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Abstract

This paper presents empirical evidence that long run inflation is important in explaining

cross−country differences in the response of private consumption to a government spending

shock. Contributing to the debate on the size of fiscal multipliers, I motivate my analysis by

documenting, in a quarterly dataset of OECD countries, that countries with high long run

inflation display a relatively higher response of private consumption. Then, I show that the

higher the trend inflation in an economy the higher the response of private consumption to a

government spending shock, using a small scale DSGE model with trend inflation. Finally, I

calculate consumption multipliers. I find that the consumption multipliers in countries with

low trend inflation are below one, while under high trend inflation are higher than 2. These

multipliers are consistent with the empirical evidence, which I provide in the paper.
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1 Introduction

In the last decade and especially after the 2008 crisis, fiscal policy gained an important place

as a macro−policy. Despite a surge in research on fiscal policy, there is still lack of consensus

on the effect of government spending and,thus, the size of the fiscal multiplier. Therefore it

is important to understand what drives fiscal multipliers and how the mechanism in which

government spending affects private consumption works. In this paper I will provide answers

on the following questions: What is the size of fiscal multipliers? Does the magnitude of the

multiplier depend on country characteristics? Does the long run inflation level of the country

matter for the size of the multiplier? Because there is strong empirical evidence in favor of

long run inflation being important in determining the effects of government spending on private

consumption, I present a theoretical investigation on the implications of trend inflation into it.

This paper, focusing on nominal rigidities, makes two contributions, it contributes to the

empirical literature, about the size of fiscal multipliers and in showing country characteristics

importance in explaining government spending shocks reactions. It contributes to the DSGE

model literature: by widening more the effects of trend inflation and its effects, and on the

effects of government spending shocks and fiscal multipliers. The main result of this paper

is that both empirically and in a DSGE model, long run inflation is a significant element in

explaining the size of the effect of private consumption from government spending shocks.

The fiscal multiplier has been investigated empirically cross-countries, where Favero et al.

(2011), argues that there is heterogeneity between countries and this heterogeneity matters for

the size of fiscal multipliers. There is increasing work being done looking at state, or regions

multipliers such as in Nakamura and Steinsson (2014), Farhi and Werning (2016), Dupor and

Guerrero (2017) and Chodorow-Reich (2017), which show that subnational multipliers differ

from aggregate multipliers. Other studies such as Dellas et al. (2005), Beetsma and Giuliodori

(2011), Corsetti et al. (2012a), Born, Juessen, et al. (2013), Ilzetzki et al. (2013), Kim (2015),

Farhi and Werning (2016) and Koh (2017) suggest that what makes countries heterogeneous are
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macroeconomic fundamentals, such as capital mobility, trade openness, exchange rate regime,

level of debt, economic development and the business cycle, and because of this elements, the

size of the fiscal multiplier changes across countries too1. These studies show that the response

of private consumption to a government spending shock changes from country to country. None

of the previous studies focuses on the differences in long run inflation between countries as

a source of heterogeneity in explaining the differences in the response of private consumption

between countries, which is what I do in this paper empirically and in a DSGE model.

In the first part of the analysis, I explore the evidence on the impacts of government spending

shocks on output, private consumption, real wages and inflation in 34 OECD countries for the

period 1995-2017 with a quarterly frequency. Specifically, I estimate a panel VAR and identify

government spending shocks using the approach proposed by Blanchard and Perotti (2002). An

exogenous increase in government spending causes a rise in output, a positive response private

consumption, a positive hump shaped of real wage, which follows an initial decline in inflation

for the first 10 periods, to be turned positive after, as the government spending shock goes to

low levels. The positive2 response of private consumption to government spending shock was

also confirmed by Blanchard and Perotti (2002), Bouakez and Rebei (2007), Gali et al. (2007)

and Lewis and Winkler (2017) concluding that, empirically private consumption is crowded in

by government spending.

Secondly, I investigate if the countries that have a different long run rate of inflation have

a different response on private consumption. I find that private consumption reacts more to

government spending shocks in countries with high long run inflation than in countries with

low long run inflation due to higher inflation expectations in those countries. On max impact,

private consumption reacts almost 4 times more in high inflation countries than in low inflation

countries. Due to the inflation channel, inflation expectations are higher in countries with
1For a more detailed review of the literature on fiscal multipliers see Ramey (2011a) and (2019)
2Other empirical studies such as Ramey and Shapiro (1999), Edelberg et al. (1999),Ramey (2011b) suggest that

under a narrative identification of the government spending shock, a negative response on private consumption
is obtained. While Burnside et al. (2004) and Mountford and Uhlig (2009) argue that the consumption response
is insignificant when faced with government spending shock.
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higher inflation, this leads to lower interest rates, and as consequence this leads to higher private

consumption. On one level, this result confirms that the country characteristics are important in

explaining the response of private consumption when faced with government spending shocks.

Under different modelling choices for the panel VAR and different lag selections I test the

robustness of the obtained results. All in all, the most important idea from the empirical

results is confirmed, that the importance of high long run inflation in explaining the response

of private consumption to a government spending shock is robust.

Evidence of such empirical results provide the core motivation which I use in explaining

the response of private consumption to government spending shocks in a DSGE model. I

introduce a government sector in a general New Keynesian model. I focus on a straightforward

formulation where government spending is financed by lump sum taxes. Government spending

is assumed to enter the utility function in a non-separable way, making it complementary with

private consumption as suggested by Bouakez and Rebei (2007) 3. The usefulness of government

spending by entering it the utility function, allows to the households to get some utility out of

it. Taking into account the empirical suggestion for having a higher inflation in the economy

model, one perspective would be adding trend inflation into a small-scale DSGE model to explain

the effects of government spending shocks on private consumption. Trend inflation causes the

Philips curve being flatter and makes inflation less sensitive to current marginal costs. The

Philips curve now will depend more on expected future inflation, and less on marginal costs,

making the firms more forward looking.

The baseline results from the model show that for a 1% increase in government spending

private consumption increases almost by 0.3% in the first period. The an increase in government

spending produces a crowding in effect on private consumption, because the complimentarity
3They argue that when government spending and private consumption are complementary, a government

spending shock is able to produce a crowding in effect on private consumption. There is a wide literature that
has shown that the Real Business Cycle model and the New Keynesian model are not able to simulate an increase
in private consumption after an increase in government consumption. One solution to this puzzle is to assume
that private consumption and government spending are Edgeworth complementary, which I use in the baseline
model.
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effect is strong enough to overcome the standard negative wealth effect.4 Further labor increases,

while the real interest rate has an initial increases which drops after a few periods as the decline

in inflation shows lower magnitude.

Focusing on the importance of trend inflation and its effect, the main result of this paper is

that trend inflation amplifies the response of private consumption to the government spending

shock. Now, for an increase of 1% in government spending, on max impact the model generates

a response of 0.35% in private consumption, when trend inflation is 2%, and 0.45% and 0.6%

respectively when trend inflation is 4% and 6%, increasing the persistence in the results more

and more. At higher rates of trend inflation price−setting firms are more forward−looking, they

react less to the increase in private consumption, so that inflation reacts less, becoming more

persistent, and the interest rate increases more, by inducing a larger reaction of consumption

due to the Euler equation.

As a further step I look at the behaviour of the results under different parameter specifica-

tions. I find that the influence of trend inflation in the results is subject of the persistence of

the government spending shock, on how strong the complementarity between private consump-

tion and government spending is and is highly driven by the parameter governing Frisch labour

supply elasticity. On the other hand, the choice of the Taylor rule influences the magnitude of

the effect of trend inflation, but not the general idea of the response of private consumption.

The consumption multipliers calculated with the standard approaches as suggested by the liter-

ature5, for both the times series results and the DSGE model are in line with previous studies6

ranging between 0.6−1 for low inflation countries as defined empirically and in the case of the

DSGE model with low trend inflation. For a higher trend inflation in the model or high long run

inflation empirically, the consumption multipliers are above 1. The values of the consumption

multipliers confirm empirically and theoretically that the level of inflation in countries matters
4An increase in government spending as argued by Baxter and King (1993), which is expected to be financed

by current or future lump-sum taxes, has a negative wealth effect which decreases private consumption. While
on the other side, workers want to work more, and this induces a rise in labor supply at any given wage. This
will lead to a lower wage in the future, higher employment and lower output.

5See Blanchard and Perotti (2002) and Mountford and Uhlig (2009) for more on this topic
6A review of the empirical and NK models multipliers is provided in Ramey (2019)
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for the effects of government spending on private consumption.

As a robustness check for the main results of the model, I rely on the assumption that the

period utility function of the representative agent is assumed to be non-separable in consumption

(C) and labor (N) as in Greenwood et al. (1988). In this model the wealth effect on labor supply

is shut off, suggesting that government spending can influence positively private consumption as

long as labor and consumption are complements. Under GHH preferences, trend inflation, when

comparing the model with 0% and 4% trend inflation cases, amplifies the positive response of

private consumption to the shock but with a lower magnitude than in the case where I assumed

government spending and private consumption complementarity.

To bring some intuition why trend inflation is important for DSGE models in order to justify

using trend inflation as a way of having more inflation in the steady state of the model, lets see

some background of it. After the latest financial crisis, many economies experienced the zero

lower bound constraint on monetary policy and faced its implications. One of the proposals

that policy makers and economists did such as Blanchard, Dell’Ariccia, et al. (2010), was that

central banks should have increased their inflation targets. In line with this development in the

policy making and in the economic literature, amongst other studies7, brings the necessity of

looking at the effects of government spending shocks under higher inflation levels in the steady

state8.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 empirically estimates the effects of government

spending shocks on private consumption using a panel SVAR model. The purpose of the panel

SVAR evidence in here is to provide motivation and empirical evidence about the effects of the

shocks in countries with high and low long run inflation level. Section 3 presents the model

economy and its features. I discuss the dynamics of trend inflation and its implications on

the economy. In section 4, I present the results and comment their importance. Further is

presented an estimation of the consumption multipliers from both the DSGE model and the
7see Ascari and Sbordone (2014) and Cooke and Kara (2018) for the effects of monetary policy and technology

shocks under trend inflation
8As argued by Ascari, Phaneuf, et al. (2018), ”Implementing such proposals over a sufficiently long period of

time would eventually lead to higher long-run or trend inflation”, page 56.
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Panel SVAR. In section 5, I provide an alternative model specification as robustness. Finally,

Section 6 concludes.

2 Related literature

Other papers, related to the effects of government spending shocks on private consumption

empirically, such as Ramey and Shapiro (1999), suggest that military spending affects con-

sumption negatively, while Blanchard and Perotti (2002), concludes that empirically private

consumption is crowded in by government spending. Similar empirical findings were also found

in M. Ravn et al. (2012) and Corsetti et al. (2012a). Most of the previous mentioned studies

have brought results regarding the US, while as in this study I focus on a panel of countries, a

larger evidence for support is required. Monacelli and Perotti (2010) focus on 4 countries, the

US, Canada, Australia and Great Britain and show that they differ in terms of the response of

private consumption. On a panel approach for the same countries M. Ravn et al. (2012) report

positive results on private consumption. A number of other studies tried to explain the empiri-

cal response of consumption using different states/elements of the economy, show heterogeneity

among countries. Auerbach and Gorodnichenko (2012), find that in the OECD countries private

consumption is crowded out in expansions and appears to be increasing in recessions. Beetsma

and Giuliodori (2011), studying government purchases shocks in open and closed economies,

arrive at the conclusion that the more open an economy is, the lower the response of consump-

tion will be. Corsetti et al. (2012a) finds out that the impact on consumption is not necessarily

different under a peg regime compared to a flexible one, there is no difference in the response

when debt is high or low , while when in a crisis situation consumption rise almost twice as

the increase of government spending. Huidrom et al. (2016) thinks differently than Corsetti

et al. (2012a), where in a panel of advanced and developing economies, they show that when

the fiscal position is weak, consumption falls, and when fiscal position is strong (government

debt and deficits are low), the effect on consumption is positive. While Ilzetzki et al. (2013)
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brings evidence that private consumption is positive in the case of the pegged regime turning

negative only at a later stage, while in the case of the flexible exchange regime the response of

consumption is always negative. Koh (2017) goes further where in a large panel countries data

set brings evidence that in economies with high capital mobility private consumption increases.

This paper is related theoretically, mainly to other DSGE papers that study the size of

fiscal multipliers under different macroeconomic fundamentals or economy features and DSGE

papers that study the effects of government spending shocks in an economy and specifically

on private consumption. A few papers to be mentioned that have dealt with generating a

positive private consumption response to government spending shocks same as in the empirical

literature are: Linnemann (2006) which relies on a utility function with not additively separable

in consumption and leisure, Bouakez and Rebei (2007), who focuses on the fact that private

and public spending are Edgeworth complementary, Gali et al. (2007) considers rule of thumb

consumers, while M. Ravn et al. (2012) uses a model with deep habits. Corsetti et al. (2012b),

uses a New Keynesian model with expected spending reversals, while Bilbiie (2011) shows that

when the utility function shows certain properties and under non-separable preferences over

consumption and leisure, the Real Business Cycle model can generate an increase in private

consumption in response to government spending shock. Dupor, Liz, et al. (2017), demonstrates

that one doesn’t need any of the previous ingredients to cause an increase in consumption, it

just can be done by adding nominal wage rigidity to a standard, closed economy with sticky

prices. On this paper I rely on the solution provided by Bouakez and Rebei (2007) and for

robustness I use the preferences of Greenwood et al. (1988), satisfying Bilbiie (2011) properties.

In terms of fiscal multipliers this paper is close to other papers such as the ones of Christiano

et al. (2011), Mertens and M. O. Ravn (2014) and Farhi and Werning (2016) that argue that

the size of the government spending multiplier can be larger when the nominal interest rate is

on the zero lower bound9. Born, Juessen, et al. (2013), in a New Keynesian model find that

government spending multipliers are larger under fixed exchange rate regimes than in flexible
9Other papers, for example, that have looked at liquidity traps and fiscal multipliers are Woodford (2011),

Kara and Sin (2018), etc
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exchange rate regimes. Farhi and Werning (2016) considers the multipliers in a currency union,

and show that self-financed multipliers are always below unity, while outside-financed multipliers

can be larger. Cacciatore and Traum (2018) shows that high trade can imply that domestic

multipliers are larger than in the case of low trade dynamics. Another closely related paper to

this one, is the one of Sims and Wolff (2018), that studies the effects of changes in government

spending highlighting monetary passiveness situations. There is also a growing literature on

fiscal multipliers taking into account heterogeneous agents models with incomplete markets,

featuring that households have different marginal propensities to consume10.

3 Panel VAR Analysis

In this section I present the empirical results of the effects of government spending on private

consumption, following a Panel VAR framework. Initially, I start the analysis using a mean

group estimator panel on 34 OECD countries and explain the data. Secondly, I discuss the

effects of a government spending shock on private consumption, and show how the results are

different when I split the country sample according to their level of long run inflation. Thirdly, I

show that the results obtained from this framework are robust under different modelling choices

of the Panel VAR.

3.1 Specification

a. A mean group estimator panel VAR. In this paper, in order to obtain the pooled

results from the impulse responses I use a mean group estimator as described by in Pesaran

and Smith (1995)11. This estimator, which relies in a maximum likelihood framework, allows

taking into account the cross sectional dimension of the data and doesn’t require information

about the economic structure of the countries and neither about their differences. Pesaran and

Smith (1995) estimator allows for country heterogeneity and produces parameters which are
10For more on this see Mitman et al. (2017), Auclert et al. (2018) and Bilbiie (2017)
11To estimate this panel VAR I use the BEAR toolbox v. 4.2 as documented in Dieppe et al. (2016)
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means of the group of countries used. The panel VAR model that I consider has the following

representation:

yi,t = Api yi,t−p + Cixt + εi,t (1)

where the errors are normally distributed and the residual variance-covariance matrix is het-

erogeneous across countries, but characterized by a common mean εi,t ∼ N(0,
∑
i). yi,t denotes

a vector comprising the n endogenous variables of unit i at time t, while p shows the lag of the

variable. xt is the vector of exogenous variables, while A and C are respectively matrices of

coefficients providing the response of unit i to the pth lag of variable m of unit j at period t

and the response of the endogenous variables to the exogenous ones, εi,t is a vector of residuals

for the variables of unit i. Transposing (1) and writing it in a compact form after vectorizing

it, brings the following equation:

yi = X̄iβi + εi (2)

For each unit of i the mean group estimator assumes:

βi = b+ bi (3)

which shows that the coefficients of the VAR in different units will differ, while the means and

variances will be similar. Since the parameter of interest is the mean effect b,the mean group

estimator would be:

b̂ = 1
N

N∑
i=1

β̂i (4)

A similar approach is done for the mean-group estimate of the residual variance − co-variance

matrix
∑

.

b. Identification strategy. This paper uses the Blanchard and Perotti (2002) approach,

adopting a Cholesky decomposition where government spending are ordered first. Government

spending is predetermined relative to the other variables, responding with min one lag delay to
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other shocks than to itself. The ordering of the endogenous variables will be as follows:

X̄i =



G

Y

C

W

π


(5)

Where G denotes government consumption, Y is the GDP, C private consumption, W denotes

wages and π is the y-o-y quarterly inflation growth. Identifying government spending shocks

has been a challenge in the literature in the last decade, where many influential papers have

lead the area, deepening the debate on fiscal shocks. Alternative identification methods are

summarised by Ramey (2016) for government spending shocks as follows: SVARs with con-

temporaneous restrictions, sign restrictions, medium horizons restrictions, narrative methods,

and using DSGE models. The use of different identification techniques has not always been

producing consistent results on the response of consumption, as pointed out by Hebous (2011).

The choice of identification does matter, but on this paper I will be focusing on the first method

as it allows me to compare results from different samples more clearly.

c. Data. The data are all used in real term dollars12, in logarithmic form, re-scaled13,

seasonally adjusted and detrended using a linear trend in order to deal with the problem of non-

stationarity14. I used the Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) and the Bayesian Information

Criterion (BIC) to chose the number of lags to be included in the panel VARs reported. The

tests are more prone to using 1 or 2 lags rather than 3 or 4 which are often more used in

quarterly datasets as in the case of this paper, though the results change only slightly with
12A summary statistics of the data is presented in Appendix A
13Multiplied by 100
14The Breitung panel unit root test suggest that the panels contain unit roots, while the Im-Pesaran-Shin panel

unit root test indicates that all the panels have unit roots in the cases of government spending and wages. The
empirical results proved that detrending the variables with a linear trend, except for the case of Inflation which
I do not detrend as it is on growth values, proves superior in obtaining the standard hump shaped response of
private consumption, compared to the case of detrending with a hp filter.
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adding more lags. As results prove to be more consistent on different samples when I use 2 lags,

this choice is kept in all the estimations, making sure that results on different case are not driven

by a different lag choice. The data set used, includes a quarterly balanced panel of 34 OECD

countries15 from 1995Q1 − 2017Q4. I split the countries in low and high inflation countries,

depending on the long run inflation rate, calculated as an average of the period that the panel

is estimated. If a country has an average long run inflation of more than 2.5, the country is

considered to be a high inflation country while below this line the country is considered to be

low inflation country16. The quarterly feature in the data is important for the identification of

shocks, especially when using the Blanchard and Perotti (2002) identification technique, as it

allows ruling out the contemporaneous response of government spending. Ilzetzki et al. (2013)

argues that " while... fiscal authorities require a quarter to respond to shocks , it is unrealistic

to assume that an entire year is necessary" (p.241). Though, the use of yearly frequencies is not

ruled out by the empirical evidence of Born and Mueller (2012), the government spending shocks

on a yearly basis might be influenced by the anticipated effects suggested by Ramey (2011b).

The data for the 5 endogenous variables are taken from the OECD statistics database17.

3.2 Empirical results

In Figure 1 I report the impulse responses from the baseline panel VAR model for the 34 OECD

countries. The blue line displays the point of the estimate, while the red lines asides give the

90% confidence bands. On the left side of each graph is found the name of each variable,

while the vertical axes show the amplitude of the impulse responses in %. In the horizontal

axes is given the periods of study, which amount to a total of 30 quarters. On Figure 1 are

shown the impulse responses of 5 variables G, Y , C, W and π, in response to a government
15Turkey and the US is left out of the sample as the first has a more volatile inflation rate, while the second is

characterized as a large economy
1619 countries from the sample fit into the criteria of being low inflation countries, while 15 of them are

considered high inflation countries
17The notion of private consumption it refers to the notion of ”P31S14S15 Private final consumption expendi-

ture ” and of government spending it refers to ”P3S13 General government final consumption expenditure ” as
used by the OCED statistics
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spending shock of around 1.2%. On impact output and consumption responds positively to

the government spending shock both by around 0.14%. On all periods both the response of

consumption and output is positive, and shows a to have a hump shaped response, though

the effect on output ends sooner than in the case of consumption. The positive response of

consumption on direction seems to be in line with many other studies such as Blanchard and

Perotti (2002), Gali et al. (2007) etc, while the size of the response is similar to the ones seen

in Bouakez and Rebei (2007), M. Ravn et al. (2012) and Lewis and Winkler (2017). The real

wage also increases following the shock, displaying a hump shaped response with a max at its

5th quarter, an increase also seen in Fatas and Mihov (2001) and Bouakez and Rebei (2007).
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Figure 1: Impulse Responses to a Government Spending Shock in a Panel VAR

NOTES: The figure presents the impulse responses of output (Y), private consumption (C), Wages (W) and the quarterly

Inflation y-o-y growth rate (INF) to a 1.2% government spending shock. One period corresponds to 1 quarter on the

horizontal axis and the response in percentage is reported on the vertical axis. Red lines represent 90% confidence

intervals based on Monte Carlo simulations.

The response of inflation is almost significant, where after the impact period the value of

inflation is negative till the 12fth period, becoming positive after but close to zero. Similar
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response, but less volatile of inflation18 to a government spending shock is also seen in Corsetti

et al. (2012b) and Erceg and Linde (2014).

As discussed in the data description I have divided the sample according to the long run

inflation rate19 and I have run the panel VAR on each of the samples. The panel VAR is run on

the same variables as on the baseline panel and the same log choice is kept as in the baseline. In

Figure 2, I present only the responses of private consumption to a government spending shock

on both cases and compare them. On the left hand side an increase in government spending

induces an initial impact of 0.25% in private consumption, corresponding to the response in high

inflation countries. The response of private consumption in this case is statistically significant

and shows a higher response than in the baseline case. On the right hand side a shock in

government spending causes an initial effect of 0.015% in private consumption in low inflation

countries, being almost 10 times lower than in the case of the increase in private consumption

in the baseline results.

On max impact point, there is a response of private consumption to the government con-

sumption shocks of 0.32% and 0.08% respectively in the cases of high and low inflation countries,

almost 4 times higher response. The maximum response happens around the 3rd period for

both cases while it continues its marginal effects toward zero. The dynamic adjustment is

hump−shaped under both country cases, but more strongly so in countries with high long run

inflation rates. The main results in here is that, private consumption increases less in low in-

flation countries than in high inflation countries. The difference in the impulse responses is 3-4

times between the two cases and continues to persist almost all the period.
18A detailed survey of the response of Inflation to government spending shocks is given in Jorgensen and S. H.

Ravn (2018), which themselves they find that the reponse of inflation is mainly negative
19The long run inflation rate is calculated as the average inflation rate for the whole period
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Figure 2: Impulse Responses of Private Consumption to a Government Spending Shock in High

and Low Inflation Countries

NOTES: The figure presents the impulse responses of private consumption (C) to a 1.2% government spending shock.

One period corresponds to 1 quarter on the horizontal axis and the response in percentage is reported on the vertical

axis. On the left are presented the High inflation countries and on the right the Low inflation countries. Red lines

represent 90% confidence intervals based on Monte Carlo simulations.

A possible explanation to these results could be the fact that in countries with high long run

inflation, as argued by Dupor and Li (2015), due to higher inflation expectations, the interest

rate goes down, and this leads to an increase in private consumption. Alternatively, due to the

monetary policy high effectivity being larger in low inflation countries, fiscal policy becomes

less expansionary, and lower fiscal multipliers are expected.
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3.3 Robustness

In this subsection I perform robustness checks for the main results obtained in the baseline

panel VAR investigating private consumption in low vs high inflation environment. As I already

discussed in the data subsection about the choice of different lags, I focus here on robustness

related with the modelling choices of the Panel VAR. I consider three alternative choices20.

a. Countries VARs. Initially I run separate VARs on each country on the sample, keeping

the same number of lags, and other specifications mentioned on the data description. According

to the definition of low and high inflation countries, further I take the averages of the impulses

responses of both groups.

b. A pooled Bayesian estimator. Secondly, I relax all the properties of the Panel

VAR, and I use a Bayesian pooled estimator to re-obtain the results from the baseline panel

VAR. In this model the data comes all as from many units, and the dynamic coefficients are

homogeneous across units. The identification strategy used for the priors relies on a normal-

Wishart distribution.

c. A hierarchical panel VAR. Thirdly, focusing more on the issue of heterogeneity be-

tween countries, I estimate a hierarchical panel VAR as proposed by Jarocinski (2010). This

model recognizes and uses the heterogeneity among the countries and brings estimations for each

of the countries allowing for cross country comparisons. This methodology relies on Bayesian es-

timation where the coefficients of the VAR differ across units, but are drawn from a distribution

with similar mean and variance.

βi ∼ N(b,
∑
b

) (6)

The distribution of the vectors for the coefficients βi is still normal, but now with a common

mean b and common variance
∑
b. As in the case of the single countries VARs, here as well for

comparison reasons I take the averages of the impulses responses of both groups.

d. Robustness Results. Overall, the key findings from the benchmark specification on
20The VARs and panel VARs in this section are estimated using the BEAR toolbox v. 4.2 as documented in

Dieppe et al. (2016)
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the response of private consumption to a government spending shock under specific environment

of inflation, stand and are confirmed. In figure 3, I present the results of the impulse responses

for all the three alternative modelling choices, grouping the responses of private consumption

to a government spending shock on high inflation countries on the left, while on the right the

responses in low inflation countries. In each case, I present the point estimates of the impulse

responses obtained under the alternatives, which are statistically significant on a 90% confidence

interval.

Figure 3: Impulse Responses of Private Consumption to a Government Spending Shock in High

and Low Inflation Countries under Alternative Modelling Choices

NOTES: The figure presents the impulse responses of private consumption (C) to a 1.2% government spending shock.

One period corresponds to 1 quarter on the horizontal axis and the response in percentage is reported on the vertical axis.

On the left are presented the High inflation countries and on the right the low inflation countries. Blue lines represent the

impulse responses from the Pooled VAR, the red lines represent the impulses from the average of all individual countries

VAR and the green lines represent the impulses of the average of the countries from the Hierarchical Panel VAR

For all the alternative modelling choices, a positive government spending shock is found to

be followed by a positive response of private consumption. All in all, the response of private
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consumption is higher in countries with high long run inflation under all the modelling choices.

There does not seem to be high differences between the three alternative approaches and the

baseline one, with the exception that the response of private consumption on high inflation

countries on average is higher when the results are obtained with a hierarchical panel VAR than

with a mean group estimator panel21.

4 Small-scale DSGE model with trend inflation

This section describes the features of the model, which I develop to rationalize the empirical

evidence presented in the previous section.. The model that I use is a generalized New Keynesian

model with trend inflation, and with a government sector. I study the effect of the government

spending shocks on private consumption and the size of the fiscal multipliers. I explain how

an increase in trend inflation amplifies the response of private consumption to a government

spending shock. In what follows I introduce the sectors of the economy, the dynamics of the

model, present pricing equations, discuss the role of trend inflation and the specifications of

fiscal policy. A more detailed description of the economy is given in the Appendix.

4.1 Households

The economy is populated by a representative agent, that is infinitely lived, and derives a

utility function, which is assumed to be non-separable in consumption (Ct) and government

spending (Gt). I follow Bouakez and Rebei (2007) in assuming non-separability22 between

private consumption and government spending to get a positive response of private consumption

to a government spending shock23. This specification would allow for usefulness of government

spending and would make possible generating a crowding in effect of government spending. The
21As an additional robustness measure I tried different versions of splitting the sample of countries and I wasn’t

able to find much action in the impulse response as in the case where I take into account the level of inflation.
22Here is assumed public spending shows Edgeworth complementarity with the private ones.
23Other way of obtaining a positive response of private consumption to government spending I would as well

be having a utility function with GHH prefernces, where the labor effect is shut down and consumption (Ct) and
labor (Nt) are complements.
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typical representative agent seeks to maximize the following utility function:

Et
∞∑
j=0

βjU(C̃t, Nt) (7)

The utility function is assumed to be continuous and twice differentiable. C̃t is the aggregate

consumption bundle, and C̃t is a constant elasticity of substitution aggregate consisting of

private consumption Ct and government consumption Gt:

C̃t =
[
δχC1−χ

t + (1− δ)χG1−χ
t

] 1
1−χ (8)

Where δ is the share of private consumption in the aggregate consumption bundle, and χ is the

inverse elasticity of substitution between private consumption and government consumption24.

The utility function is non-decreasing in government consumption Gt.

Ct is the private consumption of goods and this composite consumption good is given by:

Ct =
[∫ 1

0 C
1− 1

ε
t,j

]
, where Ct,j represents the quantity of good j consumed by the household in

period t, and it is assumed that the existence of a continuum of goods is given by the interval

[0, 1]. The household allocates its consumption expenditures among the different goods, by

maximizing Ct for any given level of expenditures
∫ 1

0 Pt,jCt,jdj
25. The solution of this problem

would yield the demand for good j, Ct,j =
(
Pt,j
Pt

)−ε
Ct for all jε [0, 1], and with ε being the

elasticity between the goods in the economy. The aggregate price index is given as Pt ≡[∫ 1
0 P

1−ε
t,j dj

]1− 1
ε

, and the total consumption expenditures can be written as the product of the

price index times the quantity index
∫ 1

0 Pt,jCt,jdj = PtCt.

The maximization of utility function is subject to the following budget constraint:

PtCt + (1 + it)−1Bt = WtNt +Dt +Bt−1 − Tt (9)
24A similar modified form to is seen also in Troug (2017) and Pieschacon (2012)
25The proof of this is shown appendix 3.1 in Gali (2008b)
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where it is the nominal interest rate, Bt is one-period bond holdings, Wt is the nominal wage

rate, Nt is the labor input, and Dt is profits (distributed dividends), and the households pays

taxes to the government, where Tt is a lump sum tax and doesn’t influence the household

decisions or working or not. Each period the household is endowed with one unit of time, which

is divided between work and leisure Nt + Lt = 1. Obtaining the first order condition from the

optimization problem of the agent would yield the following Euler equation:

1 = β(1 + it)Et

( Pt
Pt+1

)(
C̃t+1

C̃t

)χ−σ (
Ct+1
Ct

)−χ (10)

The Euler equation shows the smoothing of consumption over time and depends from the

two parameters χ and σ. The complementarity between government spending and private

consumption doesn’t depend only on the value of χ, but also on the interaction with σ. In

order for government spending and private consumption to be considered complementary, it is

necessary that χ > σ. If χ = σ, the Euler equation would transform in its standard form. The

case where χ < σ, makes government spending and private consumption being substitutes of

each other. The aggregate consumption bundle variable also appears in the equation, prior to

the standard elements of the equation. And the labor supply equation is:

Wt

Pt
= dne

ςtNϕC
σ
t

(
Ct

C̃t

)χ
δ−χ (11)

where ςt is the labor supply shock, β is the intertemporal discount factor, σ is the intertemporal

elasticity of substitution in consumption, ϕ is the inverse Frisch elasticity of labor supply. While

the labor supply equation presented in nominal terms, shows that it depends on the aggregate

consumption bundle, additional to the consumption variable, the labor supply which is governed

by the inverse Frisch elasticity parameter, and the parameters related to the behaviour of

consumption and government spending. A similar interpretation regarding the parameters χ

and σ is done also for the labor supply equation. When χ > σ, which is crucial for obtaining
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government spending and private consumption complementarity as discussed above, government

spending will have a negative effect on real wages, as it influences positively labour supply.

4.2 Firms

The firms in this economy chose prices in order to maximize their profits, subject to three con-

straints, their production function summarizing the available technology, second the constraint

given by the demand curve each firm faces, and the third that in each period some firms are

not able to adjust their prices. while others can.

a.Technology. In each period t, a final good, Yt, is produced by perfectly competitive

firms, which combine a continuum of intermediate inputs Yj,t, j ∈ [0, 1] , via the technology:

Yt =
[∫ 1

0 y
ε−1
ε

j,t dj

] ε−1
ε

where ε > 1 is the elasticity of substitution among intermediate goods

following the standard constant elasticity of substitution (CES) production function. The

zero profit condition and profit maximization implies that the price index associated with the

final good Yt which is a CES aggregate of the prices of the intermediate inputs Pi,t where:

Pt =
[∫ 1

0 P
1−ε
j,t dj

] ε−1
ε

, and the optimal demand for intermediate inputs is Yj,t =
(
Pj,t
Pt

)−ε
Yt.

The production function of intermediate goods and the labor demand of firm j are respectively:

Yj,t = AtNj,t and Nd
j,t =

[
Yj,t
At

]
(12)

where At is an exogenous process for the level of technology. The labor demand of firm is

positive to the production function and is related inversely to the level of technology. While on

the other hand, intermediate inputs are produced by a continuum of firms with a simple linear

technology in labor, which is the only input of production. The total cost and real marginal

costs are given by:

TCrj,t = Wt

Pt
Nj,t and MCrj,t = Wt

AtPt
(13)

Nominal wages are set in perfectly competitive markets and are the same across firms. An

increase in real wage would as consequently increase the marginal costs of the firm, while a
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better technology would enable the firm to produce at a better level of marginal costs, decreasing

them.

b. Profit maximization. The prices are based on the specific model of price stickiness

used by Calvo (1983), where a fraction of firms re-optimize their nominal price with fixed

probability 1−θ, while with probability θ it maintains the price charged in the previous period.

The parameter θ measures the degree of nominal rigidity; a higher θ means that fewer firms

re-optimize their price each period and a longer time is needed for the price changes to happen.

The problem of firm j who re-optimizes prices is to choose P ∗j,t to maximize expected profits,

and it can do so by solving the problem:

max
P ∗
j,t

Et∞l=0θ
jDt,t+l

[
P ∗j,t
Pt+l

Yi,t+l −
W

t+l

Pt+l

Y
j,t+l

At+l

]
s.t the demand constraint Yj,t+l =

(
P ∗j,t
Pt+l

)−ε
Yt+l

(14)

where Dt,t+l ≡ βl
λt+l
λ0

is the stochastic discount factor, and λt+l, the marginal utility of con-

sumption. The firm’s first order condition by re-arranging would yield:

p∗j,t = ε

(ε− 1)
ψt
φt

(15)

The auxiliary variables ψt and φt can be written recursively following Ascari and Ropele (2009)

and Ascari and Sbordone (2014) as:

ψt = MCtY
1−σ
t + θβEt

[
πεt+1ψt+1

]
and φt = Y 1−σ

t + θβEt
[
πε−1
t+1φt+1

]
(16)

They depend both on output and future expectations of inflation. ψt can be interpreted as the

present discounted value of the marginal costs when the optimal reset price changes, while φt

can be considered as the marginal revenues. ε and ε− 1 are respectively treated as the weights

of the marginal costs and marginal revenues on resetting the optimal price in equation (15). As

suggested by because ε > ε−1, the future expected rate of inflation has a higher impact on the

marginal costs of setting the price than on the marginal revenues. Returning to the aggregate
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price level, it evolves as Calvo (1983) prices and it can be expressed as:

Pt =
[∫ 1

0
P 1−ε
j,t di

]1/(1−ε)

=
[
θP 1−ε

t−1 + (1− θ)P ∗j,t1−ε
]1/(1−ε)

(17)

And a θ = 0, would show the expression in the standard case with flexible prices. Reformulating

the aggregate price equation, allows me to express it as follows:

p∗j,t =
(

1− θπε−1
t

1− θ

) 1
1−ε

(18)

4.3 The Government and Monetary policy

Now I assume that the government26 purchases quantity Gt(j) of good j, for all j ∈ [0, 1]:

Gt ≡
[∫ 1

0
G

1− 1
ε

t,j dj

]ε/(ε−1)

(19)

where the government seeks to maximize for any level of expenditures
∫ 1

0 Pt,jGt,jdj. 27 Next,

the government expenditures are financed by means of lump-sum taxes Pt,jTt,j . Government

spending evolves exogenously according to the following first order autoregressive process:

Gt = GρGt−1 exp(µGt) (20)

µGt is an independent and identically distributed shock with zero mean and a constant variance.

Regarding monetary policy, the economy has a central bank that follows a conventional

Taylor rule, with weight φπ on deviations of inflation from target π and weight φy on output

deviations from steady state output28 Ŷ :
26The government does not consume from the same market as households
27The government is assumed to allocate expenditures across goods in order to minimize total cost, acting in

the same way as the household.
28There exists a debate on whether to use output growth or output gap as a measure of economic activity

in the interest rules. When the model takes into account for positive trend inflation, it can lead to substantial
welfare losses according to Sims (2013). Because I do not deal with welfare issues on this paper I use the output
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(1 + it
1 + i

)
=
(1 + it−1

1 + i

)ρi ((πt
π

)φπ (Yt
Y

)φY )1−ρi
evt (21)

where vt is a monetary policy shock which is iid with zero mean and a constant variance,

and φπ , π and φy are non-negative parameters. Some inertia is also added to the Taylor rule.

i is the steady state interest rate and ρi is the inertia parameter.

4.4 Aggregation and price dispersion

The market clearing in the goods market requires: Yt,j = Ct,j for all j ∈ [0, 1] and all t, or can

be written as: Yt = Ct. Further log-linearizing the Euler equation (10) and substituting there

the log linear form of equation (9), I would obtain the dynamic IS curve as follows:

Ĉt = EtĈt+1 −
1
σδ

(it − Et {π̂t+1}) + (σ − σδ)
σδ

Et∆Ĝt+1 (22)

The Euler equation now is free from the aggregate consumption bundle variable, and is expressed

in terms of Ct and Gt. σδ = (χ(1 − δ) + σδ), and 1
σδ

gives the slope of the IS curve, which

in the case that σδ > σ, because χ > σ (government spending and private consumption are

complementary) the slope of the IS curve decreases and the IS curve becomes flatter. Adding

government spending into this economy, adds an extra term to the IS curve and causes a shift

of the curve more into the right. When σδ = σ, this would cause σδ = σ. As consequence the

government spending term would drop, and the slope of the IS curve would the same as in the

standard case 1
σδ

= 1
σ . The same result would be obtained if the share of private consumption

in the aggregate consumption bundle would be δ = 1, which would mean that there is no

government spending into this economy.

From the individual firms production function, and combining it with equation (12), by

gap.
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aggregating over j, I derive the aggregate labor demand as:

Nd
t =

∫ 1

0
Nj,tdj =

∫ 1

0

Yj,t
At

dj = Yt
At

∫ 1

0

(
Pj,t
Pt

)−ε
dj︸ ︷︷ ︸

st

= Yt
At
st (23)

As shown by equation (23), price dispersion influences the relationship between labor demand

and output. I define the relative price dispersion measure as st =
∫ 1

0

(
Pj,t
Pt

)−ε
di. The higher

the dispersion of relative prices, the higher price dispersion st, and therefore a higher amount

of labor input is needed for the production of a certain level of output (Ascari and Sbordone

(2014). A increase in price dispersion, keeping constant output and the level of technology, from

equation (11) would mean a higher wage which would convert in higher marginal costs for the

firm (equation (13)) and therefore a higher discounted value of the marginal costs ψ̂t (equation

(16)). As in Schmitt-Grohe and Uribe (2007), st can be written under the assumption of the

Calvo model as follows:

st = (1− θ)(p∗j,t)−ε + θπεt st−1 (24)

Itself, price dispersion is dependent on inflation expectations, and increases the higher ε and θ.

4.5 The Generalized New Keynesian Philips Curve

In order to obtain the GNKPC in terms of marginal costs I log-linearize the firms equilibrium

conditions around a steady state characterized by a shifting trend inflation. And then, following

the standard approach I would have29:

π̂t = k(π)m̂ct + b1(π)Etπ̂t+1 + b2(π)
[
(1− σ)Ĉt − Etψ̂t+1

]
(25)

Where π represents trend inflation and the equation gives the Philips curve with the dynamics

of inflation. The parameters on the Philips curve depending on trend inflation are respectively:

k(π) = (1−θπε−1)(1−θβπε)
θπε−1 , b1(π) = β

[
1 + ε (π − 1)

(
1− θπε−1)] and b2(π) = β [1− π]

(
1− θπε−1).

29Variables with hat are expressed in log-linear form
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Focusing on the New Keynesian Philips Curve in terms of the marginal costs, one can notice

that compared to the standard Philip curve seen in textbooks such as Gali (2008b), it has some

additional terms, which are functions of trend inflation. The extra term π on the term k(π)

which is the parameter governing the slope makes the Philips curve flatter. An increase in

trend inflation π decreases the slope k(π), and makes inflation less sensitive to current marginal

costs. A value of trend π = 1, which means that the steady state of inflation is zero, would

cause k(1) = (1−θ)(1−θβ)
θ transforming the parameter as in the standard slope of New Keynesian

Philips. Trend inflation reduces the weight of determining inflation from current marginal costs

by reducing k(π) and on the other side by increasing b1(π), increases the weight on expected

future inflation. Now the curve depends more on expected future inflation, and less on marginal

costs30. In the standard case b1 = β, and in this case the curve would depend less on expected

future inflation.

An additional term appears on the Philips curve on the right hand side which shifts at some

level the Philips curve depending positively by the level of private consumption and negatively

by the discounted value of the marginal costs at period t + 1 and governed by the parameter

b2(π) = β [1− π]
(
1− θπε−1) dependent on trend inflation, which shows the dynamics changes

happening in the marginal costs and private consumption. A value of trend π = 1, which means

that the steady state of inflation is zero, would cause a b2 = 0, k(π) = (1−θ)(1−θβ)
θ and b1(π) = β,

transforming the New Keynesian Philips curve in its standard form.

Further the evolution of the present discounted value of future marginal costs and marginal

revenues would be:

ψ̂t = (1− θβπε)
[
m̂ct + (1− σ)Ĉt

]
+ θβπε

[
εEtπ̂t+1 + Etψ̂t+1

]
(26)

and:

φ̂t =
(
1−θβπε−1

)
(1− σ) Ĉt + θβπε−1

[
(ε− 1)Etπ̂t+1 + Etφ̂t+1

]
(27)

30for further discussion see Ascari and Sbordone (2014)
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The second part of both equations on the right hand side represents the forward looking part

of the equations and they are both dependent on trend inflation.

The Generalized New Keynesian Philips Curve can also be expressed in terms of private

consumption31. To express the GNKPC as an inflation-consumption relationship, I first sub-

stitute the marginal costs and using the fact that there is the following relationship between

consumption and price dispersion: N̂t = (Ĉt − Ât) + ŝt. I substitute N̂t into the expression for

the real wage wt = ςt + ϕN̂t + σδĈt + (σ − σδ) Ĝt, and following the same procedure as in the

case of the GNKPC in terms of marginal costs would bring:

π̂t = λ(π)Ĉt+k(π)
[
ςt + ϕŝt − (ϕ+ 1)Ât + (σ − σδ) Ĝ

]
+b1(π)Etπ̂t+1+b2(π)

[
(1− σ) Ĉt − Etψ̂t+1

]
(28)

with one additional parameters λ(π) which is the slope of the curve with respect to consumption

and is equal to: λ(π) = (ϕ+ σδ − 1 + σ) k(π). The New Philips Curve expresses the relationship

between inflation and consumption and has an additional term compared to the previous curve

in terms of marginal costs, which includes in it also government spending and shifts the Philips

curve depending on the parameter k(π).

5 Model results

In this section I present the results from the New Keynesian model with trend inflation and a

government sector. Firstly, I show analytically how government spending affects private con-

sumption. I discuss the implications of the complementarity between private consumption and

government spending, on the effect of the government spending shock on private consumption

and show how trend inflation changes the effects of fiscal policy and the dynamics of the re-

sponse to shocks. Secondly, I present the parameter values and discussion regarding it. Third, I

show the impulse responses of private consumption, inflation, real interest rate, price dispersion
31Expressing the Philips curve into this form comes into hand in showing analytically the effects of govern-

ment spending on private consumption through the method of undetermined coefficients discussed in the next
subsection 3.6
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and labor to a government spending shock and show the implications of trend inflation in this

results. Fourth, I argue that the results are prone to different parameter specifications. Lastly,

I calculate and discuss the consumption multipliers from the model and the panel VAR.

5.1 Macroeconomic dynamics

In this subsection I discuss the effects of government on private consumption under some impli-

cations related to parameter values or trend inflation. Initially I focus in showing analytically

the effects that government spending shocks bring on private consumption and I discuss the

implications of the complementarity between private consumption and government spending,

on the effect of the government spending shock on private consumption. Secondly, I argue that

trend inflation changes the effects of fiscal policy and the dynamics of the response to shocks. I

explain the size of the effect on private consumption of the government spending shock relying

on higher trend inflation values.

Proposition 1. An increase in government spending gt produces a crowding in effect on

private consumption Ĉt. While an increase in the inverse elasticity of substitution between pri-

vate consumption and government spending χ, which leads to higher complementarity between

them ( lim
χ−→∞

1
χ = 0), increases the positive response of private consumption to a government

spending shock.

Proof. See Appendix C.

Relying on the method of undetermined coefficients where I assume the government spending

shock is assume to be i.i.d. standard normal process as in subsection (3.3), assuming log

preferences in consumption (σ = 1) and indivisible labor (φ = 0), the response of private

consumption to a government spending shock would be:

cg = bk(π) + e

[a+ (φπ − ρg) k(π)] (29)
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where I have defined as: b = − (1−σδ)(φπ−ρg)
σδ

and e = (1−σδ)(1−δ)
σδ

(ρg−1) and a = 1−ρg+ 1
σδ
φY −

1
σδ

(1− σδ)
[
δρg − δ − δ

(1−δ) (ρg − 1)
]
. For a trend inflation value of π = 1 which corresponds to

a steady state value of 0 inflation, k(π) is transformed into k(1) = (1−θ)(1−θβ)
θ > 0 and represents

the standard k(π) in the Philips curve. Since (φπ − ρg) > 032, k(1) > 0, a > 0, b > 0 and e > 0,

then cg > 0. An increase in gt, from Ĉt = cggt, suggests that this leads to an increase in Ĉt.

For log preferences in consumption, when the inverse elasticity of substitution between

private consumption and government spending is χ > 1, an increase in government spend-

ing, ceteris paribus, increases the marginal utility of consumption, suggesting that government

spending has a positive effect on private consumption, due to the Edgeworth complementarity

between private consumption and government spending. For a high enough value of χ, the com-

plementarity effect overpasses the negative wealth effect, suggesting that on aggregate, private

consumption is crowded in by government spending.

On the other hand, a higher χ, leads to an increase in σδ keeping in mind that σδ =

(χ(1 − δ) + σδ), which means that 1
σδ

the slope of the IS curve goes down, with the curve

becoming more flatter. In this case a, b and e all increase. The increase in government spending,

from the labor supply equation (11), suggests that government spending influences positively

the labor supply even more, which as consequence amplifies the decline in the real wage more

as well. Now the complementarity effect is higher than before, widening the difference with the

negative wealth effect, leading to a higher effect of government spending on private consumption

cg, and therefore higher Ĉt.

Proposition 2. An increase in trend inflation π increases the value of the positive response

of private consumption acg
aπ > 0.

Proof. See Appendix C.

Under the same parameter values as in Proposition 1, the effect of the trend inflation on the

response of private consumption from a government spending shock would be:
32The inflation response parameter φπ can not be lower than 1 in order for the solution of the model to be

unique, as shown by Bullard and Mitra (2002)
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acg
aπ

=
a bk(π)−e

[a+(φπ−ρg)k(π)]

aπ
= (φπ − ρg) e− ba

[a+ φπk(π)]2
ak(π)
aπ

> 0 (30)

where ak(π)
aπ < 0 and (φπ − ρg) e− ba < 0, because 1 > b > a > e > 033, then acg

aπ > 0.

Therefore, trend inflation amplifies the impact of the government spending shock on private

consumption. Similar results are also seen in the case of the monetary policy shock discussed

in Ascari and Sbordone (2014). The intuition behind these results come from the fact that

with trend inflation, the Philips curve will be flatter, making inflation less sensitive to current

marginal costs. The Philips curve now will depend more on expected future inflation, and

less on marginal costs, making the firms more forward−looking. At higher rates of trend

inflation priceâsetting firms are more forward−looking, they react less to the increase in private

consumption happening due to the complementarity effect, so that inflation reacts less, becoming

more persistent, as consequence the interest rate increases more, by inducing a larger reaction

of consumption due to the Euler equation.

5.2 Baseline Results

Parametrization. Table 1 below displays the values assigned to the parameters in the baseline

model with non-separability between government spending and private consumption. Each

period I assume to correspond to a quarter. I chose a value for the discount factor β = 0.99,

which means that the annual interest rate is equal to 4% in the steady state, as used also in Gali

et al. (2007). I keep a value of σ = 1 for the inverse elasticity of intertemporal substitution of

consumption as in Ascari and Sbordone (2014), which implies that the preferences are separable

in leisure and consumption. The value of the inverse Frisch labour supply elasticity is set as

the standard value used in macro, following the evidence of Domeij and Floden (2006), ϕ = 3.
33The proof comes from substituting the parameter values into the expression
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Table 1: Parameter values used in baseline model
β Discount factor 0.99

σ inverse elasticity of intertemporal substitution 1

ϕ inverse Frisch labour supply elasticity 3

ε elasticity of substitution 10

θ Calvo parameter 0.75

ρg AR(1) coefficient of government expenditure 0.9

ρv AR(1) coefficient of monetary policy 0.85

ρA AR(1) coefficient of technology 0.95

ρζ AR(1) coefficient of labor supply shock 0.95

φπ inflation elasticity of the nominal interest rate 2

φY output gap elasticity of the nominal interest rate 0.125

ρi inertia parameter with past interest rate 0.8

χ inverse elasticity of substitution between C and G 20

δ share of private consumption in the aggregate consumption bundle 0.8

I use standard parameter values as in Ascari and Sbordone (2014), for elasticity of substi-

tution ε = 10, which corresponds to a steady state mark up of 1.1 and the Calvo parameter

of price stickiness θ = 0.75. I do not change either from , the values related to the Taylor

rule. Though a value of φπ = 1.5 is more standard following Taylor (1993), a value of 2 is

needed to allow for determinacy for the 6% trend inflation case. I define the value for the

inverse elasticity of substitution between government spending and private consumption χ = 20

following Bouakez and Rebei (2007), Pieschacon (2012) and Troug (2017), while for the size of

household’s consumption in the aggregate consumption bundle δ = 0.8 as in Bouakez and Rebei

(2007) and Sims and Wolff (2018).

To capture the persistence of government spending, I set a value ρg = 0.9 as in Corsetti et al.

(2012b) and Gali et al. (2007). I set standard persistence values as well for the productivity

shock, labor supply shock and the monetary policy shock, respectively ρv = 0.85, ρA = 0.95

and ρζ = 0.95.
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Impulse Responses. Figure 4 depicts the impulse responses functions of private consump-

tion, annual inflation, annual real interest rate, price dispersion and labor to a positive 1 percent

government spending shock for four values of trend inflation: 0, 2, 4 and 6 percent.

Figure 4: Impulse responses from a government spending shock in a small scale DSGE model

NOTES: The figure presents the impulse responses of Consumption, Annual Inflation, Annual Real Interest Rate, Price

Dispersion, and Labor to a 1% Government Spending Shock in a Small Scale DSGE model. One period corresponds to 1

year on the horizontal axis and the response in percentage is reported on the vertical axis. The lines four lines represent

respectively the impulse responses under a level of 0, 2, 4 and 6% of trend inflation. In this case the government spending

shock displays high persistence34 ρg = 0.9

Figure 2 shows that on average a positive government spending shock increases private

consumption, labor and it has an initial positive impact on the real interest rate for the first 2-3

periods. An increase of 1% in government spending produces on max impact almost a response of

0.3% in private consumption, displaying a hump shaped form of the impulse responses. Because
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private and public spending are treated as Edgeworth complements, as government spending

increases it raises the marginal utility of consumption, the complimentarity effect is strong

enough to overcome the negative wealth effect, and private consumption increases. On the

other hand the shock effects follow a decline in inflation, price dispersion and the real interest

rate after the first three periods. The increase in consumption will be mirrored by output,

following the market clearing condition therefore I do not present the response of output in the

figure. Labor because of the linear function of technology, will increase as private consumption

increases.

Focusing on the importance of trend inflation and its effect, the higher the trend inflation

moving from 0 to 6% values, the higher the response of private consumption to the government

spending shock. An increase of 1% in government spending produces on max impact almost

a response of 0.35% in private consumption, when trend inflation is 2%, and 0.45% and 0.6%

respectively when trend inflation is 4% and 6%, increasing the persistence in the results more

and more. Trend inflation amplifies the impact of the government spending shock on private

consumption because price-setting firms are more forward looking. Trend inflation reduces

the slope of the Philips curve, and therefore reduces initially the impact of the government

spending shock on inflation, by increasing as well its persistence. Because there is a mutual

feedback between price dispersion and inflation the persistence increases even more, by reducing

inflation. The larger increase in the interest rate, in the first periods brings a larger reaction of

consumption as suggested by the Euler equation.

The main result from this section is that the higher the trend inflation the higher the effects

of a government spending shock in this economy. Trend inflation amplifies the increase in

private consumption, the decline in price dispersion and inflation, it amplifies initial the effect

on labor supply, to later reducing the increase more than in the previous case. This results

support Ascari and Sbordone (2014) idea that higher trend inflation amplifies economic shocks

and increases their persistence.

Further on, I discuss some other implications of trend inflation in amplifying the effects of a
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government spending shock on private consumption by considering some alternative parameter

specifications. In figure 5 I present four different cases where I change the values of ρg, χ, ϕ

and lastly I simplify the Taylor rule by assuming φY = 0, which makes it a CPI Taylor rule.

Figure 5: Impulse responses from a government spending shock in a small scale DSGE model

NOTES: The figure presents the impulse responses of Consumption to a 1% Government Spending Shock under

alternative parameter choices for ρg , χ, ϕ and by assuming φY = 0 in the Taylor rule. The first column presents the case

of changing ρg from 0 to 0.4, second column changing χ from 0.2 to 2, third column changing ϕ from 0 to 1, and the fourth

column presents the case os a simple Taylor rule and then the baseline where ρg = 0.9, χ = 20, ϕ = 3 and φY = 0.125.

One period corresponds to 1 year on the horizontal axis and the response in percentage is reported on the vertical axis.

The lines four lines represent respectively the impulse responses under a level of 0, 2, 4 and 6% of trend inflation.

In the first column, it is presented the case where the persistence of the shock of government

spending is initially put to 0 and then increased to 0.4. In the first case when the shock persis-
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tence is equal to zero, in the first periods where the shock happens trend inflation diminishes the

response of private consumption to the shock, and after the shock ends trend inflation amplifies

the increase in private consumption. In the second case where the persistence of the shock is

increased to 0.4 trend inflation as the shock happens, starts in the second period to amplify the

effect on private consumption, more similar to the response attitude in the baseline case where

the persistence of the shock is high 0.9. The persistence of the shock matters as well for the size

of the response of private consumption, where the response in the baseline in the case of zero

trend inflation is almost 3 to 4 times higher than in the cases of the persistence of the shock is

low.

In the second column, it is presented the case where inverse elasticity of substitution χ is

changed. Initially it is given the value of 0.2, which makes government spending and private

consumption slightly substitutes, and then the value of 2 which makes government spending

and private consumption slightly complements. In the first case compared to the baseline

the response of private consumption to a government spending shock is slightly negative, and

trend inflation amplifies the negative results of the government spending shock. In the second

case, when private consumption and government spending becomes complements the response

of private consumption becomes positive as in the baseline, and trend inflation amplifies the

positive response of private consumption moving from 0 to 6 case of trend inflation. In both

cases the size of the response is relatively low compared to the baseline case where private

consumption and government spending are strongly complements, being in the case of 6% from

8− 10 times higher.

In the third column, it is presented the case where inverse Frisch labour supply elasticity ϕ

is changed. Initially it is given the value of 0, and then the value of 1, where the baseline itself

has a value of 3. In the first case the wealth effect of the labor supply is shut down, while in the

second case the Frisch elasticity is higher. In the first case compared to the baseline the response

of private consumption to a government spending shock is is still positive, but now higher trend
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inflation brings a slightly lower positive response of private consumption. To be noticed is that

in this case, the importance of trend inflation in affecting the size of the response of private

consumption is not that significant in size as before. When the inverse Frisch labour supply

elasticity ϕ takes the value of 1, trend inflation amplifies the response of private consumption

as in the baseline though not on the same magnitude. In the trend inflation case of 0 when

ϕ = 1 the response of private consumption is slightly higher than in the case of ϕ = 3.

In the fourth column, it is presented the case where output elasticity of the nominal interest

rate is φY = 0 compared to the baseline where φY = 0.125. This change in the parameter

converts the Taylor rule into a CPI rule, where the interest rate is decided only by taking into

account of the level of inflation in the economy. Simplifying the Taylor rule into a CPI rule,

doesn’t seem to matter for the results as no bog changes are noticed in the response of private

consumption to the government spending shock and neither on the influence of trend inflation

on the shock. Despite all, some small differences are noticed where in the CPI rule case, when

trend inflation is equal to zero the response of private consumption is slightly higher than

in the baseline case, while the amplifying effects of trend inflation on the response of private

consumption, on the 6% trend inflation case seem to be slightly lower in size compared to the

baseline case.

5.3 Consumption multipliers

Consumption multipliers: model vs panel VAR. In order to compare the results on

private consumption obtained from the baseline GNK model with the empirical results from the

benchmark panel VAR, in this section I calculate the consumption multipliers. A consumption

multiplier measures the impact on private consumption due to a change in government spending.

Blanchard and Perotti (2002), calculates the multipliers in the case of the output as the ratio

of the output response to the initial government spending shock. While Mountford and Uhlig

(2009), suggests calculating the multiplier by discounting it to the present value using the long
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− run average interest rate. As both in the model and in the Panel VAR both government

spending and private consumption are taken in log form, to obtain the multipliers in dollars,

requires converting the impulse responses into dollars, and for this I use the standard conversion

technique of multiplying the multiplier by the ratio of consumption to government spending:

Mmax_impact = (ct − c)
(gt − g)

c

g
(31)

MCumulative =
∑N
i=0(ct+i − c)∑N
i=0(gt+i − g)

c

g
(32)

MCumulative_present_value =
∑N
i=0(1 + r)−i(ct+i − c)∑N
i=0(1 + r)−i(gt+i − g)

c

g
(33)

I calculate three types of multipliers the max impact multiplier, the cumulative multiplier

and the cumulative multiplier at the present value. The maximum impact multiplier it refers

to the point where the response of private consumption to government spending shock is the

highest. The consumption multiplier results are shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Consumption multipliers
Empirical multipliers Model multipliers

Low Inflation High Inflation 0% Trend Inflation 6% Trend Inflation

Max Impact 0.4 0.8 0.54 0.98

Cumulative 0.8 2.1 0.69 2.88

Cumulative present value 0.7 2.0 0.69 2.33

The consumption multipliers coming from the panel VAR are calculated according to the

sample division done of the countries in low and high inflation countries, while for the model

case I calculate them for the cases of 0% and 6% trend inflation35. The max impact multipliers

is 0.4 for low inflation, while is slightly higher for 0% trend inflation with about 0.54. In the
35For the DSGE model multipliers I chose a value of 0.95 for the parameter δ as this value allows producing

from the model, multipliers closer to the empirical multipliers. In case of a δ = 0.8 as in Sims and Wolff (2018)
then the multipliers would be higher than 1 due to estimated complementarity of government spending with
private consumption
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case of high inflation and 6% trend inflation the multipliers are respectively 0.8 and 0.98 being

in both cases almost twice higher than in the cases of low inflation and 0% trend inflation.

The long run consumption multipliers represented by the cumulative present value multipliers

are respectively 0.7 and 0.69 for low trend inflation case and 0% trend inflation case, while the

values for the high inflation case and 6% trend inflation are respectively 2.0 and 2.33.

All the three empirical consumption multipliers show that they are 2-3 times higher in

countries with high long run inflation compared to countries with low inflation. In the case

of the model consumption multipliers the difference between the cases of low trend inflation

vs high trend inflation is 2-4 times higher, under the specific parameters of the model. This

multipliers are close to the ones suggested by Ramey (2019), where on a review of the work

done on fiscal multipliers she argues that on average government spending multipliers vary from

0.6-1 for both time series and DSGE models estimates, without taking into account country

characteristics.

6 Robustness model results

In this subsection the period utility function of the representative agent is assumed to be non-

separable in consumption (C) and labor (N) as in Greenwood et al. (1988). In this model the

wealth effect on labor supply is shut off, suggesting that government spending can influence

positively private consumption. Monacelli and Perotti (2008), also relies on GHH preferences in

crowding in private consumption, but with the difference of using GHH preferences on the form

introduced by Jaimovich and Rebelo (2009). I consider here the form of the utility function

used in Lewis and Winkler (2017).

U(Ct, Nt) = ln(Ct −
ς

1+ϕ̃
N1+ϕ̃
t ) + h(Gt) (34)

h(Gt) represents the utility the household gets from government spending, where the wealth

effect of labor supply χ is expressed as χ = −UccC
Uc

+ Uc(1−N)C

U(1−N)
and χ̃ = χ

cy
, and cy is the
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steady-state share of private consumption to output. Additional definitions would be v =
Uc(1−N)N

Uc
and ϕ = U(1−N)(1−N)N

U(1−N)
. The inverse of the constant-consumption labor supply elasticity

is defined as: 1
ϕ̃

= 1
ϕ+v− vχ̃

χ̃−v

. Under this preferences government spending can crowd in private

consumption only when Bilbiie (2011); (2018) conditions are fulfilled 36 χ̃ ≥ 0 , ϕ̃ ≥ 0 and v ≤
ϕ̃χ̃
χ̃+ϕ̃ . Dealing with GHH preferences, requires that the wealth effect on labor supply is χ = 0

and v < 0, so labor and consumption are complements37.

I chose a value of v = −3.2, almost an average value compared to the choices of Bilbiie

(2011) and Furlanetto and Seneca (2014), respectively −1.29 and −5. Keeping the same value

for the inverse Frisch elasticity ϕ = 3 as in the baseline model, would bring a value for the

constant-consumption labor supply elasticity ϕ̃ = 0.2. Regarding the monetary policy rule, I

decide to keep a simple one to allow for determinacy in each of the cases of trend inflation,

but at the same time I keep the same inertia. Some inertia in the Taylor rule in this model is

determinant for obtaining crowding in on private consumption.

In this model with GHH preferences the negative wealth effect problem, which happens in

a model with separable preferences is not present, and this allows for government spending to

induce a crowding in effect on private consumption. An increase in government spending in the

standard case, cause a negative wealth effect, because it will be associated with higher taxes,

which on the other hand shifts the labor supply down, because the household now consumes

less and works more, this leads to a rise in working hours, rise in output, and a decline in

private consumption and real wage. As argued by Monacelli and Perotti (2008) in the case of

GHH preferences the wealth effect on labor supply is shut down, and the labor supply curves

doesn’t shift. On the firms side, the increase in government spending, cause the firms product

demand to increase, and this leads to a shift out in the labor demand, causing hours, and real

wages to increase, followed by an increase in inflation. When the hours and consumption are

complementary, the hours and private consumption must increase when government spending
36for details see Lewis and Winkler (2017)
37The main log-linearized equations the IS curve, labor supply and Philips curve can be found in the appendix
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increases because of the aggregate resource constraint that I assumed in this model.

Additionally, in this subsection I discuss the results from the New Keynesian model with

non-separable preferences in consumption and labor, and with government spending in the

utility function under different values of trend inflation.

Figure 6: Responses of private consumption to a government spending shock from alternative

models

Figure 5 shows the impulse responses functions of private consumption to a government

spending shock for three values of trend inflation: 0, 2, and 4 percent. A government spending

shock here induces a positive response of private consumption, an increase in inflation, price

dispersion and labor supply, while it suggest an initial decline in the real interest rate, which

turns positive after 1-2 periods.

Under a government spending shock, higher trend inflation again, facing more forward look-

ing firms, under a new Philips curve which depends more on expected inflation, amplifies price

dispersion, causes inflation to increase after 2 periods, with a higher persistence. This increase

in inflation reflects into lower real interest rates, and as consequence the response of private
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consumption is higher. Under GHH preferences, trend inflation, when comparing the model

with 0% and 4% trend inflation, amplifies the positive response of private consumption to the

shock but with a lower magnitude than in the case where I assumed government spending and

private consumption complementarity. A similar effect, though not on the same size was also

seen, in the empirical analysis when comparing low vs high inflation countries. Overall, I can say

that the results from the baseline DSGE model are robust when compared with this alternative

under different preference choice.

7 Conclusion

This paper has dealt with an old question but still of interest in macroeconomics "What are the

effects of government spending shocks on consumption?". Though there exists high theoretical

and empirical work done, there is still space in investigating further on this matter. This

paper focuses on particular in proving that heterogeneity among countries coming from country

characteristics highly matters in the effects of government spending in private consumption.

When estimating a panel VAR in a quarterly panel data set of 34 OECD countries, from 1995

− 2017 I find that in countries with high long run inflation the response of private consumption

is higher than in countries with low long run inflation. This results are proven to be robust

under three different modelling choices. On a second step I investigate the empirical results in

a small-scale DSGE New Keynesian model with trend inflation I find that an increase in trend

inflation increases the positive response of private consumption. Overall, when long run inflation

is used to explain the heterogeneity between countries, the response of private consumption to

a government spending shock reflects this differences.

42



References

Ascari, Guido, Louis Phaneuf, and Eric R. Sims ((2018)). “On the welfare and cyclical implica-

tions of moderate trend inflation”. In: Journal of Monetary Economics 99, pp. 56–71. issn:

0304-3932.

Ascari, Guido and Tiziano Ropele ((2009)). “Trend Inflation, Taylor Principle, and Indetermi-

nacy”. In: Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 41.8, pp. 1557–1584.

Ascari, Guido and Argia M. Sbordone ((2014)). “The Macroeconomics of Trend Inflation”. In:

Journal of Economic Literature 52.3, pp. 679–739.

Auclert, Adrien, Matthew Rognlie, and Ludwig Straub ((2018)). The Intertemporal Keynesian

Cross. Working Paper 25020. National Bureau of Economic Research.

Auerbach, Alan and Yuriy Gorodnichenko ((2012)). “Fiscal Multipliers in Recession and Expan-

sion”. In: Fiscal Policy after the Financial Crisis. National Bureau of Economic Research,

Inc, pp. 63–98.

Baxter, Marianne and Robert G. King ((1993)). “Fiscal Policy in General Equilibrium”. In: The

American Economic Review 83.3, pp. 315–334.

Beetsma, Roel and Massimo Giuliodori ((2011)). “The Effects of Government Purchases Shocks:

Review and Estimates for the EU”. In: Economic Journal 121.550, F4–F32.

Bilbiie, Florin ((2011)). “Nonseparable Preferences, Frisch Labor Supply, and the Consumption

Multiplier of Government Spending: One Solution to a Fiscal Policy Puzzle”. In: Journal of

Money, Credit and Banking 43.1, pp. 221–251.

— ((2017)). The New Keynesian Cross: Understanding Monetary Policy with Hand-to-Mouth

Households. Tech. rep. C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers.

— ((2018)). Complementarity, Income, and Substitution: A U(C,N) Utility for Macro. CEPR

Discussion Papers 12812. C.E.P.R. Discussion Papers.

Blanchard, Olivier, Giovanni Dell’Ariccia, and Paolo Mauro ((2010)). “Rethinking Macroeco-

nomic Policy”. In: Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 42.s1, pp. 199–215.

43



Blanchard, Olivier and Roberto Perotti ((2002)). “An Empirical Characterization of the Dy-

namic Effects of Changes in Government Spending and Taxes on Output”. In: The Quarterly

Journal of Economics 117.4, pp. 1329–1368.

Born, Benjamin, Falko Juessen, and Gernot J. Mueller ((2013)). “Exchange rate regimes and

fiscal multipliers”. In: Journal of Economic Dynamics and Control 37.2, pp. 446–465.

Born, Benjamin and Gernot J. Mueller ((2012)). “Government Spending Shocks in Quarterly

and Annual Time Series”. In: Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 44, pp. 507–517.

Bouakez, Hafedh and Nooman Rebei ((2007)). “Why Does Private Consumption Rise after a

Government Spending Shock? (Pourquoi est-ce que la consommation private augmente apres

un choc de despenses gouvernementales?)” In: The Canadian Journal of Economics / Revue

canadienne d’Economique 40.3, pp. 954–979.

Bullard, James and Kaushik Mitra ((2002)). “Learning about monetary policy rules”. In: Journal

of Monetary Economics 49.6, pp. 1105–1129. issn: 0304-3932.

Burnside, Craig, Martin Eichenbaum, and Jonas Fisher ((2004)). “Fiscal shocks and their con-

sequences”. In: Journal of Economic Theory 115.1, pp. 89–117.

Cacciatore, Matteo and Nora Traum ((2018)). Trade Flows and Fiscal Multipliersâ. Working

Papers.

Calvo, Guillermo A. ((1983)). “Staggered prices in a utility-maximizing framework”. In: Journal

of Monetary Economics 12.3, pp. 383–398.

Chodorow-Reich, Gabriel ((2017)).Geographic Cross-Sectional Fiscal Spending Multipliers: What

Have We Learned? NBER Working Papers. National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.

Christiano, Lawrence, Martin Eichenbaum, and Sergio Rebelo ((2011)). “When Is the Govern-

ment Spending Multiplier Large?” In: Journal of Political Economy 119.1, pp. 78–121.

Cooke, Dudley and Engin Kara ((2018)). Can Trend Inflation Solve the Delayed Overshooting

Puzzle? Globalization Institute Working Papers. Federal Reserve Bank of Dallas.

Corsetti, Giancarlo, Andre Meier, and Gernot Mueller ((2012a)). “What determines government

spending multipliers?” In: Economic Policy 27.72, pp. 521–565.

44



Corsetti, Giancarlo, Andre Meier, and Gernot Mueller ((2012b)). “Fiscal Stimulus with Spend-

ing Reversals”. In: The Review of Economics and Statistics 94.4, pp. 878–895.

Dellas, Harris, Klaus Neusser, and Manuel Walti ((2005)). Fiscal Policy in Open Economies.

Working Paper Series.

Dieppe, Alistair, Bjorn van Roye, and Romain Legrand ((2016)). The BEAR toolbox. Working

Paper Series 1934. European Central Bank.

Domeij, David and Martin Floden ((2006)). “The Labor-Supply Elasticity and Borrowing Con-

straints: Why Estimates are Biased”. In: Review of Economic Dynamics 9.2, pp. 242–262.

Dupor, Bill and Rodrigo Guerrero ((2017)). “Local and aggregate fiscal policy multipliers”. In:

Journal of Monetary Economics 92.C, pp. 16–30.

Dupor, Bill and Rong Li ((2015)). “The expected inflation channel of government spending in

the postwar U.S”. In: European Economic Review 74.C, pp. 36–56.

Dupor, Bill, Jingchao Liz, and Rong Li ((2017)). Sticky Wages, Private Consumption, and

Fiscal Multipliers. Working Paper. Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, School of Business,

East China University of Science and Technology, School of Finance, Renmin University of

China.

Edelberg, Wendy, Martin Eichenbaum, and Jonas Fisher ((1999)). “Understanding the Effects

of a Shock to Government Purchases”. In: Review of Economic Dynamics 2.1, pp. 166–206.

Erceg, Christopher and Jesper Linde ((2014)). “IS THERE A FISCAL FREE LUNCH IN A

LIQUIDITY TRAP?” In: Journal of the European Economic Association 12.1, pp. 73–107.

Farhi, E. and I. Werning ((2016)). “Chapter 31 - Fiscal Multipliers: Liquidity Traps and Cur-

rency Unions”. In: vol. 2. Handbook of Macroeconomics. Elsevier, pp. 2417–2492.

Fatas, Antonio and Ilian Mihov ((2001)). The Effects of Fiscal Policy on Consumption and

Employment: Theory and Evidence. CEPR Discussion Papers 2760. C.E.P.R. Discussion

Papers.

45



Favero, Carlo, Francesco Giavazzi, and Jacopo Perego ((2011)). Country Heterogeneity and

the International Evidence on the Effects of Fiscal Policy. Working Papers 407. IGIER

(Innocenzo Gasparini Institute for Economic Research), Bocconi University.

Furlanetto, Francesco and Martin Seneca ((2014)). “Investment shocks and consumption”. In:

European Economic Review 66.C, pp. 111–126.

Gali, Jordi ((2008b)). “Introduction to Monetary Policy, Inflation, and the Business Cycle: An

Introduction to the New Keynesian Framework”. In: Monetary Policy, Inflation, and the

Business Cycle: An Introduction to the New Keynesian Framework. Princeton University

Press.

Gali, Jordi, David Lopez-Salido, and Javier Valles ((2007)). “Understanding the Effects of Gov-

ernment Spending on Consumption”. In: Journal of the European Economic Association 5.1,

pp. 227–270.

Greenwood, Jeremy, Zvi Hercowitz, and Gregory Huffman ((1988)). “Investment, Capacity Uti-

lization, and the Real Business Cycle”. In: American Economic Review 78.3, pp. 402–17.

Hebous, Shafik ((2011)). “THE EFFECTS OF DISCRETIONARY FISCAL POLICY ONMACROE-

CONOMIC AGGREGATES: A REAPPRAISAL”. In: Journal of Economic Surveys 25.4,

pp. 674–707.

Huidrom, Raju, Ayhan Kose, Jamus Lim, and Franziska Ohnsorge ((2016)). Do Fiscal Mul-

tipliers Depend on Fiscal Positions? CEPR Discussion Papers 11346. C.E.P.R. Discussion

Papers.

Ilzetzki, Ethan, Enrique G. Mendoza, and Carlos A. Vegh ((2013)). “How big (small?) are fiscal

multipliers?” In: Journal of Monetary Economics 60.2, pp. 239–254.

Jaimovich, Nir and Sergio Rebelo ((2009)). “Can News about the Future Drive the Business

Cycle?” In: American Economic Review 99.4, pp. 1097–1118.

Jarocinski, Marek ((2010)). “Responses to monetary policy shocks in the east and the west of

Europe: a comparison”. In: Journal of Applied Econometrics 25.5, pp. 833–868.

46



Jorgensen, Peter Lihn and Soren Hove Ravn ((2018)). The Inflation Response to Government

Spending Shocks: A Fiscal Price Puzzle? Working Paper 14584. Danmarks Nationalbank.

Kara, Engin and Jasmin Sin ((2018)). “The Fiscal Multiplier in a Liquidity Constrained New

Keynesian Economy”. In: Scandinavian Journal of Economics 120.1, pp. 93–123.

Kim, Soyoung ((2015)). “Country characteristics and the effects of government consumption

shocks on the current account and real exchange rate”. In: Journal of International Eco-

nomics 97.2, pp. 436–447.

Koh, Wee Chian ((2017)). “Fiscal multipliers: new evidence from a large panel of countries”.

In: Oxford Economic Papers 69.3, pp. 569–590.

Lewis, Vivien and Roland Winkler ((2017)). “Government spending, entry, and the consumption

crowding-in puzzle”. In: INTERNATIONAL ECONOMIC REVIEW 58.3, pp. 943–972.

Linnemann, Ludger ((2006)). “The Effect of Government Spending on Private Consumption: A

Puzzle?” In: Journal of Money, Credit and Banking 38.7, pp. 1715–1735.

Mertens, Karel R. S. M. and Morten O. Ravn ((2014)). “Fiscal Policy in an Expectations-Driven

Liquidity Trap”. In: Review of Economic Studies 81.4, pp. 1637–1667.

Mitman, Kurt, Iourii Manovskii, and Marcus Hagedorn ((2017)). The Fiscal Multiplier. 2017

Meeting Papers. Society for Economic Dynamics.

Monacelli, Tommaso and Roberto Perotti ((2010)). “Fiscal Policy, the Real Exchange Rate and

Traded Goods”. In: Economic Journal 120.544, pp. 437–461.

— ((2008)). Fiscal Policy, Wealth Effects, and Markups. NBER Working Papers 14584. Na-

tional Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.

Mountford, Andrew and Harald Uhlig ((2009)). “What are the effects of fiscal policy shocks?”

In: Journal of Applied Econometrics 24.6, pp. 960–992.

Nakamura, Emi and Jon Steinsson ((2014)). “Fiscal Stimulus in a Monetary Union: Evidence

from US Regions”. In: American Economic Review 104.3, pp. 753–792.

Pesaran, M and Ronald Smith ((1995)). “Estimating long-run relationships from dynamic het-

erogeneous panels”. In: Journal of Econometrics 68.1, pp. 79–113.

47



Pieschacon, Anamaria ((2012)). “The value of fiscal discipline for oil-exporting countries”. In:

Journal of Monetary Economics 59.3, pp. 250–268.

Ramey, Valerie ((2016)). Macroeconomic Shocks and Their Propagation. NBER Working Papers

21978. National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.

— ((2019)). Ten Years after the Financial Crisis: What Have We Learned from the Renaissance

in Fiscal Research? NBER Working Papers. National Bureau of Economic Research, Inc.

— ((2011a)). “Can Government Purchases Stimulate the Economy?” In: Journal of Economic

Literature 49.3, pp. 673–85.

— ((2011b)). “Identifying Government Spending Shocks: It’s all in the Timing”. In: The Quar-

terly Journal of Economics 126.1, pp. 1–50.

Ramey, Valerie and Matthew Shapiro ((1999)). Costly Capital Reallocation and the Effects of

Government Spending. NBERWorking Papers 6283. National Bureau of Economic Research,

Inc.

Ravn, Morten, Stephanie Schmitt-Grohe, and Martin Uribe ((2012)). “Consumption, govern-

ment spending, and the real exchange rate”. In: Journal of Monetary Economics 59.3,

pp. 215–234.

Schmitt-Grohe, Stepahnie and Martin Uribe ((2007)). “Optimal Inflation Stabilization in a

Medium-Scale Macroeconomic Model”. In:Monetary Policy under Inflation Targeting. Vol. 11.

Central Banking, Analysis, and Economic Policies Book Series. Central Bank of Chile.

Chap. 5, pp. 125–186.

Sims, Eric ((2013)). Growth or the Gap? Which Measure of Economic Activity Should be Tar-

geted in Interest Rate Rules? Working Paper. University of Notre Dame,

Sims, Eric and Jonathan Wolff ((2018)). “The Output And Welfare Effects Of Government

Spending Shocks Over The Business Cycle”. In: International Economic Review 59.3, pp. 1403–

1435.

Taylor, John B. ((1993)). “Discretion versus policy rules in practice”. In: Carnegie-Rochester

Conference Series on Public Policy 39, pp. 195–214.

48



Troug, Haytem ((2017)). Monetary Policy with Non-Separable Government Spending. Working

Paper. University of Exeter.

Woodford, Michael ((2011)). “Simple Analytics of the Government Expenditure Multiplier”. In:

American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics 3.1, pp. 1–35.

49



Appendix

Appendix A.

Table 3: Summary Statistics

Variable Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max

G 3128 12.7 1.44 8.9 15.4

Y 3128 11.1 1.42 7.6 13.8

C 3128 12.1 1.48 8.4 14.8

W 3128 10.4 0.67 8.1 11.4

INF 3128 3.0 4.23 −6.1 48.7

Appendix B.
B.1 Households optimization problem

max
Ct,Nt,Bt

C̃1−σ
t

1− σ − dne
ςtN

1+ϕ

1+ϕ s.t PtCt + (1 + it)−1Bt = WtNt +Dt +Bt−1 − Tt (35)

C̃t where the aggregate consumption bundle is:

C̃t =
[
δχC1−χ

t + (1− δ)χG1−χ
t

] 1
1−χ (36)

I can form a Lagrangian:

L = C1−σ
t

1− σ − dne
ςtN

1+ϕ

1+ϕ + λ
[
WtNt +Dt +Bt−1 − Tt − PtCt − (1 + it)−1Bt

]
(37)
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The first order conditions are:

∂L

∂Ct
= δχC

−σ
t

(
Ct

C̃t

)−χ
− λtPt,

∂L

∂Nt
= −dneςtNϕ + λtWt and

∂L

∂Bt
= λt (1 + it)−1 − βλt+1

where the Labor supply equation would be:

from λ1t = λ2t I get
Wt

Pt
= dne

ςtNϕC
σ
t

(
Ct

C̃t

)χ
δ−χ (38)

I find the Euler equation starting from: λt = β(1 + it)λt+1

and then I get
δχC̃−σt

(
Ct
C̃t

)−χ
Pt

= β(1 + it)−1
δχC̃−σt+1

(
Ct+1

C̃t+1

)−χ
Pt+1

(39)

which I express as:

1 = β(1 + it)Et

( Pt
Pt+1

)(
C̃t+1

C̃t

)χ−σ (
Ct+1
Ct

)−χ (40)

B.2 Recursive formulation of the optimal price-setting equa-
tion

I use a recursive formulation of the optimal price-setting equation to find ψt and φt as

discussed in the text. First, I start from:

p∗j,t = ε

(ε− 1) ∗
Et∞l=0θ

lDt,t+lYt+lΠε
t,t+l

Wt+l
At+lPt+l

Et∞l=0θ
lDt,t+lYt+lΠε−1

t,t+l
and I write pj,t = ε

(ε− 1)
ψt
φt

where, denoting the real wage as wt = Wt
Pt

; using the definition of the discount factor Dt,t+l

≡ βl
λt+l
λ0

, and the fact that λt+l = C−σt+l, or Dt,t+1 = β
C−σ
t+1
C−σ
t

, where (Ct = Yt), the auxiliary

variables ψt and φt are defined, respectively, as:

ψt = Et∞l=0(θβ)lY 1−σ
t+l wt+l(At+l)

−1Πε
t,t+l and φt = Et∞l=0(θβ)lY 1−σ

t+l Πε−1
t,t+l (41)

51



I can write the two above infinitive summations recursively, starting first with ψt:

ψt = wtAt
−1Y 1−σ

t +θβEt
[
wt+1At+1

−1Y 1−σ
t+1 Πε

t,t+1

]
+θβ2Et

[
wt+2At+2

−1Y 1−σ
t+2 Πε

t,t+2

]
+···. (42)

The above equation can be readjusted as:

ψt = wtAt
−1Y 1−σ

t + θβEt
{
πεt+1

[
wt+1 ∗At+1

−1Y 1−σ
t+1 + θβΠε

t+1,t+2wt+2At+2
−1Y 1−σ

t+2 + · · ·.
]}
(43)

The expression in the square brackets is exactly the definition for Etψt+1 and because of this I

would have:

ψt = wtAt
−1Y 1−σ

t + θβEt
[
πεt+1ψt+1

]
(44)

replacing the MCt = wtA
−1
t the equation would be:

ψt = MCtY
1−σ
t + θβEt

[
πεt+1ψt+1

]
(45)

Now the recursive form of φt following the same procedure, it is possible to quasi-differentiate

the equation φt = Et∞l=0(θβ)lΠε−1
t,t+lY

1−σ
t+l , would bring:

φt = Y 1−σ
t + θβEt

[
Πε−1
t,t+1Y

1−σ
t+1

]
+ Et

[
(θβ)2Πε−1

t,t+2Y
1−σ
t+2

]
+ · · · (46)

φt = Y 1−σ
t + θβEt

{
πε−1
t,t+1

[
Y 1−σ
t+1 + θβΠε−1

t+1,t+2Y
1−σ
t+2 + · · ·

]}
(47)

and obtain:

φt = Y 1−σ
t + θβEt

[
πε−1
t+1φt+1

]
(48)

These variables ψt and φt can be interpreted as the present discounted value of marginal costs

and marginal revenues (for a unit change in the optimal reset price), respectively.

B.3 The complete non-linear system
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To summarize, the complete non-linear model, which I reproduce here for convenience:

Yt = Ct (49)

1 = β(1 + it) ∗ Et

( Pt
Pt+1

)(
C̃t+1

C̃t

)χ−σ (
Ct+1
Ct

)−χ (50)

wt = dne
ςtNϕC̃σt

(
Ct

C̃t

)χ
δ−χ (51)

C̃t =
[
δχC1−χ

t + (1− δ)χG1−χ
t

] 1
1−χ (52)

p∗j,t =
(

1− θπε−1
t

1− θ

) 1
1−ε

(53)

p∗j,t = ε

(ε− 1)
ψt
φt

(54)

ψt = MCtY
1−σ
t + θβEt

[
πεt+1ψt+1

]
(55)

φt = Y 1−σ
t + θβEt

[
πε−1
t+1φt+1

]
(56)

MCt = wtA
−1
t (57)

Nt = st
Yt
At

(58)

st = (1− θ)(p∗j,t)−ε + θπεt st−1 (59)

(1 + it
1 + i

)
=
(1 + it−1

1 + i

)ρi ((πt
π

)φπ (Yt
Y

)φY )1−ρi
evt (60)

The model has nine endogenous variable: Yt,Ct, Gt, it, πt, wt, Nt, pi,t, ψt, φt, st and four

exogenous shocks: At, ςt, vt, Gt.

B.4 The log-linearization of the resource constraint and ob-
taining the IS curve

Market clearing in the goods market requires: Yt,j = Ct,j , for all j ∈ [0, 1] and all t or
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Yt = Ct. The log-linearized Euler equation would be:

logC−χt = log β + log (1 + it) + logEtπ−1
t+1 + log logEt

(
C̃t+1

C̃t

)χ−σ
+ log logEtC−χt+1 (61)

Where I substitute Ĉt = δĈt+(1−δ)Ĝt which is the log-linear version of C̃t =
[
δχC1−χ

t + (1− δ)χG1−χ
t

] 1
1−χ

and this gives:

Ĉt = EtĈt+1 −
1
σδ

(it − Et {π̂t+1}) + (σ − σδ)
σδ

Et∆Ĝt+1 (62)

Integrating the Euler equation over iε [0, 1] and combining the resulting difference equation

with Ŷt = Ĉt, yields the union wide dynamic IS equation:

Ŷt = EtŶt+1 −
1
σδ

[̂
it − Et {π̂t+1}

]
+ (σ − σδ)

σδ
Et
{

∆Ĝt+1
}

(63)

B.5 The complete log-linear equations

Ŷt = EtŶt+1 −
1
σδ

[̂
it − Et {π̂t+1}

]
+ (σ − σδ)

σδ
Et
{

∆Ĝt+1
}

(64)

wt = ςt + ϕN̂t + σδĈt + (σ − σδ) Ĝt (65)

N̂t = (Ŷt − Ât) + ŝt (66)

ît = ρiit−1 + (1− ρi)
(
φππ̂t + φY Ŷt

)
+ vt (67)

p̂∗i,t = ψ̂t − φ̂t (68)

ψ̂t = (1− θβπε)
[
ŵt − Ât + (1− σ)Ŷt

]
+ θβπε

[
εEtπ̂t+1 + Etψ̂t+1

]
(69)

φ̂t =
(
1−θβπε−1

)
(1− σ) Ŷt + θβπε−1

[
(ε− 1)Etπ̂t+1 + Etφ̂t+1

]
(70)

ŝt = −ε (1− θπε) p̂∗i,t + θπε(επ̂t + ŝt−1) (71)
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π̂t = k(π)m̂ct + b1(π)Etπ̂t+1 + b2(π)
[
(1− σ)Ŷt − Etψ̂t+1

]
(72)

This gives a Philips curve that comprises the dynamics of inflation. Where: k(π) = (1−θπε−1)(1−θβπε)
θπε−1 , b1(π) =

β
[
1 + ε (π − 1)

(
1− θπε−1)] , b2(π) = β [1− π]

(
1− θπε−1). While price dispersion is written

as:

ŝt =
(

εθπε−1

(1− θπε−1) (π − 1)
)
π̂t + θπεŝt−1 (73)

The log-linearized aggregate resource constraint would be:

Ŷt = Ĉt (74)

For the aggregate consumption bundle I have:

Ĉ = δĈt + (1− δ)Ĝt (75)

The shocks of the economy can be expressed as: the technology shock Ât = ρAÂt−1 + µAt, the

labor supply shock ςt = ρσςt−1+µςt , the monetary policy shock in the Taylor rule υt = ρυυt−1+µ

and the government spending shock: Ĝt = ρGĜt−1 + µGt. The innovations µAt, µςt , µυt, and

µGt are assumed to be i.i.d. standard normal processes.

B.6 The key log-linear equations for the GHH preferences case
The main log-linearized equations the IS curve, labor supply and Philips curve would be: The

IS curve

Ŷt = E
{
Ŷt+1

}
− γE

{
∆Ĝt+1

}
+ (1− γ)((Et (π̂t+1)− ît)− (1 + ϕ̃) ∆EtN̂t+1) (76)

The labor supply curve

ŵt = ϕ̃N̂t (77)
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GNKPC for GHH preferences

π̂t = k(π)m̂ct + b1(π)Etπ̂t+1 + b2(π)
[
((−γ)Ŷt + γĜt

(1− γ) − Etψ̂t+1

]
(78)

Appendix C.
Proof: In order to prove that a government spending shock crowds in private consumption and

then that an increase in trend inflation amplifies the response of consumption, I start by making

some basic assumptions to simplify my calculations, where: log preferences in consumption

(σ = 1), indivisible labor (ϕ = 0), and no persistence in the shocks (ρσ = 0 for i = A,ς,υ), while

I keep the persistence for . For the Taylor rule I assume no inertia . The log-linearized GNK

model now can be described by the following main equations, seen in Appendix B:

π̂t = k(π)
[
σδŶt + ςt − Ât + (1− σδ) ∗ Ĝ

]
+ b1(π)Etπ̂t+1 − b2(π)

[
Etψ̂t+1

]
(79)

Ŷt = EtŶt+1 −
1
σδ

[̂
it − Et {π̂t+1}

]
+ 1
σδ

(1− σδ)Et
{

∆Ĝt+1
}

(80)

Ĉ = δĈt + (1− δ)Ĝt (81)

ψ̂t = (1− θβπε)
[
ςt + σδŶt + (1− σδ) Ĝt − Ât

]
+ θβπε

[
εEtπ̂t+1 + Etψ̂t+1

]
ît = φππ̂t + φY Ŷt + vt (82)

Price dispersion, ŝt, does not affect the dynamics of the above system, because of the as-

sumption made where linear utility in labor is (ϕ = 0). In this economy I specify the follow-

ing auto-regressive processes for the 4 shocks of the baseline model, technology, labor supply,

monetary and government spending shocks, which are specified as AR(1) processes and the

innovations µAt, µςt , µGt and µυt are assumed to be i.i.d. standard normal processes.

Ât = ρAÂt−1 + µAt and ςt = ρσςt−1 + µςt and υt = ρυυt−1 + µυt and Ĝt = ρGĜt−1 + µGt
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Given that the shocks are i.i.d., there are no transitional dynamics and the economy returns to

the steady state in the period after the shock. Focusing on the effect of trend inflation on private

consumption, I use the method of undetermined coefficients to solve the system of equations,

the impact of the government spending shock is derived as follows: First I write zt = ςt − Ât,

secondly I substitute the Taylor equation into the IS curve, obtaining:

Ŷt = EtŶt+1 −
1
σδ

[
φππ̂t + φY Ŷt + vt − Et {π̂t+1}

]
+ 1
σδ

(1− σδ) ∗ Et
{
Ĝt+1 − Ĝt

}
(83)

and

π̂t = k(π) ∗
[
σδŶt + zt + (1− σδ) ∗ Ĝ

]
+ b1(π)Etπ̂t+1 − b2(π)

[
Etψ̂t+1

]
(84)

Then I express the system of equations as:

Et



π̂t+1

Ŷt+1

ψ̂t+1

Ĉt+1

ît+1


=



π̂z π̂v π̂g

Ŷz Ŷv Ŷg

ψ̂z ψ̂v ψ̂g

Ĉz Ĉz Ĉz

îz îv îg




ρzt

ρυvt

ρggt

 (85)

I would have now the new equations:

πzzt + πvvt + πggt = k(π) (σδ (czzt + cvvt + cggt) + zt + (1− σδ) ∗ gt) + (86)

b1(π) (πzρzt + πvρυvt + πgρggt) (87)

−b2(π) [(ψzρzt + ψvρυvt + ψgρggt)] (88)
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czzt + cvvt + cggt = czρzt + cvρυvt + cgρggt − (89)

1
σδ

 φπ (πzzt + πvvt + πggt) + φY (czzt + cvvt + cggt) +

vt − (πzρzt + πvρυvt + πgρggt)

+(90)

1
σδ

(1− σδ) (91) dzρzt + dvρυvt + dgρggt − dzzt + dvvt + dggt−
δ

(1−δ) (czρzt + cvρυvt + cgρggt − czzt + cvvt + cggt)

 (92)

ψzzt + ψvvt + ψggt = (1− θβπε) [σδ (czzt + cvvt + cggt) + (1− σδ) ∗ gt + zt] + (93)

θβπε [ε (πzρzt + πvρυvt + πgρggt) + ψzρzt + ψvρυvt + ψgρggt] (94)

dzzt + dvvt + dggt = δ (czzt + cvvt + cggt) + (1− δ)gt (95)

Since everything is linear I can group the terms in z, v and g and then solve them separately.

Focusing only on the government spending shock and dividing on both sides by g I would have

the equations once more:

πg = k(π) (σδcg + (1− σδ)) + b1(π)πgρg − b2(π)ψgρg (96)

cg = cgρg −
1
σδ

[φππg + φY cg − πgρg] + 1
σδ

(1− σδ)
{
dgρg − dg −

δ

(1− δ) (cgρg − cg)
}

(97)

ψg = (1− θβπε) [σδcg + (1− σδ)] + θβπε [επgρg + ψgρg] (98)

dg = δcg + (1− δ) (99)

I solve for the undetermined coefficients πg, ψg, yg, cg, first I substitute dg to cg:
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I substitute dg to cg

cg = cgρg −
1
σδ

[φππg + φY cg − πgρg] + (100)

1
σδ

(1− σδ)
{

(δcg + (1− δ)) ρg − (δcg + (1− δ))− δ

(1− δ) (cgρg − cg)
}

(101)

which I rearrange into:

cg

[
1− ρg + 1

σδ
φY −

1
σδ

(1− σδ)
(
δρg − δ −

δ

(1− δ) (ρg − 1)
)]

= − 1
σδ

[φππg − πgρg] + 1
σδ

(1− σδ) {(1− δ)ρg − (1− δ)}

and then substitute πg to cg:

cg

[
1− ρg + 1

σδ
φY −

1
σδ

(1− σδ)
(
δρg − δ −

δ

(1− δ) (ρg − 1)
)]

= − 1
σδ
k(π)σδcg (φπ − ρg)−

1
σδ
k(π) (1− σδ) (φπ − ρg) + 1

σδ
(1− σδ) {(1− δ)ρg − (1− δ)}

I would finally obtain the effect of the government spending shock on private consumption:

cg =
− 1
σδ
k(π) (1− σδ) (φπ − ρg) + 1

σδ
(1− σδ) (1− δ) {ρg − 1}[

1− ρg + 1
σδ
φY − 1

σδ
(1− σδ)

(
δρg − δ − δ

(1−δ) (ρg − 1)
)

+ k(π) (φπ − ρg)
]

Which I can simply by grouping some of the parameters into:

cg = bk(π) + e

[a+ (φπ − ρg) k(π)] (102)

where a = 1 − ρg + 1
σδ
φY − 1

σδ
(1− σδ) δ

(
ρg − 1− 1

(1−δ) (ρg − 1)
)
, b = − (1−σδ)(φπ−ρg)

σδ
and

e = (1−σδ)(1−δ)
σδ

{ρg − 1}

and then Ĉt = cggt shows how government spending affects private consumption. An in-

crease in government spending, substituting the parameter values discussed in the Parametriza-
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tion section, induces an increase in private consumption. Now it is easy to look at the effects

of trend inflation on the impact of the government spending shocks. What I am looking for is
acg
aπ , which is

acg
aπ

=
a bk(π)−e

[a+(φπ−ρg)k(π)]

aπ
(103)

acg
aπ

= (φπ − ρg) bk(π) + (φπ − ρg) e− ba− (φπ − ρg) bk(π)
[a+ φπk(π)]2

= (φπ − ρg) e− ba
[a+ φπk(π)]2

ak(π)
aπ

(104)

acg
aπ

= (φπ − ρg) e− ba
[a+ φπk(π)]2

ak(π)
aπ

> 0 (105)

where ak(π)
aπ < 0, k(π) = (1−θπε−1)(1−θβπε)

θπε−1 and (φπ − ρg) e−ba < 0 because 1 > b > a > e > 038,

then acg
aπ > 0. Since acg

aπ >0, it follows that an increase in trend inflation increases the value of

the positive response of consumption.

38The proof comes from substituting the parameter values into the expression
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