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Abstract

What are the effects of monetary aggregate targeting in a zero nominal
interest rate environment? This paper develops a computable overlapping
generations model to answer this question. In our model there are two
sources of real balance effects: finite lifespans and borrowing constraints.
Steady-state results reveal an asymmetry in the welfare costs of alterna-
tive monetary policies. A monetary aggregate targeting policy that is
too tight has large and negative effects on welfare. A loose monetary ag-
gregate targeting policy has much smaller effects on welfare. A dynamic
analysis using data from Japan finds that the “quantitative easing” policy
reduced deflationary pressure. Although the effects of this policy on GNP
growth are small, there are important distributional effects. The biggest
beneficiaries of this policy are the young who experience an easing in bor-
rowing constraints and the old who benefit from lower taxes and higher
interest rates. Individuals in other age groups experience consumption
losses.

*Corresponding author: Faculty of Economics, University of Tokyo, e-mail: toni@e.u-
tokyo.ac.jp. The views expressed in the paper are those of the authors and not those of the
Bank of Japan.



1 Introduction

In April 1999 the Japanese call rate dropped to 0.01 percent. It remained at or
about this level with the exception of a short period in 2000 until March 2006.
With the nominal interest rate at effectively zero, the question arose as to what
further actions the Bank of Japan could take to stimulate the Japanese economy
of if not that at least quicken the end of deflation. In March 19, 2001 the Bank
of Japan initiated a quantitative easing policy that targeted the level of excess
reserves.! This policy was pursued until the call rate was raised to 0.25 percent
in March 2006.

The objective of this paper is to use an economic model to assess the effects
of quantitative easing on the price level and economic activity. When the nom-
inal interest rate is zero money and short-term government bonds are perfect
substitutes. In the infinite horizon models that are commonly used for analyz-
ing the effects of monetary policy, a change in the timing of total government
liabilities (including money) and lump-sum taxes has no real effects on economic
activity. Krugman (1998) refers to this phenomenon as a liquidity trap. Ireland
(2005) shows that allowing for positive population growth in a Blanchard (1985)
model with infinite lived overlapping generations breaks Ricardian equivalence
and induces a real balance effect. Auerbach and Obstfeld (2005) find that large
open-market purchases of bonds can counteract deflationary price tendencies
and lower the real value of government debt if households expect that the nomi-
nal interest rate will eventually rise above zero. Lower government debt reduces
the need to tax and this raises household welfare.

We consider the effects of monetary aggregate targeting in a computable
overlapping generations (OG) model. We choose this model because it produces
real balance effects and its realizations can readily be compared with Japanese
macroeconomic outcomes. The model period is a year, households are active for
80 years and they can save by accumulating capital, money or bonds. Savings
patterns vary by age and there are active loan markets.

There are two factors that produce real balance effects in our model. First,
households are finite lived and the timing of government borrowing can affect
their present value tax liabilities and induce wealth effects. Second, we impose
borrowing constraints that rule out uncollateralized lending. Lowering taxes
increases disposable income and increases current consumption of households
who are experiencing binding borrowing constraints.

A steady-state analysis indicates that a zero nominal interest rate is a good
monetary policy that maximizes average welfare. However, the risks of small
mistakes are asymmetric. As the growth rate of money is lowered from its
optimal value welfare declines sharply. Welfare also declines if money growth is
too high. However, the welfare losses associated with too rapid money growth
are low. The reason for this asymmetry is due to the fact that once the nominal
interest rate reaches zero money is a direct competitor with capital. In this
situation lowering the growth rate of money further increases the real return

1Formally, the Bank of Japan set a target on ”current account balances” that greatly
exceeded required reserves.



on holding money and this directly crowds out the capital stock. On the other
hand, when the growth rate of money is too high money is dominated in rate of
return and households keep their holdings of money low. Households’ efforts to
economize on their holdings of money limits the crowding out effect of money
on capital. This results provides a rationale for why a central bank might want
to increase monetary supply when the nominal interest rate is zero.

Our dynamic analysis finds that Japan’s quantitative easing has three main
effects. First, it affects the inflation rate and thus the number of periods that
the nominal interest rate is zero. In our model households have perfect foresight
and the anticipation of quantitative easing lowers deflationary pressure in the
1990s. When we simulate a counter-factual experiment with no quantitative
easing we find that there is more deflationary pressure in the 1990s and that the
nominal interest rate is zero for longer. This effect is quantitatively large. In
our counter-factual the number of years when the nominal interest rate is zero
increases from 7 to 12.

Second, quantitative easing relaxes borrowing constraints for young house-
holds. We allow for age-dependent labor productivity. In this situation young
households face binding borrowing constraints. They would like to borrow
against their future high human capital but future human capital can not be
collateralized and they face binding borrowing constraints. Quantitative easing
increases the overall stock of government debt and lowers current taxes. This
acts to relax the borrowing constraints of young people.

Third, quantitative easing increases the real interest rate. This increases con-
sumption of retirees and also acts to ease borrowing constraints for the young.
The old also are able to escape higher future taxes due to mortality risk and this
transfers the burden on to younger individuals. In our model, a higher interest
rate is also associated with a lower wage rate and this lowers consumption for
many working households.

When we compare quantitative easing with a counter-factual we find that
both the benefits and costs of this policy are concentrated among the old. Con-
sumption of retirees rises by as much as 2.3 percent for some retirees between
2001 and 2005. Workers who have the highest labor productivity experience
loses of as high as 1.3 percent due to lower wages and a transfer of tax burdens
from older individuals to them. for younger workers the benefits of relaxed bor-
rowing constraints are largely off set by lower wages and the consumption gains
are small.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the
model. Section 3 explains how we parametrize the model. Section 4 contains
our results and we conclude in Section 5.

2 The Model

We consider an economy that involves in discrete time. The structure of the
real side of the economy is similar to economy considered by Braun, Ikeda and
Joines (2007). Their model reproduces some of the principal macroeconomic



facts of the Japanese economy between 1961 and 2002.

2.1 Demographics

Agents are born and become active at age 21. The growth rate of 21 year old
individuals, ny is assumed to be constant in each period. Agents are subject to
mortality risk in each period. If we let N;; be the number of households of age
j in period ¢, the dynamics of population are governed by a first-order Markov
process:

(1+4n) 0 0 ... 0
U 00 ... 0
Nt+1 = 0 wg 0 0 Nt = FNt, (1)

where N; is a J x 1 vector that describes the population of each cohort in period
t, 1; is the conditional probability that a household of age j survives to the next
period and % ; is implicitly assumed to be zero. The aggregate population in
period ¢, denoted by Ny, is given by

J
Ny =) Ny (2)
j=1

The population growth rate is then given by n = Niy1/N;. The unconditional
probability of surviving from birth in period ¢t — 5 + 1 to age j > 1 in period ¢
is:

§ = j-1&1 (3)

where &, = 1 for all £.

2.2 Problem for a household born into cohort s

Households are born with zero assets and retire at age 65. The maximum life-
span of an individual is J = 100 years. Money is introduced by assuming that
households receive utility from two goods and assuming that one of the goods,
which we refer to as the cash good, ¢, is subject to a cash in advance constraint
as in Lucas and Stokey (1987). The credit good, ¢y, may be purchased with
cash or on credit. Households also value leisure, ;. Given these definitions
expected present value utility of a household belonging to cohort j is:

J+s .
Zﬂjisfju(cijtacgjtal;‘t)' (4)
j=s

The specific functional form of preferences we will consider are:

u(c‘{jt, c;jtv l;t) = ’yln(cijt) +(1=9) ln(cgjt) + aln(l‘;t). (5)



This choice of preferences is consistent with balanced growth.? A household of
age s in period ¢, who works h; hours receives nominal earnings of P,w;e; h;’ft. In
this expression P; is the price level, w; is the wage rate, and ¢; is an age specific
efficiency. A household can save by accumulating cash, M}, ;, bonds B}, , or
capital &} ;.

At the start of each period households visit a financial market where claims
from the previous period are settled. Households also receive a lump-sum trans-
fer from the government 77, and adjust their holdings of money and bonds.
Total holdings of assets are restricted by the following borrowing constraint:

S pp1 + Bj oy + M, > 0. (©6)
This borrowing constraint rules out uncollateralized borrowing.

After the financial market closes households separate into a worker and shop-
per. The shopper’s purchases of the cash good and investment goods in any
period are subject to the following cash in advance constraint:

B3
J,t+1 F E E
— + PykS g — K]+ Peciy <

14+ R
Mj‘il,t + Tjst + B;fl,t + P(1—7)(re — )kj—1t (7)

where § is the depreciation rate on capital and 7 is a tax on capital income.3The
household’s overall budget constraint is given by:

M;P_y, + T+ By, + Poweeshsy, + (1 —7)(re — 0)kj_4 , >

s B}
Py(cijp +c55) + #Rt + M: oy + PilkS i — K1 (8)

Given these definitions the problem for a household born into cohort j is to
choose the sequence {cj,, c3;, hi, M 1, B 1, ki 1}{_, that maximizes (4) sub-
ject to (7),(8), and (6). Some important household first order necessary condi-

tions are:

fj’Y/Ciqjt = Py(py + Mt) 9)

§(1— 7)/C§jt = P\ (10)

gjl_Lh;t = NPy, (11)

Bt + A1)/ Py + ¢ = (e + M) {P(1 + Ry) } (12)
BAt1 + pr )[4+ (1 = 7)(re1 — 8)] + de = (Ae + pe) (13)
B (i1 + Aig1) /Poy1 + ¢ = A/ Py (14)

2More generally preferences of the form: In(fy(cf )7 + (1 — 'y)(cfjt)"]l/”) + aln(l — ny)
are also consistent with balanced growth.

3It is more common to assume that investment is not subject to the cash in advance
constraint. However, the expressions for the first order conditions are a bit more convenient
using this formulation and since we are considering low inflation environments the distinction
between this formulation and one that treats capital as a credit good should be small.



plus the CIA constraint, household budget constraint and the borrowing con-
straint.

The above expressions can be rearranged to yield the following restrictions
on market clearing:

a Gy

vy 1— h;t - wts]/(]‘ + Rt) (]‘5)
«Q c;jt
= ; 1

1—’71—h?t e (16)
BlL+ (1 = Tes1)(re1 — 6)|&j417/€1j,041 = §57/CLje — (17)
I+ Re)/(L+m41) =14+ (1 = 7)(re41 — 0) (18)
Ge(Mj 1+ Ky +Bjeir) =0, ¢ >0 (19)

S Bb t+41

M? .+ 15+ B, — 113{ + (1 =7)(re = 0)kj—1.4+ =0 >0

Ht s s s ) My =
Pt[kj—l,t - kj,t+1] - Ptcljt

(20)

M;P_y+ 15+ By, + Pweshiy + P(1—7)(re — 0)kj_y , =

B.’?at-‘rl
1+ Ry

Py(ciy +c3) + + M7y + PolkS g — k1] (21)

J

2.3 The Firm’s Problem

Firms produce consumption goods with a constant return to scale production
technology. In each period ¢, firms choose labor, H;, and capital, K;, to maxi-
mize

AKOHSTY —w, H — 1 KK, (22)

where w; is the real wage, r; is the real rental rate on capital, A; evolves ac-
cording to
A1 = 9tAi, 90 > 0.

2.4 The Government and aggregate feasibility constraints

The government issues bonds, money and raises revenue through a tax on asset
income. Government revenue is used to finance government purchases and lump-
sum transfers:

J

B
Pth + ZthTjt = 1 _i+ét — By + Mt+1 — M; + PtT(’I”t — 5)Kt (23)

j=1



The government expands (nominal) money supply at the rate o; by making
lump-sum transfers to all households alive in a given period according to:

Mt+1 = (1 + O't)Mt.

We don’t formally model a social security system. Instead we will assume
that accidental bequests are lump-sum transferred back to surviving members
of the same cohort.

The aggregate resource constraint for this economy is:

J
AKIH! ™ = Njs(elje + ¢350) + Kipr — (1= ) Ky + Gy (24)

j=1

2.5 Competitive Equilibrium

Definition Competitive Equilibrium

Given an initial population wealth distribution, {M;, ko, Bo;}.

5_1, & sequence
of technologies, {A;}£2, and government policies, {7, My y1, Biy1, Ge, {T5, } /1 }20,
a competitive equilibrium is a price system {r:, Py, Ry, w;}52, and a sequence
of allocations {cj;, hi;, k5 11, M1 172 that solves the household problem, the
firms problem and satisfies the following market clearing/feasibility conditions:

J
K1 = Z Nj k5 11 (25)

j=1

J
Hy =Y Njhs, (26)

j=1

J

Mgy =Y NjM;, oy (27)

j=1

J
AKTHE? =Y Nji(elj + 6350) + Ko — (1= 6) K + Gy (28)
j=1

When solving the model we will specify an initial population wealth distri-
bution and a terminal steady-state and then solve for the transitional dynamics.
We thus define a steady-state equilibrium next.

Definition Balanced Growth Equilibrium
Suppose that technology grows at the constant rate: g, = g, and that money
supply grows at a constant rate: o, = o, and the output shares of government
purchases, and government debt are constant Then a balanced growth equi-
librium is a competitive equilibrium in which the real wage rate grows at the
rate of output, the real interest and nominal interest rates are constant and the
output shares of capital and consumption are constant.



2.6 Computation of the equilibrium.

Before we compute the equilibrium we transform the economy. This is done
using the transformations:

. K G 4 B,
= ) = y Dt = )
LN AT N, A0 P N AV OO 29)
~ M, ~ N R wi
My=— "} =T,/P, H, = H,/N, i = — ot
t Pt_thAtl/(lie) t t t t t t t Atl/(lie)

We first describe computation of the steady-state equilibrium. We are interested
in considering situations where the nominal interest rate is positive and also in
situations where it is zero. In the later situation the cash in advance constraint
(7) ceases to bind and the steady-state conditions are different. When R > Owe
start by guessing the aggregate values of hours, capital real balances and lump-
sum transfers (ﬁo, ko, Mo, TO). Given these objects we can derive the wage and
rental rates Wy, ro and solve the household’s problem. (Note that the inflation
rate can be derived from real balances using the following equation:

(14+0)
(14+n)(1+4grrp)

where 1 4+ grrpp = Ai/(lfe)/Aii(llfe). When R > 0, the solution to the house-
hold’s problem uniquely determines individual demand for real balances: Mg 8
for each cohort s = {1,...J} and labor supply for each cohort Hs. However, the
household’s problem only determines the sum of saving in the form of capital
and bonds. We denote this sum as S§.

Given solutions to each cohort’s optimization problem we then sum over
households to derive aggregate assets supplied by households: SO, aggregate la-
bor supply: H0 and aggregate demand for real balances: M0 Given these objects
we can solve for the capital stock using the fact that the stock of government
bonds is exogenous and: S’ — B = K’. Then using the initial guesses of the
wage rate and rental rate we can update transfers using the steady-state version
of the government budget constraint:

{(1+9TFP)(1+”) 1

TR —1+W}B+{(1+9TFP)(1+n)_

(1+m)= (30)

1 } G
1+ (31)
+r(r=0)K' =G+ 1T
Finally, we update our guess of capital, labor, real balances and government

transfers by taking a weighted average of the initial guess plus the new values
derived from household optimization:

K, = MKy+(1-NK, (32)
H, = Md,+(1-X\H, (33)
T1 = To (34)
M, = AM}+ (1— )M, (35)



When R = 0, the household problem only pins down household supply of
total assets which now consists of the sum of real balances, capital and bonds:
Sy = Ko+ B + M. In this case we derive real balances and the capital in the
following way. First, we use the fact that:

(1+0)
14+ m) = 36
( 0) (I+n)1+grrp) (36)
to pin down the inflation rate. Then we use
(1+m) =(1+mre)"* (37)

to pin down the real interest rate. Given the real interest rate we derive
a new guess of the capital stock, K|, from aggregate labor supply plus the
marginal product pricing relationship:

ro=(1-71) {9 (f{g)/ﬁg)e_l - 5} (38)

Then we derive real balances from the saving identity: Sy — Kf) — B = M.
The updating of the guess proceeds in the same way as before.

