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Introducing labor

@ So far, changes in the capital stock are the only amplification
mechanism.

@ We have seen this is not sufficient, i.e., output is not volatile enough
relative to the data.

@ Endogenizing labor might lead to more amplification.

o Labor is another factor of production that is procyclical.
o Labor can adjust instantaneously.
e Labor is more important in production than capital.

@ We use again a model where production takes place at the household
level.
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The utility function

U= 1— — ¢+ 1
=15 Ty (1)

o Working causes disutility.
@ ¢ scales the disutility of work relative to consumption.

@ 7 is a measure related to the labor supply elasticity (more on this
below).
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The household problem

E 2
Chrl?tii(,Ht 0 Z IB 1 + n ( )

s.t.
Ct + Kt+1 = Yt + (1 — (S)Kt (3)
Ye = K (AcHe) (4)
It - Kt_l,_]_ - (1 - (5)Kt (5)
In At+1 = pIn At + €t4+1 (6)
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First order conditions

The Lagrangian is:

Ae = Eo{iﬁt[( ¢ ¢fjlr+;)

t

N[Ce - Kipt — K& (AcH) ™ — (1 — 6)Kt]] } (7)

AN

5 ci GV = At (8)
ON _

sy P =B B (0K (AraHern) ™+ (1)) (9)

a/\ « —Q —Q

3Ht OHY = Xe(1 — ) KP AT H, (10)
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Intertemporal optimality

Combining the optimality conditions yields the Euler equation:
= Et{ﬁc;;l (aKl?jr_ll (ArstHes1) ™+ (1 — 5)) } (11)
The gain of consuming today (the marginal utility of consumption) = the

expected gain from deferring consumption (the expectations over marginal
utility of consumption tomorrow times the return on savings).
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Intratemporal optimality

Optimal labor supply:
OH = C7(1— a)KP AL H, (12)

The marginal disutility of working = the marginal gain from working
(marginal utility of consumption times the marginal product of labor.
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The substitution effect of productivity changes

oHY = 7V (1— a)KP AL *H @ (13)

As productivity increases, the MPL increases which increases hours

worked. As MPL is high, it is a good time to substitute out of leisure and
into labor. We call this the substitution effect.
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The wealth effect of productivity changes

oHY = C. (1 — a)KP AL *H @ (14)

As productivity increases, consumption will increase and the MUC will fall.
As MUC falls, the household values less the last unit of consumption and
decreses hours worked to increase leisure. We call this the wealth effect.
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Understanding n

Before turning to the model solution, let us briefly discuss the
interpretation of 7. The labor supply elasticity is given by:

OH; MPL;
OMPL, H; ’

with
MPL, = (1 — a)KZ AT “H; . (15)
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Understanding 7 |l

Assume there is no wealth effect

OH,
OMPL,

H:

ISIEFI| = I

MPL,

oG _

. ampL — O

Y ilimPpL,
MPL!
t Ht

o]
.

1

H:

3=

7 I\/IPLt]

That is, 1/n is the elasticity of labor supply holding the marginal utility of
consumption (the wealth effect) constant. This is called the Frisch

elasticity.
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Equilibrium

An equilibrium is a set of allocations (C;, Ki+1, and H;) taking K, As,
and the stochastic process for A; as given such that the budget
constrained, (3), and the optimality conditions (11) and (14) hold.
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Solution to the model

The solution to the model is given by the following set of equations

InAtr1 = pln Ay + €141 (16)
7 =B G (oK (AeHe) "+ (1-0)) ) (17)
G+ Kiy1 =Y + (1 - 0)K; (18)
Y: = (AcHe) K2 (19)
Iy = Kep1 — (1= 0)Ke (20)
OH! = C7V(1 — a)KE AL H@ (21)

(22)
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Solving for the steady state

Let us set again €; = 0 and postulate K;+1 = K¢ and Cey1 = .

