t − (∫ 1

0

(
Yg,t (i)

ξ−1
ξ di

)) ξ
ξ−1

 .

The first order condition w.r.t. Yg,t (i) delivers (6).
Turning to the problem for firm i, we have

minHg,t,etWtHg,t (i) + Pe,teg,t (i)

−MCg,t

([
(1− γ)

1
ρ (AgHg,t (i))

ρ−1
ρ + γ

1
ρ (eg,t (i))

ρ−1
ρ

] ρ
ρ−1 − Yg,t (i)

)
,

where, by construction, the Lagrange multiplier,MCg,t, defines the exact marginal costfor
inputs.

Foc Hg,t (i):

Hg,t (i) = (1− γ)
1

Ag,t

(
Wt

Ag,tMCg,t

)−ρ
Yg,t (i) ; (45)

foc eg,t (i):

eg,t (i) = γ

(
Pe,t
MCg,t

)−ρ
Yg,t (i) . (46)
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Back into the constraint delivers

MCg,t =

[
(1− γ)

(
Wt

Ag,t

)1−ρ

+ γP 1−ρ
e,t

] 1
1−ρ

,

with the real marginal cost is given by

mcg,t ≡
MCg,t
Pt

=

[
(1− γ)

(
wt
At

)1−ρ

+ γp1−ρ
e,t

] 1
1−ρ

.

Notice that the real marginal cost is independent of the level of production, since the
relative price of energy and the wage rate are exogenous from the viewpoint of the small
firm.

The first-order condition to (8) can be written as

Et
∞∑
j=0

θjQt,t+j

(
Yg,t+j (i) +

(
P ∗g,t −MCg,t+j (Yg,t+j (i))

) ∂Yg,t+j (i)

∂P ∗g,t

)
= 0,

where MCg,t+j is the marginal cost of production in period t+ j. Noting that ∂Yg,t+j(i)

∂P ∗g,t
=

− ξ
P ∗g,t

Yg,t+j (i), we get

Et
∞∑
j=0

θjQt,t+jYg,t+j (i)

[
P ∗g,t −

ξ

ξ − 1
MCg,t+j

]
= 0. (47)

Inserting the stochastic discount factor Qt,t+j = βj
U ′(Ct+j)
U ′(Ct)

Pt
Pt+j

and (9), we arrive at

P ∗g,t
Pg,t

Et
∑∞

j=0 (βθ)j U ′ (Ct+j)
Pt
Pt+j

(
Pg,t+j
Pg,t

)ξ
Yg,t+j

= ξ
ξ−1

Pt
Pg,t

Et
∑∞

j=0 (βθ)j U ′ (Ct+j)
Wt+j

Pt+j

1
Ag,t+j

(
Pg,t+j
Pg,t

)ξ
Yg,t+j.

(48)

Now define

N1,t = Et

∞∑
j=0

(βθ)j U ′ (Ct+j)
Pt
Pt+j

(
Pg,t+j
Pg,t

)ξ
Yg,t+j,

which implies that

N1,t+1 = Et+1

∞∑
j=0

(βθ)j U ′ (Ct+j+1)
Pt+1

Pt+j+1

(
Pg,t+j+1

Pg,t+1

)ξ
Yg,t+j+1.

Then take expectations, using the law of iterated expectations and subtracting this from
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K1,t gives that

N1,t = U ′ (Ct)Yg,t + Et
Pt
Pt+1

(
Pg,t+1

Pg,t

)ξ
βθN1,t+1, or

N1,t = U ′ (Ct)Yg,t + βθEtΠ
−1
t+1Πξ

g,t+1N1,t+1.

Similarly,

N2,t = EtEt

∞∑
j=0

(βθ)j U ′ (Ct+j)
MCt+j
Pt+j

(
Pg,t+j
Pg,t

)ξ
Yg,t+j, or

N2,t = U ′ (Ct)mctYg,t + βθEtΠ
ξ
g,t+1N2,t+1.

