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1 Introduction

Perfect foresight and full information about constant policy parameters are com-
mon assumptions in many macroeconomic models. However, one implication of the
standard New Keynesian model with rational expectations is that an unanticipated
change in the inflation target would lead to a sudden jump in the level of inflation
expectations. Consequently, if the model is purely forward–looking, disinflation is not
accompanied by an output loss. However, both implications, the jump behavior of
expectations and the absence of disinflation cost can certainly be doubted. Focussing
on inflation expectations here, these can be shown to exhibit a series of features that
are inconsistent with the assumption of rational expectation formation in the sense
of Muth (1961). For instance, Evans and Wachtel (1992) find that U.S. inflation
expectations are biased and inefficient predictors of future inflation.1 In particular,
forecast errors are found to be persistent and can be explained ex–post.

In their paper, Evans and Wachtel (1992) emphasize the empirical relevance
of information constraints for the formation of inflation expectations. They state
that the forecasts generated by their univariate regime–switching model exhibit some
important properties of survey data on inflation expectations. A more recent series
of papers also relaxes the assumption of perfect knowledge. Among others, Kozicki
and Tinsley (2005), Andolfatto and Gomme (2003), Nunes (2004) and Erceg and
Levin (2003) emphasize the importance of the persistence of expectations for the
inflation process. One of their findings is that learning behavior is important to
explain the transition dynamics of monetary policy which has implications for the
design of monetary policy.2 They also stress that this has resulted in quantitatively
important welfare effects on output and interest rates during disinflation episodes.
In these papers, inflation persistence stems from the fact that rational agents face
a complicated forecasting problem when forming expectations. Theoretically, one
reason is that they only observe noisy information, which constitutes a signal extrac-
tion problem. Like in Cukierman and Meltzer (1986), the problem arises from the
fact that it cannot be distinguished between permanent target shocks and transitory
shocks to the policy rate. Consequently, if the conduct of monetary policy changes
over time, thereby changing the inflation target, agents face a complicated forecasting
problem: the decomposition of inflation into trends and transitory components. The
investigation of trend breaks in measures of inflation expectations has rarely been a
subject of studies. However, the behavior of expectations following a trend shift is
of importance. As noted above, sluggish expectations will constitute the persistence
of inflation rates. From the point of view of the monetary authority, it is important
to know what implications a trend shift has on inflation expectations because it will

1Among others see Roberts (1997) and Branch (2004) and the papers cited there.
2For instance, Andolfatto and Gomme (2003) advocate the idea that it is important for a central

bank to be credible, as this significantly reduces the output inflation trade–off. For other implications
of learning for an optimal monetary policy see Evans and Honkapohja (2003). Also see Cogley and
Sbordone (2006) on implications for the New Keynesian Phillips curve.
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determine how costly a disinflation policy will be in terms of output loss, as empha-
sized by Nunes (2004). Andolfatto and Gomme (2003), for example give a theoretical
justification why transparency will reduce the cost of disinflation.

Another theoretical explanation for the rejection of rational expectations is
that agents are boundedly rational, which means that they face resource constraints
if information is costly (rational inattention) or that they lack sophistication. Within
these frameworks, rational agents would, again, solve the forecasting problem by
application of some (optimal) learning algorithm. These arguments have been put
forward by Branch (2004) or Pajfar and Santoro (2007), among others. Moreover,
Branch and Evans (2006) emphasize the importance of simple forecasting models on
the part of private agents to model expectations in a setting of bounded rationality.
The main finding of these papers is that aggregate expectations are the result of
forecasting exercises undertaken by heterogenous agents, which are characterized by
different effort and different forecasting models. In particular, these differences occur
with respect to the learning rules.

Here, I basically follow the above frameworks and assume that agents have to
make decisions in an environment that is characterized by noisy information. This,
in turn, leads to a forecasting problem for decision makers which is more complicated
than in perfect foresight models: How can the action of a central bank be interpreted
in the light of new information? Does a shift of the inflation rate stem from a
temporary policy action or some other temporary shock or does it reflect a permanent
change in the policy parameters – i.e. the inflation target? Certainly, agents have
to form expectations about these issues which will ultimately be reflected in their
projections of the inflation rate. A lack of information in this context arises for
different reasons. Either the monetary authority refrains from complete disclosure
of the policy making process (intransparency) or the announced inflation target may
not be fully credible. Moreover, to account for bounded rationality, I will assume
a simple forecasting model on part of private agents. Following the approach of
Branch and Evans (2006) and Dossche and Everaert (2005), I will restrict the analysis
to univariate forecasting models. The advantage is that no assumptions about the
structural relationships between variables have to be made and results will not depend
on a specific theoretical model.

In the literature on learning, it has become standard to assume that agents act
like econometricians who estimate the unknown parameters of the forecasting model
from past data. As outlined above, here, they are also confronted with a signal
extraction problem they solve by estimating permanent and transitory components
of inflation in order to come up with a forecast. In particular, the forecasters will
update trend perceptions each time a new observation becomes available. To do so
in an efficient way, they build up an unobserved components model and make use of
the Kalman filter recursions.

In chapter 2 I will have a closer look at the different survey measures for in-
flation expectations. Thereby I will briefly update and review some of the inherent
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characteristics of inflation expectations. Chapter 3 investigates whether a model of
signal extraction can be fit to several survey measures for U.S. inflation expectations,
thereby answering the question: Do agents update trend expectations in the light
of past forecast errors? At this point, it will also be of interest to know how long
it takes until agents learn about a new monetary policy regime. Taking an out–of–
sample perspective in chapter 4, I will analyze in a forecasting experiment which
forecasting model is able to approximate the respective survey closest. As suggested
by the theory on heterogeneous expectations, aggregate measures of inflation expec-
tations should be seen as a weighted average of different forecasting schemes. Hence,
chapter 5 will be devoted to the questions which part of the survey participants learn
by signal extraction and does the composition of aggregate expectations change when
different periods are considered?

2 A First Look at Inflation Expectations

In the following section, some of the inherent features of inflation expectations and
related forecast errors are explored for a selection of US surveys: the Survey of Profes-
sional Forecasters (SPF), the Livingston Survey (LIV) and the Michigan Household
Survey (MHS). I will further investigate if the common notion of rational expecta-
tions in the way it has been introduced by Muth (1961) applies to survey measures
of inflation expectations of experts and households.

2.1 Data Description

On the whole, I will focus on five different questions asked in the surveys mentioned
above. The survey results, which will be labeled SPF h=1 in the following contain
the expected quarterly change of the GDP deflator one quarter ahead. Here, data is
available from 1968 fourth quarter and ends in 2007 second quarter. SPF h=4 gives
information on the expected average change of the quarterly GDP deflator during the
next four quarters. The dataset starts in 1970 second quarter and ends in 2007 second
quarter. Note, that these forecasts are overlapping as the survey is conducted on a
quarterly frequency. LIV h=1 contains expectations of the annualized six months
consumer price inflation six month ahead. This constitutes no overlapping forecasts
as LIV is conducted biannually. In contrast to LIV h=2 which gives expectations
of 12 months CPI inflation one year ahead and where the overlap is one period. I
use expectations from the post war period beginning in January 1953 up to June
2007. The last survey measure of inflation expectations is given by MHS h=12 where
households are asked the following question:

A: During the next 12 months, do you think that prices in general will go
up, or go down, or stay where they are now?
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B: By about what percent do you expect prices to go (up/down) on the
average, during the next 12 months?

This entails an overlap of 11 periods. MHS runs from January 1978 up to June 2007.
As a consequence of the variety of questions under consideration, the reference series
are quite different for the respective survey not only as far as the measure of price
increase – and the associated variability of the series – is concerned but also with
respect to the forecasting horizon.

2.2 (Un)biasedness and (In)efficiency of Forecasts?

Define the survey expectation error as the difference between realized inflation and
survey expectation with a forecast horizon of h periods. (Error = πt − πe

t|t−h). Thus,
negative values result when the inflation rate is overestimated. Figure 1 visualizes
the data by showing inflation expectations of SPF, LIV (beginning in 1950) and
MHS respectively. All surveys cover the period of high inflation beginning in the
seventies, reaching a peak around 1980 and falling again in the subsequent period of
disinflation under the Volcker regime. They also contain the rather tranquil period of
the presidency of Greenspan starting in November 1987 and the recent period under
the presidency of Bernanke since 2006. It becomes clear that cumulated forecast
errors tend to follow the pattern of the inflation rate itself. This means that during
phases of rising inflation like in the 1970s a clear underprediction of inflation rates
has been observed. As inflation has come down to moderate levels in due course, the
cumulated forecast error decreases again most notably for SPF and LIV which means
that inflation has been overpredicted. Also note that in almost all cases considered
here, the cumulated forecast error displays strong persistence. This means that an
error in one period is not completely offset in the subsequent period but agents are
sluggish when changing expectations. Thus, there seems to be a case for bounded
rationality. A conclusion also drawn by Evans and Wachtel (1992) for the U.S.

The recent findings can also be investigated more formally. In the following,
I basically update some of the results on survey expectations found in Evans and
Wachtel (1992) whose sample ends in 1991. Following the rational expectations hy-
pothesis of Muth (1961), forecast errors as defined above should follow a zero mean
white noise process if survey participants form rational expectations. This requires
expectations to be unbiased and efficient in the sense that no information is omitted
when forming expectations. To check if unbiasedness is a valid assumption, I run the
regression described in equation (1) and test if a = 0 and b = 1 by means of a Wald
test.