. ss
Moreover, define k*° = ﬁss:

1

K= « -

— _— 2
Hss <}5—1+5> (23)
(k) ks (24)
Hss
/ss
Fo = 0k (25)
y'ss N
(k) (26)

1 (1-a) (k=) |75

HS — | =
o (k=)" = kT’
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Log linearizing output

We are going to study again a first-order approximation around the steady
state. Starting with the production function:

Y = (AcH)' " KY (28)

Log-linearization
YSS(1+ V) = (A%) 7 (H®)12(K*)¥(1 4+ (1 — a)A;r + (1 — ) He 4+ aKy)
Yi = (1 - @)A;: + aK: + (1 — a)Hy. (29)

Hence, if H; is procyclical, output will be more volatile than productivity.
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Log linearizing Euler equation

7 =B BCT (oK AenHen) "+ (1-0)) | (30)

Log-linearization:
C=(1 = 7C) = BE] C=(1 = 7€) [1 = 0 + a (K= (H) 0
(1 + (1 — OA)AAt_t,_l + (1 — OA)I:IH_l + (a — 1)Rt+1>} } (31)

1
S(1-pa-4
,y( B(1-4))
E, [(1 —a)Ai1+ (1 — )y + (o — 1)f<t+1]. (32)

EcCiv1— G =
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Log linearizing Euler equation Il

A A 1
IEtCtJrl - Ct = ;(1 - 5(1 - 5))

E.[(1- )1+ (1 — a)Bes + (a— 1)Rt+1]. (33)

Consumption growth is high when:
@ expected productivity is high tomorrow.
@ expected hours worked are high tomorrow.

@ expected capital is low tomorrow.
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Log linearizing hours worked

Optimal hours worked:
OHI = C(1 - a)KP AL (34)
Log-linearization

(H=)" 2 p(1+ (n + a)He) =
(1—a)(C®)7(K=)*(1 -~ + aKe + (1 — a)A;)  (35)

A

t

= n+a[—7ét+akt+(1 —a)A. (36)
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The cyclical movement of hours worked

@ After an increase in productivity, hours increase (At substitution
effect) or decrease (C;, wealth effect) .
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The cyclical movement of hours worked

@ After an increase in productivity, hours increase (At substitution
effect) or decrease (C;, wealth effect) .

@ The ensuring capital accumulation increases hours (Rt) but the
growing consumption (C;) depresses them.
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The cyclical movement of hours worked

I:It = 7]‘::-’0( [—’Yét + akt + (1 - a)AAt] (37)

@ After an increase in productivity, hours increase (At substitution
effect) or decrease (C;, wealth effect) .

@ The ensuring capital accumulation increases hours (Rt) but the
growing consumption (C;) depresses them.

@ Responses are stronger when the labor supply elasticity is larger.
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Amplification mechanism of hours worked

~ 1 ~ ~ ~

A A 1
EtCt+1 — Ct = ;(1 — [’3(1 —_ 5))

E.[(1- )1+ (1 — a)Beps + (a— 1)&“]. (39)

Consider a positive shock ¢;. As a result, /A\t+1 > 0O:

@ Consumption growth is positive, i.e., households defer consumption
and increase investment.

@ Consumption today is lower than in a static model. This allows the
substitution effect to dominate the wealth effect, i.e., H; > 0.

@ Rising hours raise the MPK. This leads to yet more willingness to
defer consumption.
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Calibration

@ Using changes in tax policies, the micro literature finds elasticities of
hours with respect to wages of around 0.5 implying n = 2.

e Commonly, ¢ is calibrated such that households spend 1/3 of their
time working in steady state: ¢ = 30.