We can now express
P ∗g,t
Pg,t

N1,t =
ξ

(ξ − 1) (1 + τg)

Pt
Pg,t

N2,t, (49)

where τg is a tax rate used to offset the distortion generated by market power. Specifically,
we set τg to

τg =
ξ

ξ − 1
− 1,

which ensures that the equilibrium is identical to the flex-price equilibrium if the nominal
frictions are set to zero.

Next, since P 1−ξ
g,t = (1− θ)

(
P ∗g,t
)1−ξ

+ θP 1−ξ
g,t−1, we see that

P ∗g,t
Pg,t

=

[
1− θΠξ−1

g,t

1− θ

] 1
1−ξ

. (50)

Inserting (50) into (49) delivers (23).
Finally, use the demand function (9) and the market clearing condition that requires

Yg,t = Cg,t, with Cg,t given by (17) and (50) to arrive at (58), (59), which allows us to
write (??) as (23).
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To solve the model, we make use of the following manipulation

Dg,t ≡
∫ 1

0

(
Pg,t (i)

Pg,t

)−ξ
di,

Dg,t =
∞∑
j=0

(1− θ) θj
(
P ∗g,t−j
Pg,t

)−ξ
,

Dg,t−1 =
∞∑
j=0

(1− θ) θj
(
P ∗g,t−1−j

Pg,t−1

)−ξ
θ

(
Pg,t−1

Pg,t

)−ξ
Dg,t−1 =

∞∑
j=1

(1− θ) θj
(
P ∗g,t−j
Pg,t

)−ξ
,

Dg,t − θ
(
Pg,t−1

Pg,t

)−ξ
Dg,t−1 = (1− θ)

(
P ∗g,t
Pg,t

)−ξ
,

Dg,t = (1− θ)
(
P ∗g,t
Pg,t

)−ξ
+ θΠξ

g,tDg,t−1,

and using (50) we arrive at (61).
Finally, from (45), (46), and (25), we then have

Hg,t (i) = (1− γ)
1

Ag,t

(
wt

Ag,tmct

)−ρ
Yg,t (i) ,

eg,t (i) = γ

(
pe,t
mct

)−ρ
Yg,t (i) .

Hence

Hg,t = (1− γ)
Dg,t

Ag,t

(
wt

Ag,tmct

)−ρ
Yg,t,

and

eg,t = γDg,t

(
pe,t
mct

)−ρ
Yg,t.

A.3 Unions

Cost minimization for the different labor types by the firms implies the following problem

∫ 1

0

Wt (j)Ht (j) dj −Wt

Yt − Ag,t(∫ 1

0

Ht (j)
ξw−1
ξw dj

) ξw
εω−1

 .

The solution is

Ht (j) =

(
Wt (j)

Wt

)−ξw
Ht.
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To solve (14), substitute the constraints into the utility function and take the first order
conditions to arrive at

Et
∞∑
k=0

(βθw)k
(

1
Ct+k

1
Pt+k

(
Ht+k|t (j) +W ∗

t
∂Ht+k|t(j)

∂W ∗t

)
−Ht+k|t (j)ϕ

∂Ht+k|t(j)

∂W ∗t

)
= 0.

Using
∂Ht+k|t (j)

∂W ∗
t

= − ξw
W ∗
t

Ht+k|t (j) ,

we get

0 = Et
∞∑
k=0

(βθw)k
(
W ∗
t

1

Ct+k

1

Pt+k
Ht+k|t (j)− ξw

ξw − 1
Ht+k|t (j)1+ϕ

)
.

Substitute out Ht+k|t and manipulate to get an expression in terms of real wages instead
of nominal

Et
∞∑
k=0

(βθw)k
(

(W ∗t )1+ξwϕ

Ct+kPt+k

(
1

Pt+kwt+k

)−ξw
Ht+k − ξw

ξw−1

((
1

Pt+kwt+k

)−ξw
Ht+k

)1+ϕ
)

= 0.

Now, multiply with Pt inside the parentheses with Pt/Pt to get

Et
∑∞

k=0 (βθw)k
(

(w∗t )
1+ξwϕ 1

P
(1+ξwϕ)+ξw−ξw(1+ϕ)
t

Ct+kPt+k

(
Π−1
t,t+k

wt+k

)−ξw
Ht+k

− ξw
ξw−1

((
Π−1
t,t+k

wt+k

)−ξw
Ht+k

)1+ϕ
 = 0.

Because (1 + ξwϕ) + ξw − ξw (1 + ϕ) = 1, we arrive at

Et
∑∞

k=0 (βθw)k
(

(w∗t )
1+ξwϕ 1

Ct+k
Πξw−1
t,t+kw

ξw
t+kHt+k − ξw

ξw−1

(
Πξw
t,t+kw

ξw
t+kHt+k

)1+ϕ
)

= 0,

(w∗wt )1+ξwϕ =
ξw

ξw − 1

M1,t

M2,t
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with

M1,t = Et
∞∑
k=0

(βθw)k
(

Πξw
t,t+kw

ξw
t+kHt+k

)1+ϕ

M2,t = Et
∞∑
k=0

(βθw)k
1

Ct+k
Πξw−1
t,t+kw

ξw
t+kHt+k.

Recursify, take expectations at t, and subtract the result from M1,t, to arrive at (??)-
(60).

The aggregate wage index follows a similar logic as the price index:

W 1−ξw
t = (1− θw) (W ∗

t )1−ξw + θwW
1−ξw
t−1 .

Dividing by P 1−ξw
t to get (27).

A.3.1 Energy production and supply

The first-order conditions to (10), and (11) are given by

Wt = (1− τt)P1,tA1,t, (51)

and
Wt = P2,tA2,t. (52)

P1,t = P2,t
A2,t

A1,t

1

1− τt
. (53)

The cost-minimization problem for the energy service provider, (13), delivers the
following equilibrium conditions

E1,t =

(
P1,t

Pe,t

)−ε
(1− λ) (Ce,t + eg,t) , (54)

E2,t =

(
P2,t

Pe,t

)−ε
λ (Ce,t + eg,t) , (55)

and
Pe,t = htP2,t, (56)

where

ht ≡

[
(1− λ)

(
A2,t

A1,t

1

1− τt

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1
1−ε

. (57)
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Using (53) and (56) in (54) and (55), these latter expressions can be formulated as
(21) and (22).

A.4 Help terms

N1,t = U ′ (Ct)Yg,t + βθEtΠ
−1
t+1Πξ

g,t+1N1,t+1, (58)

N2,t = U ′ (Ct)Yg,tmct + βθEtΠ
ξ
g,t+1N2,t+1. (59)

M1,t =
(
wξwt Ht

)1+ϕ

+ βθwEtΠ
ξw(1+ϕ)
t+1 M1,t+1,

M2,t =
1

Ct
wξwt Ht + βθwEtΠ

ξw−1
t+1 M2,t+1. (60)

Dg,t = (1− θ)

[
1− θΠξ−1

g,t

1− θ

] ξ
ξ−1

+ θΠξ
g,tDg,t−1. (61)

Πg,t = Πt
pg,t
pg,t−1

(62)

Πe,t = Πt
pe,t
pe,t−1

. (63)

We also have
T̂t ≡

Tt
Pt

=
A2,t

ht
pe,tH1,t

τt
1− τt

+
It−1

Πt

bt−1 − bt. (64)

A.5 Steady state

The steady-state versions of (15) and (19) are

I =
1

β
Π∗
(

Π

Π∗

)απ
and

I = Π
1

β
.

Combining these two equations delivers

Π = Π∗; (65)

I =
1

β
Π. (66)

We then have
Πg = Πe = Π; (67)
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Dg =
1− θ

1− θΠξ
g,t

[
1− θΠξ−1

g,t

1− θ

] ξ
ξ−1

; (68)

w = A2pe
1

h
; (69)

h ≡

[
(1− λ)

(
A2

A1

1

1− τ

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1
1−ε

; (70)

(1− ν) (pg)
1−η + ν (pe)

1−η = 1; (71)

Using the steady-state expressions of (58) and (59) in (23), we get the steady-state version
of the latter equation

pg =
ξ

ξ − 1

Mc

P

[
1− θΠξ−1

g

1− θ

] 1
ξ−1 1− βθΠ−1Πξ

g

1− βθΠξ
g

; (72)

mc =

[
(1− γ)

(
w

Ag

)1−ρ

+ γp1−ρ
e

] 1
1−ρ

;

Inserting the steady-state versions of (??)-(60) into (26) and then into (27) and rearrang-
ing allows us to solve for H, we get

H =

[
1− βθwΠξw(1+ϕ)

1− βθwΠξw−1

ξw − 1

ξw

w

C

(
1− θw

1− θwΠξw−1

) 1+ξwϕ
ξw−1

] 1
ϕ

; (73)

M1 =

(
wξwH

)1+ϕ

1− βθwΠξw(1+ϕ)
; (74)

M2 =
wξwH

C (1− βθwΠξw−1)
; (75)

w∗t =

(
ξw

ξw − 1

M1,t

M2,t

) 1
1+ξwϕ

(76)(
νp−ηe + γDg

( pe
mc

)−ρ
(1− ν) p−ηg

)
h2

(1− γ)
Dg

Ag

(
w

Agmc

)−ρ
(1− ν) p−ηg +

(
νp−ηe + γDg

( pe
mc

)−ρ
(1− ν) p−ηg

)
h2 =

H

C
; (77)
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where h2 ≡ 1−λ
A1

(
A2

A1

1
1−τ

1
h

)−ε
+ λ

A2

(
1
h1

)−ε
.

Ce = νp−ηe C; (78)

Cg = (1− ν) p−ηg C; (79)

eg = γDg

( pe
mc

)−ρ
Cg. (80)

E1 = (1− λ)

(
A2

A1

1

1− τ
1

h

)−ε
(Ce + eg) ; (81)

E2 = λ

(
1

h1

)−ε
(Ce + eg) ; (82)

Ag = Ag exp (−γE1) ; (83)

A1 = A1 exp (−γE1) ; (84)

A2 = A2 exp (−γE1) ; (85)

N1,t =
U ′ (C)Yg

1− βθΠ−1Πξ
g

; (86)

N2 =
U ′ (C) Mc

P
Yg

1− βθΠξ
g

; (87)

where we used the the market clearing condition that requires Yg,t = Cg,t.

b =
wt + π̂ + T̂ − C

1− I/Π
;

T̂ =
A2

h

Pe
P

τ

1− τ
+ b

(
I

Π
− 1

)
,

Hg = (1− γ)
YgDg

Ag

(
w

Agmc

)−ρ
,

H1 =
E1

A1

,

H2 =
E2

A2

.

To solve for the steady state, note that (65)–(68) solves for Π, Πg, I, and Dg in closed
form. Then solve (69), (71)-(73), (77), (81), and (83)-(85) w, pg, pe, H, C, A, A1, A1,
and E1. The remaining equations can then be solved in closed form.
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A.6 The model with flexible prices

With flexible prices, Dg,t = 1, ∀t. The first order condition w.r.t. Ht becomes

wt = ψHϕ
t Ct. (88)

Combining (88) with the market clearing condition for labor, (28), and using the defini-

tions Θt ≡ (1− γ)
(

1
Ag,t

)1−ρ
+ γ

(
ht
A2,t

)1−ρ
and h2,t ≡ 1−λ

A1,t

(
A2,t

A1,t

1
1−τt

1
ht

)−ε
+ λ

A2,t

(
1
ht

)−ε
,

we arrive at the following closed-form expression for Ct.

Ct =
[

(1−ν)Θ
1−η
1−ρ
t +νh1−ηt

] 1+ηϕ
ϕ(η−1)

ψ
1
ϕ

(
(1−γ)(1−ν)Aρ−1

g,t Θ
ρ−η
1−ρ
t +

(
ν

(
ht
A2,t

)−η
+(1−ν)γΘ

ρ−η
1−ρ
t

(
ht
A2,t

)−ρ)
h2,t

)


ϕ
1+ϕ

.
(89)

The prices are given by

mcg,t = wtΘ
1

1−ρ
t , (90)

wt =

[
(1− ν) Θ

1−η
1−ρ
t + νh1−η

t

] 1
η−1

, (91)

pe,t = wt
ht
A2,t

, (92)

pg,t = mcg,t,
mcg,t
wt

= Θ
1

1−ρ
t ,

mcg,t
pe,t

=
A2,tΘ

1
1−ρ
t

ht
.

Labor suppply can then be solved from (88), and shown to be

Ht =

[
1

ψ

wt
Ct

] 1
ϕ

. (93)

With consumption and all prices known, it is straightforward to solve for the rest of the
endogenous variables in the economy by using the expressions in Section 2.6. Specifically,
Cg,t, Ce,t, E1,t, E2,t, and eg,t are respectively given by (17), (18), (21), (22), (24), whereas
Hg,t, H1,t, and H2,t can be directly solved for from (31)–(33).

The derivation of (38) makes use of combining the Fisher equation with the Taylor
rue, i.e.,

Rt =
β−1Παπ

t

Πt+1

,
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A.7 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. We have already established that without energy in production, Pg,t = Wt. As-
sume now, that these nominal prices are fixed at Pg,t = Wt = W t. From (36) it follows
that the nominal price of energy reads

Pe,t = W t

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1− τt

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1
1−ε

. (94)

The CPI index reads
Pt =

[
(1− ν)P 1−η

g,t + νP 1−η
e,t

] 1
1−η .

Inserting Pg,t = W t and Pe,t = W t

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1−τt

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1
1−ε

into the CPI index delivers

Pt = W t

(1− ν) + ν

[(1− λ)

(
1

1− τt

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1
1−ε
1−η

1
1−η

or

W t

Pt
≡ wt =

(1− ν) + ν

[(1− λ)

(
1

1− τt

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1
1−ε
1−η

1
η−1

,

which is exactly the same as (34). Hence, the increase in the CPI implements the efficient
real wage. In addition, since pg,t = wt, equation (35) holds and, consequently, also the
efficient goods price is implemented.

A.8 Proof of Proposition 2

Assume now that the carbon tax initially is τ0 and that the nominal wage and goods price

are fixed at their initial valuesWt = W t, and Pg,t = W t

(
1− γ + γ

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1−τ0

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1−ρ
1−ε
) 1

1−ρ

.

The tax is then changed to τt 6= τ0, and the flexible nominal energy price becomes

Pe,t = W t

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1− τt

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1
1−ε

.
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Inserting these prices into the CPI index delivers, after some manipulation

W t

Pt
= wt =

(1− ν)

(
1− γ + γ

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1−τ0

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1−ρ
1−ε
) 1−η

1−ρ

+ν

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1−τt

)1−ε
+ λ

] 1−η
1−ε
] 1
η−1

.

The above expression differs from (34) because τ0 6= τt. In particular, if τ0 < τt the
CPI increases less than optimal (because Pg,t cannot adjust), whuch results in a pg,t that
us too low.and wt that is too high.

Pg,t = W t

1− γ + γ

[
(1− λ)

(
1

1− τ0

)1−ε

+ λ

] 1−ρ
1−ε


1
1−ρ

39



Recent Working Papers: 
For a complete list of Working Papers published by Sveriges Riksbank, see www.riksbank.se 

 

The Macroeconomic Effects of Trade Tariffs: Revisiting the Lerner Symmetry Result  
by Jesper Lindé and Andrea Pescatori  

           2019:363 

Biased Forecasts to Affect Voting Decisions? The Brexit Case  
by Davide Cipullo and André Reslow  

           2019:364 

The Interaction Between Fiscal and Monetary Policies: Evidence from Sweden  
by Sebastian Ankargren and Hovick Shahnazarian  

           2019:365 

Designing a Simple Loss Function for Central Banks: Does a Dual Mandate Make Sense?  
by Davide Debortoli, Jinill Kim and Jesper Lindé   

           2019:366 

Gains from Wage Flexibility and the Zero Lower Bound  
by Roberto M. Billi and Jordi Galí   

           2019:367 

Fixed Wage Contracts and Monetary Non-Neutrality  
by Maria Björklund, Mikael Carlsson and Oskar Nordström Skans    

           2019:368 

The Consequences of Uncertainty: Climate Sensitivity and Economic Sensitivity to the Climate 
by John Hassler, Per Krusell and Conny Olovsson  

           2019:369 

Does Inflation Targeting Reduce the Dispersion of Price Setters’ Inflation Expectations? 
by Charlotte Paulie  

           2019:370 

Subsampling Sequential Monte Carlo for Static Bayesian Models 
by David Gunawan, Khue-Dung Dang, Matias Quiroz, Robert Kohn and Minh-Ngoc Tran 

           2019:371 

Hamiltonian Monte Carlo with Energy Conserving Subsampling 
by Khue-Dung Dang, Matias Quiroz, Robert Kohn, Minh-Ngoc Tran and Mattias Villani 

           2019:372 

Institutional Investors and Corporate Investment 
by Cristina Cella  

           2019:373 

The Impact of Local Taxes and Public Services on Property Values  
by Anna Grodecka and Isaiah Hull  

           2019:374 

Directed technical change as a response to natural-resource scarcity  
by John Hassler, Per Krusell and Conny Olovsson 

           2019:375 

A Tale of Two Countries: Cash Demand in Canada and Sweden  
by Walter Engert, Ben Fung and Björn Segendorf  

           2019:376 

Tax and spending shocks in the open economy: are the deficits twins?  
by Mathias Klein and Ludger Linnemann  

           2019:377 

Mind the gap! Stylized dynamic facts and structural models  
by Fabio Canova and Filippo Ferroni  

           2019:378 

Financial Buffers, Unemployment Duration and Replacement Labor Income  
by Mats Levander   

           2019:379 

Inefficient Use of Competitors' Forecasts?  
by André Reslow    

           2019:380 

How Much Information Do Monetary Policy Committees Disclose? Evidence from the FOMC's Minutes 
and Transcripts   
by Mikael Apel, Marianna Blix Grimaldi and Isaiah Hull     

           2019:381 

Risk endogeneity at the lender/investor-of-last-resort  
by Diego Caballero, André Lucas, Bernd Schwaab and Xin Zhang  

           2019:382 

Heterogeneity in Households’ Expectations of Housing Prices – Evidence from Micro Data 
by Erik Hjalmarsson and Pär Österholm  

           2019:383 

Big Broad Banks: How Does Cross-Selling A Affect Lending? 
by Yingjie Qi  

           2020:384 

Unemployment Fluctuations and Nominal GDP Targeting 
by Roberto Billi  

           2020:385 

FAQ: How do I extract the output gap? 
by Fabio Canova  

           2020:386 

http://www.riksbank.se/


Drivers of consumer prices and exchange rates in small open economies  
by Vesna Corbo and Paola Di Casola 

           2020:387 

TFP news, stock market booms and the business cycle: Revisiting the evidence with VEC models  
by Paola Di Casola and Spyridon Sichlimiris 

           2020:388 

The costs of macroprudential deleveraging in a liquidity trap  
by Jiaqian Chen, Daria Finocchiaro, Jesper Lindé and Karl Walentin 

           2020:389 

The Role of Money in Monetary Policy at the Lower Bound  
by Roberto M. Billi, Ulf Söderström and Carl E. Walsh  

           2020:390 

MAJA: A two-region DSGE model for Sweden and its main trading partners 
by Vesna Corbo and Ingvar Strid  

           2020:391 

The interaction between macroprudential and monetary policies: The cases of Norway and Sweden  
by Jin Cao, Valeriya Dinger, Anna Grodecka-Messi, Ragnar Juelsrud and Xin Zhang   

           2020:392 

Withering Cash: Is Sweden ahead of the curve or just special?  
by Hanna Armelius, Carl Andreas Claussen and André Reslow   

           2020:393 

Labor shortages and wage growth  
by Erik Frohm   

           2020:394 

Macro Uncertainty and Unemployment Risk  
by Joonseok Oh and Anna Rogantini Picco  

           2020:395 

Monetary Policy Surprises, Central Bank Information Shocks, and Economic Activity in a Small Open 
Economy  
by Stefan Laséen   

           2020:396 

Econometric issues with Laubach and Williams’ estimates of the natural rate of interest 
by Daniel Buncic    

           2020:397 

Quantum Technology for Economists  
by Isaiah Hull, Or Sattath, Eleni Diamanti and Göran Wendin    

           2020:398 

Modeling extreme events: time-varying extreme tail shape  
by Bernd Schwaab, Xin Zhang and André Lucas    

           2020:399 

The Effects of Government Spending in the Eurozone  
by Ricardo Duque Gabriel, Mathias Klein and Ana Sofia Pessoa      

           2020:400 

Narrative Fragmentation and the Business Cycle 
by Christoph Bertsch, Isaiah Hull and Xin Zhang      

           2021:401 

The Liquidity of the Government Bond Market – What Impact Does Quantitative Easing Have? Evidence 
from Sweden 
by Marianna Blix Grimaldi, Alberto Crosta and Dong Zhang      

           2021:402 

Five Facts about the Distributional Income Effects of Monetary Policy  
by Niklas Amberg, Thomas Jansson, Mathias Klein and Anna Rogantini Picco      

           2021:403 

When domestic and foreign QE overlap: evidence from Sweden  
by Paola Di Casola and Pär Stockhammar      

           2021:404 

Dynamic Macroeconomic Implications of Immigration  
by Conny Olovsson, Karl Walentin, and Andreas Westermark       

           2021:405 

Revisiting the Properties of Money  
by Isaiah Hull and Or Sattath       

           2021:406 

The cost of disinflation in a small open economy vis-à-vis a closed economy 
by Oleksandr Faryna, Magnus Jonsson and Nadiia Shapovalenko       

           2021:407 

On the Performance of Cryptocurrency Funds 
by Daniele Bianchi and Mykola Babiak       

           2021:408 

The low-carbon transition, climate commitments and firm credit risk 
by Sante Carbone, Margherita Giuzio, Sujit Kapadia, Johannes Sebastian Krämer, Ken Nyholm and 
Katia Vozian       

           2022:409 

Seemingly Irresponsible but Welfare Improving Fiscal Policy at the Lower Bound  
by Roberto M. Billi and Carl E. Walsh       

           2022:410 

Pension Reform and Wealth Inequality: Evidence from Denmark  
by Torben M. Andersen, Joydeep Bhattacharya, Anna Grodecka-Messi and Katja Mann 
       

           2022:411 

  



Inflation Targeting or Fiscal Activism?  
by Roberto M. Billi        

           2022:412 

Trading volume and liquidity provision in cryptocurrency markets 
by Daniele Bianchi, Mykola Babiak and Alexander Dickerson         

           2022:413 

DISPERSION OVER THE BUSINESS CYCLE: PASSTHROUGH, PRODUCTIVITY, AND DEMAND 
by Mikael Carlsson, Alex Clymo and Knut-Eric Joslin          

           2022:414 

Electoral Cycles in Macroeconomic Forecasts  
by Davide Cipullo and André Reslow          

           2022:415 

The Curious Incidence of Monetary Policy Across the Income Distribution  
by Tobias Broer, John Kramer and Kurt Mitman          

           2022:416 

Central Bank Mandates and Monetary Policy Stances: through the Lens of Federal Reserve Speeches 
by Christoph Bertsch, Isaiah Hull, Robin L. Lumsdaine, and Xin Zhang          

           2022:417 

The Political Costs of Austerity  
by Ricardo Duque Gabriel, Mathias Klein and Ana Sofia Pessoa          

           2022:418 

Central bank asset purchases: Insights from quantitative easing auctions of government bonds  
by Stefan Laséen            

           2023:419 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 
   
      
      
     
      
      
      
      
 
      
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Sveriges Riksbank 
Visiting address: Brunkebergs torg 11 
Mail address: se-103 37 Stockholm 
 
Website: www.riksbank.se 
Telephone: +46 8 787 00 00, Fax: +46 8 21 05 31 
E-mail: registratorn@riksbank.se 


	Recent Working Papers:

