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Abstract 
 

This paper outlines a framework for analysing the interaction between financial frictions at the 

household and firm level, liability dollarization and optimal monetary policy in a small, open 

economy subject to productivity and capital inflow shocks. It is found that, first, for the shocks under 

review, the extent of co-movement of financial variables pertaining to entrepreneurs and 

homeowners crucially depends on the degree of exchange rate flexibility. Second, for a central bank 

not concerned with financial stability, reacting to inflation and output is considered optimal. Third, 

including financial stability in the central bank's objectives results in an optimal monetary policy rule 

reacting to exchange rate depreciation, but not to credit growth, even in the case of large capital 

inflow shocks. In fact, reacting to credit growth reinforces the initial shock, increasing financial 

imbalances. 

 

JEL classification: E44, E47, E52, F41, F47. 
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1 Introduction

The recent financial crisis started in August 2007 posed a serious threat to the macroeco-
nomic and financial stability of countries worldwide. While the roots of the crisis lie in a
complex interplay between policies encouraging borrowing for mortgage purposes, the failure
of correctly assessing the risk inherent in mortgage backed securities and inadequate capital-
ization of financial institutions in the United States, it quickly spilled over to developed and
emerging countries worldwide leading to an economic downturn of global proportions. For
the purpose of this study, three aspects of the recent turmoil are worth emphasizing. First,
recent events demonstrate that financial imbalances with potentially systemic implications
can arise even in an environment of stable inflation and economic growth. Secondly, develop-
ments in the real estate market, involving credit to households and real estate price dynamics
were of key importance in triggering the global financial turmoil, and as such shoud not be
disregarded in macroeconomic and monetary policy making. Third, imbalances related to
the dynamics of credit and leverage built-up in good times can significantly exacerbate the
impact of downturns. Understanding the interaction between credit flows, leverage and mon-
etary policy is essential for a thorough assessment of the adequate monetary policy responses
to be implemented.
These considerations particularly hold for emerging economies, whose exposure to vul-

nerabilities is enhanced by their superior sensitivity to external developments brough about
by trade and financial linkages. A prominent example is the experience of the new EU mem-
ber states of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE), where a remarkable economic performance
since the mid-1990s was dramatically reversed by the global credit crunch and exacerbated
by existing imbalances. In the years preceding the financial crisis, Emerging Europe saw a
prolonged period of steady economic growth, driven by a demand boom and accompanied
by high credit growth, fostered to a large extent by the massive waves of foreign capital
flowing in the region. The increased availability of foreign funds channeled mainly by the
banking sector boosted the supply of credit for both housing and investment purposes, often
denominated in foreign currency (mainly Euro and Swiss franc)1. Cheaper mortgage loans
and the consequent increased demand for real estate inflated housing prices, with a positive
effect on consumption through wealth effects. At the same time, investment in the corpo-
rate sector increased to several times its level at the beginning of the decade, fueling asset
prices growth. Hence, the flows of foreign capital and the consequent increase in domestic
lending spurred an overall increase in leverage in the transition economies. Three were the
main source of macro-financial vulnerability to which the CEE countries were exposed in
the run-up to the crisis. First, the increased dependence on foreign financing exposed them
to risks of contagion from external shocks. Secondly, rapid growth in bank credit and asset
prices significantly contributed to financial fragility, by increasing leverage and hampering
the resilience of the economy during downturns. Third, liability dollarization and result-
ing currency mismatches exacerbated existing imbalances.When the financial crisis hit and

1Sirtaine and Skamnelos (2007) document that, in 2005, foreign currency lending as a share of total
lending amounted to more than 70% in Estonia and Latvia, while Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Slovenia and
Romania settled on values ranging from 50% to 70%. By 2008, foreign currency loans reached values greater
than 80% of the total in Estonia and Latvia and doubled in Bulgaria, exceeding 60% of total loans (Rancière
et al. 2010).
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foreign capital inflows dried up, Emerging Europe was dragged into the spiral and suffered
large losses in terms of GDP growth. However, countries which experienced the strongest
credit boom before the crisis and large macroeconomic and financial imbalances (notably, the
Baltic countries) faced the largest contraction in GDP growth (Bakker and Gulde (2010)).
While central banks around the globe developed strategies to react to the financial crisis,

a debate among academics and policymakers emerged on the necessity to reconsider the
objectives and instruments of monetary policy in tranquil times. On one side, the appro-
prateness of the traditional monetary policy objectives, i.e. inflation and output stability,
is reexamined, on the grounds that they might not be necessarily conducive of financial
stability. On the other hand, a debate spurred on the implementation of monetary policy,
reconsidering the effectiveness of inflation targeting regimes whereby central banks set the
policy rate reacting to inflation and a measure of economic activity. Hence, the dispute on
monetary policy conduct in the aftermath of the crisis evolves around two main questions.
Should central banks be concerned about financial, in addition to macroeconomic, stability?
And, if so, should central banks react to indicators of financial overheating when setting the
monetary policy rate?
This paper presents a framework to analyze the two issues relevant to the current mone-

tary policy debate in a small open economy reflecting the characteristics of many emerging
European economies in the run-up to the crisis. In particular, the economy is character-
ized by capital inflows directed to the financing of both mortgage and investment loans.
Credit frictions due to asymmetric information à la Bernanke, gertler and Gilchrist (1999)
are present at both the entrepreneurial and household level, allowing to explore the interac-
tion between leverage dynamics in the two sectors. In addition, liabilities in the two sectors
are denominated in foreign currency, further increasing the dynamic interaction of lever-
age in the two sectors when faced to the considered shocks. The objective of this paper is
threefold. First, I compare the dynamics of the economy in response to productivity and
capital inflow shocks under different monetary policy rules that have been widely considered
in the literature for emerging economies (i.e. standard Taylor rule, Taylor rule with ex-
change rate smoothing and fixed exchange rate) and a Taylor rule reacting to credit growth.
Secondly, the dynamic interaction between leverage at the household and entrepreneurial
level is analysed and compared. Third, I compute the optimal unrestricted monetary policy
rule for a small open economy subject to productivity and capital inflow shocks, under two
central bank objectives, namely macroeconomic stability and macroeconomic cum financial
stability.
This study is tied to three main strands of literature. First, it relates to studies explor-

ing the interplay between financial frictions and liability dollarization, with their monetary
policy consequences, in small open DSGE models for emerging economies. This strand of lit-
erature, exemplified by the studies of Cespedes (2000), Cespedes, Chang and Velasco (2004),
Devereux, Lane and Xu (2006), Gertler, Gilchrist and Natalucci (2007), Batini and Levine
(2008), Merola (2010) and Faia (2010) highlights the balance sheet effect of exchange rate
fluctuations and examines the exchange regime most suited to isolate small open dollarized
economies against foreign shocks. While these studies are insightful in providing evidence in
support of the superiority of a flexible currency even in the presence of liability dollarization,
they abstract from three issues, which are of particular relevance in light of the experience
of emerging European economies in the run-up to the crisis. First, they do not consider the
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housing market and the interplay with financial frictions at the household and firm level.
Second, they discard potential financial stability objectives of the small open economy’s cen-
tral bank. Their conclusions concerning the superiority of flexible exchange rate regimes
relies on the volatility of output and inflation, without consideration of the volatility of fi-
nancial variables. Third, they model capital inflow shocks as an exogenous increase in the
foreign interest rate or in the country’s risk premium. However, the experience of many
emerging economies revealed that capital flows are largely influenced by waves of optimism
and pessimism of international investors, often unrelated to country risk premia or interest
rate differentials. Therefore, in this paper, I model capital inflows in this spirit, following
Curdia (2006 and 2007). Capital inflows and their implications for monetary policy are
considered in studies by Ozkan and Unsal (2012) and Unsal (2013). In both cases, capital
inflows (or sudden stops in Ozkan and Unsal (2012)) are considered in the financing of capital
investment and intermediate goods purchases only, disregarding the household sector which,
however, is an important recipient of foreign capital for housing purposes2.
A second strand of literature this paper is related to studies incorporating credit frictions

in mortgage credit in DSGE models. This strand of literature, pioneered by Iacoviello (2005)
and extended by Aoki et al. (2004), Christensen et al. (2007), Parès and Notarpietro (2008),
Kannan et al. (2009), Iacoviello and Neri (2010), Brzoza-Brezina and Makarski (2009),
Solomon (2010), Ajevskis and Vitola (2011), Forlati and Lambertini (2011), is motivated by
the importance of housing as source of collateral and of the negative implications of housing
price bubbles for macroeconomic and financial stability. Most of these studies model finan-
cial frictions in mortgage credit following the collateral constraint framework of Kiyotaki and
Moore (1997), whereby the amount of credit granted to households is limited by the value of
the real estate property. Only few studies in the literature adopt the asymmetric informa-
tion framework proposed by Bernanke, Gertler and Gilchrist (1999) in introducing financial
frictions to mortgage credit (Aoki et al. (2004), Solomon (2010) and Forlati and Lambertini
(2011))3. Among these, only Solomon (2010) examines the interaction between consumer
debt and firm debt over the business cycle, focussing on the quantitative importance of feed-
back effects between the debt levels in the two sectors. His model abstracts from rigidities
in price and wage setting, and from monetary policy considerations. His estimation of the
model with U.S. data reveals that, while credit frictions at the firm level significantly amplify
the response of investment to shocks, they do not amplify output responses. Furthermore,
tighter borrowing conditions for households contribute to ease those for firms, leading to a
negative co-movement of financial variables across sectors. However, all three studies are set
in a closed economy context, and their conclusions are of limited relevance to small, open,
dollarized economies. In particular, exchange rate fluctuations have nontrivial consequences

2Furthermore, the monetary policy implications are studied assuming the central bank has macroeconomic
stability as its sole objective and credit to households is not considered.

3Aoki et al. (2004) focus on the implications of credit frictions at the household level for the transmission
of monetary shocks. They conclude that the presence of asymmetric information in the credit contract
between financial intermediaries and households financing housing purchases amplifies the transmission of
changes in the interest rate to housing investment, house prices and consumption. The objective of Forlati and
Lambertini’s (2011) study is to examine the impact of shocks to mortgage default rates on the macroeconomy,
and to evaluate different parametrizations of the central bank’s policy rule. They conclude for the superiority
of low-inertial rules in stabilizing the economy after an exogenous increase in mortgage defaults. In particular,
as inertial rules imply smoother reductions in the nominal interest rate, they imply larger output contractions.
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for domestic production and prices, thereby influencing consumption and housing demand.
Furthermore, balance sheet effects of currency movements at both the household and firm
level considerably enrich the dynamics, possibly reverting the monetary policy implications
drawn for developed countries4.
Finally, this paper contributes to the debate concerning the possible amendment of the

traditional objectives and instruments of monetary policy to include financial stability con-
siderations. On one hand, proponents of the inflation targeting regime argue that, to the

extent that asset price inflation and credit growth lead to an expansion of aggregate de-
mand through their effect on wealth and spending, a monetary policy reacting to inflation
and output will automatically counteract financial imbalances (Bernanke and Gertler (2001),
Bernanke (2002), Bullard and Schaling (2002), Faia and Monacelli (2003), Ferguson (2003)
Distayat (2005)). On the other hand, proponents of a "leaning against the wind" approach
claim that setting monetary policy only considering developments in inflation and the out-
put gap might be a too narrow approach, and that better results in terms of stabilization
could be achieved by explicitly targeting unsustainable increases in asset prices and excessive
credit growth, even at the cost of increased variability in inflation and output (Cecchetti et
al. (2000), Borio and Lowe (2002 and 2004), Bordo and Jeanne (2002), White (2006), Curdia
and Woodford (2010) and and Woodford (2012)) 5.
The presented analysis leads to the conclusion that, first, adding financial stability to

the central bank’s objectives does not result in an optimal reaction to credit growth, while
some degree of reaction to exchange rate depreciation is optimal. This seems to suggest
that in a small open and dollarized economy, a the central bank with financial stability
objectives but equipped with one instrument, namely the nominal interest rate, cannot
simultaneously achieve macroeconomic and financial stability. A tightening of monetary
policy in reasponse to capital inflow shocks results in further exchange rate appreciation,
which further strengthens borrowers’balance sheet and encourages more foreign borrowing.
Concerning the interaction between households’and entrepreneurial financial variables, I find
that their extent of co-movement crucially depends on whether the exchange rate is flexible
or pegged, in the case of both technology and capital inflow shocks. Specifically, I find
that under a fixed (flexible) exchange rate regime, a negative (positive) correlation arises.
The analysis reveals that sectorial capital inflow shocks spill over to the other sector mainly
through their effect on domestic production through increased demand of domestic goods
used for investment purposes, and through balance sheet effects of currency appreciation.

4Specifically, Forlati and Lambertini’s (2011) prescription for non-inertial rules might be reverted in an
open economy context, as large interest rate responses imply exchange rate fluctuations that have large
repercussions on trade and balance sheets.

5In recent contributions, Curdia and Woodford (2010) and Woodford (2012) strongly encourage central
banks to acknowledge the influence of monetary policy on financial stability, arguing that the monetary
policy trade-off between inflation and financial stability is very similar to that between inflation and output
stabilization. In the same way as central banks strike a balance between price stability and output gap
stabilization engaging in a so-called "flexible inflation targeting regime", they may very well be able to find
a short-run path for the economy balancing inflation stability against output gap and financial stabilization.
The validity of a central bank’s financial stability objective from a welfare standpoint has been emphasized
by Angeloni and Faia (2013).
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2 The Model

The small open economy is populated by six agents: households, entrepreneurs, firms, capital
and housing producers, and the central bank. The model features financial frictions affecting
the credit relationships of both households and firms in a New Keynesian setting. Credit
frictions are modeled following Bernanke, Gertler and Gilchrist (1999), postulating the exis-
tence of an asymmetric information problem between borrowers and lenders implying costly
state verification and generating an external finance premium directly linked to borrowers’
leverage. Furthermore, debt is denominated in foreign currency, therefore, exchange rate
movements impact on borrowers’balance sheets.
The capital inflow shock is embedded into the asymmetric information set-up follow-

ing Curdia (2007, 2008), i.e. assuming that foreign lenders have a distorted perception of
borrowers’creditworthiness. In good (bad) times, waves of optimism (pessimism) lead to
higher (lower) perceived creditworthiness of domestic borrowers and hence to a loosening
(tightening) of credit conditions which trigger a self-fulfilling virtuous (vicious) cycle of eco-
nomic expansion (contraction). To introduce the capital inflow shock consistently in the two
sectors (real estate and capital investment), I assume the existence of capital and housing
producers that buy final goods and convert them in new housing and capital stock. In the
production sector, entrepreneurs invest in new capital goods using their own net worth and
borrowing from foreign financial intermediaries, who face a costly state verification problem
and charge an external finance premium dependent on leverage. They rent their capital
to production firms who produce for the domestic and foreign market, and are subject to
staggered price setting. The housing market is modeled following Aoki, Proudman and
Vlieghe (2004), assuming two behavioral types of households: homeowners and consumers.
Homeowners are analogous to entrepreneurs: they use own net worth and borrowed funds to
finance housing investment. The credit relationship is characterized by the same asymmetric
information problem faced by entrepreneurs. Homeowners then rent the housing stock to
consumers, which also consume domestic and imported goods and supply labor to domes-
tic firms. Wealth effects from house price fluctuations are incorporated assuming that, at
the end of each period, homeowners perform a transfer to consumers within the household.
Finally, monetary policy is conducted by the central bank setting the nominal interest rate
according to a policy rule.

2.1 Households

Households are composed of two behavioral types, homeowners and consumers. While the
former undertake housing investment and own the housing stock, the latter rent housing
services and consume consumption goods. Consumers are further divided in two types. A
fraction n of consumers is Ricardian (R), has access to domestic and foreign assets and is
able to smooth consumption over time. The remaining (1−n) consumers are non-Ricardian
(NR), and consume their current income in each period.6 Both types of consumers supply

6In the context of this study, this modeling choice is dictated by the necessity to incorporate a transfer from
homeowners to consumers, in order to obtain wealth effects from investment. In general, the introduction
of Non-Ricardian households in DSGE models is motivated by the empirical evidence suggesting a high
dependence of consumption from current income, which cannot be obtained when households satisfy the
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differentiated labor services to unions, which act as wage setters in monopolistically com-
petitive markets. Income of NR consumers is then made up of wage income plus a transfer
received from homeowners. Finally, as the economy is open, the consumption bundle is
composed of domestic and imported goods.

2.1.1 Consumers

The utility function common to all consumers is expressed in terms of consumption (Ct) and
labor services (Nt) :

U (Ct,Nt) =
(Ct − τCt−1)1−σ

1− σ − χN
(Nt)

1+ϕ

1 + ϕ

Where τ is the habit formation parameter, σ and ϕ are respectively the elasticities
of intertemporal substitution and of labor supply, and χN is a scaling parameter for the
disutility of working hours. The consumption bundle Ct is composed of consumption goods
ct and housing services ht:

Ct =
[
γ
1
ς
c (ct)

ς−1
ς + (1− γc)

1
ς (ht)

ς−1
ς

] ς
ς−1

Where ς is the elasticity of substitution between consumption and housing services, and
γc is the weight of goods consumption in the overall basket. Furthermore, consumers al-
locate consumption between domestically produced (cHt ) and imported (c

F
t ) goods, so that

ct =

[
γ
1
η

h

(
cHt
) η−1

η + (1− γh)
1
η
(
cFt
) η−1

η

] η
η−1

, where η represents the elasticity of substitution

between domestic and foreign goods. It follows that the consumer price index Pt is defined

as Pt =
[
γh
(
PH
t

)1−η
+ (1− γh)

(
P F
t

)1−η
] 1
1−η
, where PH

t and P F
t are respectively the price of

domestically produced and imported goods. As all consumers share the same preferences and
face the same prices, intratemporal optimization results in the following demand schedules
for consumption, housing services, domestic and imported goods:

ct
ht

=
γc

1− γc

(
1

pht

)−ς
(1)

cHt = γh
(
pHt
)−φ

ct (2)

cFt = (1− γh)
(
pFt
)−φ

ct (3)

Furthermore, I assume that housing services are a constant fraction s of the housing
stock:

ht = sHt (4)

permanent income hypothesis (Gali’, Lopez-Salido and Vallés (2007). Campbell and Mankiw (1989) and
Mankiw (2000) provide empirical evidence on the relationship between consumption and income in advanced
economies).
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While intratemporal choices are analogous for the two types of consumers, only Ricardian
consumers face an intertemporal choice problem, maximizing the discounted value of lifetime
utility subject to the budget constraint7:

CR
t +

RtBt

Pt
+R∗tΨt

StB
∗
t

Pt
=
Wt

Pt
NR
t +

Bt+1

Pt
+
StB

∗
t+1

Pt
+ Πt − TRt

Ricardian consumers have access to domestic (Bt) and foreign (B∗t ) borrowing. While
both assets are of a risk-free nature, access to the international financial market is subject to
small transaction costs Ψt. Hence, while the domestic asset carries the gross domestic risk-
free interest rate Rt, the cost of foreign borrowing is R∗tΨt, where the portfolio adjustment
cost Ψt is a function of the aggregate foreign debt of the small open economy (B∗t+1 +LEt+1 +
LHt+1)8:

Ψt = exp

[
−φB

(
St(B

∗
t+1 + LEt+1 + LHt+1)

Yt
− S(B∗ + LE + LH)

Y

)]
(5)

Furthermore, Ricardian households receive profits from the ownership of firms (Πt) and
pay lump-sum taxes to the government (TRt ). Denoting with λt the lagrange multiplier on
the budget constraint, the following conditions hold:

λt =
(
CR
t − τCR

t−1

)−σ
(6)

λt = βEt

{
λt+1

Rt

πt+1

}
(7)

λt = βEt

{
λt+1

St+1

St
Ψt

R∗t
πt+1

}
(8)

Non-Ricardian consumers are of measure (1− n) and are assumed to fully consume their
income in every period. Consumption of NR households is then determined by their wage
income, dividends from homeowners9 (Dt) and lump-sum taxes (TNRt ), as follows:

CR
t =

Wt

Pt
NNR
t +Dt − TNRt (9)

Aggregating over R and NR consumers, total consumtpion results in: Ct = nCR
t + (1 −

n)CNR
t .
The wage setting process and the consequent labor supply decision are governed by

unions. Both R and NR consumers supply differentiated labor services to a continuum of
monopolistically competitive unions10, which act as wage setters taking the aggregate wage

7Variables pertaining to Ricardian (Non-Ricardian) consumers are denoted with the superscript R, (NR).
8Variables without time subscript denote steady state values. This specification of the portfolio adjust-

ment cost implies that the cost of foreign borrowing is higher the higher the net indebtness of the economy.
While the coeffi cient φB is so small that it does not affect the dynamics of the model, introducing a portfolio
adjustment cost in small open economy models guarantees the existence of a well defined steady state and
delivers a stationary path for net foreign assets and consumption (Schmitt-Grohé and Uribe (2003)).

9Details on the specification of the transfer follow in section 3.1.2.
10See Conen and Straub (2004) for this specification in the context of Ricardian and Non-Ricardian
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Wt and the aggregate labor demand Nd
t as given. Unions pool the wage income of all

consumers and then distribute the aggregate wage income in equal proportion among the
latter. The union then takes Wt and Nd

t as given and sets the optimal wage W̃t(i) to equate
the union’s expected average marginal return and the marginal cost of supplying labor 11.
However, in doing so the union faces nominal rigidities in the Calvo fashion. Specifically, in
each period the wage can be optimized only in a fraction (1− θw) of labor markets. In the
remaining fraction θw the real wage is indexed to past inflation resulting in the following law
of motion of the aggregate wage (where εw represents the elasticity of substitution between
different labor types):

Wt =
[
(1− θw) W̃ 1−εw

t + θw (Wt−1(i)πt−1)1−εw
] 1
1−εw (13)

Given the assumptions concerning the population of consumers, aggregate labor supply
is given by Nt = nNR

t + (1− n)NNR
t .

However, given the hypothesis that unions pool wage incomes of R and NR consumers,
labor market equilibrium requires:

Nt = NR
t = NNR

t (14)

In order to ensure that the wage rate is the same for the two consumer types, hours
worked must be equalized.12

2.1.2 Homeowners

Housing investment decisions are made by homeowners, who act like entrepreneurs in the
model. Homeowners are risk neutral, they purchase housing from housing producers, trans-
form it into homogeneous rentable units and rent them to consumers. At the end of period
t the i−th homeowner has available net worth equal to NWH

t+1(i). At time t she purchases
unfinished housing (Ht+1(i)) from housing producers at a unit price Qh,t and finances the
part of investment in excess of her net worth by stipulating foreign currency loans LHt+1(i).13

In the next period, she will use unfinished housing to produce rentable units, which will be

consumers.
11The first order conditions can be formulated in the following recursive fashion, where Λt+k = (Ct+k)

−σ

is the marginal utility of consumption of all consumers:

Kw
t =

(
εw − 1

εw

)
W̃tΛtNt

(
Wt

W̃t

)εw
+ βθw

(
πt+1
πt

W̃t+1

W̃t

)εw−1
Kw
t+1 (10)

Fwt = χH
(
Nd
t

)ϕ(Wt

W̃t

)εw
Nt + βθw

(
πt+1
πt

W̃t+1

W̃t

)εw
Fwt+1 (11)

Kw
t = Fwt (12)

12This also arises as a result of the fact that firms allocate their labor demand uniformly across labor
varieties, independently of their consumer type (R or NR).
13Note that loans are stipulated in period t but will be repayed at t + 1, hence the choice of subscript.

Similarly, housing purchased at time t will be used in the next period, hence the time subscript.
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rented to consumers at a rental price Ph,t+1. Homeowners borrow from a competitive foreign
financial intermediary whose relevant opportunity cost is the gross risk-free rate prevailing
in the foreign country, R∗t+1. The typical homeowner faces the following budget constraint,
expressed in domestic currency:

NWH
t+1(i) = Qh,tHt+1(i)− StLHt+1(i)

The expected gross return of a unit of housing investment is composed of the return
from renting houses to consumers (i.e. the rental price of houses, Ph,t) and the value of the
undepreciated housing stock, adjusted for the change in price:

Et
{
RH
t+1

}
= Et

{
sP h

t+1 + (1− δh)Qh,t+1

Qh,t

}
(15)

Where δh is the depreciation rate of the housing stock.
Each homeowner has access to a stochastic technology that transforms Ht+1(i) units of

unfinished housing into Ht+1(i) = ωHt+1(i)Ht+1(i) rentable units. The idiosyncratic produc-
tivity shock ωHt+1(i) is iid across homeowners and time and it is assumed to follow a lognormal
distribution with density f(ωH) and E

{
ωH
}

= 114. The realization of productivity is freely
observed by homeowners, but lenders can only observe it by incurring a monitoring cost
proportional to the gross payoff to the homeowner’s project (µH(ωHt+1(i)RH

t+1Qh,tHt+1(i))):
this asymmetric information is at the core of the external finance premium. Furthermore,
following Curdia (2007), I assume that lenders have a distorted perception of the productiv-
ity parameter. In particular, the lenders’perception of productivity is ωH∗t+1 = ωHt+1υ

H
t where

υHt ∈ [0, 1] is the misperception factor which evolves according to ln(υHt ) = ρυ ln(υHt−1) + ξHυ .
ξHυ is a shock to lenders perceptions of homeowners’ productivity and it is the origin of
capital inflows in the model. When υHt increases, lenders perceive homeowners’to be more
productive or, in other words, they perceive their default probability to be lower. Hence,
they will charge a lower premium, allowing borrowers to expand their balance sheet. The
optimal credit contract between financial intermediaries and homeowners specifies a fixed
payment (equal to RH

L,t+1) to the lender whenever the return to to investment is above the
cutoff value (ω̄Ht+1(i)) that determines default. Otherwise, the homeowner defaults on her
debt and the lender seizes the remaining value of the project, after paying the monitoring
cost. The non-default cutoffvalue is the productivity level ω̄Ht+1(i) equating the homeowner’s
receipts with the repayment of the loan:

ω̄Ht+1(i)
Qh,tHt+1(i)RH

t+1

St+1

= RH
L,t+1

(Qh,tHt+1(i)−NWH
t+1(i))

St
(16)

Taking as given Qh,t, RH
t+1 and net worth NW

H
t+1(i), the optimal contract is fully spec-

ified in terms of the threshold productivity level ω̄Ht+1(i) and demand for initial investment
Ht+1(i).15 The optimal contract maximizes the expected payoff of the borrower subject to

14In particular, ωH ∼ logN
(
−σ

2
H

2 , σ
2
H

)
, where σ2H represents the variance of the underlying Normal

distribution.
15Recall that Pht+1 is a market price, and as such it will be determined by the equilibrium between demand

and supply of rentable houses.
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the lender’s participation constraint. The expected payoff of the homeowner is:

Et
[(
QhtH

H
t+1(i)RH

t+1

) (
AH(ω̄Ht+1(i))

)]
= (17)

Et

[(∫ ∞
ω̄Ht+1(i)

ωHt+1(i)f(ωH)dωH

)(
Qh,tHt+1(i)RH

t+1

)
−
(∫ ∞

ω̄Ht=1(i)

f(ωH)dωH

)
RH
L,t+1L

H
t+1(i)

]

Where AH(ω̄Ht+1(i)) represents the fraction of the expected payoff captured by homeowners.
As foreign lenders are risk neutral, they engage in the contract if it guarantees an expected
payoff at least equal to what they would obtain by investing in the risk-free asset. The
following participation has to hold:

RH
t+1Qh,tHt+1(i)

St+1

[
BH

(
ω̄Ht+1, υ

H
t

)]
= R∗tL

H
t+1(i) (18)

WhereRH
t+1Qh,tHt+1(i)

[
BH

(
ω̄Ht+1, υ

H
t

)]
=

 (∫∞
ω̄Ht+1(i)

f(ωH∗)dωH∗
)
RH
L,t+1L

H
t+1(i)+(∫ ω̄Ht+1(i)

0
ωH∗t+1f(ωH∗)dωH∗

)
(1− µH)Qh,tHt+1(i)RH

t+1


is teh lender’s expected payoff and BH

(
ω̄Ht+1, υ

H
t

)
is the fraction of homeowner’s payoff cap-

tured by the lender (recall the definition ωH∗t = ωHt υ
H
t ), net of monitoring cost.

As ωHt+1 is iid and independent of all other shocks in the model, homeowners are identical
ex− ante, face the same contract and will be charged the same lending rate. The first order
conditions of the optimal credit contract are obtaining maximizing (17) subject to (18) 16:

Et
(
Rh
t+1

)
= R∗t+1

[
A′H(ω̄Ht+1)

BH
(
ω̄Ht+1, υ

H
t

)
A′H(ω̄Ht+1)−B′H

(
ω̄Ht+1, υ

H
t

)
AH(ω̄Ht+1)

Et

{
St+1

St

}]
(19)

Qh,tHt+1

NWH
t+1

=
1(

1− St
St+1

RHt+1
R∗t+1

BH
(
ω̄Ht+1, υ

H
t

)) (20)

Equation (20) implies that the demand for unfinished housing by homeowners is positively
related to the rental price of housing P h

t+1, which enters R
h
t+1, and inversely related to the

price of housing good, Qh,t. Equation (19) is the basis of the financial accelerator in the
model. It links the cost of external finance to homeowners’financial position and, hence, to
their demand for housing good. In fact, risk premia are a positive function of ω̄Ht+1 which
is, in turn, a positive function of the homeowner’s leverage. Hence, lower leverage implies
lower probability of default and hence a lower risk premium. Furthermore, as borrowing is
denominated in foreign currency, exchange rate movements also affect the risk premium: a
domestic currency appreciation (decrease in St+1) lowers the risk premium both directly and
indirectly by decreasing the value of outstanding debt and thereby lowering leverage.
The description of homeowners’behavior is by the description of the evolution of their

net worth. A the end of each period, non-defaulting homeowners keep their payoff net of

16Here, A′(ω) = ∂A(ω)
∂ω .
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loan repayment, which is going to increment their stock of equity. Furthermore, homeowners
perform a transfer (Dt) to consumers within the household17, which positively depends on

the inverse leverage ratio (
NWH

t+1

Qh,tHt+1
) and is given by:

Dt = χD

(
NWH

t+1

Qh,tHt+1

)
(21)

This simple rule captures the concept that, following a rise in real estate prices, homeown-
ers are faced with two choices. They can either keep the transfer constant and accumulate
more net worth (thereby increasing their equity and enjoying looser credit conditions in the
future), or they can increase the transfer to consumers leading to an increase of current
household consumption. Hence, this is a simple way to generate wealth effects of real es-
tate prices, and a positive correlation between housing prices and consumption observed
in the data (see Iacoviello (2010)). Furthermore, homeowners are assumed to be endowed
with a unit of labor, which they supply inelastically to domestic firms. The evolution of
homeowners’net worth can be represented as:

NWH
t+1 = AH(ω̄Ht )RH

t Qh,t−1H
H
t −Dt +WH

t N
H
t (22)

2.2 Housing and Capital Producers

Housing and capital producers operate in a regime of perfect competition.18 In each period,
they combine investment goods (Ij,t, with price P I

j,t, j = k, h) and the old undepreciated
capital (housing) stock to produce new capital (housing) goods, which will be sold at the
real priceQk,t (Qh,t)19. Investment is subject to adjustment costs, represented by the function

Φj,t =
κj
2

(
Ij,t
Ij,t−1

− 1
)2

(Smets and Wouters (2003)). Capital producers choose the optimal
amount of investment so as to maximize the profits, leading to the following first order
condition:

1 = qk,t

[
1− κt

2

(
Ik,t
Ik,t−1

− 1

)2

− κt
(

Ik,t
Ik,t−1

− 1

)(
Ik,t
Ik,t−1

)]
(23)

+βEt

{
λt+1

λt
qk,t+1

[
κ

(
Ik,t+1

Ik,t
− 1

)(
Ik,t+1

Ik,t

)2
]}

Where qk,t is the real price of the capital stock defined as
Qk,t
Pt
. The law of motion of the

economy wide capital stock is:

Kt+1 =

[
1− κt

2

(
Ik,t
Ik,t−1

− 1

)2
]
Ik,t + (1− δk)Kt (24)

17Here, the transfer is not fully microfounded. Its specification follows Aoki, Proudman and Vlieghe (2004).
18Here, I denote with subscript k (h) variables pertaining to capital (housing) producers.
19The investment bundle for both producers has a similar composition of the consumption bundle, cfr

equation ().
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Analogous expressions hold for housing producers, with the subscript k replaced by h.

2.3 Entrepreneurs

The behavior of entrepreneurs closely mirrors that of homeowners. Entrepreneurs engage
in capital investment, and in each period they purchase capital from capital producers
(Qk,tKt+1) using their net worth (NWE

t+1) and borrowing from foreign financial interme-
diaries (LEt+1) with a lending rate R

E
L,t+1. The return from capital investment, R

E
t+1, is given

by the return from renting capital to firms (rKt ) and the capital gain:

RE
t+1 =

rKt+1 + (1− δk)Qk,t+1

Qk,t

(25)

Furthermore, each entrepreneur has a stochastic technology ωEt+1(i) ∼ logN(−σ2E
2
, σ2

E),
the realization of which determines the profitability of their investment and, then, their
default probability. The threshold productivity level that discriminates between defaulting
and non-defaulting entrepreneurs is given by:

ω̄Et+1(i)
Qk,tKt+1(i)RE

t+1

St+1

= RE
L,t+1L

E
t+1(i) = RE

L,t+1

(Qk,tKt+1(i)−NWE
t+1(i))

St
(26)

Finally, as in the case of homeowners, lenders have a distorted perception of entrepre-
neurial productivity, given by ωE∗t+1 = ωEt+1υ

E
t where υ

E
t ∈ [0, 1] is the misperception factor

which evolves according to ln(υEt ) = ρυ ln(υEt−1) + ξEυ . The optimal financial contract is
identical to that faced by homeowners and the first order conditions result in:

Et
(
RE
t+1

)
= R∗t+1

[
A′E(ω̄Et+1)

BE
(
ω̄Et+1, υ

E
t

)
A′E(ω̄Et+1)−B′E

(
ω̄Et+1, υ

E
t

)
AE(ω̄Et+1)

Et

{
St+1

St

}]
(27)

Qk,tKt+1

NWE
t+1

=
1(

1− St+1
St

REt+1
R∗t+1

BH
(
ω̄Et+1, υ

E
t

)) (28)

Contrary to the case of homeowners, entrepreneurs do not pay a transfer. In order to
characterize the evolution of their net worth it is assumed that entrepreneurs have finite
horizon: in particular, a proportion (1−%) of entrepreneurs die in each period but are imme-
diately replaced by newcomers, so that the total population is constant. This is necessary to
guarantee that the net worth of entrepreneurs does not grow to the point they can finance
their investment using their equity only. Furthermore, entrepreneurs are endowed with a
unit of labor that they supply inelastically to firms, paying a wageWE

t . At the end of period
t, entrepreneurs collect their investment payoff and honour the debt obligations contracted
in the previous period. Net worth of surviving entrepreneurs is then composed of the profits
from investment and wage income:

NWE
t+1 = %

[
AE(ω̄Et )RE

t Qk,t−1Kt

]
+WE

t (29)

Entrepreneurs exiting the market consume their remaining equity:
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PtC
E
t = (1− %)AE(ω̄Et )RE

t Qk,t−1Kt−1 (30)

Entrepreneurs consume domestic and import good in the same mix as consumers, the
deman functions of which are:

CE
H,t = γh

(
pHt
)−φ

CE
t (31)

CE
F,t = (1− γh)

(
pFt
)−φ

CE
t (32)

2.4 Firms

There exist two types of firms in the economy. A continuum of intermediate producers
indexed by f ∈ [0, 1] operates in a monopolistically competitive environment and produce
differentiated goods employing capital and labor. Furthermore, these firms face price rigidi-
ties à la Calvo, implying staggered priced setting. Then, a set of perfectly competitive final
goods producers aggregate costlessly the differentiated intermediate goods into a single final
good, which is then sold to consumers (both domestically and abroad).

2.4.1 Final good producers

Final good producers operate in a perfectly competitive environment. They purchase inter-

mediate goods Yt(f) and aggregate them to obtain the final good Yt =
[∫ 1

0
Yt(f)

ε−1
ε df

] ε
ε−1 20.

The final good is sold both domestically and abroad. In particular, the export good is pro-
duced one-for-one by a representative competitive producer, using the domestic final good
as input. The foreign demand for the domestic good is given by:

Xt = γ∗
(
P x
t

P ∗t

)−µx
Y ∗t (33)

Where P ∗t is the foreign price index and Y
∗
t is foreign output. µx represents the elasticity

between domestically produced and imported goods in the foreign country. Finally, γ∗ is
the share of imports in the foreign country’s consumption basket. I assume that the law of
one price holds in the export market, implying that the domestic good sells for the same
price on the two markets when converted to the same currency. Hence, defining the nominal
exchange rate St as the price of the foreign currency in terms of domestic currency, the price
of exports in foreign currency is P x

t =
PH,t
St
:

2.4.2 Intermediate goods producers

A continuum of intermediate good producers indexed by f operate under monopolistic com-
petition and is owned by Ricardian households. Producers use capital and three types of
labor inputs (Nt, NE

t and N
H
t , supplied respectively by consumers, entrepreneurs and home-

20ε denotes the elasticity of substitution between varieties of domestic goods.
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owners) to produce differentiated goods. The production function for domestic intermediate
good producers is:

Yt (f) = eAtKα
t (f)Nt (f)(1−α)(1−ΩE−ΩH) NE

t (f)(1−α)ΩE NH
t (f)(1−α)ΩH (34)

Where α is the share of capital in production, ΩE and ΩH are the shares of entrepreneurial
and homeowners’ labor in production. Cost minimization implies the following standard
factor demand functions, where rk,t denotes the rental rate of capital:

Wt = MCt (1− α) (1− ΩE − ΩH)
Yt (f)

Nt (f)
(35)

WE
t = MCt (1− α) ΩE

Yt (f)

NE
t (f)

(36)

WH
t = MCt (1− α) ΩF

Yt (f)

NH
t (f)

(37)

rKt = MCtα
Yt (f)

Kt (f)
(38)

Price setting is staggered. In each period, only a fraction (1 − θ) of firms are al-
lowed to reset their price optimally. The fraction θ that is not allowed to optimize sets
the price equal to that prevailing in the previous period, indexing it to past inflation
at a rate γp and to the steady state inflation rate at rate

(
1− γp

)
. As all firms al-

lowed to optimize set the same price, denoted as P̃H,t, the domestic good price evolves

as: PH
t =

[
θ
(
PH
t−1

(
πHt−1

)γp (πH)1−γp
)1−ε

+ (1− θ)
(
P̃H
t

)1−ε
] 1
1−ε

.

2.4.3 Import firms

Importers operate in a monopolistically competitive environment. They purchase the for-
eign differentiated good at the (domestic currency) price StP ∗t , repackage it and resell it
in the domestic market. Price setting is staggered à la Calvo: in each period, they can
optimally reset prices with probability θm. This introduces imperfect exchange rate pass-
through in import prices following Monacelli (2003). The price index of imported goods is

given by P f
t = [(1− θm) (P new

f,t )1−µm + θm(P f
t−1)1−µm ]

1
1−µm , where µm is the elasticity of sub-

stitution between different varieties of import goods. Each firm in the import sector chooses
the optimal price as to maximize discounted profits21 subject to the demand constraint

Y M
t+k(j) =

(
P ft (j)

P ft+k

)−µm
Y M
t+k, where P

f
t =

(∫ 1

0
P f
t (j)1−µdj

) 1
1−µ

and Y M
t denotes aggregate

imports demand. In the symmetric equilibrium, all firms allowed to reset price will set it at
the same level, equal to a markup over current and expected future marginal costs (which
in the case of import firms are equal to

St+kP
∗
t+k

P ft+k
).

21As import firms are owned by Ricardian consumers, Λt,t+k =
CRt

σ

CRt+k
σ is the consumers’stochastic discout

factor.
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2.5 Aggregate demand and balance of payments

Domestically produced goods are used for domestic consumption by consumers and entre-
preneurs, investment by housing and capital goods producers, government expenditure (Gt),
exports (Xt) and to pay monitoring costs arising from imperfect information in the credit
relationships between financial intermediaries and homeowners and entrepreneurs (MH

t and
ME

t )
22. Hence, the national accounting identity reads:

Yt = cHt + CE
H,t + IHk,t + IHh,t +Gt +Xt +MH

t +ME
t (39)

Imported goods are used for consumption and investment, hence total imports (Y M
t ) are

defined as:

Y M
t = cFt + CE

F,t + IFk,t + IFh,t (40)

Finally, the balance of payments of the small open economy is obtained by aggregating the
budget constraints of consumers, homeowners and entrepreneurs, and results in the following
expression:

StR
∗
t (ΨtB

∗
t + LEt + LHt )− St(B∗t+1 + LEt+1 + LHt+1) = StP

∗
t Xt − StP ∗t Y M

t (41)

Where the nominal foreign interest rate, R∗t , is taken as given by the small open economy.

2.6 Monetary and fiscal policy

Government in this setting is in charge of conducting monetary and fiscal policy. As for the
latter, the government simply aims at maintaining fiscal balance:

Gt = TRt + TNRt (42)

The general form of the rule used by the central bank to conduct monetary policy is:

Rt

R
=

(
Rt−1

R

)ρR [(πt
π

)ρπ (Yt
Y

)ρY ( St
St−1

)ρS ( Lt
Lt−1

)ρL](1−ρR)

exp
(
ξR,t
)

(43)

Where ρπ and ρY are, respectively, the weights that the monetary authority places on
deviations of inflation and output from the steady state and ξR,t is a monetary policy shock.
It is assumed that the central bank adjusts the nominal interest rate also in response to
changes in the exchange rate and total credit growth, the latter obtained aggreagating loans

22Given the distribution of ωHt and ω
E
t , the fraction of payoff used to monitor borrowers in the two sectors

amounts to:

MH
t = µH · F

(
ln ω̄Ht − 0.5σ2H

σH

)
·RhtQh,t−1Ht

ME
t = µE · F

(
ln ω̄Et − 0.5σ2E

σE

)
·REt Qk,t−1Kt
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granted to homeowners and entrepreneurs. However, setting the coeffi cients of the last two
terms to zero, leads to a standard Taylor Rule. Furthermore, when ρS → ∞, the central
bank follows a pegged exchange rate. Finally, the monetary authority engages in interest
rate smoothing whenever ρR > 0.

2.7 Exogenous processes

In the following analysis, three exogenous shocks are considered: aggregate technology (At),
and perception of lenders on homeowners and entrepreneurial productivity (υHt and υ

E
t ). In

particular, the latter two shocks are used as a proxy for capital inflows shocks to the small
open economy. An increase in υHt and υ

E
t , i.e. an increase in foreign lenders’perception of

domestic borrowers’productivity, leads to a lowering of the external finance premium in the
sector hit by the shock, and hence an increase in the demand for loans, which is satisfied by
foreign lenders and hence amounts to a capital inflow.
Focussing on capital inflow and technology shocks is interesting because while they are

both expansionary in nature, they affect different sides of the credit market. The technology
shock increasese firms’productivity and leads firms to expand production, increasing their
capital demand. This, in turn, translates in an increase in the demand for credit of the
entrepreneurial sector. While demand for foreign funds increases, so does entrepreneurial
leverage, thereby worsening balance sheet conditions.23 On the other hand, capital inflow
shocks affect the supply side of credit. When foreign lenders become optimist regarding
domestic borrowers’productivity, they loosen credit conditions demanding a lower external
finance premium, which drives down leverage and encourages borrowing. Hence, while a
domestic technology shock "pulls" foreign capital in the small open economy, the capital
inflow shock is of a "push" nature.24 Exogenous variables obey the following autoregressive
processes:

log(At) = ρA log(At−1) + ξA,t

ln(υHt ) = ρυ ln(υHt ) + ξHυ,t

ln(υEt ) = ρυ ln(υEt ) + ξEυ,t

2.8 Calibration

The calibration of the model parameters is largely drawn from existing studies on small open
economies. In particular, I set the discount factor β = 0.99, implying an annual risk-free
interest rate of 4%. The intertemporal elasticity of substitution (σ) is set to 1, so as the
elasticity of labor supply (ϕ) following Christiano, Eichenbaum, and Evans (1997). In order
to obtain a steady state labor supply of 0.33 the coeffi cient on labor in the utility function
(χN) is calibrated at 8.8394. Regarding the composition of consumption, I set the share of

23We will see in the next section that, in case of foreign borrowing, the increase in leverage is partially
offset by the exchange rate appreciation.
24See Fernandez-Arias (1996) for the introduction of the "push-pull" terminology in the context of capital

inflows.
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imported goods in the consumption basket at 0.4, consistent with the value set for Latvia
by Ajevskis and Vitola (2011), which implies some degree of home bias. Furthermore, I
set the consumption habit parameter at 0.8, following the estimates for Estonia by Gelain
and Kulikov (2009). As in Aoki, Proudman and Vlieghe (2004) and Forlati and Lambertini
(2011), the elasticity of substitution between consumption and housing services is set to 1.
The same value is chosen for the elasticity of substitution between domestic and foreign goods
in the consumption basket, following Gertler, Gali’and Natalucci (2003). Furthermore, I
set the share of housing services in the consumption bundle (1 − γc) to 0.0950, so that in
steady state, the imputed rents to consumption ratio is equal to 10.5, which is consistent
with pre-crisis data of Central and Eastern European countries.25 Setting a depreciation
rate for the housing stock (δh) to 1% annually results to a steady state housing investment
to output ratio of 1%, which is consistent with the average of 1, 06% observed in the data.26

Turning to the production side of the economy, I set the elasticity of substitution be-
tween different varieties of domestic goods to 6, implying a price markup of 20%. Following
Ajevskis and Vitola (2011) and Merola (2010), I set the same elasticity of substitution for
different varieties of labor. Furthermore, I set the price and wage stickiness parameters
to 0.75, implying that prices and wages are adjusted, on average, every 4 quarters. The
share of capital in production, α, is set to 0.35. Furthermore, the share of homeowners’and
entrepreneurial labor in production is set to 0.01.
The parameters in the benchmark model calibration are set following Bernanke, Gertler

and Gilchrist (1999). In particular, the standard deviation of the idiosyncratic productivity
shock of homeowners and entrepreneurs (σH and σE) are set to 0.28. The monitoring cost
parameters are calibrated at 0.12, implying a quarterly default probability of homeowners
and entrepreneurs of 0.87% (3.48% annually). This results in an external finance premium
equal to 228 basis points on an annual basis and in a steady state leverage ratio of 0.5. I
can then back out the survival probability of entrepreneurs, which is calibrated at 0.98. The
elasticity of the transfer from homeowners to consumers is calibrated at 0.0526.27

Finally, the standard deviation of the technology shock is set to 1, whereas that of the
two perception shocks is set to 1%. All three shocks share the same persistence parameter,
equal to 0.9.

3 Simulation Results
25The ratio has been calculated dividing imputed rents by total consumption expenditures, for the period

2003-2007 (Eurostat data).
26Here, I used Eurostat data on gross capital formation in the construction sector as a proxy for investment

the real estate sector. Again, the average is computed over the period 2003-2007.
27While, for firms, this calibration is largely consistent with the values set by Ajevskis and Vitola (2011)

for Latvia, they report much higher leverage ratios for the household sector. Hence, I also calibrate the
model in order to deliver a higher leverage ratio (equal to 2.5) of homeowners. This amounts to setting the
monitoring cost and the idiosyncratic volatility parameters to 0.18 and 0.2053 respectively. While the steady
state default probability is unchanged, the steady state external finance premium rises to 340 basis points
annually. This, however, does qualitatively alter the results.
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In what follows, I illustrate the dynamic evolution of the main model’s variables in response
to technology and capital inflow shocks, under different specifications of the Taylor rule.
First, this exercise allows to shed light on the interplay between financial frictions in both
the financing of capital and real estate investment, and analyze the transmission of shocks
across sectors. Secondly, it will allow comparison between different monetary policy rules,
illustrating their effect not only on output and inflation, but also on credit variables and
their interactions across sectors.
I consider four Taylor rules obtained as special cases of equation (43). In the first scenario,

the central bank sets the interest rate according to a standard Taylor rule, reacting to
deviations of output and inflation:

Rt

R
=

(
Rt−1

R

)ρR [(πt
π

)ρπ (Yt
Y

)ρY ](1−ρR)

exp
(
ξR,t
)

(44)

Where variables without time subscript refer to steady state values (in particular, I set
ρπ = 1.5, ρY = 0.5 and ρR = 0.8).
The second rule I consider is one in which the central bank sets the nominal interest rate

reacting to a financial aggregate. The issue is then to choose what financial indicator is more
appropriate for inclusion in the central bank’s Taylor rule. Evidence presented by the IMF
(2009) finds common patterns in economic variables in the period preceding an asset price
bust. In particular, significant expansions in domestic credit and investment accompanied by
current account deficits have been found to be recurrent in the run-up to a bust. Agénor and
Pereira da Silva (2011) argue that in the context of middle income countries, central banks
should conduct monetary policy by reacting to the economy’s credit growth gap. They claim
that, in so doing, the central bank can offset the acceleration mechanism that leads to credit
growth and asset price inflation that is at the heart of financial imbalances. In particular,
during upturns, informational asymmetries between borrowers and lenders are enhanced,
and the prevailing loosening of lending standards erodes the resilience of the country to
financial distress. Furthermore, studies as Claessens et al. (2011) and Calderón and Fuentes
(2011) affi rm that credit aggregates are useful leading indicators of asset price bubbles. In
particular, while credit booms are not necessarily conducive of a crisis, the evidence suggests
that almost all crises are preceded by a credit boom. Hence, I consider a scenario where the
central bank monitors the growth in loans in addition to output and inflation when setting
the policy rate28:

Rt

R
=

(
Rt−1

R

)ρR [(πt
π

)ρπ (Yt
Y

)ρY ( Lt
Lt−1

)ρL](1−ρR)

exp
(
ξR,t
)

(45)

The third policy rule considered represents a situation where the central bank reacts to
exchange rate movements. Rules of this kind have been widely considered for small open
economies with a high degrees of dollarization, especially in light of the fact that many
emerging economies engaged in exchange rate stabilization or opted for a fixed exchange
rate regime. In particular, the main argument for exchange rate stabilization in this context
relies on the fact that, when debt is denominated in foreign currency, exchange rate fluc-

28Here, I set ρπ = 1.5, ρY = 0.5, ρR = 0.8 and ρL = 1.5.
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tuations affect the economy not only through trade, but also through balance sheet effects
on borrowers.29 In this context, an exchange rate appreciation that, on one side, reduces
exports with negative effects on aggregate demand, relaxes credit conditions of indebted
agents, thereby stimulating further borrowing. Studies in this field30 find that the subopti-
mality of exchange rate stabilization as a monetary policy strategy is strictly connected with
the degree of openness of the economy (Devereux, Lane and Xu (2006)) and the source of
the shock (Faia (2010)).

Rt

R
=

(
Rt−1

R

)ρR [(πt
π

)ρπ (Yt
Y

)ρY ( St
St−1

)ρS](1−ρR)

exp
(
ξR,t
)

(46)

Here, the central bank reacts to devaluation pressures with a coeffi cient ρS = 1.5.31

Finally, I consider the case in which the central bank pursues a fixed exchange rate regime,
obtained setting ρS →∞:

∆St = 0 (47)

3.1 Domestic technology shock

A positive, one standard deviation technology shock (depicted in Figure 1) implies an un-
expected improvement in domestic firms’productivity and an abatement of marginal costs.
On one side, this leads to a decreased demand for labor which drives down employment
and wages. The resulting decrease in labor income depresses households’consumption of
both goods and housing services. On the other hand, the reduction in marginal costs leads
firms to revise prices downwards, lowering home goods inflation. The decline in the price of
domestic goods has two consequences on external balance. As domestic goods are cheaper,
on one side export demand rises, and on the other hand a substitution effect kicks in, which
shifts domestic purchases towards home produced goods, causing a decrease in imports. As
a result, the trade balance shifts to surplus, and the resulting net inflow of currency puts
appreciation pressures on the exchange rate. The reaction of the central bank depends on the
chosen monetary policy strategy. If the central bank follows a fixed exchange rate regime,
it keeps the nominal interest rate unaltered; if it follows a Taylor rule, it lowers the nominal
interest rate in response to the decrease in inflation.
The overall macroeconomic adjustment and the behavior of financial variables in both

the entrepreneurial and the homeowners’ sector crucially depend on the monetary policy
regime, mainly through its effects on aggregate demand and on borrowers’balance sheets.
Concerning aggregate demand, the domestic technology shock exerts opposite effects on the
demand of consumption goods and housing. While improved productivity leads to a decrease
in firms’demand of labor and hence a drop in wages, dampening domestic consumption

29Krugman (1999), Aghion, Bacchetta, and Banerjee (2001).
30Cespedes (2000), Cespedes, Chang and Velasco (2004), Devereux, Lane and Xu (2006), Gertler, Gilchrist

and Natalucci (2007), Batini and Levine (2008), Faia (2010).
31The coeffi cients on credit growth and exchange rate depreciation in the Taylor rules are set to the

same value, equal to 1.5, to enhance comparability between responses across different specifications of the
monetary policy rule.
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(including housing services), external demand offsets the decline in consumption and boosts
production, increasing firms’demand for capital. Hence, while demand for capital investment
rises, demand for real estate investment contracts. Furthermore, it is important to notice that
under a fixed exchange rate regime, the increase in export demand is much more pronounced,
leading to a sharper expansion in production leading firms to limit their cutback in labor
demand, which counteracts the fall in domestic consumption through a more muted decline in
wage income. In any case, as capital demand surges, entrepreneurs engage in more projects,
demand more credit and more unfinished capital goods, pushing up their price. While the
raise in credit demand puts upwards pressures on entrepreneurial leverage, the increase in
the price of capital partially offsets the worsening of entrepreneurs’balance sheet.
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Figure 1: Responses to a domestic technology shock under different Taylor rules

Note: Responses to a one standard deviations technology shock, in percentage deviations
from the steady state. The response of the domestic interest rate is in basis points

However, the monetary policy regime directly affects credit markets through balance
sheet effects arising from exchange rate fluctuations. The exchange rate appreciation oc-
curring when the central bank follows a taylor rule decreases the effective debt burden of
entrepreneurs and homeowners. In the entrepreneurial case, this counteracts the increased
demand for loans by lowering the (foreign currency) value of debt, pushing leverage below
steady state values and lowering the external finance premium. In the fixed exchange rate
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case, the favorable exchange rate effect does not occur, hence the loan burden increases,
and with it entrepreneurial leverage, dampening the overall acceleration and leading to a
smoother increment in capital investment. Hence, the interaction between monetary pol-
icy regime and credit frictions affects entrepreneurs through two effects acting in opposite
directions. A fixed exchange rate regime boosts exports but dampens the financial accel-
erator mechanism. An inflation targeting regime limits the effect of external demand, but
strengthens the financial accelerator.
The balance sheet effect on homeowners operates in a similar fashion. Under flexible

exchange rate, the loan burden decreases, thereby leading to lower leverage and external
finance premium for homeowners and encouraging new real estate projects that ultimately
reduce the rental price of houses. Hence, the positive balance sheet effect is able to offset
the initial decrease in housing demand caused by the drop in overall consumption, leading to
increased housing investment. In the case of a fixed exchange rate regime, a similar positive
effect on real estate investment occurs, but for different reasons. Here, the increase in export
demand leads domestic firms to reduce employment by less, implying a more muted effect
on households’wage income and hence a smoother drop in consumption. Hence, demand
for housing services decreases less markedly. Hence, loan demand from homeowners declines
by less, as well as leverage and the external finance premium, leading to an increase in
housing investment that is even higher than in the case of flexible exchange rate. Hence,
also in the case of homeowners, the interaction between monetary policy regime and credit
frictions exerts two effects acting in opposite directions. A fixed exchange rate regime impacts
less on housing demand but dampens the financial accelerator mechanism. An inflation
targeting regime implies a greater fall in rental housing demand, but strengthens the financial
accelerator.
Hence, in the event of a technology shock, credit frictions at the entrepreneurial and

homeowners’ level can lead to different scenarios concerning the co-movement of financial
variables in the two sectors depending on the monetary policy regime. Under a fixed ex-
change rate regime, albeit a positive co-movement of investment and asset prices in the two
sectors, financial variables exhibit a negative correlation. While external finance premia and
leverage increase in the entrepreneurial sector, they decrease in the real estate sector. On
the contrary, under a flexible exchange rate regime as in the three taylor rules considered,
financial variables co-move following a technology shock. While in both cases the shock
exerts an opposite effect on the demand for goods (positive) and housing services (negative),
in the flexible exchange rate regime, the balance sheet effect is able to offset the increase in
leverage caused by the increased loan demand, while this effect does not operate in the case
of pegged currency.
Finally, it is worth noting how the three considered Taylor rules do not imply large differ-

ences in the dynamic adjustment of real and financial variables. This is a direct consequence
of the pattern of co-movement between financial variables in the entrepreneurial and home-
owners’sectors. Following the shock, while entrepreneurs demand more credit, homeowners
do not and, as a result, aggregate credit does not increase so much to warrant a stronger
reaction of the central bank.
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3.2 Capital inflow shock: entrepreneurs

Figure 2 depicts the responses to a positive increase in foreign lenders’perception of entre-
preneurs’productivity under the three Taylor rules and fixed exchange rate scenarios. As
foreign lenders become more optimist concerning the profitability of entrepreneurs, implying
a smaller perceived probability of default, they loosen credit conditions. Hence, on impact,
the external finance premium charged on domestic entrepreneurs decreases. As borrowing
conditions improve and entrepreneurial net worth rises, leverage declines. Therefore, the
abatement of the cost of external finance prompts entrepreneurs to engage in new invest-
ment projects, and to demand more credit. As capital investment increases and with it
the supply of capital, production surges, and so does domestic price inflation. Furthermore,
the positive inflow of capital exerts appreciating pressures on the domestic currency (the
exchange rate decreases). After this impact effect, the macroeconomic adjustment crucially
depends on the monetary policy rule followed by the domestic central bank. Under any
Taylor rule, implying a flexible currency, the exchange rate appreciation leads to a decrease
in the price of imports, which offsets the increase in domestic price inflation and leads to a
decline in CPI inflation. Under an inflation targeting regime, as output rises above steady
state values more than inflation contracts, the central bank raises the policy rate, thereby
accommodating the exchange rate appreciation after the initial impact. While this doesn’t
improve the country’s export performance, it has positive consequences on borrowers’bal-
ance sheet and it is the key channel of transmission of the shock to the real estate investment
sector. In fact, as the exchange rate appreciates, borrowing conditions of homeowners im-
prove. As the debt burden decreases, and with it the external finance premium and leverage,
investment in the real estate sector grows. Hence, the positive effect of the initial shock to
entrepreneurs’borrowing conditions positively spills over to homeowners through balance
sheet effects, leading to a positive co-movement of financial variables across sectors. If the
central bank engages in exchange rate targeting, it tries to offset the initial exchange rate
appreciation and increases the nominal interest rate by a smaller amount. While this re-
duces the negative effect on exports and boosts aggregate demand, it somewhat dampens
the positive balance sheet effect. However, even in this case the shock positively spills over
to homeowners leading to an increase in housing investment and prices.
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Figure 2: Responses to a one standard deviation capital inflow shock (entrepreneurs), under
different Taylor rules

Note: Responses to a one standard deviations technology shock, in percentage deviations
from the steady state. The response of the domestic interest rate is in basis points

In case the Taylor rule reacts to credit growth involves a stronger monetary policy con-
traction. As the capital inflow shock boosts entrepreneurial demand for credit and the
balance sheet effect on homeowners’debt is not strong enough, overall credit growth rises.
The increase in inflation and in agregate loans growth prompts the central bank to increase
the interest rate. However, in case of foreign currency borrowing, the relevant opportunity
cost of investment is the foreign interest rate, which is taken as given by the small open econ-
omy and stays constant. As the monetary policy tightening results in a stronger exchange
rate appreciation, it strengthens borrowers’balance sheets, leading to a sharper decrease in
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leverage and a stronger improvement in balance sheet conditions. Furthermore, the stronger
currency appreciation harms competitiveness, leading to a more pronounced fall in export
demand which offsets the increase in output driven by the rise in domestic demand.

3.3 Capital inflow shock: homeowners

Figure 3 reveals that the effect of a capital inflow to the homeowners’sector implies a similar
macroeconomic dynamics as a shock to credit to entrepreneurs. On impact, the shock reduces
the external finance premium paid on real estate mortgages, thereby increasing the net
worth of homeowners and reducing their leverage. As homeowners find it more convenient
to invest in real estate projects, investment in the housing sector increases and house prices
rise. The shock has a positive effect on overall consumption through three effects. On one
side, the rise in housing prices boosts households’wealth, encouraging consumption. On
the other hand, the increased supply of finished housing lowers their rental price, boosting
demand. Finally, as the domestic currency appreciates, imports become cheaper and overall
CPI inflation declines, stimulating purchases. The increased demand for domestic goods for
consumption and housing investment purchases stimulates production, which leads to a raise
in demand for capital goods. Hence, as returns to capital increase, the entrepreneurial sector
is stimulated to undertake new investment projects. While this increases leverage and the
external finance premium under a fixed exchange rate regime, if the central bank follows a
Taylor rule, the appreciation of the domestic currency exerts a favorable balance sheet effect
on entrepreneurial leverage. However, once again, when the central bank reacts to credit
growth, the increase in the domestic interest rate is stronger, leading to a sharper decrease
in exports which depress demand. In this case, production remains below steady state for
quite some time after the shock. As a result, in spite of the decrease in entrepreneurial
leverage, capital investment is negatively affected by the decline in capital demand by firms.
On the contrary, when the central bank engages in exchange rate smoothing, it prevents a
sharp fall in exports while still allowing for a positive balance sheet effect arising from the
currency appreciation. Hence, the growth in domestic demand is able to compensate the fall
in foreign demand, leading to an expansion of production.
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Figure 3: Responses to a one standard deviation capital inflow (homeowners) shock, under
different Taylor rules

Under the fixed exchange rate regime, the value of the currency is kept constant. This
implies that the consumer price index does not benefit from the effect of the exchange rate
appreciation, as the price of foreign goods is not affected. This, combined with the increase
in domestic prices due to demand pressures implies that overall consumer price inflation
rises. Furthermore, as the exchange rate does not appreciate, exports are only affected to
the extent that the price of domestic goods rises. However, the fall in exports is negligible,
and does not significantly counteract the increase in domestic demand, leading to higher
production and hence higher capital investment. Furthermore, as balance sheet effects of

26



exchange rate fluctuations are absent in this setting, entrepreneurial borrowing conditions
are worse than in the case of flexible currency. Therefore, after an initial decrease in leverage
and premium due to the increase in asset prices, as capital investment peaks leverage rises,
albeit to a small extent. Hence, once again the exchange rate regime determines the extent of
co-movement between sectorial borrowing conditions in the small dollarized economy. While
a monetary regime implying a flexible exchange rate leads to positive co-movement, when
the currency is pegged, the correlation weakens and slightly reverts direction.

4 Optimal monetary policy

In this section, I compute the optimal unrestricted optimal rule for the presented small open
economy subject to productivity and capital inflow shocks.
I assume the central bank’s objective is represented by a quadratic loss function, which

the monetary authority attempts to minimize. I consider different scenarios according to
the objectives of the central bank. In the first setting, the central bank is only concerned
about stabilizing the real economy, and attempts to avoid excessive fluctuations in output
and inflation. Furthermore, the central bank considers desirable to limit the volatility of the
domestic interest rate. Hence, the loss function is defined as follows32:

LMS = Et

[
π̂2
t + λyŶ

2
t + λrR̂

2
t

]
(48)

Where variables with a hat denote log deviations from steady state values. Furthermore,
λy represents the relative weight the central bank places on output stability relative to
inflation stability, and λr denotes the relative weight on interest rate variability.
In the second scenario, I consider a central bank also concerned with financial stability.

In this setting, I specify the central bank’s loss function as being a positive function of
the volatility of aggregate credit growth in addition to output, inflation and interest rate
volatility. In this case, the loss function is defined as:

LFS = Et
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2
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2
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]
(49)

In particular, I consider two specifications of the loss function with financial stability
objective, according to the central banks’preferences. In the first case, which I denote LFS1 ,
the monetary authority of the small open economy considers monetary stability a priority,
which translates in a lower weight on credit growth. Specifically, I set λL = λy = 0.1.
The second specification corresponds to the case in which the central bank considers the
macroeconomic stability and the financial stability objectives equally important. I denote
the loss function corresponding with this case with LFS2 , which is characterized by a weight
on credit growth volatility equal to 1.
In what follows, I assume the economy is affected by the three considered shocks (i.e.

domestic technology, and foreign lenders’perception of domestic entrepreneurs’and home-
owners’productivity) at the same time. The calibration of the shock is similar to that used
for the impulse response functions analysis, i.e. one standard deviation technology shock and

32In particular, I set λy = 0, 1, λr = 0.05.
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1% positive perception shocks. The optimized Taylor rule coeffi cients and the corresponding
value of the loss functions are presented in Table 1.

Table 1: Optimized Taylor rule

ϕr ϕπ ϕy ϕL ϕS Loss
Loss MS 0.7620 1.3659 0.7447 0.099 0.088 0.4526
Loss FS1 0.7752 1.3615 0.7592 0.099 0.4826 0.4550
Loss FS2 0.7818 1.373 0.7273 0.0997 0.487 0.4681

In all cases the coeffi cient on lagged interest rate reveal a quite high optimal inertia of
the monetary policy rule. Given that, in the model, the relevant risk free rate for lenders is
the foreign one, this result might be puzzling. However, in a small open economy, changes
in the nominal interest rate are mirrored by exchange rate fluctuations, which impact the
balance sheet of borrowers with foreign currency debt, leading to more volatility in financial
variables, including credit growth. Therefore, even when the central bank is not concerned
about financial stability, it considers desirable to smooth movements in the monetary pol-
icy rate. The optimized coeffi cients on inflation and output are broadly similar across loss
function specifications. While going from LMS to LFS1 the optimal weight on inflation in-
creases, that on output decreases, but these differences are of negligible importance. The
most important result emerging from Table 1 concerns the optimized coeffi cients on ag-
gregate credit growth and exchange rate stabilization. In the case the monetary authority
is not concerned with financial stability, both optimized coeffi cients are close to zero. In
this case, reacting to inflation and output deviations is optimal. On the contrary, when
financial stability considerations are included in the central bank’s objective, the optimized
coeffi cient on exchange rate depreciation is positive and equal to 0.48, while the optimized
coeffi cient on credit growth is still close to zero. These results can be better understood
referring to the impulse-response functions analysis presented in the previous section. In
Figure 2, I presented the responses to a 1% shock to foreign lenders’perceptions of entre-
preneurial productivity. Comparing the impulse responses for the Taylor rule with exchange
rate stabilization and the Taylor rule with credit growth reveals the reason why reacting to
credit growth is suboptimal. The perception shock leads foreign lenders to lower the price
of credit, which encourages borrowing and hence credit growth. The central bank observes
the increase in loans and tightens the domestic interest rate quite sharply. Hence the central
bank reacts by increasing the policy rate by a larger amount than under a standard Taylor
rule with exchange rate smoothing.33 However, in case of foreign currency borrowing, the
relevant opportunity cost of investment is the foreign interest rate, which is taken as given
by the small open economy and stays constant. As the monetary policy tightening results
in a stronger exchange rate appreciation, it strengthens borrowers’balance sheets, leading

33Note that the coeffi cients on exchange rate depreciation and credit growth in the simple Taylor rules are
equal, so as to enhance comparability between the two monetary strategies.
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to a sharper decrease in leverage and a stronger improvement in balance sheet conditions.
Furthermore, the stronger currency appreciation harms competitiveness, leading to a more
pronounced fall in export demand which offsets the increase in output driven by the rise in
domestic demand. As a result, in pursuing such a monetary policy strategy, the domestic
central bank obtains results that conflict with its objectives. First, it does not succeed in
smoothing credit developments as the economy is dollarized: on the contrary, it strengthens
borrowers’balance sheets. This encourages the build-up of financial vulnerabilities of the
kind many Eastern European economies were exposed to before the crisis: overexpansion of
foreign currency debt and increase in leverage. Second, it offsets the positive effect of export
demand on output, counteracting the expansionary effect of the capital inflow shock. Hence,
the central bank can achieve a better result in terms of macroeconomic and financial stabi-
lization if it includes an exchange rate term in the Taylor rule, simultaneously smoothing the
volatility of credit aggregates and containing the negative effects of the domestic currency
appreciation on exports.
One natural question that arises is whether these results are driven by the relatively

small magnitude of the capital inflow shocks compared to the technology shock. Would the
monetary authority of an economy hit by large capital inflow shock find it optimal to react
to credit aggregates? In Table 2, I present optimized Taylor rule coeffi cients for different
calibrations of the perception shocks.

Table 2: Optimal Taylor rule for different magnitudes of the perception shocks

ϕr ϕπ ϕy ϕL ϕS Loss
σve = σvh = 0.01
Loss MS 0.7620 1.3659 0.7447 0.099 0.088 0.4526
Loss FS1 0.7752 1.3615 0.7592 0.099 0.4826 0.4550
Loss FS2 0.7818 1.373 0.7273 0.0997 0.487 0.4681
σve = σvh = 0.1
Loss MS 0.7619 1.365 0.744 0.100 0.088 0.4528
Loss FS1 0.775 1.3615 0.7595 0.099 0.481 0.4552
Loss FS2 0.7816 1.373 0.728 0.100 0.487 0.4613
σve = σvh = 0.5
Loss MS 0.7583 1.3655 0.7492 0.1054 0.087 0.4562
Loss FS1 0.7707 1.360 0.766 0.106 0.485 0.4612
Loss FS2 0.7751 1.368 0.749 0.1149 0.4868 0.4887

As it can be noticed, optimized Taylor rule coeffi cients do not change much across speci-
fications and are similar to the baseline. Increasing the magnitude of the perception shocks
results in slightly higher reaction coeffi cients on all variables in the Taylor rule. Furthermore,
even for 10% perception shocks, the optimal reaction coeffi cient to credit growth is small,
albeit it slightly increases. However, even confronted with capital inflow shocks of greater
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magnitudes, a strong reaction of the central bank to credit developments is not optimal.
Hence, a central bank equipped with only one instrument cannot adequately manage capi-
tal inflow surges, as a monetary tightening results in a strengthening of borrowers’balance
sheets through exchange rate effects and an even higher demand for foreign loans. This war-
rants the establishment of macroprudential instruments, especially designed to counteract
the surge in financial imbalances. The analysis of such issues requires expanding the present
model to include a financial sector channeling foreign loans to domestic borrowers, which
will be a subject of future work.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, I analyze the interplay between financial frictions at the household and firm
level, liability dollarization and monetary policy in a small open economy subject to pro-
ductivity and capital inflow shocks, motivated by the pre-crisis experience of many Eastern
European countries where large inflows of capital directed to the financing of investment and
mortgage loans resulted in the build-up of vulnerabilities in the financial sector. In particu-
lar, I focus on the interaction of firm and household leverage in the transmission of shocks to
domestic technology and capital inflows, under three specifications of the monetary policy
rule that have been widely considered in the literature for emerging economies (i.e. inflation
targeting, exchange rate targeting and fixed exchange rate) and a Taylor rule reacting to
credit growth. Furthermore, I compute the optimal unrestricted monetary policy rule un-
der two specifications of the central banks’objectives, namely macroeconomic stability and
macroeconomic plus financial stability.
I find that, first, regardless of the monetary authorities’preferences, the optimized co-

effi cient on lagged interest rate reveal a quite high optimal inertia of the monetary policy
rule. Given that, in the model, the relevant risk free rate for lenders is the foreign one, this
result might be puzzling. However, in a small open economy, changes in the nominal interest
rate are mirrored by exchange rate fluctuations, which impact the balance sheet of borrowers
with foreign currency debt, leading to more volatility in financial variables, including credit
growth. Therefore, even when the central bank is not concerned about financial stability, it
considers desirable to smooth movements in the monetary policy rate.
A second result concerns the optimized coeffi cients on exchange rate depreciation and

credit growth. In the case the monetary authority is not concerned with financial stability,
reacting only to inflation and output deviations is optimal. When financial stability consid-
erations are included in the central bank’s objective, the monetary authority finds it optimal
to react to exchange rate depreciation with a positive coeffi cient, but not to credit market
indicators. In fact, the optimized coeffi cient on credit growth is close to zero, even when
the central bank considers the objectives of macroeconomic and financial stability as equally
desirable. Following a shock that increases the demand for foreign loans (e.g. the perception
shocks), a central bank monitoring the credit market tightens the domestic interest rate
quite sharply. However, in case of foreign currency borrowing, the relevant opportunity cost
of investment is the foreign interest rate, which is taken as given by the small open econ-
omy and stays constant. As the monetary policy tightening results in a stronger exchange
rate appreciation, it strengthens borrowers’balance sheets, leading to a sharper decrease in
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leverage and a stronger improvement in balance sheet conditions. Furthermore, the stronger
currency appreciation harms competitiveness, leading to a more pronounced fall in export
demand which offsets the increase in output driven by the rise in domestic demand. As
a result, in pursuing such a monetary policy strategy, the domestic central bank obtains
results that conflict with its objectives. First, it does not succeed in smoothing credit de-
velopments as the economy is dollarized: on the contrary, it strengthens borrowers’balance
sheets. This encourages the build-up of financial vulnerabilities of the kind many Eastern
European economies were exposed to before the crisis: overexpansion of foreign currency
debt and increase in leverage. Second, it offsets the positive effect of export demand on
output, counteracting the expansionary effect of the capital inflow shock. Hence, the central
bank can achieve a better result in terms of macroeconomic and financial stabilization if it
includes an exchange rate term in the Taylor rule, simultaneously smoothing the volatility of
credit aggregates and containing the negative effects of the domestic currency appreciation
on exports. These results are robust to the relative magnitude of the capital inflow relative
to the technology shock: even when faced when faced with large capital inflow shocks, react-
ing to credit growth is not optimal. This suggests that a central bank equipped with only
one instrument cannot adequately manage capital inflow surges, as a monetary tightening
results in a strengthening of borrowers’balance sheets through exchange rate effects and an
even higher demand for foreign loans.
Finally, this framework allows to draw interesting insights on the interaction of firm

and household leverage in an open economy setting, on the transmission of shocks, and on
the role of the monetary policy regime in shaping it. In the case of both technology and
capital inflow shocks, the extent of co-movement of financial variables pertaining to entrepre-
neurs and homeowners crucially depends on whether the exchange rate is flexible or pegged.
Specifically, under a fixed exchange rate regime, a negative correlation arises, i.e. stronger
balance sheet conditions of entrepreneurs lead to weakened or virtually unchanged balance
sheet conditions for homeowners. Under a fixed exchange rate regime, a positive correla-
tion of financial variables of the two types of borrowers arises, mainly operating through
the balance sheet effect of exchange rate fluctuations. More specifically, a positive domestic
productivity shock exerts opposite effects on capital and housing investment: while housing
demand decreases (through a general decline in consumption demand due to lower wage
income), capital demand increases because of increased production and external demand.
Ceteris paribus, this leads to a fall in homeowners’leverage and a surge in entrepreneurial
leverage. While this happens in the case of fixed exchange rate, under a Taylor rule the shock
leads to a domestic currency appreciation, which strengthens the balance sheet of borrowers
and offsets the opposite effect on investment demand in the two sectors.
In case of capital inflow shocks, similar conclusions can be drawn concerning the inter-

action between the monetary policy regime and the dynamics of financial variables across
sectors. Furthermore, the analysis reveals that sectoral capital inflow shocks spill over to the
other sector mainly through their effect on domestic production through increased demand of
domestic goods used for investment purposes, and through balance sheet effects of currency
appreciation.
The presented analysis can be extended in numerous directions, which will be explored

in future research. First and most important, given the results of the optimal monetary
policy analysis, a natural avenue for extending the present analysis is to consider the role of
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macroprudential policies in dealing with foreign capital inflows at the household and entre-
preneurial level. To offer a meaningful modeling of macroprudential policy, a financial sector
has to be added, which channels foreign funds to investors in the real estate and the produc-
tion sector. Furthermore, in the presented model, I assumed that all debt is denominated
in foreign currency, which is of course an extreme case. Current work is being done in these
directions, and on the analysis of the interaction between monetary and macorprudential pol-
icy under different degrees of liability dollarization and economic openness. Further research
could then be devoted to enriching the international dynamics, examining the international
co-movement of asset (including real estate) prices, their consequences on banks’balance
sheets and international policy coordination. Extending the model to a two country setting
featuring banks engaging in cross-border activities would allow to study issues related to the
international transmission of real estate price shocks as well as the effect of policies aimed at
regulating the banking sector. Furthermore, this setting would allow to study the interplay
between monetary and prudential policies both within a country and from an international
cooperation perspective.

References

[1] Agénor, P., and Pereira da Silva, L.A. , 2011, "Macroeconomic Stability, Financial
Stability, and Monetary Policy Rules", FERDI Working Papers 29/2011.

[2] Aghion, P., Bacchetta, P. and Banerjee, A., 2001, "Currency crises and monetary policy
in an economy with credit constraints", European Economic Review 47, 1121-1150.

[3] Ajevskis, V. and Vitola, K., 2011, "Housing and Banking in a Small Open Economy
DSGE Model", Working Papers 2011/03, Latvijas Banka.

[4] Angeloni, I. and Faia, E., 2013, "Capital Regulation and Monetary Policy with Fragile
Banks," Journal of Monetary Economics, forthcoming.

[5] Aoki, K., Proudman, J., Vlieghe, G., 2004, "House prices, consumption, and monetary
policy: a financial accelerator approach", Journal of Financial Intermediation, Volume
13/4, 414-435.

[6] Bakker, B., B., and Gulde, A., 2010, "The Credit Boom in the EU New Member States:
Bad Luck or Bad Policies?", IMF Working Paper Series, WP/10/130.

[7] Batini, N., Levine, P., Pearlman, J., 2007, "Monetary Rules in Emerging Economies with
Financial Market Imperfections", University of Surrey Discussion Papers in Economics,
08/07.

[8] Bernanke, B., 2002, “Asset-Price ‘Bubbles’and Monetary Policy,” speech before the
New York Chapter of the National Association for Business Economics, 15 October
2002.

32



[9] Bernanke, B.S., Gertler, M., Gilchrist, S., 1999, "The financial accelerator in a quan-
titative business cycle framework". In Handbook of Macroeconomics, ed. J. B. Taylor
and M. Woodford, vol. 1,1341—1393.

[10] Bernanke, B. and M. Gertler (2001): “Should central banks respond to movements in
asset prices?”, American Economic Review, 91(2), pp. 253-257.

[11] Bordo, M.D., Jeanne, O., 2002, "Monetary policy and asset prices: Does ‘benign neglect’
make sense?", International Finance, 5, pp.139—164.

[12] Borio, C., Lowe, P., 2002, "Asset prices, financial and monetary stability: Exploring
the nexus", BIS Working Papers 114, Bank for International Settlements.

[13] Brzoza-Brzezina, M.,and Makarski, K., 2011a, "Credit crunch in a small open economy,"
Journal of International Money and Finance, Elsevier, vol. 30(7), pages 1406-1428.

[14] Brzoza-Brzezina, M., Kolasa, M. and Makarski, K., 2011, "The anatomy of standard
DSGE models with financial frictions", National Bank of Poland Working Papers 80.

[15] Bullard, J.D., and Schaling, E., 2002, "Why the Fed should ignore the stock market",
Review, Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis, pages 35-42.

[16] Calderón, C., and Fuentes, J.R., “Characterizing the Business Cycles of Emerging
Economies,”unpublished, World Bank (January 2011).

[17] Carlstrom, C.T. and Fuerst, T.S., 1997, "Agency Costs, Net Worth, and Business Fluc-
tuations: A Computable General Equilibrium Analysis," American Economic Review,
87(5), pages 893-910.

[18] Cecchetti, S., Genberg, H., Lipsky, J., Wadhwani, S., 2000, "Asset Prices and Central
Bank Policy", International Centre for Monetary and Banking Studies, London.

[19] Cespedes, L.F., Chang, R. and Velasco, A., 2004, "Balance Sheets and Exchange Rate
Policy", American Economic Review, 94(4), 1183-1193.

[20] Christensen, I. and Dib, A., 2008, "The Financial Accelerator in an Estimated New
Keynesian Model", Review of Economic Dynamics, 11(1), 155-178.

[21] Christensen, I., Corrigan, P., Mendicino, C., and Nishiyama, S., 2009, "Consumption,
Housing Collateral, and the Canadian Business Cycle", Working Papers 09-26, Bank of
Canada.

[22] Christiano, L., J., Eichenbaum, and Evans, C., L., 2005, "Nominal Rigidities and the
Dynamic Effects of a Shock to Monetary Policy", Journal of Political Economy, Uni-
versity of Chicago Press, vol. 113(1), pages 1-45.

[23] Christiano, L., Motto, R. and Rostagno, M., 2010, "Financial factors in economic fluc-
tuations", Working Paper Series 1192, European Central Bank.

33



[24] Claessens, S., Kose, M.A. and Terrones, M.E., “How do Business and Financial Cycles
Interact?,”Working Paper No. 11/88, International Monetary Fund.

[25] Coenen, G.,and Straub, R., 2005, "Non-Ricardian Households and Fiscal Policy in an
Estimated DSGEModel of the Euro Area", Computing in Economics and Finance, 2005
102.

[26] Cúrdia, V., 2007, "Monetary policy under sudden stops", Federal Reserve Bank of New
York, Staff Report No. 278.

[27] Cúrdia, V., 2008, "Optimal Monetary Policy Under Sudden Stops", Federal Reserve
Bank of New York, Staff Report No. 323.

[28] Curdia, V. and Woodford, M., 2010, "Credit Spreads and Monetary Policy", Journal of
Money, Credit and Banking, 42, pp.3-35.

[29] De Fiore, F. and Tristani, O., 2009, "Optimal Monetary Policy in a Model of the credit
Channel", ECB Working Paper No.1043.

[30] Devereux, M.B., Lane, P.R., and Xu, J., 2006, "Exchange Rates and Monetary Policy
in Emerging Market Economies", Economic Journal, 116(511), 478-506.

[31] Disyatat, P., 2005, "Inflation targeting, asset prices and financial imbalances: concep-
tualizing the debate," BIS Working Papers 168.

[32] ECB, 2005, “Asset price bubbles and monetary policy”, ECB Monthly Bulletin, April
2005.

[33] Elekdag, S., Justiniano, A. and Tchakarov, I. 2005, "An Estimated Small Open Economy
Model of the Financial Accelerator," IMF Working Papers WP/05/44.

[34] Faia, E. and Monacelli, T., 2005, "Optimal Monetary Policy Rules, Asset Prices and
Credit Frictions", CEPR Discussion Paper No. 4880.

[35] Faia, E., 2010, "Financial Frictions And The Choice Of Exchange Rate Regimes," Eco-
nomic Inquiry, 48(4), 965-982.

[36] Ferguson, R., 2003, “Should Financial Stability Be an Explicit Central Bank Objec-
tive?”,in Monetary Stability, Financial Stability and the Business Cycle: Five Views,
BIS Paper, No. 18.

[37] Fernandez-Arias, E., 1996, "The new wave of private capital inflows: Push or pull?",
Journal of Development Economics, Volume 48, Issue 2, March 1996, Pages 389-418.

[38] Forlati, C. and Lambertini, L., 2011, "Risky Mortgages in a DSGE Model", Interna-
tional Journal of Central Banking, vol. 7(1), pages 285-335.

[39] Gelain, P. and Kulikov, D., 2009, "An estimated dynamic stochastic general equilibrium
model for Estonia", Bank of Estonia Working Papers 2009-5.

34



[40] Gelain, P. and Kulikov, D., 2011, "An Estimated Dynamic Stochastic General Equilib-
rium Model with Financial Frictions for Estonia", Eastern European Economics, vol.
49(5), pages 97-120.

[41] Gertler, M., Gilchrist, S. and Natalucci, F. M., 2007, "External Constraints on Monetary
Policy and the Financial Accelerator", Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, 39, 295—
330.

[42] Davis, M.A. and Heathcote, J., 2005, "Housing And The Business Cycle," International
Economic Review, 46(3), pp.1-784.

[43] Iacoviello, M., 2005, "House Prices, Borrowing Constraints, and Monetary Policy in the
Business Cycle", American Economic Review, vol. 95(3), pages 739-764.

[44] Iacoviello, M., 2010, "Housing in DSGE Models: Findings and New Directions", in
Housing Markets in Europe: A Macroeconomic Perspective, De Bandt, O., Knetsch T.,
Peñalosa J., Zollino F. eds, Springer Berlin Heidelberg, pp. 3-16.

[45] Iacoviello, M. and Neri, S., 2010, "Housing Market Spillovers: Evidence from an Esti-
mated DSGE Model", American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics, vol. 2(2), pages
125-64.

[46] International Monetary Fund, “Lessons for Monetary Policy from Asset Price Fluctu-
ations,”Chapter 3 in World Economic Outlook October 2009, International Monetary
Fund (Washington DC: 2009).

[47] Kamber, G., and Thoenissen, C., 2011, "Financial intermediation and the international
business cycle: The case of small countries with big banks," CDMA Working Paper
Series 1108.

[48] Kannan, P., and Rabanal, P., 2009, "Monetary and Macroprudential Policy Rules in a
Model with House Price Booms", IMF Working Paper Series, WP/09/251.

[49] Kiss, G., Nagy, M., Vonnak, B., "Credit Growth in Central and Eastern Europe: Con-
vergence or Boom?", MNB Working Paper 2006/10.

[50] Kiyotaki, N. and Moore, K., 1997, "Credit cycles", Journal of Political Economy,105(2),
211—48.

[51] Kohn, D.L. (2006), “Monetary policy and asset prices”at Monetary Policy: A Journey
from Theory to Practice, a European Central Bank Colloquium held in honor of Otmar
Issing, Frankfurt, Germany, March 16.

[52] Kolasa, M. & Lombardo, G., 2011, "Financial frictions and optimal monetary policy in
an open economy", Working Paper Series 1338, European Central Bank.

[53] Krugman, P., 1999, "Balance sheets, the transfer problem, and financial crises", Inter-
national Tax and Public Finance 6, 459-472.

35



[54] Lane, P. R. and Milesi-Ferretti, G.M., 2007, "Capital flows to central and Eastern
Europe," Emerging Markets Review, 8(2), pp. 106-123.

[55] Merola, R., 2010, "Optimal monetary policy in a small open economy with financial
frictions," Discussion Paper Series 1: Economic Studies 2010,01, Deutsche Bundesbank.

[56] Mitra, P., 2011, "Capital Flows to EU New Member States: Does Sector Destination
Matter?", IMF Working Paper Series, WP/11/67.

[57] Monacelli, T., 2003, "Monetary Policy in a Low Pass-Through Environment," Working
Papers 228, IGIER Bocconi University.

[58] Ozkan, F. G., Unsal, D. F., 2012, "Global Financial Crisis, Financial Contagion, and
Emerging Markets", IMF Working Paper, No. 12/293.

[59] Darracq Pariès, M., and Notarpietro, A., 2008, "Monetary policy and housing prices in
an estimated DSGE model for the US and the euro area", Working Paper Series 972,
European Central Bank.

[60] Pirovano, M., Vanneste, J., Van Poeck, A., 2011, “Portfolio and Short-term Capital

Inflows to the New and Potential EU Countries: Patterns and Determinants”, in The
Economic Crisis and European Integration, Meeusen, Wim ed., Elgar, pp. 193-213.

[61] Ranciere, R., Tornell, A., Vamvakidis, A., 2010, "Currency Mismatch, Systemic Risk
and Growth in Emerging Europe", Economic Policy, Volume 25, Issue 64, pp. 597-658.

[62] Saxegaard, M., Peiris, S.J., and Anand, R., 2010, "An Estimated Model with Macrofi-
nancial Linkages for India", IMF Working Papers WP/10/21.

[63] Sirtaine, S., Skamnelos, I., 2007, "Credit Growth in Emerging Europe. A cause for
stability concerns?", Policy Research Working Papers 4281, World Bank

[64] Solomon, B. D., 2010, "Firm leverage, household leverage and the business cycle",
MPRA Paper, University Library of Munich, Germany.

[65] Trichet, J.C., 2010, “The great financial crisis: lessons for financial stability and mone-
tary policy”, colloquium in honour of Lucas Papademos, ECB, 20 May 2010.

[66] Unsal, D.F., 2013, "Capital Flows and Financial Stability: Monetary Policy and Macro-
prudential Responses", International Journal of Central Banking, 9(1), pp. 233-285.

[67] White, W.R., 2009, “Should monetary policy lean or clean?”, Federal Reserve Bank of
Dallas, Working Paper No. 34.

[68] Woodford, M., 2012, "Inflation Targeting and Financial Stability", Sveriges Riksbank
Economic Review, 2012:1, pp. 7-32

36



 

NBB WORKING PAPER No. 246 - NOVEMBER 2013 37 

NATIONAL BANK OF BELGIUM - WORKING PAPERS SERIES 
 
The Working Papers are available on the website of the Bank: http://www.nbb.be. 
 
188. "A century of macroeconomic and monetary thought at the National Bank of Belgium", by I. Maes, 

Research series, April 2010. 
189. "Inter-industry wage differentials in EU countries: What do cross-country time-varying data add to the 

picture?", by Ph. Du Caju, G. Kátay, A. Lamo, D. Nicolitsas and S. Poelhekke, Research series, 
April 2010. 

190. "What determines euro area bank CDS spreads?", by J. Annaert, M. De Ceuster, P. Van Roy and 
C. Vespro, Research series, May 2010. 

191. "The incidence of nominal and real wage rigidity: An individual-based sectoral approach", by J. Messina, 
Ph. Du Caju, C. F. Duarte, N. L. Hansen, M. Izquierdo, Research series, June 2010. 

192. "Economic importance of the Belgian ports: Flemish maritime ports, Liège port complex and the port of 
Brussels - Report 2008", by C. Mathys, Document series, July 2010. 

193. "Wages, labor or prices: how do firms react to shocks?", by E. Dhyne and M. Druant, Research series, 
July 2010. 

194. "Trade with China and skill upgrading: Evidence from Belgian firm level data", by G. Mion, 
 H. Vandenbussche, and L. Zhu, Research series, September 2010. 

195. "Trade crisis? What trade crisis?", by K. Behrens, G. Corcos and G. Mion, Research series, 
September 2010. 

196. "Trade and the global recession", by J. Eaton, S. Kortum, B. Neiman and J. Romalis, Research series, 
October 2010. 

197. "Internationalization strategy and performance of small and medium sized enterprises", by J. Onkelinx 
and L. Sleuwaegen, Research series, October 2010. 

198. "The internationalization process of firms: From exports to FDI?", by P. Conconi, A. Sapir and 
M. Zanardi, Research series, October 2010. 

199. "Intermediaries in international trade: Direct versus indirect modes of export", by A. B. Bernard, M. Grazzi 
and C. Tomasi, Research series, October 2010. 

200. "Trade in services: IT and task content", by A. Ariu and G. Mion, Research series, October 2010. 
201. "The productivity and export spillovers of the internationalisation behaviour of Belgian firms", by 

M. Dumont, B. Merlevede, C. Piette and G. Rayp, Research series, October 2010. 
202. "Market size, competition, and the product mix of exporters", by T. Mayer, M. J. Melitz and 

G. I. P. Ottaviano, Research series, October 2010. 
203. "Multi-product exporters, carry-along trade and the margins of trade", by A. B. Bernard, I. Van Beveren 

and H. Vandenbussche, Research series, October 2010. 
204. "Can Belgian firms cope with the Chinese dragon and the Asian tigers? The export performance of multi-

product firms on foreign markets" by F. Abraham and J. Van Hove, Research series, October 2010. 
205. "Immigration, offshoring and American jobs", by G. I. P. Ottaviano, G. Peri and G. C. Wright, Research 

series, October 2010. 
206. "The effects of internationalisation on domestic labour demand by skills: Firm-level evidence for 

Belgium", by L. Cuyvers, E. Dhyne, and R. Soeng, Research series, October 2010. 
207. "Labour demand adjustment: Does foreign ownership matter?", by E. Dhyne, C. Fuss and C. Mathieu, 

Research series, October 2010. 
208. "The Taylor principle and (in-)determinacy in a New Keynesian model with hiring frictions and skill loss", 

by A. Rannenberg, Research series, November 2010. 
209. "Wage and employment effects of a wage norm: The Polish transition experience" by  

A. de Crombrugghe and G. de Walque, Research series, February 2011. 
210. "Estimating monetary policy reaction functions: A discrete choice approach" by J. Boeckx, 

Research series, February 2011. 
211. "Firm entry, inflation and the monetary transmission mechanism" by V. Lewis and C. Poilly, 

Research series, February 2011. 
212. "The link between mobile telephony arrears and credit arrears" by H. De Doncker, Document series, 

March 2011. 
213. "Development of a financial health indicator based on companies' annual accounts", by D. Vivet, 

Document series, April 2011. 
214. "Wage structure effects of international trade: Evidence from a small open economy", by Ph. Du Caju, 

F. Rycx and I. Tojerow, Research series, April 2011. 
215. "Economic importance of the Belgian ports: Flemish maritime ports, Liège port complex and the port of 

Brussels - Report 2009", by C. Mathys, Document series, June 2011. 



 

NBB WORKING PAPER No. 246 - NOVEMBER 2013 38 

216. "Verti-zontal differentiation in monopolistic competition", by F. Di Comite, J.-F. Thisse and 
H. Vandenbussche, Research series, October 2011. 

217. "The evolution of Alexandre Lamfalussy's thought on the international and European monetary system 
(1961-1993)" by I. Maes, Research series, November 2011. 

218. "Economic importance of air transport and airport activities in Belgium – Report 2009", by X. Deville and 
S. Vennix, Document series, December 2011. 

219. "Comparative advantage, multi-product firms and trade liberalisation: An empirical test", by C. Fuss and 
L. Zhu, Research series, January 2012. 

220. "Institutions and export dynamics", by L. Araujo, G. Mion and E. Ornelas, Research series, 
February 2012. 

221. "Implementation of EU legislation on rail liberalisation in Belgium, France, Germany and the 
Netherlands", by X. Deville and F. Verduyn, Document series, March 2012. 

222. "Tommaso Padoa-Schioppa and the origins of the euro", by I. Maes, Document series, March 2012. 
223. "(Not so) easy come, (still) easy go? Footloose multinationals revisited", by P. Blanchard, E. Dhyne, 

C. Fuss and C. Mathieu, Research series, March 2012. 
224. "Asymmetric information in credit markets, bank leverage cycles and macroeconomic dynamics", by 

A. Rannenberg, Research series, April 2012. 
225. "Economic importance of the Belgian ports: Flemish maritime ports, Liège port complex and the port of 

Brussels - Report 2010", by C. Mathys, Document series, July 2012. 
226. "Dissecting the dynamics of the US trade balance in an estimated equilibrium model", by P. Jacob and 

G. Peersman, Research series, August 2012. 
227. "Regime switches in volatility and correlation of financial institutions", by K. Boudt, J. Daníelsson, 

S.J. Koopman and A. Lucas, Research series, October 2012. 
228. "Measuring and testing for the systemically important financial institutions", by C. Castro and S. Ferrari, 

Research series, October 2012. 
229. "Risk, uncertainty and monetary policy", by G. Bekaert, M. Hoerova and M. Lo Duca, Research series, 

October 2012. 
230. "Flights to safety", by L. Baele, G. Bekaert, K. Inghelbrecht and M. Wei, Research series, October 2012. 
231. "Macroprudential policy, countercyclical bank capital buffers and credit supply: Evidence from the 

Spanish dynamic provisioning experiments", by G. Jiménez, S. Ongena, J.-L. Peydró and J. Saurina, 
Research series, October 2012. 

232. "Bank/sovereign risk spillovers in the European debt crisis", by V. De Bruyckere, M. Gerhardt, 
G. Schepens and R. Vander Vennet, Research series, October 2012. 

233. "A macroeconomic framework for quantifying systemic risk", by Z. He and A. Krishnamurthy, Research 
series, October 2012. 

234. "Fiscal policy, banks and the financial crisis", by R. Kollmann, M. Ratto, W. Roeger and J. in't Veld, 
Research series, October 2012. 

235. "Endogenous risk in a DSGE model with capital-constrained financial intermediaries", by H. Dewachter 
and R. Wouters, Research series, October 2012. 

236. "A macroeconomic model with a financial sector", by M.K. Brunnermeier and Y. Sannikov, Research 
series, October 2012. 

237. "Services versus goods trade : Are they the same?", by A. Ariu, Research series, December 2012. 
238. "Importers, exporters, and exchange rate disconnect", by M. Amiti, O. Itskhoki and J. Konings, Research 

series, December 2012. 
239. "Concording EU trade and production data over time", by I. Van Beveren, A.B. Bernard and 

H. Vandenbussche, Research series, December 2012. 
240. "On the origins of the Triffin dilemma: Empirical business cycle analysis and imperfect competition 

theory", by I. Maes, Research series, December 2012. 
241. "The Influence of the Taylor rule on US monetary policy", by P. Ilbas, Ø. Røisland and T. Sveen, 

Research series, January 2013. 
242. "Economic importance of the Belgian ports: Flemish maritime ports, Liège port complex and the port of 

Brussels - Report 2011", by C. Mathys, Document series, July 2013. 
243. "The fragility of two monetary regimes: The European Monetary System and the Eurozone", by 

P. De Grauwe and Y. Ji, Research series, October 2013. 
244. "Funding liquidity, market liquidity and TED spread: A two-regime model", by K. Boudt, E. C.S. Paulus 

and D. W.R. Rosenthal, Research series, November 2013. 
245. "Robustifying optimal monetary policy using simple rules as cross-checks", by P. Ilbas, Ø. Røisland and 

T. Sveen,  Research series, November 2013. 
246. "Household and firm leverage, capital flows and monetary policy in a small open economy", by 

M. Pirovano,  Research series, November 2013. 
 


	Household and firm leverage, capital flows and monetary policy in a small open economy
	Abstract
	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	1 Introduction
	2 The Model
	2.1 Households
	2.1.1 Consumers
	2.1.2 Homeowners

	2.2 Housing and Capital Producers
	2.3 Entrepreneurs
	2.4 Firms
	2.4.1 Final good producers
	2.4.2 Intermediate goods producers
	2.4.3 Import •rms

	2.5 Aggregate demand and balance of payments
	2.6 Monetary and fiscal policy
	2.7 Exogenous processes
	2.8 Calibration

	3 Simulation Results
	3.1 Domestic technology shock
	3.2 Capital inflow shock: entrepreneurs
	3.3 Capital inflow shock: homeowners

	4 Optimal monetary policy
	5 Conclusion
	References
	NATIONAL BANK OF BELGIUM - WORKING PAPERS SERIES