@ Remember, in the data, we measure
nA:=InY; —alnKy — (1 —a)lInH,; (40)
Yet, our model assumes
1-—a)lnAr=hhYi—alnK;—(1—a)lnH; (41)

Given a target for the standard deviation of TFP of 1.25% and our
AR(1) process, we require: Std.In Ay = 125%.
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Comparing model and data

Data
Y C / H TFP

Std. % 161 125 727 1.9 1.25
ACR(1) 078 068 078 08l  0.76

Model
Std. % 1.35 0.45 4.37 0.18 1.24
ACR(1) 0.72 0.76 0.71 0.73 0.71
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Comparing model and data

Y C / H TFP

Data

Y 1

C 0.78 1

/ 0.83 0.67 1

H 0.87 0.68 0.76 1

TFP 0.79 0.71 0.77 0.49 1
Model

Y 1

C 0.96 1

I 1 0.93 1

H 0.89 0.73 0.93 1

TFP 1 0.94 1 0.92 1
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Understanding cyclicality of hours

S > @ 3> ® e

% deviation from steady state

5 10 15 20 25 30
Quarter

@ Hours increase after an increase in TFP but by less than 1/7 because
consumption increases.
@ Over time:

o MPL returns to its origin.
o Consumption stays relatively high because of high K.
o The hours response turns negative.

@ The weak hours response gives little additional amplification.
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Comparing model with data

The successes:
@ Hours co-move positively with other macroeconomic aggregates.
@ The model has a little bit more propagation.
@ The co-movement with TFP is weak relative to other aggregates.
Wealth effects are important late in the cycle.
The misses:
@ Hours are not nearly as volatile enough.

@ The co-movement between hours and macroeconomic aggregates is
yet too strong.
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The volatility of hours

A

H:

[ & + aK; + (1 — 2)A]. (42)

@ The volatility is increasing in the labor supply elasticity.

@ Can we rationalize an elasticity that is higher than that of micro
studies?

@ We will see later that most hours adjustment over the business cycle
is at the extensive margin. This is not the focus of the micro studies.

® We now use a calibration with n = 0.5 which implies ¢ = 6.
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Comparing model and data

Data
Y C / H TFP
Std. % 1.61 1.25 7.27 1.9 1.25
Model n =2

Std. % 1.35 0.45 4.37 0.18 1.24

Model n = 0.5
Std. % 1.56 0.45 5.30 0.52 1.24
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Comparing model with data

@ A higher labor supply elasticity helps to increase the volatility of
hours.
@ In general, it leads to more amplification:

o Volatile hours lead to volatile MPK and, hence, investment.
e Volatile hours and investment make output more volatile.
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Back to the recursive formulation

Before finishing this topic, we study again how to solve the model globally.
The goal is to find policy functions C(K, A), H(K, A) that solve:

1- 1+
V(K,A) = max {(Cf ’ —¢Ht n) +B]EV(K’,A’)}

C,K',H 1—»x 1+
Ct + Kt+1 - Yt —|— (1 - (S)Kt
Y: = K& (ArHe )t
In At+1 = pln At + €t4+1
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Back to the recursive formulation

We have seen that the first order condition is:

1

1 nta
He= |G- o)A "
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Back to the recursive formulation

We have seen that the first order condition is:

1

1 nta
He= |G- o)A "

Hence, knowing optimal policy C(K, A) allows us to compute H(K, A).
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A solution algorithm

@ One way to solve the problem is:
1. Guess optimal policy for labor, H(K, A).
2. Solve for optimal policy for consumption C(K, A).
3. Solve FOC for optimal H(K, A).

N

. Update H(K, A).

5. Iterate until convergence.
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The RBC Model

Decentralizing the Economy
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Decentralizing the economy

@ So far, all production took place at the household level.
@ As a result, we do not have any prices.

@ We are now introducing firms and, hence, also derive the cyclical
behavior of prices.

@ We assume households own the factors of production and rent them
to firms.

@ Households own the firms and firms distribute their profits, ¢, to the
households.

@ Firms operate in perfectly competitive factor and product markets.

Felix Wellschmied (UC3M) 34 /72



The household problem

Let W; be the real wage and R; be the real rental price of capital. The
household takes these prices as given:

. 77 H1+n
E 43
CoRenHy Zﬂ 5 %11y (43)

s.t.
Ct + Kep1 = WeHe + ReKe + T 4+ (1 = 9) K, (44)
It - Kt+1 - (1 - (S)Kt (45)
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First order conditions

The Lagrangian is:

At = EO{ZB [( G ¢fjlr+;)

“Ne[Ce o+ Kevt — WeHe — ReKe — My — (1 — 6)Kt]} } (46)

g@: = A\, (47)
ON; t t+1

HKos DB A = Et{ﬂ At41(Rey1 + (1 —9)) } (48)
N

8HZ OHI = A\ W, (49)
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Intertemporal optimality

Euler equation:
¢ =B BCT (Ra+(1- ) } (50)
The gain of consuming today (the marginal utility of consumption) = the

gain from deferring consumption (the expectation over the marginal utility
of consumption tomorrow times the returns on savings).
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Intratemporal optimality

Optimal labor supply:
oH! = CTW, (51)

The marginal disutility of working = the marginal gain from working

(marginal utility of consumption times the wage rate).
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The firm problem

@ Firms are owned by the households.

@ They maximize discounted dividends that they pay to the households.
Per period dividends are:

My = K (AcHe)' ™ — WiH; — RiK:. (52)

@ They operate in perfectly competitive markets and, hence, take prices
as given.
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The stochastic discount factor

As firms are owned by the households, they discount future profits the
same way the household does. Note:
C—’Y
1= B {2 (Rua +(1-9)) } (53)

t

@ Households discount future utility flows with 3.

@ It would be tentative to think that they also discount future resource
flows with £.
. . 1. BECLT
© However, this is not the case. They discount these with: —===.
t
@ This implies that discounting of future returns is higher when today’s
consumption is low.
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Consumption growth and equity returns

3000
o (Dividends  Actual Real Stock Price (P)

Discounted with Actual
- Future Interest Rates,
B Equation 2)
= | P*(Dividends Discounted with

Constant Discount Rate,
o Equation 1)
P (Consumption-Discounted
Dividends, Equation 3)
30
1860 1880 1900 1920 1940 1960 1980 2000 2020
car

Source: Shiller, 2014

@ Finance tells us that stock prices are discounted future returns.
@ Shiller (1987) shows that stock prices are much more volatile than

dividends.
@ Hence, we require large time-varying discount rates.
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Consumption growth and equity returns Il

Deviation from trend
: °
- 8

2 g 8
> 2 &

1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015
Year

@ | compute equity returns from the Wilshire 500 index.

@ Indeed, in the data, consumption growth and equity returns are

positively correlated, i.e., a consumption-based time-varying discount
factor has some explanatory power.
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The firm problem Il

Hence, the firm discounts a unit of dividend in period t that generates C, ’
units of utility back to the initial period (t = 0). We need to measure this
utility stream relative to the value of paying the dividend in period t = 0:

Kt,He

maxEq {Z gttt [KO‘ AcH) ™ — W,eH, — Rth]} (54)

and
InAir1 = pln A + €141 (55)
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First order conditions

R: = aK2 ™t (AcH) (56)
We = (1 - a)KFAT “H ® (57)

o Factors own their marginal products. Hence, given the constant
returns to scale production function, profits are zero.
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Equivalence of the centralized and decentralized economy

Plug the price of capital into the Euler equation (53) to obtain:

¢ = Et{/BCt::i (aKﬁs-_ll (At—s—lHt—i-l)lia +(1— 5)) }v (58)

which is the Euler equation from the centralized economy. Moreover, use
M; = 0 and prices in the household's budget constraint which brings us
back to the national income identity:

Yt - Ct + Kt+1 - (1 - (S)Kt . (59)

I

As you have seen in Macro |, the equivalence of the two economies is a
consequence of the welfare theorems holding.
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Equilibrium

A competitive equilibrium is a set of allocations (C;, K;+1, and H;) and
prices (R and W;) taking K, A¢, and the stochastic process for A; as
given such that the budget constrained, (44), the optimality conditions
(53) and (51), and the demand for capital, (56), and labor, (57), hold.
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Solving for the steady state

RSS:;—IJré (60)
e Lo\

Hs = <é—1+5> (61)
=ty ok )
L = 0k (63)
=ty (64)
W= = (1 - a) (k)" (65)
s _ [1 (L) (k=) 75 (66)

~ o [(k=)" — k]
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Understanding factor price movements

R = aK2 ™ (AcH) (67)
W, = (1 - a)Ke A “H; @ (68)

Log-linearize using LI Rule 1 and LI Rule 4 yields:

R%(1+ Ry) = a(k®)* Y1 + (o — 1)ke + (1 — ) Ay) (69)

Re = (a — ke + (1 — a)A; (70)
WS (1 + W) = (1 — a)(k)*(1 + ake + (1 — a)Ay) (71)
W, = ake + (1 — a)A; (72)
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Understanding factor price movements Il

$>
> |l

(@ — ke + (1 — )A,
t = (Il;t + (1 — OZ)AAt

@ After an increase in productivity, both factor prices increase by
approximately the same amount.
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Understanding factor price movements Il

R = (o — )k + (1 — @) A,
Wt = Oéigt + (]. - CV)AAt

@ After an increase in productivity, both factor prices increase by
approximately the same amount.

@ Over time, as the economy accumulates capital, wages stay higher
relative to the interest rate.
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The cyclical movement of hours and wages

oH! = G W, (73)
Log-linearize using LI Rule 1 and LI Rule 4 yields
~ 1 A ~
(H*)N (14 nH) = (CSS)_7W55$(1 —vCe + W) (74)
~ 1 ~ ~
H = 5[‘7@ + Wil (75)

@ We have a proportional relationship between wages and hours worked.
@ The strength of the response depends on the labor supply elasticity.

@ In the data, hours are twice as volatile as wages. Hence, we need
n < 0.5.
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Y C / H TFP w r

Data

Std. % 1.61 1.25 7.27 1.9 1.25 0.96 1.02

ACR(1) 0.78 0.68 0.78 0.81 0.76 0.66 0.71
’)7 =

Std. % 1.35 0.45 4.37 0.18 1.24 1.19 0.05

ACR(1) 0.72 0.76 0.71 0.73 0.71 0.73 0.71

n = 0.001
Std. % 1.99 0.48 7.09 1.19 1.24 0.96 0.07
ACR(1) 1.71 0.78 0.7 0.71 0.71 0.78 0.7
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Results I

Y C / H TFP w r
Data
Y 1
C 0.78 1
/ 0.83 0.67 1
H 0.87 0.68 0.76 1
TFP 0.79 0.71 0.77 0.49 1
w 0.12 0.29 0.07 -0.06 0.34 1
r 0.24 0.11 0.20 0.40 0.05 -0.13 1
n = 0.001
Y 1
C 0.91 1
/ 1 0.87 1
H 0.94 0.72 0.97 1
TFP 1 0.93 0.99 0.93 1
w 0.91 1 0.87 0.72 0.93 1
r 0.96 0.75 0.98 1 0.94 0.75 1

Felix Wellschmied (UC3M) 52/72



Taking stock

@ The model implies the positive co-movement between hours and other
aggregates.

@ For hours to move sufficient over the cycle, we require huge labor
supply elasticities because of a strong wealth effect.

@ Introducing hours creates little amplification. The reason is the strong
wealth effect.

@ The model predicts a strong co-movement between prices and
quantities. This is absent in the data.

@ Interest rates are not nearly volatile enough.
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The weak link between prices and quantities

@ We have a single shock model. Maybe we require additional shocks.