πt = a + bπe
t|t−h + εt (1)

Here, πe
t|t−h is the expected inflation rate conditional on the information set at

time t − h. Figure 2 plots recursive Wald tests, as well as a test based on a rolling
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window of five years for SPF and MHS and ten years for LIV. Considering the whole
sample, unbiasedness is not rejected for both questions asked in SPF. If sub–samples
are considered by recursive estimation, the SPF provides biased expectations up to
the mid–eighties when there has been the large swing in the inflation rate. Afterwards
– with the period of disinflation having passed – the test indicates that expectations
are unbiased. Rolling window estimates point into the same direction. The finding
can also be confirmed by looking at the cumulated forecast error which returns to
zero in the mid–nineties, thereby indicating that – on average – expectations have
been unbiased.
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Note: The first panel shows the expected annualized quarterly GDP inflation one quarter ahead along with the
realizations. The sample begins in 1968 Q4 and ends in 2007 Q2. The second panel depicts the four quarter moving
average of GDP inflation along with expected average annualized inflation from SPF during the next h = 4 quarters
where the sample runs from 1970 Q2 to 2007 Q2. The third panel depicts the annualized six months growth rate of
CPI along with expected inflation with a forecasting horizon of h = 1 half years. The fourth panel contains the one
year growth rate of prices along with expected inflation with a forecasting horizon of h = 2. Both measures are taken
from LIV where the sample runs from 1950 I to 2007 I. The last panel shows CPI Inflation as the twelve months
moving average growth rate of prices along with expected CPI inflation with a forecasting horizon of h = 12 months
from MHS. The sample runs from 1978 M1 to 2007 M6. The lower part of each panel shows a plot of the cumulated
forecast errors

∑t
τ=0(πτ − πe

τ |τ−h
) up to time t.

Figure 1: Inflation expectations from MHS, SPF, LIV
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Note: The solid red line shows p–values for a recursive Wald–test of H0 : a = 0, b = 1. The dashed line represents
p–values based on a rolling window. The initial estimation period and the rolling window cover 5 years for SPF, 10
years for LIV and 5 years for MHS. The sample runs from 1968 Q4 - 2007 Q2 (SPF h=1), 1970 Q2 - 2007 Q2 (SPF
h=4), 1950 I - 2007 I (LIV h=1 and LIV h=2) and 1978 M1 - 2007 M6 (MHS).

Figure 2: Recursive Wald–test SPF, LIV, MHS

On the other hand, LIV, which is questioned on a semiannual frequency, is
clearly biased. But when estimated on a rolling window beginning in the late sev-
enties, which does not cover much of the period of high inflation, it turns out to
be unbiased. The MHS is biased throughout the whole sample, whereas the rolling
window tests indicate unbiasedness from time to time – especially during the mid–
eighties again. Keeping in mind that it is an household survey and that the sample
does not cover all of the high inflation period either, this does not come a surprise.
When compared to the representation of the cumulated forecast error, biasedness is
confirmed by the fact that the zero line is not crossed although the cumulated errors
clearly stabilize in the second half of the sample. Thus, whether an expectations
series is biased crucially hinges on the time period considered. One conclusion which
can be drawn here is that biasedness of expectations seems to be a small–sample
problem in the sense that samples are finite.

Another way to test if survey participants tend to adjust their beliefs in the
light of new information in a sluggish manner, is to directly look at autocorrelation.
If forecast errors are highly persistent, then – after the concept of rational expecta-
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tions of Muth (1961) – one concludes that forecasts are formed inefficiently. Note,
however, that for overlapping forecasts, a shock that occurs within the forecasting
period cannot be taken into account by the forecaster and the same mistake is neces-
sarily repeated. Therefore, I present a test proposed by Cumby and Huizinga (1992)
which allows to deal with the fact that forecasts are h− 1 dependent. Figure 3 shows
recursive p–values for a test of first–order autocorrelation of forecast errors based on
the `–statistic of Cumby and Huizinga (1992), as well as p–values based on a rolling
window of five years for SPF and MHS and ten years for LIV.
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LIV h=2
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Note: The solid lines represent recursive p–values for a test of autocorrelation of forecast errors based on the `–statistic
proposed by Cumby and Huizinga (1992). The dashed lines give p–values for the `–statistic for a rolling window. The
initial estimation period and the rolling window covers 5 years for MHS and SPF and 10 years for LIV. The sample
runs from 1968 Q4 - 2007 Q2 (SPF h=1), 1970 Q2 - 2007 Q2 (SPF h=4), 1950 I - 2007 I (LIV h=1 and h=2) and
1978 M1 - 2007 M6 (MHS).

Figure 3: Persistence of forecast errors of SPF, LIV, MHS
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For the whole sample, indeed, the `–statistic is significant for SPF and LIV.
However, there seems to be a period in the beginning of each sample where no persis-
tence of forecast errors can be found. Looking at SPF and LIV it becomes clear that
autocorrelation is found from the late seventies or the early eighties on. Furthermore,
considering the rolling window estimates for LIV in the eighties – a period of large
swings of inflation – the test indicates that forecast errors are persistent during that
period of time. As far as MHS is considered, errors exhibit significant persistence
during the eighties. Based on a recursive scheme, this is not confirmed for the whole
sample. But keep in mind that the sample starts only in 1978 and does not contain
the whole period of high inflation. If persistence of errors is a major problem during
periods of large swings, then – in terms of sample size – estimates based on the whole
sample are probably dominated by the longer period of only moderate movements
in case of MHS. In order to investigate this in more depth, I also analyze if forecast
errors are larger and tend to exhibit more persistence when the underlying variable
experiences large changes. The correlation between forecast errors and inflation is
presented in the left part of table 1, whereas the right part gives the correlation with
forecast changes.

Cross correlation of forecast error
∆πt ∆πe

t|t−h

πt − πe
t|t−h

lag0 lag1 lag2 lag4 lag0 lag1 lag2 lag4

SPF h=1 0.54 0.27 0.03 0.15 0.43 0.17 0.10 0.20
SPF h=4 0.73 0.72 0.66 0.44 0.76 0.78 0.74 0.51
LIV h=1 0.64 0.27 0.19 −0.04 0.55 0.20 0.14 −0.05
LIV h=2 0.77 0.59 0.33 −0.03 0.70 0.60 0.33 0.03
MHS h=12 0.76 0.73 0.66 0.56 0.61 0.55 0.53 0.51

Note: The sample of survey forecast errors runs from 1969Q1−2007Q2 (SPF
h=1), 1971Q2 − 2007Q2 (SPF h=4) and 1950 II − 2007 I (LIV h=1) and
1951 I − 2007 I (LIV h=2) and 1979M1 − 2007M6 (MHS). The displayed
lag lengths coincide with very different time intervals. Due to the different
frequencies of the surveys, four lags imply for the MHS 4 months, for the SPF
one year and for the LIV two years.

Table 1: Cross correlation of forecast errors

Errors are apparently positively correlated with the change of the inflation rate.
This is compatible with the view that an overestimation of inflation comes along
whenever the inflation rate declines or has declined the period before. In other words,
the higher the decline, the larger is the associated overestimation which implies that
forecasters do not respond very rapidly to shocks in the inflation rate. This is in line
with the findings from figure 3. Interestingly, the same result can also be found for
the correlation of forecast errors with forecast changes. Whenever an underprediction
occurs, there is a tendency to raise forecasts in subsequent periods. In general, this
shows that forecasts do not respond very quickly to past errors.

To conclude, expectations are formed in a way inconsistent with the common
concept of rationality which relies on full information and perfect foresight. Conse-
quently, a number of studies have also come to the conclusion that rational expec-
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tations do not provide a good description of expectation formation processes3. It is
important to note that expectational errors are found to be persistent especially in
periods of large inflation movements. Moreover, for SPF, a bias is only found for
such a period but not for the whole sample, whereas the other surveys are unbiased
in a sub–sample around the mid–eighties. From table 1 it can also be inferred that
forecast errors are larger during periods which are characterized by large swings of
inflation and where forecasting is more complicated. Note, that all surveys seem to
behave very similar with respect to bias and persistence of expectational errors de-
spite the fact that respondents and reference variables as well as forecasting horizons
differ considerably. In the following, I will investigate whether these characteristics
are related to signal–extraction in a noisy environment.

3 Learning With a Simple Forecasting Model

3.1 Motivation and General Framework

Standard New Keynesian models, which assume rational expectations, will predict
that unanticipated changes in the inflation target of a central bank will lead to an
immediate jump of expectations and the level of inflation. As shown in section 2.2
this is not a realistic assumption because expectations are characterized by signif-
icant inherent persistence. Moreover, section 2.2 suggests that, although inflation
may move rather quickly in disinflation episodes, expectations adjust only sluggishly.
In Andolfatto and Gomme (2003), for instance, the authors argue that these fea-
tures are observed not because agents are ignorant. They simply face a complicated
forecasting problem which introduces sluggish adjustment to a new target inflation.
Thus, disinflation comes along with significant output loss. The key assumption of
the analysis in the present paper is that private decision makers cannot directly ob-
serve the inflation target pursued by the central bank. This may be due to the fact
that the central bank is not transparent or that it has low credibility. Moreover,
there may be information problems as far as the timing of the change is concerned.
Note, that this situation is well applicable for the case of U.S. inflation during the
eighties. Moreover, it may be valid even today as the FED does not announce an
explicit target rate.

Following Andolfatto, Hendry, and Moran (2002), Dossche and Everaert (2005),
Kozicki and Tinsley (2005) and Erceg and Levin (2003), I assume that agents solve a
signal extraction problem in order to infer whether the observed movement of inflation
is due to a transient monetary policy shock or whether the monetary authority has
changed its inflation target, which will result in a permanent change of the level of
inflation. In particular, they have to form expectations about trend inflation, which,
in these models, coincides with the central bank’s inflation target.

3See for example Roberts (1997) and the papers cited there.
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More intuitively, the signal extraction problem can be described as follows. In
the first place, private decision makers observe an interest rate that is higher than
would be the outcome of a strict application of the interest rule. They perceive the
action of the central bank as if there had been a discretionary transitory shock to the
system. However, it will be offset by application of the monetary policy rule in due
course when the monetary authority wants to achieve its target again. Consequently,
after having observed a monetary tightening, agents expect that, in the next quarter,
inflation will rise to target levels again. If, however, inflation remains at lower than
target levels for more a longer period of time, then decision makers will conclude
that the target has changed. But they are not informed about the magnitude of
the change. This constitutes the signal extraction problem as they cannot observe
to which extent the movement of the inflation rate is due to a temporary monetary
action and which part of the change in inflation rates is the result of a permanent
shift. Thus, they have to form expectations about the target that is pursued by
the central bank. Even if they do so in an optimal way, it will take some time
until they can infer the correct new target from the observed action. Consequently,
expectational errors will occur although decision makers are not ignorant. A fact
that has been emphasized by Andolfatto, Hendry, and Moran (2006) and Evans and
Wachtel (1992).

One obvious solution to the signal extraction problem is given by application of
the Kalman filter. Due to its recursive formulation, it provides the theoretical concept
describing how private agents learn about trend inflation in this study. Moreover, this
learning rule is optimal, provided that agents know the true model of the economy.
However, as for instance argued in Branch and Evans (2006), the concept of bounded
rationality is more appropriate here. According to the concept, agents do not know
the true model of the economy in reality but they will rather apply a simple model
that is easily applicable and serves the respective purpose. For instance, resource
constraints or limited tools for information processing will advocate the use of a
simple model on behalf of private agents.

Moreover, agents may be quite heterogeneous with respect to resource con-
straints or as far as the evaluation of a bad forecast is concerned. Therefore, the
theory of heterogeneous expectations outlined in – among others – Branch (2004)
suggests that each agent undertakes a different effort to find a suitable forecasting
model and to get an estimate of the model’s parameters. That is one reason why one
part of the agents may, for instance, be rational or trend learner, another part will
simply be backward–looking or completely ignorant.

This is the framework for the present analysis, where, on the one hand, survey
participants are characterized by a lack of information with respect to target inflation.
On the other hand, they will rely on a simple forecasting model. In particular, they
do not make the effort to find the true model of the economy. Moreover, it may be
the case that more than one “type” of forecaster contributes to the survey result.
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3.2 The Forecasting Model

In the following, I will formalize expectation formation of private agents. In the spirit
of bounded rationality, I assume that agents form expectations according to a simple
forecasting model in order to deal with limited information processing capacities.
The basic model consists of three (unobserved) components. It comprises a time–
varying trend πt that captures the permanent component of inflation and, in addition,
inflation inherits cyclical movements π̂t and unsystematic shocks εt. The model is
given by equations (2) to (4) which constitute the data generating process for inflation
expectations.

πt = πt + π̂t + dt + xt + εt εt ∼ N(0, σ2
ε ) (2)

πt+1 = πt + ηt ηt ∼ N(0, σ2
η) (3)(

π̂t+1

π̂∗t+1

)
= ρ

(
cos λ sin λ
− sin λ cos λ

)(
π̂t

π̂∗t

)
+

(
κt+1

κ∗t+1

)
(4)

(
κt+1

κ∗t+1

)
∼ N(0,

(
σ2

κ 0
0 σ2∗

κ

)
)

This is basically the widely used trend plus cycle model introduced by Harvey
(1989) augmented by a vector of dummy variables dt and possibly some exogenous
variables xt, that may be useful when forecasting inflation. Above all, the model
accounts for the fact that there is a signal extraction problem as the distinct com-
ponents are not observable but have to be estimated. When learning about the
unobserved target, forecasters are assumed to update their perception each time a
new observation becomes available. To be more precise, they learn from their forecast
errors of the past. Like in Erceg and Levin (2003) agents make use of a so–called con-
stant gain learning rule. This means that, after having observed a forecast error, each
component is updated by a constant part of the error. Technically speaking, when es-
timating the unobserved components, agents learn from noisy information contained
in the forecast errors νt = πt−Et−hπt. In particular, there is learning of both, trends
as well as cycles at the same time. This is in contrast to the standard adaptive learn-
ing scheme like in Pajfar and Santoro (2007), for example. Consequently, forecasters
will behave very much like econometricians who estimate an unobserved components
model. In order to solve the signal extraction problem optimally, they can make use
of the Kalman filter recursions to obtain an estimate of the unobserved components.
The optimal gain is then given by the so–called Kalman gain4.

4See Harvey (1989), chapter 3.2 or Hamilton (1994), chapter 13.2 for a derivation of the Kalman
updating algorithm which yields the conditional mean of the distribution of unobserved components.
The procedure minimizes the squared forecast errors provided the system is linear and disturbances
are Gaussian white noise processes.
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3.3 Fitting Survey Expectations

3.3.1 The Framework

The present section tests whether expectation formation implied by equations (2)
to (4) can explain survey measures of expectation. In the following, an in–sample
perspective is taken. However, if the data generating process can be described by the
above equations, the process for inflation expectations can be written down in the
form of a state–space model which consists of an observation equation (5) and state
equations (6) to (8), which describe how unobserved components are estimated.

πt+1|t = πt+1|t + π̂t+1|t + βt+1dt+1 (5)

The subscript t|t − 1 denotes the mean of the distribution at t predicted from in-
formation up to time t − 1. The Kalman filter recursions, which are employed to
estimate the unobserved components are reformulated such that they only contain
predicted state variables. Expectations of trend and cycle in the next period (based
on the last prediction) are given by:

πt+1|t = πt|t−1 +K1,tνt (6)

π̂t+1|t = ρ cos λπ̂t|t−1 + ρ sin λπ̂∗t|t−1 + K̃2,tνt (7)

π̂∗t+1|t = −ρ sin λπ̂t|t−1 + ρ cos λπ̂∗t|t−1 + K̃3,tνt (8)

Here, νt = πt − πt|t−1 denotes the expectation error of the last period. It can

be shown that K̃2,t = ρ cos λK2,t + ρ sin λK3,t and K̃3,t = −ρ sin λK2,t + ρ cos λK3,t

where Ki,t represents the gain parameter according to which unobserved components
are updated when a misperception of inflation occurs5. In particular, K1,t determines
the update of the estimated trend and K2,t determines the updating scheme with
respect to the transitory part. K3,t captures an indirect effect of misperceptions on
the update of the transitory component and is given for completeness. The optimal
forecasting scheme with respect to the data generating process given in section 3.2 is
given by the Kalman filtering rule. Thus, trend expectations should be updated by
an amount equal to the implied Kalman gain.

In order to investigate the properties of the survey, the conditional mean in
the future πt+h|t is replaced by survey expectations πe

t+h|t. The forecast error νt is
exchanged with its observed counterpart, associated with the respective survey with
forecast horizon h, i.e. νe

t = πt − πe
t|t−h

6. For estimation purpose, εt reflects the part

5Note that gain parameters Ki,t relate to reduced form parameters K̃i,t in a linear way.
6In the cases where h > 1, this implies that forecasters apply some kind of direct multi–step

forecasting. Hence, the gain parameters cannot be interpreted as the usual Kalman gains any more.
In other words, signal extraction with the Kalman filter would only yield a minimum forecast error,
if it relies on the one–step–ahead forecasting error from SPF h=1 and LIV h=1.
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of survey expectations which is not explained by the model.

In this simple univariate setting equation (7) and (8) captures the persistence
of the transitory part of expectations. In addition, it allows for signal extraction
– i.e. learning from repeated forecast errors, because trend learning is necessarily
associated to the estimation of the cyclical component. Hence, a part of the forecast
error is related to misperceptions of the cyclical part. Thus, we obtain in–sample
estimates for the gain parameters K1,t to K3,t for each survey. These determine the
speed of learning of survey participants when a change of unobserved trend inflation
occurs. Furthermore, we can test if extracted trend expectations are characterized
by persistence and it is possible to infer the speed of trend learning.

3.3.2 Estimation Results

The system which consists of equations (5) to (8) is estimated by maximum likelihood.
The diffuse likelihood is computed by the Kalman filter with diffuse prior density of
the initial state vector. The parameter vector ψ =

(
σ2

ε λ ρ
)

consists of the variance
of the irregular component εt, the cycle length λ and the so–called dampening factor ρ.
It is reparameterized such that the theoretical restrictions are fulfilled (see appendix
A for details). Dummy variables are set when the outlier test proposed by Harvey
and Koopman (1992) indicated an outlier. Common regression diagnostics and a
histogram of past forecast errors νt are given in appendix C. The gain parameters
Ki,T can be extracted from the smoothed state vector and are not restricted during
estimation, whereas the smoothing recursions also yield estimated standard errors.
The estimated parameters are summarized in table 2 for each survey. The in–sample
observation period generally runs from 1972 to 2007 for SPF and LIV. For MHS the
sample only begins in 1979, as the survey has not been published before. Hence, there
is at least one possible structural break agents may have learned which is commonly
associated with the beginning of the Volcker era. Taking a look at equations (5) to (8),
it becomes clear that there is only one error term in the system (εt) which captures
irregularities. Hence, in a technical sense, the estimated unobserved components are
non–stochastic as far as the Kalman recursions are concerned – i.e. the dynamics of
all dependent variables is solely explained by past forecast errors and autoregressive
elements.