When solving for the dynamic transition we proceed in an analogous way.
The main distinction is that we now guess and update sequences of the form:
(ﬁm, IA(M, Mi,h Tm) where i denotes the i*" iterate and ¢ indexes time.

3 Model Parameterization

The calibration of the model is based on the calibration in Braun, Joines and
Ikeda (2007). The preference discount rate [ is calibrated to reproduce the
average capital output ratio between 1984 and 2000. This results in a value of
0.97. The leisure weight in preferences, « is set to reproduce the value of labor
input in the Japanese economy between 1984 and 2000. This yields a = 2.6.
The capital share parameter is set to 0.362 which is the average value of capital’s
share of GNP between 1984 and 2000. The depreciation rate calibrated in the
same way is 0.085. The average tax rate on asset income over the same period
is 0.46. The labor tax rate is currently zero. We assume a constant population
growth rate of 1 percent per year. The ratio of government purchases in output
is set to 0.14, its average value between 1984 and 2000 and the government debt
ratio is set to 0.22. Below we will report results for a range of different average
growth rates of money. We set the share weight on cash goods, v = 0.07. This
choice reproduces the ratio of real balances of monetary base to output between
1984 and 1994.

4 Steady-state Analysis

Considerable intuition into the workings of our model can be found by con-
ducting a comparative steady-state analysis. The steady-state also exhibits an



asymmetry that provides a new rationale for expanding money supply when the
nominal interest rate is zero. We now turn to discuss these findings.

Table 1 reports the steady-state properties of our model for alternative set-
tings of the growth rate of money. These results allow for age specific variation
in the efficiency of work effort and assume that the population growth rate is
1 percent, the growth rate of TFP is 1.9 percent, the share of government pur-
chases in output is 14.4 percent and the government debt ratio is 21.7 percent.
These correspond to the average value of these variables in Japanese data over
the 1984 to 2000 sample period. Table 1 has several noteworthy features. First,
observe that there are a range of monetary policies that implement a zero nom-
inal interest rate in our economy. Interestingly, the welfare maximizing choice
occurs when the nominal interest rate reaches zero and is associated with a
growth rate of money that declines at a rate of 1.96 percent per year. If we
define the Friedman Rule as a policy that sets the nominal interest rate to zero
as in e.g. Chari, Christiano and Kehoe (1991), then the Friedman Rule maxi-
mizes average welfare in our economy. Bhattacharya, Haslag and Russell (2005)
consider the optimality of the Friedman rule in 2 period overlapping generations
models and find that it is not optimal in their setting. One distinction between
our setting and theirs is that we allow agents to borrow against their first period
labor earnings.

Notice, that there is an asymmetry in the welfare costs of alternative growth
rates of money. The welfare loss associated with large growth rates of money
(e.g. 7 percent) is modest. However, lowering the growth rate of money below
—1.96 percent has much larger effects on welfare. For instance, the welfare
associated with negative money growth of —2.2 percent is about the same as
welfare associated with a positive money growth of 7 percent per annum!

This asymmetry in welfare losses reflects the fact that monetary policy affects
economic activity in a different way when the nominal interest rate is zero. When
the average growth rate of money is higher than the optimal level, monetary
policy acts as a tax on labor supply and capital. Households act to limit their
holdings of cash and this limits the incidence of this tax. This can readily
be seen in Figure 1. Higher growth rates of money are associated with lower
consumption of cash goods. However, cash goods only constitute 14.8 percent
of total consumption under the Friedman rule. The effect on the capital output
ratio and thus the real interest rate is also modest when the growth rate of
money exceeds —1.96 percent.

To understand why the welfare losses associated with money growth rates
that are lower than the Friedman rule it is important to recall that under the
Friedman rule money and capital earn the same real return. When the growth
rate of money is instead lowered below its welfare maximizing level, the inflation
rate falls and this directly increases the real return on money. This makes money
a more attractive asset to households. Holdings of real balances rise and holdings
of private capital fall in order to insure that the capital stock continues to earn
the same return as money. It is worth pointing out that a lower growth rate
of money is also associated with higher lump-sum taxes. This is because the
government is offering the same real rate of return on money as it does on its

10



other liabilities. Figure 1 indicates that these effects produce a sharp decline in
welfare.4

This asymmetry has implications for the conduct of monetary policy. Even
if we maintain the hypothesis that the model is correctly specified there is
uncertainty about the values of the exogenous variables and model parameters.
To illustrate how parameter uncertainty can affect policy decisions we conducted
another steady-state analysis assuming that the growth rate of TFP is 4 percent
rather than 2 percent. In this scenario welfare is maximized when the growth
rate of money is —0.61 percent. However, setting the growth rate of money to
—1.96 percent, which is the optimal monetary policy in Table 1, induces very
large welfare losses. These results suggest that when a monetary authority finds
itself in a zero interest rate environment there is a very good reason for pursuing
an expansionary monetary policy.

One limitation of this steady-state analysis is that it is difficult to produce
an empirically plausible calibrated specification of the model in which a zero
nominal interest rate is associated with deflation and a positive growth rate of
money as occurred in Japan between e.g. 2001 and 2005. We will see that these
outcomes can be accounted for when one conducts a dynamic path analysis.