We will consider interest rate shocks later in the course.

@ Hours worked may be a poor measure of labor quantity.
In a recession, low-educated lose their job first.

Implies that aggregate wages may move little.
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The RBC Model

Asset pricing
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@ We have seen how to compute the price of capital (equity).

@ We will now compare the price of capital to the price of a safe asset
(bonds, B:).

@ The bonds are provided by the firms and pay a certain return.
@ The hope is that the RBC model explains the equity premium, i.e.,

the fact that stocks pay an average excess return over bonds of 6%
annually.
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The household problem

Households now choose how many bonds to accumulate. Note, the
interest rate on bonds is pre-determined. The household knows today the
return it will get tomorrow:

‘ Ct I
ma 76
CtthJrlaB)iJrl:Ht Z b 1 +n ( )

s.t.

Ct + Kig1 + Bep1 = WeHe + ReKe + T + (1 = 0)Ke + (1 + re—1) Bt
(77)

lt — Kt+]_ - (1 - 6)Kt (78)
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First order conditions

The Lagrangian is:

sl S (27

7)\t[Ct+Kt+1 + Bt+1 - Wth* Rth* I_It* (1 *6)Kt* (1+rt71)Bt]i| }

(79)

g@: = A, (80)
8/\1‘ t t+1
o A= BB A (Reat (1-0) ) (8)
ON
8Ht OHI = A\ W, (82)
t

8/\7? t t+1
aBtH:mt:ﬁ Eeder1(1+re) (83)
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Optimal decisions for bonds

The only new condition is the one for bonds:
C. 7 =BEC (L +re) (84)

The household is guaranteed return 1 + r; tomorrow. When buying a bond
today, the household gives up the marginal utility of consumption today
and gains the discounted expected marginal utility tomorrow times the
return on holding the bond.
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The firm problem

Firms can now also pay dividends by issuing new bonds. They have to pay
back last period’s bonds:

00 =
K (AH)! ™ = WeHy = ReKe + Bra = (14 re1)Be J. (85)
First order condition of bonds:
C ' =81+ r)E:CL. (86)
Note that the first order condition of firms and the household are the

same. Hence, any level of bonds is an equilibrium.
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Equity and bond returns

@ Our goal is to understand the excess returns of equity over bonds.
o | will first show that studying the steady state is not very insightful.

@ Similarly, a first order Taylor series expansion around the steady state
brings little insight.

@ The reason is that aggregate risk matters for asset prices.
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Steady state bonds and stocks

o = ; 1 (87)
1

rRe=1_114
G-l (88)

In steady state, r** = R% — . This should be no surprise. In steady state,
there is no uncertainty and, hence, returns on equity are fully predictable
which makes them a perfect substitute to bonds.
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Log-linearizing bonds and stocks

We take again a first-order Taylor series expansion:

E¢Cer1 — i(l — B)Ft (89)

E:Cey1 — 1(1 — B(1 — 6))EtRei1. (90)

With 6 = 0, we have the exact same dynamics for equity and bonds. The
reason is that with a first-order approximation, risk has no effects on the
dynamics of the system.
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Comparing bonds and stocks

Let us now go back to the non-linear solution:

E.C;
1=5 fCt_jl(l +r1) (91)
C—’Y
1=E{5 05 (R + (1= ) | (92)

Note that r; is pre-determined but R;;1 and Cyy1 are not. Technically, the
difference between the two equations is that the expectation operator in
the bond equation is only over consumption tomorrow while in the equity
equation it is about the joint behavior of consumption and equity returns
tomorrow.
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Comparing bonds and stocks |l

c
1=Ee{ 24
t

(1+ Rer1 —9) } (93)

Remember, for two stochastic variables, X, Y, we have
E(XY)=EXEY + COV(X,Y):

E.C E,C T E.C "
1=p— 572 1R, (Rep1 — 0) + COV (ﬁ Efﬂ Rt+1_5>7

- i v
Ce C

t

(94)
which has an additional covariance term relative to the bond equation:

ECit | JEeCh
1= + r 95
e (95)
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Comparing bonds and stocks Ill

Combining the two optimality conditions:

Et Ct+1 E: Ct+1 fCt+1
re = E«(R §) + CoV R 5
B " B o t(Ret1 —0) p o t+1 —
(96)
E.C.} E.C,}
=t [Ee(Ress =) —re| = —COV (5 fcjl./RtH—a), (97)

t t

where the left-hand side is the (weighted) equity premium. We have seen

. . . E.C 7 .

that the covariance term is negative. Whenever, ﬁ% is large, Re41 — 0
t

must be small. For example, at the end of a boom, C; > Ci11 and Ryyq is

small. The model predicts an equity premium because investors need to be

compensated to defer consumption when the marginal product of capital is
high.
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Comparing bonds and stocks IV

We can derive further insights by writing the equation in terms of
consumption growth and making distributional assumptions. Define
Xt+1 = In Cey1 — In G, bond returns RF =1+ r¢ and equity returns
Rt’il =1+ Ryy1 — 6. Then the optimality conditions become

BE; exp(—yxep1 +InRE) =1 (98)
BErexp(—yxey1 + InRfyq) = 1. (99)
Now assume x¢y1 and x¢41 + In REH are normally distributed. For a

variable y ~ N(¥,0?) we have that Y = exp(y) is log-normally distributed
and

1
EY = exp ()7 + 202> . (100)
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Comparing bonds and stocks V

The optimality conditions become

1
B exp ( —Y%ep1 +InRE + 3 Var(—’yxt+1)> =1 (101)

1
Bexp ( — yXt+1 + E¢In R,_Erl + 5 Var(—yxe+1 + In RtEH)) =1. (102)
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Comparing bonds and stocks VI

Equate the equations and take logs to get

1 1
E:InRE; —InRE =5 Var(—yxes1) — 5 Var(=yxes1 + n RE1) (103)

1
— _§a|2n ge, +7COV(xe41,1n RE), (104)
Finally, note that:
1
Eth+1 =exp | EtIn Rt+1 + 2a|nR£r1 (105)
1
INE:RE, =EcInRE L + = 5 lnRtil' (106)
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Comparing bonds and stocks VII

InE.RE ; —In R[i = Corr(xt+1,In RE1) 0%, 011 RE,,- (107)

equity premium

@ Note, investors need to be compensated for the unconditional
volatility of stocks, oy, ge E This is as in your standard undergraduate
t+
finance text book.

@ The key new insight is that they also need to be compensated for the
co-movement of stock returns and consumption growth.

@ The equity premium is increasing in risk aversion.

@ This insight carries over to any comparison of returns. German
government bonds pay particular low average interest rates. Some
argue: Crisis lead to a flight to safety and high conditional returns on
German bonds.
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Comparing bonds and stocks VIII

InERE 1 — In RE =yCorr(xe11,In RE1)0x.1 01, RE," (108)
In US data, 0y, = 0.036, 0,ge = 0.167, and Corr(x41,In RE ) =0.4.

e With v =2 we have an equity premium of 0.48%.
@ To get to an equity premium of around 6% we require v = 25.

@ With such a high risk aversion, the model fails to generate meaningful
consumption volatility.

@ Question: If consumption fluctuates little over the cycle, why do
households demand such high insurance payments?
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Critiques of the RBC model

Three common critiques of the RBC model:
@ Model performance:

e The model shows too little amplification of technology shocks.

e The model cannot the volatility of hours with reasonable labor supply
elasticities.

e The model implies strong co-movement of aggregates and prices.

o The model implies only a small equity premium.

Q@ Simplicity:
o There is only one shock, surely other shocks matter, e.g., money.

e There are no frictions affecting the business cycle.

© Implication: The Great Recession was the “Great Vacation”.
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