Turning to table 2, one observes that estimated variances σ2
ε , which are pre-

sented in the first column, are in a plausible range. However, estimates are not very
precise. The estimated cycle parameters, which are given in column two and three,
show a more heterogeneous picture. In the case of SPF h=1 the estimate is 0.26
which implies a cycle length of approximately 24 quarters. ρ̂ which determines the
“sluggishness” of the cycle is in a plausible range being compatible with the concept
of an autoregressive transitory component. Turning to the longer forecasting hori-
zon (SPF h=4), cycle length is considerably longer. Interestingly, ρ̂ is zero, which
implies that there is no autoregressive part in the system and the cyclical dynamics
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σ̂2
ε λ̂ ρ̂ K1 K2 K3

SPF h=1 72–07 0.469
(0.690)

0.261
(0.244)

0.953
(0.139)

0.119
(0.004)

0.010
(0.018)

0.066
(0.013)

SPF h=4 72–07 0.218
(0.318)

0.006
(0.611)

0.002
(0.014)

0.077
(0.002)

317.5
(–)

1.041
(–)

LIV h=1 72–07 2.020
(3.253)

2.307
(–)

0.000
(0.000)

0.136
(0.009)

0.016
(–)

0.063
(–)

LIV h=2 72–07 0.660
(0.968)

0.000
(0.622)

0.001
(0.010)

0.160
(0.007)

315.0
(–)

0.008
(–)

MHS h=12 79–07 0.171
(0.246)

0.001
(0.013)

0.925
(0.080)

−0.004
(0.002)

0.057
(0.004)

−0.602
(0.234)

Note: The table shows maximum likelihood estimates of the parameters and estimated constant gain
coefficients of the surveys. Numbers in parenthesis are standard errors. A (–) indicates that numerical
estimates are not available, which is the case if ρ is close to the lower bound of zero. Estimated parameters
are presented for completeness.

Table 2: Estimated parameters

can solely be explained by past forecast errors made four periods ago. As far as
LIV is concerned, the survey which has a shorter horizon (h=1), yields a dampening
factor of zero. Moreover, much of the variation of expectations in LIV h=1 is cap-
tured by the error term, which has a rather high variance. Cycle parameters for LIV
h=2 also indicate that autoregressive elements cannot explain the cyclical behavior
of expectations. In other words, past forecast errors seem to be responsible for most
of the persistence in the cyclical component. Most notably, the model seems to be
supportive for the trend learning hypothesis. The gain parameters of SPF and LIV,
although not restricted during estimation, lie between 0.08 and 0.16, depending on
the survey. This means that in the case of SPF h=1, for instance, about 12 percent of
the last error is attributable to trend mis–perceptions. Moreover, in both surveys, K1

is highly significant which leads to the conclusion that trend updating is an important
characteristic of inflation expectations.

Interestingly, estimation results differ quite a bit for MHS. Here, we observe a
λ which is practically zero, meaning there is no cyclicality. However, the dampening
factor is close to one and, hence, persistence of the cyclical component is captured
to a large extent by autocorrelation; but also learning gains seem to be important.
However, estimates of K1 are significantly negative, which would imply that the
adjustment is made into the wrong direction. But also note, that trend adjustment is
economically unimportant when compared to the adjustment of “cycle” expectations.

3.3.3 Trend and Cyclical Components of Expectations

Figures 4 to 8 depict the unobserved components which are extracted by the Kalman
smoothing recursions beginning in 1972 and 1979, respectively.
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Figure 4: Learning model SPF h=1
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Note: The upper left panel shows inflation expectations together with the smoothed expected trend πe
t|T where T

is the last available observation. The second panel depicts the smoothed cyclical component π̂e
t|T . The irregular

component εt and the forecast error νt are given in the lower part.

Figure 5: Learning model SPF h=4

16



0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

16

1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

πe
t 

π̄e
t |T ± 2SE 

Long term expectations 

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

2

3

4

1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

π̂e
t |T ± 2SE 

−5

0

5

1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

εt 

−6

−4

−2

0

2

4

6

8

1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005

νt 

Figure 6: Learning model LIV h=1
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Note: The upper left panel shows inflation expectations together with the smoothed expected trend πe
t|T where T

is the last available observation. It also contains long–term (10 years) inflation expectations from LIV. The second
panel depicts the smoothed cyclical component π̂e

t|T . The irregular component εt and the forecast error νt are given

in the lower part.

Figure 7: Learning model LIV h=2
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Figure 8: Learning model MHS h=12

The upper left hand graph depicts the original expectation series πe
t together

with the estimated trend component and an error band of two standard deviations.
In general, it becomes apparent that trend expectations do not jump. By contrast,
they are very sluggish and move rather slow. Note that, although stemming from
different surveys and comprising quite different target variables, the general picture
presented in the figures is quite similar. As a consequence, it takes until the mid–
nineties to obtain trend expectations that are around 3%. Turning to SPF, this is
reflected by the fact that estimated gain parameters K1 in table 2 are rather low.
This implies that each quarter – by and large – only ten percent of the forecast error
is attributable to trend misperceptions. This would be a possible explanation why,
in the event of a changing target inflation, expectations show persistence.

Inspection of the transient component reveals that cyclical movements are much
more pronounced until the mid–eighties. The same seems to be true for forecast er-
rors. As outlined before, cyclical movements of SPF h=4 are related to past forecast
errors only. As the model is written, the irregular component of the signal equation
captures all of the unexplained part of the dynamics. Admittedly, here it still displays
some systematic movements. In the first place, this is a hint that assuming learning
behavior is not sufficient because it cannot explain all of the expectation formation
process perfectly. An observation strongly emphasized by the literature on heteroge-
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neous expectations7. Secondly, however, there may also be a time–varying nature to
the expectations formation process. Just imagine that during tranquil periods, like
after 1987, it may be worthwhile for the agents to adapt a simple backward–looking
forecasting scheme. This could, in principal be tested by splitting the sample. How-
ever, for an estimation of the structural time–series model the period is rather short.
Note, however, that there seems to be a change in the behavior of εt, which seems to
display less systematical movements during the Volcker period. That is one reason
why, for the later analysis, the sample will be split in 1987. Another observation can
be made when comparing trend estimates for SPF h=1 and SPF h=4. The peak of
trend expectations is earlier for the survey with the shorter forecasting horizon. This
is explained by the fact that information on the forecast error is available earlier,
which would also explain some of the differences of the cyclical component of both
series.

Now turning to LIV h=1, we observe a flat cyclical pattern, whereas the residual
component captures most of the dynamics. Hence, past forecast errors seem to explain
trend dynamics but do not account for the transitory movements. However, the model
seems not to be completely at odds, as it is capable to reproduce a trend that is
consistent with long–term inflation expectations contained in the Livingston Survey.
Moreover, the trend is learned quite slowly as estimated gain parameters imply that
every half year by and large 15% of the error is used to adjust trend expectations.
Compared to figure 6, a slightly different picture emerges for the longer forecast
horizon of one year. Here, as with SPF h=4, we observe cyclical movements which are
explained by past forecast errors. The peak is again later for a one–year forecasting
horizon than for six–month expectations, which is one reason for the differences of the
transient components of LIV h=1 and LIV h=2. However, the trend is also consistent
with the long–term expectations.

Considering MHS h=12, where the sample starts in 1979, we observe a different
picture than before. Trend expectations estimated with the proposed learning model
are flat, which indicates that there is no update of the trend due to past forecast errors.
A finding that comes along with estimates of K1 being virtually zero. Moreover,
trend expectations are inconsistent with long–term inflation expectations from MHS.
Interestingly, the observed long–term expectations seem to lie above MHS h=12 for
most of the time. This is in particular true for the disinflation episode. Also note that
the series features virtually no cyclicality after 1987. Additionally, observed forecast
errors for that period of time are less systematic than in the other surveys8. Hence,
learning may be an explanation for the dynamics of the “cyclical” component, but
not for the trend. This may have different reasons. First, the estimations are based
on a shorter sample which begins in 1979. Second, MHS polls households which
are probably faced with different incentives and restrictions than professionals when
making a forecast. Moreover, in contrast to the other surveys, the model may not

7See, for instance, Branch (2004) and the papers cited there.
8Also compare the cumulated forecast errors presented in figure 1.
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give a suitable description because an update of expectations is possible more quickly
than assumed by the model. As MHS is conducted on a monthly frequency, survey
participants probably will not wait twelve periods to update their information set,
which would be the case here.

Generally speaking, it is possible to fit survey data on inflation expectations to
the simple learning model presented here. It produces the sluggishness of expectations
in the event of shifts in target inflation. The reason is that agents are learning from
a noisy signal which – in the univariate setup here – is the past forecast error. Note,
that Ki has not been restricted during estimation. Nevertheless, K1 has the correct
sign and is significant, meaning that an underprediction leads to an upward revision of
the trend. In case of the cyclical component of expectations, results are less clear–cut.
Unfortunately, even a negative value for K3 occurs once. There are differences when
we regard different surveys, as the model does not seem to be a good explanation
of expectations contained in MHS h=12. There are also differences with respect to
forecast horizons concerning the implied trend expectation. As far as the cyclical
component is concerned, LIV h=1 is the only case where the transient part is not
explained by the model. Admittedly, the simple model is not capable to explain
expectation formation perfectly, which translates into an irregular component that
shows systematic movements. This is – in part – due to the fact that I employ the
same model for every survey measure. In section 5, I will follow an approach where
aggregate expectations are assumed to be heterogeneous, which is one interpretation
of the result presented in the analysis above. Another implication of the present
findings is, that there may be some time–variation of expectation formation schemes
depending on the distinct presidential periods. One might conjecture that for the
Volcker disinflation signal extraction seems to work better than for the later period.
Up to now, it is still an open question how quickly agents would learn with a strict
application of the Kalman filter. Consequently, the following section presents an
out–of–sample simulation that allows to compare some common forecasting models
with respect to forecast performance and – most important – their ability to explain
survey expectations.

4 Forecasting Inflation

4.1 The Framework

In the following, I will simulate the forecasting exercise undertaken by survey par-
ticipants taking an out–of–sample perspective. Equations (2) to (4) constitute the
data generating process for inflation expectations, where the forecaster is assumed to
behave like an econometrician. Similar to Branch and Evans (2006), the forecasting
procedure can then be split up into three steps. In a first period, the forecaster gains
some experience over the dynamics of inflation rates. In this in–sample period, he
estimates the parameters of the model and runs the Kalman recursions to obtain esti-
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mates of the unobserved components. He also observes the updating gain implied by
the Kalman filter. This in–sample estimation period starts at the beginning of 1953
and ends in 1980 for all models. Thus, the first period covers 27 years of data which
should suffice to shape the experience of a forecaster – i.e. to obtain reliable estimates.
In a second step, the forecaster takes the estimated parameters as given and filters
the unobserved components up to the last published record of inflation by relying on
the gain parameters estimated during the first period. This is done subsequently for
each observation following this in–sample period. In the third step, the forecaster
then generates an out–of–sample forecast of the signal variable – i.e. inflation. The
forecast horizon is chosen such that it matches the respective survey forecast.9 Note
that a number of different models have to be built, as survey expectations involve
different target variables. In addition, some exogenous variables have been added to
the forecasting models to account for the fact that survey participants might also
look at aggregate output or interest rates when forming their forecasts. As bench-
mark cases, I also introduce a naive forecasting scheme (Model I) and a simple AR(1)
model in first differences (Model II). The reason is, that the model does not involve
trend considerations explicitly. However, some learning takes place because param-
eters are estimated by recursive least squares. To be more precise, Model II comes
very close to the type of learning models employed by – among others – Branch and
Evans (2006). It has the features of a widely implemented (decreasing gain) learning
algorithm as parameter estimates are updated every time a new observation becomes
available10. I also introduce perfect foresight, which provides rational expectations
(Model VII). In detail, the following models have been employed:

Model I: πt = πt−1

Model II: ∆πt = α0 + α1∆πt−1 + εt estimated recursively

Model III: πt = πt + π̂t + dt + εt

Model IV: πt = πt + π̂t + dt +
∑3

τ=0 ∆it−h−τ +
∑3

τ=0 ∆yt−h−τ + εt

Model V: Model III estimated recursively

Model VI: Model IV estimated recursively

Model VII: Etπt+h = πt+h

Here, ∆it denotes the change of the three months treasury bill rate measured
either on a quarterly frequency (SPF) or on a monthly frequency (LIV, MHS). ∆yt

is a measure of aggregate output growth which means that the change of industrial

9The forecast horizon is the next quarter (SPF h=1), the average of the next 4 quarters (SPF
h=4), the next half year (LIV h=1), the next year (LIV h=2) and the average of the next 12 months
(MHS h=12).

10See Evans and Honkapohja (2001) for further details on recursive least squares learning schemes.
Here, it is generally assumed that private agents learn the parameter values of the rational expec-
tations solution of the model. Also see Branch and Evans (2006) and Weber (2007) and the papers
cited there for empirical approaches.
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production has been employed on a monthly frequency and GDP growth for SPF
which is observed on a quarterly frequency.11

Models III and VI are estimated by maximum likelihood whereas the like-
lihood is computed by the Kalman filter which is initialized with a diffuse prior
density of the state vector. The parameter vector, here, comprises five variables
ψ =

(
σ2

η σ2
κ λ ρ σ2

ε

)
. During estimation ψ is reparameterized according to theo-

retical restrictions (see appendix B for details). Models V and VI are essentially the
same models but estimated recursively. This means that forecasters come up with
a new set of maximum likelihood estimates whenever new data becomes available.
Most importantly, also the estimated gain parameters will change with every new ob-
servation. This is a more sophisticated forecasting scheme than before, as it assumes
that forecasters revise their estimates from time to time. But it also represents a
learning scheme where agents learn from past misperceptions.

The different forecasting models are now used to forecast five different target
series, which are chosen such that they match the respective survey (see figure 1 for
a graphical representation of the time series to be forecast). Note, that simulated
forecasters use monthly data for six and twelve month CPI inflation but the forecast
is made on a semi–annual frequency. However, for the twelve month average CPI
inflation series, the forecast is produced every month. To ensure that the simulated
forecasters start out with a well specified model in 1980, some dummy variables are
introduced to the model whenever the outlier t–test proposed by Harvey and Koop-
man (1992) showed signs of severe outliers. In appendix D, the estimated components
and a couple of diagnostics is presented. On the whole, the tests give satisfying results
and indicate that the forecasting exercise relies on well specified models, although,
for each target variable, the same forecasting model has been used. However, one
exception should be mentioned. We observe indication of a distinct structural break,
not accounted for by the model, around 1975 for the annualized 6 month CPI and
the GDP deflator.

4.2 Forecast Accuracy

In a next step, a test of forecast accuracy of Models I to VI is presented in tables 312.
Here, negative values imply that the model in row i has a lower forecast error than the
model in column j. It becomes apparent that signal–extraction with the simple model

11Note that πt is the quarterly change of GDP inflation for SPF h=1, the average annualized GDP
inflation during the next four quarters for SPF h=4, the annualized 6 months CPI inflation for LIV
h=1, the twelve months CPI inflation for LIV h=2 and the average annualized CPI inflation during
the next twelve months for MHS h=12.

12The test has originally been proposed by Diebold and Mariano (1995) and has been augmented
by Harvey, Leybourne, and Newbold (1997) to account for overlapping forecast errors and small
sample bias. The null hypothesis is given by H0 : E[|πt+h − πf,i

t+h|t| − |πt+h − πf,j
t+h|t|] = 0. Here,

πf,i
t+h|t is the h–period out–of–sample forecast stemming from model i.
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performs poorly. In general, these models are dominated by simpler versions. For
instance, considering the models for GDP inflation, the recursive autoregressive model
(Model II) performs better than the other ones. Nevertheless, the models are very
similar as the test statistic is significant only in two cases. Interestingly, estimating
the models recursively or adding interest rates and real output to the equations does
not seem to improve forecasting ability substantially. By contrast, adding exogenous
variables significantly reduces out–of–sample forecasting ability in the quarterly GDP
inflation model. The picture is similar for forecasts of CPI inflation, where even the
naive forecasting scheme produces the lowest forecast errors for each of the three
different target variables.

Quarterly GDP inflation annualized (h=1) 4 quarter GDP inflation average (h=4)
Model I II III IV V VI I II III IV V VI
I 0.00 0.79 0.55 -1.18 0.50 -1.34 0.00 0.04 -0.55 -0.78 -0.46 -0.51
II -0.79 0.00 -0.07 -1.91 -0.22 -2.23 -0.04 0.00 -0.65 -1.05 -0.57 -0.72
III -0.55 0.07 0.00 -2.25 -0.41 -2.47 0.55 0.65 0.00 -0.64 1.04 0.14
IV 1.18 1.91 2.25 0.00 2.16 -0.14 0.78 1.05 0.64 0.00 0.82 1.14
V -0.50 0.22 0.41 -2.16 0.00 -2.46 0.46 0.57 -1.04 -0.82 0.00 -0.08
VI 1.34 2.23 2.47 0.14 2.46 0.00 0.51 0.72 -0.14 -1.14 0.08 0.00

6 month CPI inflation annualized (h=1) 12 month CPI inflation (h=2)
Model I II III IV V VI I II III IV V VI
I 0.00 -2.02 -2.59 -2.06 -2.49 -2.09 0.00 -2.47 -0.86 -0.60 -0.93 -0.66
II 2.02 0.00 -1.74 -1.26 -1.65 -1.27 2.47 0.00 -0.61 -0.37 -0.69 -0.43
III 2.59 1.74 0.00 0.37 0.48 0.48 0.86 0.61 0.00 1.31 -0.45 0.93
IV 2.06 1.26 -0.37 0.00 -0.18 0.23 0.60 0.37 -1.31 0.00 -1.25 -0.88
V 2.49 1.65 -0.48 0.18 0.00 0.29 0.93 0.69 0.45 1.25 0.00 1.14
VI 2.09 1.27 -0.48 -0.23 -0.29 0.00 0.66 0.43 -0.93 0.88 -1.14 0.00

12 month CPI inflation average (h=12)
Model I II III IV V VI
I 0.00 -1.87 -0.94 -0.93 -0.98 -0.25
II 1.87 0.00 -0.75 -0.73 -0.79 0.02
III 0.94 0.75 0.00 0.59 -0.05 1.12
IV 0.93 0.73 -0.59 0.00 -0.39 1.15
V 0.98 0.79 0.05 0.39 0.00 1.17
VI 0.25 -0.02 -1.12 -1.15 -1.17 0.00

Note: Numbers are modified Diebold–Mariano (DM) test statistics which follow a t–distribution with n− 1
degrees of freedom. Here, n = 108 (n = 54 and n = 324) is the number of out–of–sample forecasts in the top
(middle and lower) part of the table. Thus, H0 : DM = 0 (equal forecast performance) can be rejected on
the 5% level if the test statistic exceeds 1.98 (2.00 and 1.97) in absolute values (two–sided test). A negative
number means that the model in row i has a lower measured forecast error than the model in column j of
the respective panel.

Table 3: Modified Diebold–Mariano test on forecast properties

On the whole, it becomes clear that signal–extraction with a simple univariate
model does not outperform other simple models as far as the forecasting error is
concerned. This is not surprising, as in all models – in the spirit of bounded rationality
– the dynamics is kept quite simple. Moreover, even the inclusion of possibly relevant
exogenous variables cannot improve the forecasts substantially.
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4.3 Estimated Parameters

Models V and VI are estimated recursively, whereas the resulting estimates of struc-
tural and gain parameters K1 to K3 are given in appendix E in figures 20 to 2313. The
upper part of the figure shows parameter estimates for Model V and the lower part
contains Model VI parameters. The respective left hand side panel depicts estimated
variances and cycle parameters and the implied gain parameters can be observed from
the right hand side graphs. On the whole, only estimated variances seem to display
some tendency to fall over time. In the one or the other case, the simulation exer-
cise converges to a solution that implies a jump in parameter estimates which would
then show up as a distinct peak or drop in the series. During this out–of–sample
simulation, these occurrences are simply taken as given and can be interpreted as the
difficulty of the respective forecaster in finding an appropriate model at each point in
time. Turning now to the case of GDP inflation, gain parameters start out lower in
the beginning of the estimation period with values around 0.40 and slowly rise to 0.50
when new data becomes available. However, there is some variation of K1 over time
– in particular until around 1987. A very similar pattern emerges for the six month
CPI inflation model. The twelve month CPI inflation model updates trend forecasts
with a gain parameter which implies that about 70% of the error is associated with
trend misperceptions. Unfortunately, if interest rates and output are added to the
equations, then the cycle turns out to be deterministic except during the first three
years and in the beginning of the nineties.

When comparing the gain parameters which apply for the out–of–sample models
and estimated learning dynamics in–sample it becomes apparent that in an out–of–
sample experiment forecasters would change their trend perceptions much more often.
Consequently, this leads to trend expectations that are much more volatile than those
observed for the survey measures in section 3.3. Also note that these gain parameters
are optimal within this type of models in the sense that they minimize the one–step
ahead forecast error. However, one has to be careful when comparing in–sample
estimates of gain parameters with the out–of–sample counterparts calculated by strict
application of the Kalman filter. The reason is that – as outlined in section 3.3 –
participants of SPF h=4, LIV h=2 and MHS h=12 are assumed to learn from multi–
step forecast errors that induce an overlap which is not the case for the standard
Kalman filter. Moreover, semi–annual CPI forecasts with a 6 month horizon are
based on a monthly model, which allows for a trend update every month. This is not
the case for the corresponding survey (LIV h=1) in the in–sample analysis, where a
trend update is based on semi–annual observations. Consequently, only results for
SPF h=1 should be compared directly to the out–of–sample results of the present
section. Here, it is apparent that agents could improve their forecast performance by

13For the presentation of gain parameters, it is generally assumed that, once having estimated
the hyperparameters, the covariance matrix of innovations converges to the steady–state solution
when the Kalman filter is run up to the last observation. Hence, the graphs show the estimated
gain parameters conditional on the whole data set available at the time the forecast is made.
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putting more weight on trend shifts – i.e. increasing the gain parameter K1 from 0.12
to about 0.50.

4.4 Approximation of Survey Expectations

Having seen that forecasting properties of the proposed models is not generally better
than that of simple backward–looking ones, it is now important to see whether the
simulated forecast series πf

t+h|t match the survey–based measures πe
t+h|t. In principal,

also the approximation properties can be tested by the augmented version of the
Diebold–Mariano statistic14. The resulting test statistics can be inferred from tables
4 to 6. In addition, the sample is split into two parts, the first one covering the whole
sample 1980–2007, the middle panel covers the Volcker disinflation period 1980–1987
and the last panel covers the more moderate period 1988–2007.

14Here, the null hypothesis is given by H0 : E[|πe
t+h − πf,i

t+h|t| − |πe
t+h − πf,j

t+h|t|] = 0.
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Turning first to table 4, the left part gives results for the approximation of
SPF h=1. Considering the whole sample, Model IV clearly shows negative values for
the modified Diebold–Mariano test statistic throughout and, hence, dominates the
other out–of–sample forecasts. Moreover, the approximation error is even significantly
lower when compared to forecasts obtained by Models I and II. This means that,
for SPF h=1, learning by signal–extraction clearly gives a better approximation of
survey expectations than a simple backward–looking forecasting scheme which is
given by Model I. Moreover, it also outperforms recursive least squares learning of
coefficients, which is represented by Model II. Interestingly, it also performs much
better than the recursively estimated models V and VI. Also note that all learning
models III to VI yield a closer approximation of SPF h=1 than the models which are
not characterized by signal extraction. As argued in section 2.2, rational expectation
formation is a poor proxy for survey expectations. Splitting the sample does not
alter the results. Considering SPF h=4, which has a forecasting horizon of one year,
it becomes apparent that Model III – the simplest signal extraction model – yields
the best approximation. The difference here is even significant with the exception
of Model I. This basically remains true for the first sub–sample. However, during
the moderate period after 1987 the naive model proxies SPF h=4 closest but if
tested against Models III to VI the difference is not significant. Now turning to the
left part of table 5, it is apparent that Model V yields the approximation closest
to LIV h=1. Again, it outperforms Models I and II significantly when the test is
based on the whole sample and the first sub–sample. Survey expectations from LIV
h=1 cannot be approximated by rational expectations which perform worst of all
models. Looking at the right panel, results are mostly insignificant. For the whole
sample period recursive least squares learning seems to yield the smallest deviation
from LIV h=2 and, again, rational expectations perform worst. During the period
of disinflation, however, signal extraction gives the best description of expectation
formation as Model IV performs best in the first sub–sample. The second sub–sample
confirms the results found for the whole sample period. Coming now to table 6, which
contains results for MHS h=12, findings are rather mixed. During the whole period,
the recursively estimated Model VI gives the closest approximation of MHS h=12.
Thus, one could conclude that, also in this case, signal extraction provides the best
explanation for survey expectations. However, results are not significantly better
than those obtained from rational expectations or naive and simple autoregressive
forecasting schemes. Moreover, when taking a look at the first sample period, rational
expectations seem to give the best approximation for MHS h=12. When compared to
figure 3 it becomes clear that, during the first period, forecast errors do not show any
sign of persistence which is in contrast to the other survey measures of expectations
and which may explain the last result. When looking at the second sub–sample, it is
apparent that the naive forecasting scheme outperforms the other models.

To sum up, signal extraction gives a pretty good approximation of the expecta-
tion formation process. This is in particular the case for SPF h=1 and LIV h=1. Here,
learning by signal extraction generally outperforms other forecasting schemes. Fur-

29



thermore, it gives a significantly better approximation of expectation formation than
recursive least squares learning. However, it remains unclear whether, in general,
expectations are better characterized by signal extraction models whose estimated
parameters are updated over time. For SPF h=1, recursively estimated signal ex-
traction models do not outperform learning models with fixed structural parameters,
whereas for LIV h=1 the recursively estimated model is better. Considering longer
forecasting horizons of one year as in SPF h=4 and LIV h=2, learning by signal
extraction approximates survey expectations best at least during the Volcker period.
Consequently, I conclude that agents seem to change their forecasting scheme over
time, as during the second sample–period naive forecasting schemes seem to be more
important. But also note, that the performance of these models is not significantly
better when compared to Models III to VI. In case of MHS h=12, results are not
that clear–cut. Insofar, the findings from section 3.3 are confirmed. Here again, it
might play a role that this series is characterized by a large overlap of twelve periods
and, hence, additional information from month to month observations should play an
important role for the process of expectation formation.

5 Heterogeneous Expectations

Having argued that signal–extraction gives the best approximation of expectation
formation processes, it will now be important to show that these learning schemes in-
deed give a close and valuable explanation of survey expectations. One of the findings
of sections 3.3 and 4.4 is the importance of the heterogeneity of inflation expecta-
tions, as none of the models has so far been able to explain expectation formation
perfectly. Consequently, each of the forecasting models of section 4 may play a role
in aggregate expectation measures. However, it can be estimated how important the
respective model is for an explanation of survey expectations. Moreover, it will be
possible, with the concept of heterogeneous expectations, to test if a weighted av-
erage of different model forecasts made in section 4.4 matches survey expectations
arbitrarily closely. The weights are chosen such that the sum of squared deviations
υ2

t of the linear model πe
t+h|t =

∑V II
i=I βiπ

f,i
t+h|t + υt is minimized under the restrictions∑V II

i=I βi = 1 and 0 ≤ βi ≤ 1 ∀ i. The resulting estimates are presented in table
7. Additionally, the explanatory power of the respective linear model for survey ex-
pectations is provided by the R2 and a Ljung–Box Q–test for autocorrelation is also
given in the last two columns. All results are presented for the same sub–samples as
before.