5 A Dynamic Analysis of ”Quantitative Easing”

We now use the model to investigate the effects of monetary aggregate target-
ing in Japan during its recent episode with zero nominal interest rates. The
collapse of Japan’s bubble economy was associated with a steady decline in the
uncollateralized call rate on overnight loans from 7.4 percent in 1990 to 0.06
percent in 1999. The nominal interest rate remained at effectively zero until
2006. Once the nominal interest rate reached zero policy makers discussed a
variety of options for using monetary policy to stimulate the economy. The out-
come of this discussion was the “Quantitative Easing” policy that was adopted
on March 19, 2001. This policy which targeted the level of bank deposits at
the Bank of Japan was effectively an excess reserve targeting policy. The Bank
of Japan announced an end to the quantitative easing policy in March 9, 2006.
But, it kept the call rate at zero until July 14, 2006 at which point the call rate
was increased to 0.25 percent.

We investigate the quantitative effects of this policy using dynamic perfect
foresight simulations. Chen, Imrohoroglu and Imrohoroglu (2007) and Braun,
Ikeda and Joines (2007) have previously found that computable general equilib-
rium models that allow for variation in TFP and demographics can account for
some of the principal movements in real economic activity in Japan from 1960
through 2002. Here we abstract from demographic variation and model only
variation in TFP and government debt. Our government debt series is taken
from Braun, Joines and Ikeda (2007). They construct a government debt series

4The asymmetry we are documenting here is even larger if investment is treated as a credit
good. If investment is a credit good the welfare cost of 7 percent inflation is smaller. However,
the welfare cost of too much deflation remains essentially unchanged.
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following the methodology of Broda and Weinstein (2005). The initial period
of our simulation is taken to be 1984. The initial wealth distribution is taken
from the terminal steady-state but is rescaled to reproduce the capital stock in
Japanese data in 1984.

We are interested in reproducing variations in the nominal interest rate and
monetary base during the period 1986-2006. There are two issues that arise
in doing this. First, when the nominal interest rate is zero the composition of
government liabilities is indeterminate. Open market operations that exchange
money for bonds have no real effects when the nominal interest rate is zero.
Monetary policies that alter the total amount of outstanding government debt do
have real effects. However, it is hard to tell what fraction of quantitative easing
should be interpreted as having altered the amount of outstanding government
debt. We dealt with these issues in the following way. First, we treated the
sequence of government debt and the nominal interest rate as exogenous and
solved for the equilibrium. The resulting sequence of real balances and lump-
sum transfers does a good job of reproducing the path of the ratio of M0 to GNP
in the period up to 1997. In the period after that though the model understated
this ratio. Next we used the fact that when the nominal interest rate is zero the
composition of government liabilities is indeterminate to adjust the composition
of government liabilities so that we reproduce the actual trajectory of MO to
GNP during the period 1997-2006.

The resulting trajectories for MO to GNP for the model and data are re-
ported in Figure 1. We also report other descriptive statistics from the model
and the data in the same figure. The general fit of the model is reasonably
good. Our model successfully reproduces the increase in the capital-output ra-
tio and the general pattern of decline in output relative to trend that Japan has
experienced since 1990. The model somewhat understates the overall decline in
output. This is due to the fact that we have abstracted from the demographic
changes analyzed in Braun, Joines and Tkeda (2007) and changes in the number
of holidays as in e.g. Hayashi and Prescott (2002). Consequently the model
fails to produce a large enough decline in labor input. Modeling these factors
brings labor input down more during this period. The model also systematically
understates the inflation rate. Broda and Weinstein (2007) argue that problems
in price measurement induce an upward bias of about 2 percentage points in the
Japanese inflation rate. If we subtract 2 percent from the actual data, the model
reproduces the overall level of the inflation rate and also some of its principal
movements between 1986 and 2005.

Next we turn to assess the effects of quantitative easing. Table 2 assesses
the price implications of quantitative easing. This table contains results from
three scenarios: the first scenario assumes that the growth rate of money is 3
percent per year between 2000 and 2006, the second scenario is our baseline
with quantitative easing and the third scenario is a counter-factual that keeps
the ratio of real balances in output high for an additional seven year. The first
scenario is a counter-factual that illustrates what might have happened if there
had been no quantitative easing while the third scenario illustrates what might
have happened of quantitative easing were pursued for a longer period of time.
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This is accomplished by adjusting the growth rate of money to keep the ratio
of real balances high until 2013. Between 2006 and 2013 the ratio of MO to
GNP averages 21.6 percent in this simulation as compared to 6.6 percent in the
baseline simulation.

The results reported in Table 2 show that alternative monetary aggregate
targeting rules have important effects on the trajectory of the inflation rate and
the trajectory of the nominal interest rate. During the 1990s the 3 percent
MO monetary growth simulation exhibits inflation rates that average about 2
percent lower than the baseline. If the period of quantitative easing is extended
the inflation rate that is about 1.4 percent higher than the baseline during the
1990s. Interestingly, these alternative policies have only minor implications for
the inflation rate between 2001 and 2005. After 2006 the difference between
the baseline and 3 percent MO growth simulations is small. However, the third
simulation exhibits considerably lower inflation rates after 2006.

These differences in the inflation rate across the three simulations have inter-
esting implications for the trajectory of the nominal interest rate. The nominal
interest rate falls to zero earliest in the 3 percent MO growth simulation. It
is zero from 1994 to 2006 or 6 years longer than in the baseline model which
exhibits a zero nominal interest rate between 2000 and 2006. In the longer
quantitative easing simulation the nominal interest rate falls to zero 2000 but
remains zero until 2020.

Looking across these results we see that quantitative easing produces a higher
overall average inflation rate than the 3 percent money growth policy.The in-
flation rates are respectively -2.7 percent and -3.4 percent. Longer quantitative
easing produces an even higher average inflation rate of -2.4 percent. However,
the nominal interest rate is zero for the shortest number of years under the
quantitative easing monetary policy.

Table 2 also reports the real interest rate and wage implications of the three
simulations. There are two noteworthy results. First, quantitative easing pro-
duces higher real interest rates in all periods than the 3 percent MO growth
counter-factual and extending the period of quantitative easing increases the
real interest rate even more. Second, in our model a higher real interest rate is
associated with a lower wage. These two properties of the model will be helpful
when we discuss the welfare implications of quantitative easing below.

Table 3 reports simulation results for quantity variables. The implications
of quantitative easing for the real economy are small. Output growth and con-
sumption growth are nearly identical prior to 2000 under the Baseline and 3
percent MO growth simulations. There are somewhat larger differences under
the longer quantitative easing simulation. OQutput and consumption growth, for
instance, are both lower during the 1990s. These same variables exhibit slightly
more growth between 2001 and 2005 in this simulation as compared to the
baseline simulation. However, the general conclusion that emerges is that the
implications of quantitative easing for real macro-economic activity are small.

In the steady-state analysis above we saw that a tight monetary policy could
crowd out private capital in a zero interest rate environment. How important
is crowding out in a dynamic environment. Table 4 reports the ratio of real
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balances to output and the capital output ratio for the three simulations. Before
discussing these results it should be pointed that in the dynamic analysis we are
considering transitory changes in monetary policy. The ratio of real balances to
output and the debt output ratios are the same in both the initial and terminal
steady-states.

The dynamic effects of quantitative easing on real balances are different from
the steady-state effects. We saw in the steady-state analysis above that a higher
growth rate of money was associated with lower real balances. Here we see that
a temporary increase in the growth rate of money acts to increase real balances
between 2001 and 2005. The mechanism that is operating here is different.
Here quantitative easing is temporarily increasing government indebtedness and
lowering current taxation. Some individuals are benefiting from temporarily
low taxes. Higher government debt crowds out private capital. This is why the
baseline simulation exhibits lower capital output ratios than the 3 percent MO
simulation in all but the final sub-sample. This effect is more pronounced when
quantitative easing is extended until 2013.

Next we turn to consider the micro-economic effects of quantitative easing.
Quantitative easing acts to relax borrowing constraints in the period between
2000 and 2006 In our economy agents have age specific efficiencies. Young
agents face binding borrowing constraints. They would like to shift consumption
forward from future periods when their income is higher but are unable to
collateralize their future high human capital. Under quantitative easing the
number of periods that agents are borrowing constrained falls from 17 in 2000 to
12 in 2003. For purposes of comparison, in the 3 percent M0 growth simulation
young individuals are borrowing constrained for the first 17 to 19 years of life
during the 2000 to 2006 period. Table 5 reports some summary statistics. Notice
that the average number of cohorts that households are constrained is 16.2 in the
baseline simulation and 17.6 in the simulation with longer quantitative easing
as compared to 16.6 in the 3 percent MO growth simulation. There are two
factors that work to relax borrowing constraints. First, the real interest rate
is higher under quantitative easing. This induces households to save more and
consume less. Secondly, taxes are lower between 2001 and 2005. In Table 5
lump-sum taxes are 7.8 percent of consumption between 2001 and 2005 in the 3
percent MO growth scenario. Under the baseline simulation they fall to 6 percent
of consumption. Issuing more currency reduces lump-sum taxation. Lower
taxes increase disposable income and households can consume more. These
two benefits of quantitative easing to the young, though are balanced against
lower wages (see Table 2) and also the fact that the benefits of lower taxes are
transient. As can be seen in Table 5 taxes rise quickly after 2006 in the baseline
specification.

Consumption for households aged 21-35 rises by as much as 1.4 percent
in 2000 and 2002 with the largest consumption gains concentrated among the
youngest individuals. If we average over the 2000-2005 period individuals who
are aged 21-25 in 2000 experience higher average consumption than the 3 percent
MO growth simulation. However, the increase is small and less than 0.2 percent
per year.
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Quantitative easing benefits older individuals most. For retirees higher a
real interest rate increases the value of their saving and consumption increases.
Moreover, older retirees enjoy the benefits of lower taxes and pass away before
taxes rise. The magnitude of these increases are substantial. All individuals
aged 75 and older as of 2000 see their consumption rise. Individuals who are
aged 81 to 96 all experience consumption gains that exceed 2 percent per year.

Most other individuals experience lower average consumption between 2000
and 2005. For these individuals borrowing constraints are not binding and a
temporary lower tax rate has no benefits since they must pay higher taxes in
future years. In fact, for these individuals their future tax liabilities loom large
since some of the burden has been transferred from the oldest households on
to them. Moreover, for these individuals the benefit of a higher interest rate is
more than offset by a lower wage rate. Individuals who are at or near their peak
labor productivity experience the largest consumption declines. These declines
amount to 1.3 percent per year for individuals aged 59 through 64 in 2000.

6 Conclusion

We have developed a model that is consistent with the facts from Japan. Our
model reproduces some of principal movements in the real economy between
1986 and 2006. Our model also reproduces the evolution of nominal variables
and in particular nominal interest rates of zero against a background of very
rapid growth in the monetary base. Our results suggest that lower growth of
monetary base would have been associated with more deflation in the 1990s
and a longer period of zero nominal interest rates. Lengthening the period of
quantitative easing lowers inflation after 2006 and also lengthens the period
when nominal interest rates are zero.

We have found that quantitative easing was not effective policy for stabilizing
output between 2001 and 2005. Output under quantitative easing was nearly the
same as in a counter-factual with no quantitative easing. Quantitative easing
did have important distributional effects. Young individuals experience some
mild benefits due to relaxed borrowing constraints.

The most important effects of quantitative easing are for older individuals.
Workers near the peak of their life-time earnings efficiencies experienced con-
sumption losses due to lower wages and a higher tax burden. Older retirees
experience substantial consumption gains since they on average don’t survive
long enough to face higher taxes.

In future work we plan to relax our current assumption that the government
budget constraint is met by altering lump-sum taxes and instead make the
more realistic assumption that a distortionary tax is adjusted instead. This
will likely introduce stronger non-neutralities. Our model generates borrowing
and lending in equilibrium. It is consequently a good framework for modeling
financial intermediation and central bank lending. In future work we plan to
pursue these extensions.

15



References

[1]

Auerbach, Alan J., Maurice Obstfeld (2005) ”The Case for Open-Market
Purchases in a Liquidity Trap,” American Economic Review vol. 95 (1),
pages 110-137, March.

Bhattacharya, Joydeep, Joseph Haslag, and Steven Russell (2005) ” The role
of money in two alternative models: When is the Friedman rule optimal,
and why?,” Journal of Monetary Economics, vol. 52 (8), pages 1401-1433,
November.

Blanchard, Olivier J. (1985) “Debt, Deficits, and Finite Horizons” Journal
of Political Economy, vol. 93, pages 223-247, April.

Braun, R. Anton, Daisuke Tkeda and Douglas H. Joines (2007) “The Sav-
ing Rate in Japan: Why it Has Fallen and Why it Will Remain Low.”
forthcoming International Economic Review.

Broda, Christian and David E. Weinstein (2005) ”Happy News from the
Dismal Science: Reassessing the Japanese Fiscal Policy and Sustainability,
in Takatoshi Ito, Hugh Patrick and David E. Weinstein eds. ”Reviving
Japan’s Economy” MIT Press.

Broda, Christian and David E. Weinstein (2007) ”Defining Price Stability
in Japan: A View from America.” Monetary and Economic Studies, vol.
25 (S-1), pages 169-206, December.

Chari. V.V., Lawrence J. Christiano and Patrick J. Kehoe (1991) “Optimal
Fiscal and Monetary Policy: Some Recent Results.” Journal of Money,
Credit and Banking vol. 23 (3) pages 519-539, August.

Chen, Kaiji, Ayse Imrohoroglu and Selo Imrohoroglu (2007) ” The Japanese
Saving Rate.” American Economic Review, vol 96 (5) pages 1850-1858,
December.

Hayashi, Fumio and Edward C. Prescott (2002) “The 1990s in Japan: A
Lost Decade.” Review of Economic Dynamics, vol. 5 (1), pages 206-235.

Ireland, Peter N. (2005) “The Liquidity Trap, the Real Balance Effect, and
the Friedman Rule” International Economic Review, vol. 46, pages 1271-
1301, November.

Krugman, Paul R. (1998) “It’s Baaack: Japan’s Slump and the Return of
the Liquidity Trap.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, pages 137-
187.

Lucas, Robert E. and Nancy Stokey (1987) ”Money and Interest in a Cash-
in-Advance Economy.” Fconometrica, vol. 55, pages 491-513, May.

16



%Z-BIB(Q: = = [OPON = = BIE(

L L L Y N N Y
N N N S N N S
AO 80 00 nfﬁ 9@ LE Qnu
A 900"
P i~ ¥0°0-
Pl—— o n .
= = s 200
/\/ P ~
— — 0
200
¥0'0

Qe uonepuy

\
& N N
& ¢

[OPOIN = == BIEQ

&

oney dinQ-fende)

[OPON = w BIRQ

L N
o
¥

oney mdinQ-oN

00000
00500
0001°0
00S1°0
000T°0
00sT°0

[OPON ——  BJEP ISOURHL( mumm

N N N N
o o o o
& &

(papuano( ‘ende)-124) AND

N
B

09
0L
08
06
001
o1t

*Koudroyyy J1oqeT Judpuada( I8y YIIM [9POJA pue eje( dsdueder

1 3an3iy

17




'9|NJ UBWPSLI 9Y3 Jopun d|qelieA 9A1309dsaJ 9y} Jo 9Fejuaolad B se passaldxs aJe INdiNo pue uoidWNSUoD Poos HPaJO ‘UoidwNSU0D poos Yysen x

6519~ 00 s (Y S'L6 S6'1 €50 766 166 or'c
w9 00 I's 149 0'86 L6'T wo €66 166 0€'T
LTY9- 00 06 (Y 9'86 00T (431} $'66 ¥'66 0T
Y9 00 6t s 1°66 T o L'66 L'66 0r'e
$6'€9- 00 8- 0°S 0001 S0'T oro 0001 0°001 961~
00'%9- | 6T IS S'66 $0'C 0r'o 0001 8°L6 000
60'%9- TS 1'0 I's 8'86 w0'T 600 0001 0's6 00°€
0T¥9- ¥'6 ot s 0'86 00T 600 0001 €16 00°L
B— M..“NNM_HHNMW (98eyuadadg) (38vyudd13g) andino oney ndinQ onea suondunsuo) ,uondwnsuo) ?umao._._woh_on:
— ey uonepul ey ISAINUY [BIY rende) mdinQ £duopy  pooo ypaI) poon) yse) 10 781 PAM0In

syru) AUIYYH dY13adg 98y Pim uonedyadg
AQUOTA] JO S YIMO0.I) IANBUII)Y 0] SIEISAPEI)S [PPOIAI
I dlqeL

18



LO'1 80°1 1 Y0y 98°¢ €8°¢ 000 £6°0 980 88°¢- 16¢ 96'C-  S10T-110C
or'1 1Tt ¥0'1 £9°¢ 9¢'¢ 6v'¢ 000 S¥'0 (4] 0S¢~ ere 81°¢-  010T-900C
o1t or't ¥0°1 89°¢ 85°¢ 8y'€ 00°0 00°0 000 yse- o'e- 9¢'¢-  5002-100C
SOl SO'1 00'1 1494 (454 STy 6L'1 870 000 68'1- ¥9°¢- 66'¢- 000T-9661
00°1 00°1 ¥6°0 61°¢ s 48 LO'S €L'E 09°0 88°0 Y0~ 69'¢- S661-1661
Suiseq Suiseq Suiseq Suiseq
dAneIuend) aulpseq BAoID dAneIuend) duljeseqg BaoID aAneIUeN) uljdseqg Baord dAneuend) aulpseq BaoId poud
103u0] O %€ 103u0] O %€ 193u0T 0N %¢ 193u0T 0N %¢
el aFep QeI J5210MU] [BY Q)1 1SOIIU] [BUIION uonepyuy

SO0LIJ
7olqeL

19



S661-1661 U9aMIdq Jndur Joge| JO AN[EA UOT)R[NUIS SUI[aSEq AYf) 0) dANE[AI passadxa st indur Joqe T “sojer ypmoid agejudorad axe yndinQ pue uondwmsuo))

8l 091 861 L60 L60 L60 vee §S9'¢ G9'¢ 8L} SLL gLl S10T-110T
6L°0 €60 680 960 L60 L60 69% 1A (344 180 880 8L'0 0102-900C
100- §G0'0- §10- L60 L60 L60 ve'L WL SeL L60 €60 660 $002-100C
8z'L LE') 87’1 660 00°} 00} LE0L L90L ¥501 9L} L6} 26'L 0002-9661
Lye 66¢ 69¢ 00’} 00} 101 LLOL 6801 oSt ¥e'C Lee €9¢ S661-1661
Surseq Surseq Surseg Surseq
aAneuENY)  dulesegq ot aAnEUENY)  dureseq haoid aAnEUEN)  duI[eseq BaoID aAaneIyuend)  dureseq B0 I80X
18u0] 0N % 18u0] 0N % 108u0] O %< 18uo0] O %€
wmdino sindur Joqer Suiaeg suondumsuo)

sannuen()

€91qeL

20



e LTT LTT LT0 900 900 S10T-110T
[ 34 SET LET 120 600 600 0102-900¢
1€¢C 144 LET LT°0 61°0 91°0 §00C-100T
SI'C SI'C 61°C 010 110 v1°0 00029661
L6'1 96°1 86°1 01°0 I1°0 €ro S661-1661
Juise Juise
o>zﬁ.ﬁcwso auraseq s o>cﬁ._Ew:O urjaseq wmois porg
0N %€ 0N %€

108u07

ndjno o) [endes jo oney

JdND Jo uonoel] & se 1qa(J [e10 pue [ende)) ‘soouefeq [y

¥ 3lqeL

108u07

ndino o) seduefeq [BAI JO OTEY

21



‘uondunsuod oFe1oae Jo oFejuosiod e se passardxd are soxe) wns-dwng 4

TLI 0ce 0ce Yo'y 98'¢ €8¢ 8'1¢C L'LT L'LI S10T-110C
143! 9'81 0'81 £9°¢ 9¢'¢ 6¥'¢ 8¢l 961 6'L1 0102-900¢
991 91 9Ll 89'¢ 85'¢ 8v'¢ 9 09 8L §00¢-100C
81 ad! ad! 1494 (454 SI'y 'l €1 8C 00029661
981 781 8Ll 61'S 1T’s 159 0L 69 0L S661-1661
Suiseq Suiseqy Suiseq
oAnEIUEN)  QuUI[eseqg oI oAnjeyuEn()  oureseq hMoID oAnEyuEN)  oureseq oI
103u0T 0N %¢ 103u07 O % 108u0T O %¢

3110100 PAUTEISUOD SUIMOILIO] JO JOqUINN

SJUTENSUOD SUIMOILIOQ PUE OJel }SOIUI ‘SOXB],

9)BI }SAIDUI [BY

S dlqeL

4S9xe) wins-dun-g

22