A first look at the weights for Models III to VI reveals that more than half of
the participants seem to use a signal extraction type forecasting scheme. Interest-
ingly, the results are quite robust across different surveys, although, as stated before,
they comprise very different target variables and various forecasting horizons. The
differences, however, occur between the two sub–samples of each survey which is in
line with a time–varying behavior of respondents. The exception with respect to the
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I II III IV V VI VII R2 Q(1) Q(4)

SPF h=1
80–07 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.65 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.86 0.00 0.00
80–87 0.00 0.00 0.35 0.47 0.00 0.00 0.19 0.88 0.86 0.12
88–07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.71 0.00 0.00 0.29 0.34 0.00 0.00

SPF h=4
80–07 0.40 0.00 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.87 0.00 0.00
80–87 0.18 0.00 0.82 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.86 0.03 0.21
88–07 0.81 0.00 0.11 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.43 0.00 0.00

LIV h=1
80–07 0.00 0.39 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.27 0.34 0.68 0.00 0.00
80–87 0.00 0.37 0.00 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.11 0.46 0.73 0.86
88–07 0.52 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.46 0.42 0.00 0.01

LIV h=2
80–07 0.00 0.46 0.34 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.79 0.00 0.00
80–87 0.00 0.47 0.38 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.65 0.70 0.21
88–07 0.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.56 0.00 0.00

MHS h=12
80–07 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 0.48 0.79 0.00 0.00
80–87 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.20 0.60 0.85 0.00 0.00
88–07 0.13 0.00 0.28 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.30 0.16 0.00 0.00

Note: Numbers represent weights of the respective forecast in the survey forecast. These weights are

chosen such that the sum of squared deviations υt of the linear model πe
t+h|t =

∑V II
i=I βiπ

f,i
t+h|t + υt is

minimized under the restrictions
∑V II

i=I βi = 1 and 0 ≤ βi ≤ 1∀i. The columns labeled Q(1) and Q(4)
contain p–values for a Ljung–Box Q–test for autocorrelation up to 1 and 4 periods, respectively.

Table 7: Estimated weights

estimation results is, again, MHS where learning plays no prominent role. Leaving
MHS aside for the moment, it can be observed that the recursively estimated models
V and VI attain zero weight in all cases except LIV h=1. Considering the two sub–
samples separately, however, confirms the estimates of the other surveys. Results
presented by Branch and Evans (2006) also point in this direction. One important
result is given by the fact that signal extraction plays a prominent role in explaining
survey expectations especially during the Volcker period. For SPF, signal extraction
makes up for over 80% during the first sub–sample, whereas during the second period
it attains a weight of about 70% for SPF h=1 and only 18% for SPF h=4. In the
case of LIV this tendency is even more pronounced, as fractions change from more
than one half for the early period to virtually zero percent for the period after 1987.
Furthermore, rational expectations get a weight which is below 50% for all surveys
except MHS, which is in line with the results from above. Interestingly, the fraction
of rational respondents is always higher for the second sub–sample. At the same time,
however, also the share of naive forecasters increases for all surveys except SPF h=1.
Note, that in this case simple backward–looking behavior represented by Models I
and II does not contribute to survey expectations. Now turning to MHS, results sug-
gest that there is no prominent role for learning behavior. Agents seem to be either
naive forecasters or rational. Only one third is found to use Model VI for forecasting.

Looking at the last three columns of table 7, it becomes apparent that the ex-
planatory power of the estimated linear relationships is quite high. The R2 suggests
that more than 80% of the variation in case of SPF and about 70% of the variation
in case of LIV can be explained. Taking sub–samples into account yields another
interesting result. The explanatory power of the estimated relationships is higher for
the early disinflation period compared to the years after 1987. Moreover, there are no

31



signs of autocorrelation in the estimations covering the Volcker period15. Although
R2 is also fairly high for MHS during the first period, the residual is still autocorre-
lated. Dynamics of the second period are also not well described by heterogeneous
expectations. This finding basically confirms the results presented in tables 2 and 6.

On the whole, the concept of heterogeneous expectations with a prominent role
for signal extraction is well suited to explain survey measures of inflation expectations.
During phases of disinflation, the model has more explanatory power than in tranquil
periods, as, during the Volcker period, the R2 is higher, the unexplained part is free
of autocorrelation and the role of signal extraction is even more prominent.

6 Conclusions

In a first step, I have shown that the behavior of surveys on inflation expectations
is not compatible with the concept of rational expectations. Survey expectations are
characterized by considerable sluggishness and persistence of forecast errors. Many
theoretical studies emphasize the importance of persistence in inflation expectations
for the dynamics of the inflation rate. Moreover, theoretical models that assume
rational expectations unrealistically predict a jump of inflation expectations following
a change of the inflation target. Most importantly, such a behavior of inflation
expectations cannot explain why disinflation is costly in a purely forward–looking
framework. As far as the behavior of private agents is concerned, it is also important
to note that they are not assumed to be completely ignorant. By contrast, they are
confronted with a difficult forecasting problem. The reason is that the inflation target
pursued by the central bank is not directly observable but has to be estimated from
a noisy signal.

One possible solution to this signal extraction problem is given by the Kalman
filtering framework which constitutes the learning rule of private agents. To be more
precise, I consequently assume here that agents estimate the trend plus cycle model
proposed by Harvey (1989) to infer trend shifts and transitory movements. It can
be shown that it is possible to fit such a model to inflation expectations of SPF and
LIV. The in–sample results suggest rather slow learning of trends which explains the
sluggishness of U.S. inflation expectations.

In a next step, I conduct an out–of–sample forecasting exercise to simulate
a forecaster that solves the signal extraction problem by Kalman filtering. In de-

15Note, that out–of–sample forecasts enter as explanatory variables. These variables, unlike mere
observations, are subject to additional estimation uncertainty. Therefore, standard parameter dis-
tributions and test statistics do not apply in this case. However, I use standard autocorrelation tests
to test for systematic behavior of υt. This can be justified by the fact that the test is constructed
with a null hypothesis of no autocorrelation and thus will reject too often if additional estimation
uncertainty is not taken account of. Consequently, if it does not reject here, it also will not reject the
null of no autocorrelation when additional estimation uncertainty of exogenous variables is taken
account of.
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tail, I employ seven different models or type of forecasters which comprise the naive
forecaster, learning by recursive least squares, different types of learning by Kalman
filtering and a rational forecaster. It turns out that learning by Kalman filtering
approximates U.S. survey expectations closest – at least during the presidency of
Volcker. This holds true for several surveys comprising several target variables. Fi-
nally, in the spirit of heterogeneous expectations, I construct a weighted average of
the employed forecasting schemes. It turns out that the concept of heterogeneous ex-
pectations with a prominent role for signal extraction is well suited to explain survey
measures of inflation expectations. Moreover, there seems to be a change of forecast-
ing schemes over time as the model provides a better fit during the Volcker period.
The R2 is higher, the unexplained part is free of autocorrelation and the role of signal
extraction is even more prominent.

On the whole, learning in an uncertain environment provides a good explanation
for the sluggishness of inflation expectations. Moreover, a large fraction of agents
seems to solve some signal extraction problem during phases of disinflation. However,
it will be worthwile to look at other expectation measures such as market based
expectations observed in financial markets. Naturally, the use of individual data
should also provide additional insight. Moreover, it will be interesting to do the in–
sample analysis in a multivariate context where inflation expectations emerge from
some type of Phillips curve. Of course, also out–of–sample forecasts may stem from
a multivariate model that uses information from other macroeconomic variables.

Appendix

A Reparameterization of Variables in Section 3.3.2

The parameters contained in ψ are reparameterized such that they obey the theoret-
ical restrictions. The parameter vector estimated by maximum likelihood is denoted
by θ. It is transformed by a vector of functions g(θ) in the following way:

ψ =




λ
ρ
σ2

ε


 ≡ g(θ) =




g1(θ)
g2(θ)
g3(θ)


 =




exp(θ1)
Φ(θ2)

exp(2θ3)


 . (9)

In the second step we need to calculate the standard errors of the estimates.
It can be shown that the transformed estimates are asymptotically normal with esti-
mated variance v̂ar(ψ̂) = Gθ̂ v̂ar(θ̂)G′

θ̂
.16 This yields the following adjustment matrix

of first derivatives Gθ̂
17.

16See for example Kim and Nelson (1999), chapter 2.
17The calculation of the standard error of the transformed estimates was done with the Delta

Method which relies on first–order Taylor expansions of non–linear functions. For an overview
compare Davidson and MacKinnon (2004) chapter 5.6.
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Gθ̂ =




∂g1(θ̂)
∂θ1

· · · ∂g1(θ̂)
∂θ3

...
. . .

...
∂g3(θ̂)

∂θ1
· · · ∂g3(θ̂)

∂θ3




=




exp(θ̂1) 0 0
0 φ(θ̂2) 0
0 0 2 exp(2θ̂3)


 .

B Reparameterization of Variables in Section 4

The parameters contained in ψ are reparameterized such that they obey the theoret-
ical restrictions. The parameter vector estimated by maximum likelihood is denoted
by θ. It is transformed by a vector of functions g(θ) in the following way:

ψ =




σ2
η,2

σ2
κ

λ
ρ
σ2

ε



≡ g(θ) =




g1(θ)
g2(θ)
g3(θ)
g4(θ)
g5(θ)




=




exp(2θ1)
exp(2θ2)(1− Φ(θ4)

2)
exp(θ3)
Φ(θ4)

exp(2θ5)




. (10)

C Diagnostics of the Learning Model
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Figure 9: Diagnostics learning model
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D Diagnostics of the Forecasting Model

The following figures 10 to 18 contain smoothed unobserved components as estimated
by the forecasting models and diagnostics. The upper part of the graph shows the
estimated trend component along with the original series. The estimated cyclical
component can be found below. The last panel graphs the irregular component. The
lower panel depicts an outlier t–test, a break test which indicates distinct breaks in
the mean of the series not covered by the model. Furthermore, histograms of the
three standardized residuals in the system are presented, as well as the empirical
autocorrelation of the innovations obtained from the Kalman filtering recursions.
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Figure 10: Diagnostics Model III (1)
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Figure 11: Diagnostics Model IV (1)
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Figure 12: Diagnostics Model III (2)
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Figure 13: Diagnostics Model IV (2)
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Figure 14: Diagnostics Model III (3)
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Figure 15: Diagnostics Model IV (3)
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Figure 16: Diagnostics Model III (4)
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Figure 17: Diagnostics Model IV (4)
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Figure 18: Diagnostics Model III (5)
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Figure 19: Diagnostics Model IV (5)
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E Recursive Parameter Estimates

Figures 20 to 24 depict structural parameter estimates (left panel) along with steady–
state gain parameters taken from the state vector of the system described by equations
(2) to (4) (right panel). The upper part of the respective graph shows estimates from
Model V whereas estimates for Model VI are presented in the lower panel.
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Figure 20: Recursively estimated parameters, annualized quarterly GDP inflation
h=1
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Figure 21: Recursively estimated parameters, average annualized 4 quarter GDP
inflation h=4
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Figure 22: Recursively estimated parameters, annualized 6 month CPI inflation h=1
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Figure 23: Recursively estimated parameters, 12 month CPI inflation h=2
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Figure 24: Recursively estimated parameters, 12 month average CPI inflation h=12

49



References

Andolfatto, D., and P. Gomme (2003): “Monetary policy regimes and beliefs,”
International Economic Review, 44(1), 1–30.

Andolfatto, D., S. Hendry, and K. Moran (2002): “Inflation expectations
and learning about monetary policy,” Bank of Canada Working Paper, 30.

(2006): “Are inflation expectations rational ?,” manuscript.

Branch, W. A. (2004): “The theory of rationally heterogeneous expectations: Ev-
idence from survey data on inflation expectations,” The Economic Journal, (114),
592–621.

Branch, W. A., and G. W. Evans (2006): “A simple recursive forecasting model,”
Economics Letters, 91, 158–166.

Cogley, T., and A. M. Sbordone (2006): “Trend inflation and inflation persis-
tence in the New Keynesian phillips curve,” Federal Reserve Bank of New York
Staff Reports, (270).

Cukierman, A., and A. H. Meltzer (1986): “A theory of ambiguity, credibility,
and inflation under discretion and asymmetric information,” Econometrica, 54(5),
1099–1128.

Cumby, R. E., and J. Huizinga (1992): “Testing the autocorrelation structure
of disturbances in ordinary least squares and instrumental variables regressions,”
Econometrica, 60(1), 185–195.

Davidson, R., and J. G. MacKinnon (2004): Econometric theory and methods.
Oxford University Press.

Diebold, F. X., and R. S. Mariano (1995): “Comparing predictive accuracy,”
Journal of Business & Economic Statistics, 13(3), 253–263.

Dossche, M., and G. Everaert (2005): “Measuring inflation persistence – A
structural time series approach,” ECB Working Paper, 495.

Erceg, C. J., and A. T. Levin (2003): “Imperfect credibility and inflation per-
sistence,” Journal of Monetary Economics, 50, 915–944.

Evans, G. W., and S. Honkapohja (2001): Learning and expectations in macroe-
conomics. Princeton University Press.

(2003): “Adaptive learning and monetary policy design,” Journal of Money,
Credit and Banking, 35(6), 1045–1072.

50



Evans, M., and P. Wachtel (1992): “Inflation regimes and the sources of inflation
uncertainty,” Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, 25(3), 475–511.

Hamilton, J. D. (1994): Time Series Analysis. Princeton University Press.

Harvey, A. C. (1989): Forecasting, structural time series models and the Kalman
filter. Cambridge University Press.

Harvey, A. C., and S. J. Koopman (1992): “Diagnostic checking of unobserved
components time series models,” Journal of Business & Economic Statistics, 10(4),
377–389.

Harvey, D. I., S. J. Leybourne, and P. Newbold (1997): “Testing the equality
of prediction mean squared errors,” International Journal of Forecasting, 13, 281–
291.

Kim, C.-J., and C. R. Nelson (1999): State–space models with regime switching.
MIT Press, Cambridge.

Kozicki, S., and P. A. Tinsley (2005): “Permanent and transitory policy shocks
in an empirical macro model with asymmetric information,” Journal of Economic
Dynamics & Control, 29(11), 1985–2015.

Muth, J. F. (1961): “Rational expectations and the theory of price movements,”
Econometrica, 29(3), 315–335.

Nunes, R. C. (2004): “Learning the inflation target,” manuscript, Universitat Pom-
peu Fabra.

Pajfar, D., and E. Santoro (2007): “Heterogeneity and learning in inflation
expectation formation: An empirical assessment,” manuscript, University of Cam-
bridge.

Roberts, J. M. (1997): “Is inflation sticky?,” Journal of Monetary Economics,
39(2), 173–196.

Weber, A. (2007): “Heterogeneous expectations, learning and European inflation
dynamics,” Deutsche Bundesbank Discussion Paper, 16/2007.

51



  

 Ifo Working Papers 
 
No. 54 Sinn, H.-W., Das grüne Paradoxon: Warum man das Angebot bei der Klimapolitik nicht 

vergessen darf, Januar 2008. 
 
No. 53 Schwerdt, G. and J. Turunen, Changes in Human Capital: Implications for Productivity 

Growth in the Euro Area, December 2007. 
 
No. 52 Berlemann, M. und G. Vogt, Kurzfristige Wachstumseffekte von Naturkatastrophen – Eine 

empirische Analyse der Flutkatastrophe vom August 2002 in Sachsen, November 2007. 
 
No. 51 Huck, S. and G.K. Lünser, Group Reputations – An Experimental Foray, November 2007. 
 
No. 50 Meier, V. and G. Schütz, The Economics of Tracking and Non-Tracking, October 2007. 
 
No. 49 Buettner, T. and A. Ebertz, Quality of Life in the Regions – Results for German Counties, 

September 2007. 
 
No. 48 Mayr, J. and D. Ulbricht, VAR Model Averaging for Multi-Step Forecasting, August 2007. 
 
No. 47 Becker, S.O. and K. Wohlrabe, Micro Data at the Ifo Institute for Economic Research – 

The “Ifo Business Survey”, Usage and Access, August 2007. 
 
No. 46 Hülsewig, O., J. Mayr and S. Sorbe, Assessing the Forecast Properties of the CESifo World 

Economic Climate Indicator: Evidence for the Euro Area, May 2007. 
 
No. 45 Buettner, T., Reform der Gemeindefinanzen, April 2007. 
 
No. 44 Abberger, K., S.O. Becker, B. Hofmann und K. Wohlrabe, Mikrodaten im ifo Institut – Be-

stand, Verwendung und Zugang, März 2007. 
 
No. 43 Jäckle, R., Health and Wages. Panel data estimates considering selection and endogeneity, 

March 2007. 
 
No. 42 Mayr, J. and D. Ulbricht, Log versus Level in VAR Forecasting: 16 Million Empirical 

Answers – Expect the Unexpected, February 2007. 
 



  

No. 41 Oberndorfer, U., D. Ulbricht and J. Ketterer, Lost in Transmission? Stock Market Impacts 
of the 2006 European Gas Crisis, February 2007. 

 
No. 40 Abberger, K., Forecasting Quarter-on-Quarter Changes of German GDP with Monthly 

Business Tendency Survey Results, January 2007. 
 
No. 39 Batchelor, R., Forecaster Behaviour and Bias in Macroeconomic Forecasts, January 2007. 
 
No. 38 Sülzle, K., Innovation and Adoption of Electronic Business Technologies, December 2006. 
 
No. 37 Overesch, M. and G. Wamser, German Inbound Investment, Corporate Tax Planning, and 

Thin-Capitalization Rules – A Difference-in-Differences Approach, December 2006. 
 
No. 36 Kempkes, G. and C. Pohl, The Efficiency of German Universities – Some Evidence from 

Non-Parametric and Parametric Methods, October 2006. 
 
No. 35 Kuhlmann, A., German Productivity – A Reassessment via the New Ifo Productivity Data-

base, October 2006. 
 
No. 34 Kuhlmann, A., What is the X-Factor in the German Electricity Industry?, September 2006. 
 
No. 33 Temple, J. and L. Wößmann, Dualism and cross-country growth regressions, August 2006. 
 
No. 32 Baumann, F., V. Meier and M. Werding, Transferable Provisions in Individual Health 

Insurance Contracts, July 2006. 
 
No. 31 Abberger, K., Qualitative Business Surveys in Manufacturing and Industrial Production 

– What can be Learned from Industry Branch Results?, May 2006. 
 
No. 30 Ruschinski, M., Investigating the Cyclical Properties of World Trade, May 2006. 
 
No. 29 Holzner, Chr., V. Meier and M. Werding, Time Limits in a Two-tier Unemployment 

Benefit Scheme under Involuntary Unemployment, April 2006. 
 
No. 28 Eggert, W. and A. Haufler, Company Tax Coordination cum Tax Rate Competition in 

the European Union, April 2006. 
 
No. 27 Lachenmaier, S. and H. Rottmann, Employment Effects of Innovation at the Firm Level, 

April 2006. 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU (Use these settings to create PDF documents with higher image resolution for high quality pre-press printing. The PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Reader 5.0 and later. These settings require font embedding.)
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308030d730ea30d730ec30b9537052377528306e00200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /FRA <>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice




