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Abstract
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1 Introduction

Keynes (1936) emphasized the process of expectation formation and argued that expectations
may become self-fulfilling when reinforced via iterated speculation under incomplete informa-
tion. A number of papers, starting with Benhabib and Farmer (1994), have revived the study of
expectations-driven fluctuations within the general equilibrium framework of Kydland and Prescott
(1982).! This literature can be cast in the framework of monopolistic competition ¢ la Dixit and

Stiglitz (1977).2 A key feature of this literature is that the steady state in the model is locally inde-
terminate so that there exit infinitely many equilibrium paths converging to the same steady state.
This multiplicity of equilibria can give rise to fluctuations driven by self-fulfilling expectations (or
sunspots).

However, sunspot equilibrium based on local indeterminacy is extremely sensitive to structural
parameters and, consequently, lack robustness. Local indeterminacy would not be possible in this
class of models, for example, if there are small adjustment costs in capital or labor (see Georges
1995, and Wen 1998b). Slight change of parameter values (such as the elasticity of labor supply,
rate of capital depreciation, capital’s share in total income, degree of returns to scale, and so on)
can easily eliminate indeterminacy and insulate the model economy from fluctuations driven by self-
fulfilling expectations. In addition, since such models imply indeterminacy in the impulse responses
to fundamental shocks, it is difficult to confront data based on VAR analysis without additional
assumptions about the set of the indeterminate variables and their initial values.

This paper focuses on a different source of sunspot equilibria within the class of imperfectly
competitive DSGE models ¢ la Dixit and Stiglitz. This source does not rely on local indeterminacy
or the topological properties of the steady state (i.e., the eigenvalues). Instead, it is related to
expectation formation under incomplete information. In this regard, sunspot equilibria under our
consideration are less sensitive to structural parameters pertaining to production technologies and
preferences.

Incomplete or imperfect information as a mechanism of generating expectations-driven business
cycles has been emphasized by Townsend (1983) and Sargent (1991). This tradition has recently
been revived by a number of people, including Kasa (2000), Woodford (2003), Adam (2007), and
Lorenzoni (2008), among others. The recent studies of "news" as a source of the business cycle

is also related to this literature (see, e.g., Beaudry and Portier, 2004 and 2007; Jaimovich and

! Also see Woodford (1986, 1991), among others. For a literature review, see Benhabib and Farmer (1999). For
early contributions to the sunspot literature, see Shell (1977), Azariadis (1981), and Cass and Shell (1983).

?See Benhabib and Farmer (1994) and Schmitt-Grohé (1997).

$Important recent works following this literature include Benhabib and Farmer (1996), Benhabib and Wen (2004),
Christiano and Harrison (1999), Farmer (1999), Farmer and Guo (1994), Gali (1994), Jaimovich (2007, 2008), Pintus
(2006, 2007), Weder (1998), and Wen (1998a), among many others.



Rebelo, 2007a and 2007b; and Wang, 2007).* This literature, however, does not consider incomplete
information as a mechanism of generating self-fulfilling sunspot equilibria. In contrast, we show
that incomplete information is itself a natural mechanism of endogenous business cycles in a Dixit-
Stiglitz world.

The nature of sunspot equilibria arising under incomplete information differs from that arising
under local indeterminacy in three important aspects: 1) sunspots are independent of the eigen-
values of a model; 2) sunspot equilibria are not based on mere randomizations over fundamental
equilibria; and 3) sunspots can be serially correlated. Because of property (1), sunspots are more
pervasive and easier to occur in a standard economic environment. Because of property (2), sunspots
equilibria can exist even in models with a unique saddle-path fundamental equilibrium. Because of
property (3), models driven by sunspot shocks have better potential to explain the business cycle
than realized in the literature.” These properties are in contrast to the recent sunspot literature

following Benhabib and Farmer (1994) and constitute an extension of the original insight of Cass

and Shell (1983).°

DSGE models featuring imperfect competition & la Dixit-Stiglitz have been widely used and
extensively studied in the literature, but the possibility of sunspot equilibria in this class of mod-
els has gone virtually unnoticed because the literature implicitly assumes perfect information —
that each firm can perfectly anticipate (or infer) the equilibrium level of aggregate demand when
setting its own prices. This assumption of perfect information rules out sunspot-Nash equilibria.
However, because firms must each choose a price simultaneously (taking as given the anticipated
level of aggregate demand and prices set by other firms) and equilibrium quantities of demand are
subsequently determined at these prices, it is only natural to assume that prices are set based on
expected demand, not on realized demand. In such a case, expectations can be self-fulfilling when
there exist strategic complementarities among firms actions.”

Strategic complementarities as a source of multiple equilibria are emphasized by Cooper and
John (1988) and arise naturally in models with monopolistic competition @ la Dixit-Stiglitz because
firms’ output are imperfect substitutes. However, in the class of dynamic general equilibrium models

we study, strategic complementarities are necessary but not sufficient for multiple equilibria. This

4"News shocks" in this literature mean signals received today about future fundamental shocks. Since the antic-
ipated future shocks may not realize and the signals may be incorrect or noisy, this literature is a departure from
rationality and complete information.

’See Schmitt-Grohe (2000) for criticisms of sunspot models.

%Tn the original Cass-Shell paper, sunspot equilibria are not based on randomizations over fundamental equilibria
and sunspots can be serially correlated. Hence the existence of multiple fundamental equilibria is not a necessary
condition for the existence of sunspots equilibria. In contrast, sunspots equilibria in the recent indeterminacy literature
are based on randomizations over fundamental equilibria. Moreover, when sunspots are associated with the forecast
errors of the model because of local indeterminacy, they cannot be serially correlated.

"For the early literature that links imperfect competition and imperfect information to sunspots equilibria, see
Ng (1980, 1992), Chatterjee and Cooper (1989), Chatterjee, Cooper and Ravikumar (1993), Carlstrom and Fuerst
(1998a,1998b), Gali (1994), Peck and Shell (1991), and Woodford (1991), among others. For the more recent literature
along this line of research, see Jaimovich (2007), Dos Santas Ferreira and Dufourt (2006), and Wang and Wen (2008).



is why the possibility of sunspot equilibria in this class of models has gone unnoticed despite of the
popularity of the Dixit-Stiglitz model in the literature.®-.

Our findings are important to the literature because DSGE models with monopolistic compe-
tition & la Dixit-Stiglitz are the workhorse of theoretical and applied macroeconomics in the study
of business cycles and monetary policy. The fast growing New Keynesian sticky-price literature is
just one of the many noticeable areas that rely on this framework for business-cycle studies and
monetary policy analyses. Yet this literature has been assuming unique equilibrium all the way
along, while in fact there may be multiple equilibria in such models. In addition, since the mode
of Kydland and Prescott (1982) can be cast as a limiting case of the Dixit-Stiglitz imperfect com-
petition model, and since fluctuations driven by technology shocks look similar to those driven by
sunspot shocks in this class of models (see the analysis in Section 3 below), the implications of our
findings are broader than what we can cover in this paper.

This paper also provides an alternative approach to modeling autonomous movements in the
marginal cost (or markup) as a source of the business cycle, which complements the approach of Dos
Santas and Dufourt (2006), Jaimovich (2007), and Wang and Wen (2008). These papers consider
firms’ entry and exit under imperfect competition as a mechanism to generate multiple fundamental
equilibria or steady states. Sunspot equilibria in these papers are all based on randomizations over
multiple fundamental equilibria. In contrast, sunspot equilibria considered in this paper do not
rely on randomizations over fundamental equilibria, exemplifying the original insight of Cass and
Shell (1983).19

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 presents a simple benchmark general
equilibrium model of imperfect competition and shows the possibility of stochastic sunspot-Nash

equilibria under incomplete information. Section 3 extends the model to a more general setting

¥ An important exception is Carlstrom and Fuerst (1998a,1998b), who show that a combination of sticky prices and
monetary policy can lead to global indeterminacy of the marginal cost under imperfect competition a la Dixit-Stiglitz.
In particular, they showed that firms’ marginal costs can be indeterminate in a monetary model with one-period sticky
prices if monetary policy can induce zero interest rate so that the cash-in-advance constraint is slack. However, as we
will discuss in more details in this paper, the fundamental factor that causes the marginal cost to be indeterminate
is neither sticky prices nor monetary policy, but incomplete information. When firms must set prices one period
in advance, their information regarding the next period’s aggregate demand is bound to be incomplete. It is this
incompleteness in information that can generate self-fulfilling expectations. Therefore, we are able to show that self-
fulfilling sunspot equilibria can also exist in standard monetary models even if prices are perfectly flexible (regardless
of monetary policy).

Blanchard and Kiyotaki (1987) are able to construct multiple fundamental equilibria in a model similar to ours
under the additional assumption of menu costs. Kiyotaki (1988) uses a similar set up to generate multiple fundamental
equilibria under the additional assumption of increasing returns to scale. Chatterjee and Cooper (1989) prove the
existence of multiple fundamental Nash equilibria in similar models under the additional assumption of participation
externalities. An important distinction between this literature and our paper is that we do not need to change
the physical structure of the standard Dixit-Stiglitz model except relaxing the assumption of complete information.
The type of sunspot equilibria we construct are not based on randomizations over fundamental equilibria and they
continue to exist in the extended models of Blanchard and Kiyotaki (1987), Kiyotaki (1988), Benhabib and Farmer
(1994), Chatterjee and Cooper (1989), and many others.

0Tn another related paper, Wang and Wen (2006) use the same mechanism of this current paper to study the
welfare implications of sunspot-driven fluctuations in an endogenous growth model. Wang and Wen (2006) show that
the average growth rate and the volatility of output can be negatively related because of sunspots, which is consistent
with the empirical evidence found by Ramey and Ramey (1995).



of the information structure and further illustrates the nature of sunspot equilibria based on in-
complete information. Serially correlated sunspots are constructed and calibrated business-cycle
studies are conducted. Section 4 extends the analysis to monetary models with and without sticky

prices. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 The Benchmark Model

Suppose there is a continuum of intermediate good producers indexed by i €[0, 1], with each pro-
ducing a single differentiated good Y (z). The price of Y (i) is denoted P(7). These intermediate

goods are used as inputs to produce a final good according to the technology,

o—1

1
Y = /Y(i)"ol(i)di , (1)
0

where ¢ > 1 measures the elasticity of substitution among the intermediate goods. The final good
industry is assumed to be perfectly competitive. The price of the final good, P, is normalized to
one. Profit maximization by the final good producer yields the demand function for intermediate

goods:

Y (i) = P(i)"°Y. (2)

Notice that the demand for good i depends not only on the relative price of the good, but also
on aggregate demand Y. There are thus demand externalities in the model as pointed out by
Blanchard and Kiyotaki (1987). The demand externalities arise endogenously within the model due
to the complementarity of production factors (intermediate goods) in the final good industry, as
opposed to being exogenously imposed from outside as in the Benhabib-Farmer model. Substituting

the demand functions into the final-good production function (1) gives the aggregate price index,

P(=1) = (fol P(i)=odi

For simplicity, the production technology for intermediate goods is given by

)1/<1fa>‘

Y (i) = N(i). 3)

Intermediate good producers have monopoly power in the output market but are perfectly com-
petitive in the factor markets. Given the production technology, the cost function of an inter-
mediate good firm can be derived by solving a cost-minimization problem, min W N (i) subject to
N(i) > Y (i), where W denotes the real wage. Letting ¢(i) denote the marginal cost of firm 4

(which is the Lagrangian multiplier for the constraint of the firm’s cost minimization problem), we



have ¢(i) = W as the unit cost function of the firm. Thus marginal cost is the same across all
firms. Since ¢ is the shadow cost of increasing firm i’s output by one unit, in general equilibrium
its correlation with aggregate demand is nonnegative: cov(¢,Y) > 0.

Suppose we close the model by having a representative household maximizing the utility func-
tion, u(C,N) = logC — N, subject to the budget constraint, C < WN + II, where C denotes
aggregate consumption, N aggregate labor supply, and Il aggregate profit income. The first-order
condition for labor supply gives C = W = ¢. In general equilibrium, C' = Y’; hence, the marginal
cost is a function of aggregate demand, ¢(Y;) = Y;. Also, the marginal utility of consumption is
given by %

A key feature of the model is that intermediate-goods firms set prices simultaneously while tak-
ing as given the anticipated aggregate marginal cost and prices set by other firms, with equilibrium
quantities (including the aggregate marginal cost itself) being then determined at these prices.
This price-setting game permits self-fulfilling expectations because intermediate-goods firms must
decide profit-maximizing prices without knowing the consequent equilibrium aggregate demand and
the marginal cost that may prevail in the market. Yet these aggregate economic variables depend
crucially on the actions of the other firms over which an individual firm has no influence.

The possibility of multiple sunspot-Nash equilibrium in this class of models has gone largely
unnoticed by the existing literature because this literature implicitly assumes that firms are able
to perfectly anticipate the equilibrium marginal cost (¢) and aggregate demand (Y') when setting
prices. If the marginal cost is known, then the level of aggregate demand is known and firms can set
price accordingly as a markup over the marginal cost, ¢(Y). In a symmetric equilibrium, P(i) = 1;
hence, the equilibrium output (V') is then fully and uniquely determined in general equilibrium,
and each firm’s output level is also determined according to (2). However, there are no a priori
grounds to guarantee that all firms can perfectly anticipate the equilibrium outcomes of the market,
as emphasized by Keynes (1936). If each firm must form expectations on the equilibrium outcome,
or try to forecast the forecast of others, multiple sunspot-Nash equilibria are possible.

Define Q; as the information set available to price setting firms in period ¢, which includes the

entire history of the economy up to period ¢ except the realizations of sunspots (if any) in period
t. Denote € as the information set that includes €, and any realization of sunspots in period ¢.
Thus we have ; O Qt D Q,_1.' Based on this definition of information sets, each individual firm

i chooses price P;(i) in each period ¢ to maximize expected profits by solving!?

"U'Notice that our definition of information sets does not imply sticky prices. Prices respond immediately to any
fundamental shocks in the model. That is, the information set €; can include fundamental shocks realized in period
t. As such, prices can respond to money shocks one for one.

12The reason that an individual firm needs to form expectations when maximizing profits is because the profits
depend on aggregate demand, which is unknown to the firm because it depends on other firms’ actions. The marginal
utility of income serves as firms’ discounting factor, but the results hold regardless.



max £{ - ((P) = 00 iG] 1} (@)

t

subject to the downward sloping demand function (2); where firm’s profit is discounted by the
marginal utility of the household, %.13 Notice that (2) is also the best correspondence of firm ’s

action given the other firms’ actions.

The optimal monopolistic price is given by

Pi) = T B {oM)|} (5)

where %5 > 1. In the limiting case where 0 — oo, the model converges to a perfectly competitive
economy. Our analysis of sunspot equilibria is independent of o, hence it applies equally to perfectly
(or near-perfectly) competitive economies where firms set prices equal to marginal cost with zero
markup in the steady-state. The optimal pricing rule (5) shows that an individual firm sets prices
according to the expected marginal cost that may prevail in the factor market, which in turn
depends on the level of aggregate demand. In a symmetric equilibrium, P(i) = P = 1, Equation

(5) becomes

o
o—1

E¢=1. (6)

Suppose there is no extrinsic uncertainty (i.e., there is perfect information about the marginal

cost or the level of aggregate demand); then Equation (6) implies ~%5¢, = 1. Hence, a constant
marginal cost, ¢ = 0771, is the only fundamental-equilibrium solution to Equation (6). Given ¢,

aggregate demand is then fully determined at the level Y = "Tfl Equation (2) then indicates that

all firms produce Y (i) = 22,

[

However, with extrinsic uncertainty or imperfect information, a random process ¢, may also
constitute an equilibrium. To see this, note Equation (6) can be rewritten as

c—1

¢t = €ty (7)

g

where €; denotes sunspots. Any random process {¢,} satisfying Fe = 1 may constitute an equilib-
rium in which the level of aggregate demand is given by Y; = ¢,.
The intuition is illustrated in Figure 1. Suppose firms have full information about the marginal

cost ¢(Y') when setting prices, then the optimal monopoly price is set to P(i) = -Zz¢(Y’). Hence,

3Whether or not to discount firm’s profit by household’s marginal utility does not affect the existence of sunspots.



equation (2) implies that a firm’s best correspondence (or production decision) is given by

Y(i):( g ¢>(Y)>_GY:< 7 >_UY1‘”. (8)

oc—1 oc—1

Since o > 1, this best correspondence is shown in Figure 1 as a downward sloping curve intersecting

. . . N1 . 1oL e _ o—1

the 45 degree line at the point Y*. Since P(i) = 1 in a symmetric equilibrium, we must have ¢ = =
o-1

and Y (i) = Y* = ;1, which is the unique certainty equilibrium under full information. Notice

that, even though equation (2) implies Y (i) = Y, there are no other equilibria along the 45 degree

line except Y*. This is so because prices are set according to aggregate demand.

Y(i) o

Y*

45

¥ ¥

Figure 1. Sunspot Equilibrium.

However, suppose prices are exogenously fixed at P(i) = 1 by, say, the government.'* Then the
best correspondence (2) becomes

Y (i)=Y, (9)

which is the 45 degree line in Figure 1. In such a case, the equilibrium output is completely
indeterminate, and the model has infinite certainty Nash equilibria along the 45 degree line as long
as ¢(Y) < 1 so that production is profitable. That is, any point along the 45 degree line below
Y <1 is a possible equilibrium and the equilibria are Pareto ranked. This case is similar to that
analyzed by Copper and John (1988) and it arises because there is nothing to pin down the marginal

cost and the demand externalities create a strategic complementarity among firms’ actions.

' Government can also fix the prices at other values and the arguments are the same, but the discussions are
slightly more involved because this involves the profits of the final-good sector.



Now, suppose we let firms endogenously set their prices optimally according to equation (5).
Then in a symmetric equilibrium we still have P(i) = 1 and the firm’s best correspondence is still
given by (9). In this case, the only certainty equilibrium is given by Y (i) = Y* and there do not
exist other certainty equilibria along the 45 degree line. To see this, suppose all firms expect the

aggregate marginal cost to be lower than (’T_l so that the aggregate demand is at ¥ = Y* — ¢,

where ¢ is a positive number. Firms would then set prices low accordingly so that P(i) < 1. At
the low price level we have the best correspondence Y (i) = P(i) 7 [Y* —¢] > Y* — ¢ for all i.
This implies Y > Y* — ¢ in a symmetric equilibrium, which is a contradiction. Hence, a constant
output level Y < Y™* cannot be an equilibrium. Similarly, any constant output level Y > Y™* does
not constitute an equilibrium either. This explains why the model economy has a unique certainty
equilibrium given by Y* even with imperfect information. However, with imperfect information,
there also exist stochastic equilibria that are not mere randomizations over fundamental equilibria.
For example, when setting prices, if firms expect the aggregate marginal cost to be high with
probability = > 0 and low with probability 1 — 7 > 0 such that the implied average marginal cost
satisfies the constraint (6); then such an expectation constitutes a self-fulfilling stochastic sunspot
equilibrium. In a sunspot equilibrium, the level of aggregate output moves stochastically along
the 45 degree line around Y*. The variance of the stochastic path in this benchmark model is not
restricted by the model’s structural parameters except by feasibility conditions (e.g., Y € (0, 00)).

Therefore, a sunspot equilibrium, if it exists, must be stochastic in nature. The source of sunspot
equilibria comes from the fact that firms do not know how the other firms will behave when setting
prices, and hence must form expectations for the status of the aggregate economy (e.g., the marginal
cost or the level of aggregate demand). Due to the endogenous demand externalities among firms’
actions, such expectations can be self-fulfilling. Prices in a sunspot equilibrium appear to be
"sticky" in the sense that they cannot be adjusted after sunspots are realized. However, since
prices can be set after observing fundamental shocks such as monetary shocks, they are not sticky
in the conventional sense because they can respond proportionately to aggregate money supply

shocks. Figure 2 illustrates the time line of events in a sunspot equilibrium.!?

15In any game where firms must choose prices simultaneously instead of quantities, the optimal prices can be chosen
based on expected equilibrium outcomes that may prevail as soon as all parties have set their prices. Does this imply
’sticky" prices? We do not think so. It is only a metaphor when we say that sunspots are realized after prices
are set but before quantities are determined. In fact, all events can take place simultaneously in the price setting
game. See the next section for more discussions on this issue using Lucas’ (1972) island model in which prices can
respond to sunspots. In addition, one may argue that sunspots do not matter if they are realized before firms can
set prices. True, but this is not the point. "Sunspots" by its conventional definition of Cass and Shell (1983) can
exist anywhere at anytime. Economic agents cannot control where and when sunspots appear. The only important
question is whether they matter or not to the economy. Here we show that they do matter.
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Figure 2. Timing of Sunspots.

3 A More General Approach

To further illustrate that the key condition for sunspot equilibria is not exactly sticky prices per
se but speculations based on incomplete information, this section uses an alternative information
structure to prove the existence of sunspot equilibrium. This information structure is akin to Lucas’
(1972) island economy, is more general, and includes the previous analysis as a special case. We also
add capital accumulation into the model to study the robustness and business cycle implications
of sunspots.

Suppose firms reside in different islands with only limited information about the aggregate
economy. They can be informed about the level of aggregate demand and marginal cost through
signals when setting prices. Since signals contain idiosyncratic noises, information about aggregate
demand and marginal cost is not perfect.

Let the production technology for intermediate goods be given by

Y (i) = A@@)K(i)*N (i), (10)

where A(i) represents idiosyncratic shocks to firm ¢’s productivity (or marginal cost) and K(7)
represents the capital stock. Letting ¢(7) denote the marginal cost of firm 4, the factor demand

functions for labor and capital are then given by W = (1 — a)gb(z)}\;g and R = a¢(i) Ii%?)’ re-

-«
spectively. Hence, we have ¢(i) = A%i) (%) (g)a as the unit cost function of firm 7. Thus,

10



l—a
the marginal cost of firm ¢ contains both an aggregate component, & = (%) (g)a, and an

idiosyncratic component A(i). Under the normalization, fol ﬁdi = 1, the aggregate component

equals the aggregate marginal cost, ® = fol o(i)di.

Firms set prices in each period based on imperfect signals of aggregate demand. Define si as
the signal received by firm i, Q! as the information set of firm 4, which includes the entire history
of the economy up to the point when si is received. That is, the information set includes s.
Such an information structure is standard in the incomplete information literature (see, e.g., Lucas
1972; Kasa 1996, Lorenzoni 2006, and Rondina 2007, among others). Based on this definition of
information sets, each individual firm ¢ chooses price P;(i) in period t to maximize expected profits
by solving

fgg§<E{[At (P(i) — ¢, (4)) Y2 (0)] [ } (11)

subject to the downward-sloping demand function, Y (i) = (@) - Y'; where A; denotes the mar-

ginal utility of income and E {[]|Q} denotes firm i’s expectations conditioned on the information

set 2. Denote E* = E {[-]|Q}} to simplify notations. The optimal monopolistic price is given by

o FE' {At¢t(i)n}

Pt(z) = o_1 FEi {AtY%} (12)
Aggregation gives
o [TE{M(0)Yi}
. = 1. 1
0—1/0 B Ay (13)

Equation (13) determines the equilibrium aggregate marginal cost ®;.
As in the previous section, the current model has a unique certainty equilibrium featuring

P = ”771 To illustrate the possibility of multiple Nash sunspot equilibria, log-linearizing equation

(12) around the unique steady state'S and using circumflex to denote log-linearized variables gives
us

Py(i) = B'6,(0) = E {[& — Au(0)]|0} (14)

Suppose the signal received by firm 7 in period ¢ is a (log)linear combination of aggregate demand
(measured by the aggregate marginal cost ®;) and a noise term (measured by its own productivity

shock A(7)),
st = pdy + (1 — p)Ay(d), (15)

The steady state of individual firm’s variables can be defined as the corresponding average value across firms.
Such a definition has no first-order effects on our results.

11



where p € [0,1] and Ay is i.i.d. Under the assumption of i.i.d. shocks, only the most recent signal

is useful in forecasting dﬁ:. Assuming the optimal forecast is based on least square projection, we

have

p{d- At} = (A0 ) b+ (- )] (16)

Since the aggregate price is normalized to one (equation 13), we have [ P(i)di = 0. Hence, inte-

grating equation (16) over i gives

2 2

/wq)—(l—,u)oA> -

0= ( b, (17)
,u20(2p +(1- ,u)za?A t

The condition in equation (17) holds true in three different cases: (i) ® = 0, (ii) 02 = 1_7“0?4,

and (iii) g = 0. Each case corresponds to a particular equilibrium path of the marginal cost.

First, if $;, = 0, then ® is a constant; hence, ¢,(i) is orthogonal to the aggregate variables A;

o—1

and Y;. Equation (12) implies p(i) = -%;¢(é).!” Integration implies ® = 1. Thus, we obtain

the fundamental (certainty) equilibrium. Therefore, regardless whether information is incomplete

or not, a constant marginal cost (& = 0) is always an equilibrium and it is the only certainty
equilibrium.

However, notice that the certainty equilibrium can also be obtained under the assumption of
complete information. Namely, suppose ;1 = 1; then, in order for Equation (17) to hold, the
equilibrium marginal cost must be a constant (é)t = 0), which is why the existing literature obtains
a unique fundamental equilibrium under the implicit assumption of perfect information.

Second, if ;1 < 1 (incomplete information), we are able to construct sunspot equilibria where

the aggregate marginal cost (and hence aggregate output) is stochastic with variance U?I) = 177“034
and mean E®, = 0. In fact, any stochastic i.i.d. process {®,} with variance 02 = 1_7“0?4 and

mean UT_l constitutes a sunspot equilibrium. Therefore, with incomplete information, there can

exist multiple sunspot equilibria and such equilibria are not mere randomizations over fundamental
equilibria.

Finally, in the special case where 1 = 0, the signal si provides no information about period
t aggregate demand. Hence, the aggregate marginal cost is completely indeterminate because it
is impossible for firms to forecast it. With log linearization, the variance of the marginal cost
is completely unrestricted. This is identical to the sunspot equilibrium analyzed in the previous

section of this paper.

'"With ® being constant, firm i is able to perfectly forecast ¢(i): E{¢(i)|Q'} = ¢(i).

12



The intuition for the existence of sunspot equilibria with imperfect signals (0 < p < 1) is as
follows. Sunspot equilibrium, by definition, implies coordinated behaviors based on common beliefs
among agents. If individuals are largely affected by their own idiosyncratic shocks, then such a
coordinated action becomes harder. Hence, sunspot equilibria in our model involves the condition
under which all firms behave similarly regardless of their idiosyncratic shocks. Indeed, Equations

(16) and (17) imply that this condition for the rise of sunspot equilibrium is such that the least-

2 (1 2
square projection coefficient is zero, (%) = 0. This implies that all firms set the same
3 A

prices (see 14) and produce the same quantities along a sunspot equilibrium path regardless of their
idiosyncratic shocks A?. In other words, in a sunspot equilibrium, individual signals do not matter
(but their distribution matters). The way to ensure this is to require the variance of sunspots

satisfy J?I, = 177“0124, which restricts the standard deviation of a stochastic Nash equilibrium path

of aggregate demand along the 45 degree line in Figure 1. This variance restriction requires that
the variability of sunspots be proportional to that of idiosyncratic noise and the proportionality be
a decreasing function of the precision (u) of the signal. For example, if the variance of the noise is
zero, then a sunspot equilibrium must involve a constant path of the aggregate demand. On the
other hand, if Ui is large, then in order to achieve coordination as well as profit maximization, a
sunspot equilibrium must involve a large variance of ®. On the other hand, given 0?4, the more
information there is in the signal (i.e., a larger u), the less variable is the sunspot equilibrium path
along the 45 degree line.

It is also possible to obtain serially correlated sunspots in this model. For example, assume that

each firm’s idiosyncratic cost shock is a serially correlated stationary AR(1) process in log,

Au(i) = pAa (i) + &, (18)

where ¢ is 4.i.d. with variance o2; and that each firm’s information set contains the entire history

of the signal si = u®; + (1 — p) Ay (i):

Qllf = {S;Si—lasi—%'“}' (19)

Such a setup of firm’s information set has also been used by Woodford (2003). We can show that

there exists correlated sunspot equilibria such that

Oy = p®y1 + &, (20)
where &, is ¢.9.d. with variance
I—p
O'g = . ol (21)



In other words, sunspots follows the same AR(1) process as the idiosyncratic productivity shocks.

The proof is quit straightforward. Given the information set !, equation (14) becomes
P = B { [ — Al lnbs + (1~ 1) An(e), i + (1= ) Ara(i), ..} (22

Notice that because both ®; and A;(i) follows the same process by conjecture, we can write
sy = pudy + (1 — Zﬂ pe—j + — i i) (23)

The information set Qf is then equivalent to QF = {u&, + (1 — p)el, u&, 1 + (1 — p)et_4,...}. So P;

can be further written as

E {0 — A))l[ng, + (1 = p)ed, py + (1= ey, ]}

= Y PE & — i llng + (1= wel, pé_q + (1 — p)ei_y, .1}

J=0

2

uaé+(1 1

(24)

= ZP]{ /z 10)202 (16— + (1= pei_;] — — . ol 8)2 AL (1_“)5i—j}}'

Notice that € is idiosyncratic across firms but ¢ is an aggregate innovation. Hence, we have
1 2 2 2
. pog — (1 —po — (1= p)o?
0 [ Pidi- > e by, (25)
R e DY e = =

which implies (21). So a sunspot equilibrium is given by any stochastic marginal cost process {@t}

such that equations (20) and (21) are satisfied.
Business Cycle Implications. Sunspots under incomplete information have important im-

plications for understanding the business cycle. To see this, we close the model by having a
representative household with period-utility function, u(C, N) = log C' — a, ¥ = W, and the budget
constraint,

Ci+ K1 = WyNy + (1 4+ Ry — 0) Ky + 11, (26)

where K is the household’s existing stock of capital, which depreciates at the rate § € (0, 1]; Wy Ny
and R;K; are the household’s wage income and rental income, respectively; and II is the aggregate

profit income from firms.
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Denote a circumflex variable as Xt(z) = log X¢(i) —log X, where X denotes the long-run average
value of X (7) in a deterministic steady state. Log-linearizing equation (13) and the first-order
conditions of the firms and the household around the deterministic steady state give the following

system of four equations for the aggregate variables {®,C,Y, N }:

/O1 E' {[@t —flt(i)]lsi}di =0 (27)

(a+7) Ny = &y + oK, — Cy (28)
Gy =BGy — (1— B(1 — 6))E, [cﬁm +(a—1) K1 + (1 — a)Nygs (29)
A 1. 1—96 -~ 5 .
(1 — S)Ct + s SKH_l — TKt = aK; + (1 — Oé)Nt, (30)
where s = § % is the steady-state saving rate.

Notice that equation (27) determines the aggregate marginal cost ®;. Once the time path of the

marginal cost is given, the model is identical to a standard RBC model with an exogenous forcing
variable, d;. Let the idiosyncratic productivity shock follow a stationary AR(1) process, fli =
pfli_l +¢¢, and the signal received by firms in each period ¢ be a mixture of an aggregate component
and an idiosyncratic component, M(i)t +(1- ,u)fl% In such a case, as shown previously, a stochastic
1 1-p

1=p 52 i
=z 0z Given the

process ®; satisfying (27) is AR(1) with persistence p and variance o3 =

process of <f>t, the above system of equations implies the following state-space representation,

Kii K; -
E A =M A I'o,. 31
t( Cii1 > < Ci > e (1)

The saddle-path property of the model implies that the coefficient matrix M has exactly one

explosive eigenvalue and one stable eigenvalue. Hence, the equilibrium consumption path {C’t}

can be solved by the method of Blanchard and Kahn (1980). The solution takes the form, Cy =
)\kf(t—l—)\qgflc)t, where the coefficients { Ay, A4} are functions of the structural parameters of the model.

Following the existing RBC literature (e.g., King, Plosser, and Rebelo, 1988), we calibrate the
model as follows: the time period is a quarter, the time discounting factor 8 = 0.99, the rate of
depreciation § = 0.025, the inverse labor supply elasticity v = 0.25, and capital’s share in aggregate
output a = 0.4. We set the elasticity parameter o = 10 (implying a 10% markup for intermediat-
goods firms in the steady state) and the persistence parameter p = 0.9. We take the normalization

1—p 2
0= 1.
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Figure 3. Impulse Responses to a Sunspot Shock.

The impulse responses of the benchmark model to a sunspot shock to the marginal cost (or
aggregate demand) are graphed in Figure 3. Notice that a positive one-standard-deviation shock
to the marginal cost generates positive responses from employment, output, and investment. Con-
sumption is initially negative but soon turns to positive in the subsequent periods.'® Investment is
far more volatile than output because of the incentive for consumption smoothing. Thus the model
is able to explain the stylized business cycle facts emphasized by Kydland and Prescott (1982): the
positive comovements among key aggregate variables; the typical volatility orders among consump-
tion, output, and investment; and the persistence of these variables. These business cycle facts are
commonly thought to be explainable only by technology shocks. Here we show that they are also
explainable by sunspot-driven aggregate demand shocks.

The predicted second moments of the model under AR(1) sunspot shocks and AR(1) aggregate
technology shocks with the same persistence are summarized in Table 1. It shows that the model is
able to explain the salient features of the business cycle as well as a standard RBC model driven by
aggregate technology shocks and that the business-cycle effects of sunspot shocks and technology
shocks are very similar.'” One important exception is hours worked: the volatility of hours worked
relative to output is too small under technology shocks but too large under sunspots shocks.?’ The

reason is that sunspots shocks do not affect aggregate productivity while technology shocks do. The

8 The initial consumption is positive if the shocks are less serially correlated.

YNotice that our model is identical to a standard RBC model without sunspot shocks. Hence, its dynamics under
technology shocks are identical to those of a standard RBC model.

20Tn the U.S. data, hours worked are about as volatile as output.
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intuition for the similarity between sunspot-driven business cycle and technology-driven business
cycle is that the marginal cost measures the increase in production cost when firms’ output demand
increases by one unit. As such, sunspots shocks to the marginal cost reflect shocks to expected
demand. Because of strategic complementarity under the demand externalities, such demand-side
shocks are effectively the same as shocks to firms’ marginal revenue or production efficiency. Thus,

they look like productivity shocks except that they do not change aggregate productivity.

Table 1. Predicted Second Moments*

Volatility ( g—z) Correlation with y Autocorrelation

c 1 n c 1 n Y c ] n
Sunspots  0.57 2.88 1.32 0.61 0.92 0.93 093 0.99 088 0.88
Technology 0.61 2.48 0.51 0.79 093 0.81 092 0.99 088 0.86

*In the table, y denotes output, ¢ consumption, ¢ investment, and n labor.

Discussion. If variable capital utilization rate is allowed in the model as in Greenwood et al.
(1988), then shocks to the marginal cost also increase the total factor productivity through their
impact on capacity utilization. Hence, the problem of excess volatility of hours relative to output
under sunspot shocks can be mitigated. An important implication of sunspots equilibria is that
the markup is countercyclical, which is in line with the empirical evidence.?! In the model, the
markup is given by the inverse of the marginal cost, %. When expected demand is high, firms opt
to produce more, and the marginal cost increases, leading to a lower markup. This implication of
counter-cyclical markup is in sharp contrast to cases with fundamental shocks. Under fundamental
shocks only (i.e., without extrinsic uncertainty), the markup is always constant in the model. More
importantly, notice that counter-cyclical markup is obtained regardless of the monopoly power,
since the same results hold even as ¢ — oo. In this case, although the markup is zero in the steady
state, it fluctuates under sunspots shocks. Thus, even though the markets are perfectly (or near-
perfectly) competitive and firms set prices equal to expected marginal cost, because the expected
marginal cost comoves with expected aggregate demand, the markup can be countercyclical during

the business cycle, regardless of the degree of imperfect competition.

4 Money and Sticky Prices

Our previous analyses about incomplete information as a new source of sunspots are conducted in
real models where firms set real prices. One may argue that in a monetary model (e.g., a model
with the cash-in-advance constraint always binding), if nominal prices are sticky, then sunspots do

not matter because the CIA constraint pins down the level of aggregate demand given the money

2! The stylized fact of countercyclical markup has been documented extensively in the empirical literature. See,
e.g., Bils (1987), Rotemberg and Woodford (1991,1999), Martins, Scapetta, and Pilat (1996).
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supply and the sticky price level. This section shows that such a conclusion is not true in general
and our previous analyses carry over to a variety of standard monetary models with and without
sticky prices. That is, under a more general specification of incomplete information, there can still
exist sunspot equilibria as long as there is a positive measure of firms who can adjust prices in each

period.?? To simplify the analysis, we abstract capital from the models (implying the technology
Y (i) = AiNy(7)) and set the household problem identical to that in the benchmark model.

4.1 Exogenous Money Supply

Let money be exogenously supplied and the cash-in-advance (CIA) constraint strictly bind. Denote
P as the aggregate nominal price level and P() the nominal price charged by firm ¢. The optimal

price of intermediate good i is given by solving

Py(i) € argmax E {[u/(c) (Po(0)/Pr — ¢4(0)) Y ()] } (32)
P(i)
subject to Y;(i) = (%ﬁ“) - Y;. This yields

o E{[W(c) PrYio,(0))|04}

Py(i) = oc—-1E{ [U'(Ct)PtJ_ly;f] Qi)

(33)

Using lower-case circumflex to denote percentage deviations from the steady state, log-linearizing

the price equation gives
ﬁg:E{[cﬁt—AHPtm;‘}. (34)
The aggregate price is given by
1
P, = / P!di. (35)
0

Notice that the model involves a form of "forecasting the forecast of others" discussed by Townsend
(1983).
Since the real wage equals the marginal cost, the household’s optimization leads to a relationship

between aggregate income and the real marginal cost around the steady state:

Y = A, (36)

22Gince the focus of our paper is not about monetary policies as a source of indeterminacy, in this section we
consider only the standard monetary models with standard monetary policies.
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where A\ > 0 is a function of structural parameters (e.g., from the utility functions). The system
of equations that determine the general equilibrium of the model are given by equations (34)-(36)

plus the CIA constraint,
P, +Y; =0, (37)

So we have essentially three equations with three unknowns, {Yt, i)t, Pt}

Notice that, under perfect information, equation (34) becomes P,f =&, — fl% + Jf’t, so by inte-
grating equation (35) we get &, = 0. Therefore, under perfect information, &, = Y; = P, = 0 is the
only equilibrium. So, sunspots do not matter. However, suppose the information set of firm ¢ is
given by equation (15), where the idiosyncratic productivity shocks are i.i.d. The CIA constraint
(37) and the relationship (36) implies

P = -\, (38)

The pricing equation (34) then becomes

: [(1 — Mpog — (1= p)ok

b= 1202 + (1 — p)20% ] {“ét - M)Aﬂ ' )

The aggregate price level is then

T =

. 1—Npod — (1 —p)od\ -

P _ (( 5 )2M0—'1) ( 2M2)0—A> /’L(I)t (40)
prog + (1—p)?os

Thus, the system of equations determining the general equilibrium of the model is given by equations

(37), (38), and (40), with three unknowns {Y,®, P}. In order for this system to be indeterminate,
the rank of the system has to be less than 3. This suggests that (40) and (38) must be colinear, or

1—MNuos — (1 — p)o?
(< u?asza —(M)Q;L?l A) e 4

Equation (41) is satisfied if the variance of the marginal cost satisfies
1-— 1-—
1t [

1>p>——. (43)

which is positive if

This is the condition of sunspot equilibria in a monetary model with flexible prices and the CIA

constraint always binding. Although the variance of sunspot shocks depends on the model’s struc-
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tural parameters (such as 04 and \), sunspots always exist for any finite value of \ as long as the
information precision parameter u satisfies (43).

Notice that if 4 = 0, then sunspots do not matter. In this case, the system has full rank and the
unique solution of the system is d, =Y; = P, = 0. This case is identical to a sticky nominal price
model where prices are set one period in advance without any information about the equilibrium
aggregate demand that may prevail in the economy.??

The intuition behind the sunspot condition (41) is similar to that in the real model, except here
individual firms’ prices and quantities are no longer the same across firms in a sunspot equilibrium.

To see this, substituting (41) into (39) gives

N N 1— N R 1— N
H:HA@—A( “%ﬁ:R—A( mA; (44)
H H

which indicates that individual firms’ prices differ across firms by the idiosyncratic marginal cost
term, —A%Ai, but share the same systematic component P (the aggregate price). Why in a
monetary model must firms set different prices along a sunspot path whereas they must choose the
same prices in non-monetary models? The answer: With money and the CTA constraint binding,
a sunspot equilibrium requires that aggregate price be affected by sunspots (i.e., not perfectly
observable). If firms all set the same prices, the aggregate price is then known to the firms. In such
a case, sunspots do not matter. However, despite firms setting different prices, these prices must
be equal the aggregate price on average in a sunspot equilibrium according to (44). Because firms’
prices must be influences by idiosyncratic noise, coordination is more difficult in a monetary model.
This is why the variance of sunspots is more restrictive than that in a real model (see 43) in the

sense that the information precision of the signal has to be high enough to achieve coordination:
A
B>
4.2 Taylor Rule
To study the effects of endogenous monetary policy on the possibility of sunspots, consider the
Taylor rule,
Pt = wetty + wy Vi, (45)

where r denotes the nominal interest rate and 7 the inflation rate in period ¢. Assume w, > 1 so

as to ensure that the Taylor rule itself does not cause indeterminacy. With endogenous monetary

23But, if the CIA constraint is slack, then there is indeterminacy in P, implying that ® and Y are also indeterminate.
This is akin to the result obtained by Carlstrom and Fuerst (1998b). However, as long as u € (H%, 1) , sunspots

always exist whether the CIA constraint binds or not.
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policy, the additional new equation is the household’s Euler equation for nominal bond holding,

0Y; + 7 = 0EYii1 + By, (46)
where 6 is the elasticity of the marginal utility of income. The rest of the equations are the same
as (34), (35), (36), and (37).

For simplicity, we focus on i.i.d. sunspots only. Hence, Et<i>t+1 = Fymirq1 = 0. Substituting out

_ (Btwy)A (i)t

W

Y; and 7, in the equation (46), we get (6 + wy))ﬁ)t + wg@y = 0, which implies 7y =

—\®;. Because P;_; is a function of ®;_; and is known at t, we can subtract P,_; from both sides

of equation (34) to obtain
PP =E (ét A4 B - PH) . (47)
Define 7?3; = Pti — Pt_l and 7; = Pt — Pt_l, the above equation becomes
i = B (ét — Al frt> . (48)

Notice that 7; = fol #idi. Substituting out the aggregate inflation rate using #; = —\®; in equation
(48), our previous discussions following equations (34)-(40) show that if 1 > p > HLA’ there exist

sunspot equilibria. Hence, the existence of sunspots dose not depend on the form of monetary

policy.

4.3 Sticky Prices

Although we believe our result holds in the more general Calvo-type (1983) sticky price models, to
simplify our analysis, we consider only one-period sticky prices in this paper. Suppose there are two
type of firms in the economy, with @ fraction of firms set nominal prices (P') one period in advance,
and 1 — 6 fraction of firms set prices (P?) each period based on the signals s; as discussed in the
previous cases. For firms who set prices one period in advance (type 1 firm), the profit-maximizing

nominal price is given by

o Eiq [U/(Ct)Ptamqﬁt(i)] .

Pl(3) = : 49
t ( ) o—1 B, [u’(ct)Pt"_lYi] ( )
and for firms who set their prices in current period ¢, the optimal price is
E{[u'(c;)P?Y;0,(4)]| s
Pf(z') __9 {[ ( +) Y t¢t( )” t} (50)

o—1 E{[w(c)P'V1]|si}
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The log-linearized prices are given, respectively, by

Pli) = B[P+ & — Ay(4)],

P2(i) = E[P, + &y — Ay(i))|si.

The log-linearized aggregate price index is given by

=0 [ Rwaa-o [ R

and the CIA constraint implies

ADy + Py = 1y,

(53)

(54)

where m; = 0 is total money supply. To see the possibility of sunspots in this setup, assume the

idiosyncratic shock A? is 4.i.d., and we can conjecture a sunspot equilibrium in which the aggregate

marginal cost ®, is also an i.i.d. process. Then we have Et,l[]f’t + by — At(z)] =0 and

~ — 0'2 — — 0'2 N ~
Pt2(i) — ((1 /\)U (03] (1 :2) A> [M(I)t 4 (1 o N)At(i)]~

prog + (1 p)2o?

The aggregate price level then becomes

; (1= Npog — (1= poi\ -
P=(1-90 .
+=( >( 2o+ (L- w2 )M

To be consistent with the CIA constraint we must have

1—Nuo2 — (1 — p)o?
o (U)o

The above constraint is satisfied if the variance of the marginal cost satisfies

(A—p) 1—py\2
o U0 MG,
® 1— 60+ 06X A

(1—0)>)\<1;M>.

A positive variance requires

(55)

(59)

That is, the fraction of flexible-price firms must be large enough. Clearly sunspot equilibria are

more difficult to arise in sticky-price models. For example, if all firms set prices one period in

advance (0 = 1), the above condition cannot be satisfied and sunspots do not matter.
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Now suppose that the money supply is stochastic so that 7, # 0. Since there are one-period
sticky prices, monetary effects can only have at most a one-period real effect on the real economy.
Without loss of generality, we can focus on i.i.d monetary shocks. With m; # 0, the two types of

firms’ monopoly prices become

A

PHi) = By [(1— N + iy — Ay(4)] = 0, (60)

P2) = E{[(1 = N = Ai) + il [y + (1= w) Ag(i), e] | (61)

respectively. There is always a solution for the marginal cost such that &, = %mt and hence

B = %mt. This is the fundamental equilibrium with aggregate monetary shocks. But there

also exist sunspot equilibria satisfying

A P T R
BT B (62)
where &, denotes sunspots with variance
(1—0)d=r) _ y(lo)2
o= £ L= o2 (63)
© 1—6+0X ’
where (1 —6) > )\(1_7“) To prove this, notice that
PG = E{[0 = N®:— A) + el [ + (1 = i) Aili), ]} (64)
1 (1=NpoZ = (1 —pod\, . .
= —_— 1 - A .
T—0+ox" < 2o+ (1 — p)2o? e+ (1= ) A:0)]

It is then straightforward to see that aggregate price satisfies

- L. 16
f— pu— 2 ) ‘: —_— 7 -
P=( 0)/0 Pf(i)di o on +(1-190) <

1—Npo? — (1 — p)o? .
(1= MNpoZ —( M)A)u&.

65
2o+ (1= )} o)

Comparing (65) with (62) gives the results we need.

Stabilizing Monetary Policy. Since money has real effects under sticky prices, monetary
policies can stabilize the economy driven by sunspots. For example, the central bank can decrease
money stock if &; is high and increase money stock if &; is low. This type of endogenous monetary
policy requires the central bank be able to observe the aggregate demand. Consider the following

counter-cyclical policy,

mt = —ﬂét, (66)
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where 7 is a Taylor-rule type parameter. Given this monetary policy function, the CIA constraint

becomes

A, + P, = —rdy, (67)
which implies

P=—(\+m)d,, (68)

The condition that gives rise to sunspots discussed before (59) now becomes

(1—6)> (A +7) <1;“> (69)

Clearly, the central bank can set the policy parameter 7 to insulate the economy from sunspot-driven
fluctuations. For example, if 7 > % — A, then (69) is impossible to satisfy, so sunspot equilibria

are completely eliminated. On the other hand, if monetary policies are procyclical (m < 0), then
sunspots-driven fluctuations become much easier to arise. This also suggests that government policy

itself can facilitate self-fulfilling fluctuations when it is accommodative.

5 Conclusion

This paper shows that self-fulfilling rational expectations equilibria can arise in standard Dixit-
Stiglitz DSGE models with monopolistic competition. Even though the fundamental equilibrium is
unique in this class of models, there can exist multiple stochastic sunspot-Nash equilibria that are
not mere randomizations over fundamental equilibria. This type of sunspot equilibria is associated
with extrinsic uncertainty during the process of expectation formation. A key friction for generating
extrinsic uncertainty in our model is that individual firms make price decisions simultaneously
without knowing how the other agents in the economy will behave; thus, they each must face an
aggregate uncertainty regarding other firms’ actions.?* Given the complementarity among agents’
actions, such extrinsic uncertainty can be self-fulfilling. By embedding this insight into DSGE
models, our approach provides a new channel to study expectations-driven fluctuations.

Our analyses also show that aggregate fluctuations driven by sunspots are almost indistinguish-
able from those driven by technology shocks because sunspots affect aggregate demand through the
marginal costs. The welfare implications of such sunspot-driven business cycles is carried out in
Wang and Wen (2006) to study the interactions between sunspots and endogenous growth, where
we show that with extrinsic uncertainty, short-run volatility and long-run growth are negatively

related, confirming the empirical findings of Ramey and Ramey (1995).

21 This type of uncertainty is referred to as market uncertainty by Peck and Shell (1991).

24



References

1]

[10]

[11]

[12]

Adam, K., 2007, Optimal monetary policy with imperfect common knowledge, Journal of

Monetary Economics 54(2), 267-301.
Azariadis, C., 1981, Self-fulfilling prophecies, Journal of Economic Theory 25(3), 380-396.

Beaudry, P. and F. Portier, 2004, An exploration into Pigou’s theory of cycles, Journal of
Monetary Economics 54(6), 1726-1768.

Beaudry, P. and F. Portier, 2007, When can changes in expectations cause business cycle

fluctuations in neo-classical settings?, Journal of Economic Theory 135(1), 458-477.

Benhabib, J. and R. Farmer, 1994, Indeterminacy and increasing returns, Journal of Economic

Theory 63(1), 19-41.

Benhabib, J. and R. Farmer, 1996, Indeterminacy and sector-specific externalities, Journal of

Monetary Economics 37(3), 421-443.

Benhabib, J. and R. Farmer, 1999, Indeterminacy and sunspots in macroeconomics, Handbook
of Macroeconomics, eds. John Taylor and Michael Woodford, North-Holland, New York, vol.
1A, 387-448.

Benhabib, J. and Y. Wen, 2004, Indeterminacy, aggregate demand, and the real business cycle,
Journal of Monetary Economics 51, 503-530.

Bils, M., 1987, The cyclical behavior of marginal cost and price, American Economic Review

77(5), 838-855.

Blanchard, O. and N. Kiyotaki, 1987, Monopolistic competition and the effects of aggregate
demand, American Economic Review 77(4), 647-666.

Blanchard, O. and C. Kahn, 1980, The solution of linear difference models under rational

expectations, Econometrica 48(5), 1305-1312.

Calvo, G., 1983, Staggered prices in a utility-maximizing framework, Journal of Monetary

Economics 12 (3), 383-398.

Carlstrom, C. and T. Fuerst, 1998a, Price-Level and Interest-Rate Targeting in a Model with
Sticky Prices, Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland, Working Paper 9819.

25



[14]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

Carlstrom, C. and T. Fuerst, 1998b, A Note on the Role of Countercyclical Monetary Policy,
Journal of Political Economy 106 (4), 860-866.

Cass, D. and K. Shell, 1983, Do sunspots matter? Journal of Political Economy 91(2), 193-227.

Chatterjee, S. and R. Cooper, 1989, Multiplicity of equilibria and fluctuations in dynamic

imperfectly competitive economies, American Economic Review 79(2), 353-357.

Chatterjee, S., R. Cooper, and B. Ravikumar, 1993, Strategic complementarity in business

formation: Aggregate fluctuations and sunspots equilibria, Review of Economic Studies 60(4),
795-811.

Christiano, L. and S. Harrison, 1999, Chaos, sunspots, and automatic stabilizers, Journal of

Monetary Economics 44 (August), 3-31.

Cooper, R. and A. John, 1988, Coordinating coordination failures in Keynesian models, The

Quarterly Journal of Economics 103(3), 441-463.

Dixit, A. and J. Stiglitz, 1977, Monopolistic competition and optimum product diversity,
American Economic Review 67(3), 297-308.

Dos Santas Ferreira, R. and F. Dufourt, 2006, Free entry and business cycles under the influence

of animal spirits, Journal of Monteary Economics 53(2), 311-328.

Farmer, R., 1999, Macroeconomics of Self-fulfilling Prophecies, Second Edition, Cambridge,
MA: The MIT Press.

Farmer, R. and Guo, J., 1994, Real business cycles and the animal spirits hypothesis, Journal

of Economic Theory 63(1), 42-72.

Gali, J., 1994, Monopolistic competition, business cycles, and the composition of aggregate

demand, Journal of Economic Theory 63(1), 73-96.

Georges, C., 1995, Adjustment costs and indeterminacy in perfect foresight models, Journal

of Economic Dynamics and Control 19(1-2), 39-50.

Greenwood, J., Z. Hercowitz and G. Huffman, 1988, Investment, capacity utilization, and the

real business cycle, American Economic Review 78, 402-417.

Jaimovich, N., 2007, Firm dynamics and markup variations: Implications for sunspot equilibria

and endogenous economic fluctuations, Journal of Economic Theory 137(1), 300-325.

26



Jaimovich, N., 2008, Income effects and indeterminacy in a calibrated one-sector growth model,

Journal of Economic Theory 143(1), 610-623.

Jaimovich, N. and S. Rebelo, 2007a, Can News about the Future Drive the Business Cycle?
Working Paper, Standford University.

Jaimovich, N. and S. Rebelo, 2007b, News and Business Cycles in Open Economies, Journal

of Money Credit and Banking (forthcoming).

Kasa, K., 2000, “Forecasting the Forecasts of Others in the Frequency Domain.” Review of

Economic Dynamics 3(4), 726-56.

Keynes, John M., 1936, The General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money. London:

Macmillan.

King, R., Plosser, C., Rebelo, S., 1988. Production, growth and business cycles: The basic

neoclassical model. Journal of Monetary Economics 21, 195-232.

Kiyotaki, N., 1988, Multiple expectational equilibria under monopolistic competition, The
Quarterly Journal of Economics 103(4), 695-713.

Kydland, F. and E. Prescott, 1982, Time to build and aggregate fluctuations, Econometrica
50(6), 1345-70.

Lorenzoni, G., 2008, A Theory of Demand Shocks, Working Paper, MIT.

Lucas, R.E., Jr., 1972, Expectations and the Neutrality of Money, Journal of Economic Theory
4, 103-124.

Mankiw, N.G. and R. Reis, 2002, Sticky information versus sticky prices: A proposal to replace
the New Keynesian Phillips Curve, The Quarterly Journal of Economics 117(4), 1295-1328.

Martins, J., S. Scapetta, and D. Pilat, 1996, Mark-up pricing, market structure and the
business cycle, OECD Economic Studies 27, 71-105.

Ng, Y.K., 1980, Macroeconomics with non-perfect competition, The Economic Journal 90(359),
598-610.

Ng, Y.K., 1992, Business confidence and depression prevention: a mesoeconomic perspective,

American Economic Review 82(2), 365-371.

Peck, J. and K. Shell, 1991, Market uncertainty: Correlated and sunspot equilibria in imper-
fectly competitive economies, The Review of Economic Studies 58(5), 1011-1029.

27



[43]

[44]

Perli, R., 1998, Indeterminacy, home production, and the business cycle: A calibrated analysis,

Journal of Monetary Economics 41, 105-125.

Pintus, P., 2006, Indeterminacy with almost constant returns to scale: capital-labor substitu-

tion matters, Economic Theory 28(3), 633-49.

Pintus, P., 2007, Local determinacy with non-separable utility, Journal of Economic Dynamics

and Control 31(2), 669-682.

Ramey, G. and V. Ramey, 1995, Cross-country evidence on the link between volatility and
growth, American Economic Review 85(5), 1138-51.

Rondina, G., 2007, Incomplete information and informative pricing: Theory and application,

Working Paper, University of Wisconsin, Madison.

Rotemberg, J. and M. Woodford, 1991, Markups and the business cycle, in O.J. Blanchard and
S. Fischer (eds.), NBER Macroeconomic Annual 1991, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 63-129.

Rotemberg, J. and M. Woodford, 1999, Markups and the business cycle, in Taylor, J.B. and
M. Woodford (eds.), Handbook of Macroeconomics, Vol. 1(B), Amsterdam: North-Holland.

Sargent, T., 1991, Equilibrium with signal extraction from endogenous variables, Journal of

Economic Dynamics and Control 15(2), 245-273.

Schmitt-Grohé, S., 1997, Comparing four models of aggregate fluctuations due to self-fulfilling
expectations, Journal of Economic Theory 72(1), 96-147.

Schmitt-Grohe, S., 2000, Endogenous business cycles and the dynamics of output, hours, and

consumption, American Economic Review 90(5), 1136-1159.

Shell, K., 1977, Monnaie et allocation intertemporelle, Mimeo, Séminaire Roy-Malinvaud,

Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique, Paris, November.

Townsend, R., 1983, Forecasting the forecast of others, Journal of Political Economy 91, 546-
588.

Walsh, C., 1999, Monetary Policy Trade-Offs in the Open Economy, Working Paper, University

of California, Santa Cruz.

Wang, P.F.; 2007, Expectation-Driven Fluctuations without Sunspots: A Labor-Market Ap-
proach, Working Paper, Hong Kong University of Science & Technology.

28



[57] Wang, P.F. and Y. Wen, 2006, Volatility, Growth, and Large Welfare Gains from Stabilization
Policies, Federal Reserve Bank of St. Louis Working Paper 2006-032B.

[58] Wang, P.F. and Y. Wen, 2008, Imperfect competition and indeterminacy of aggregate output,
Journal of Economic Theory 143(1), 519-540.

[59] Weder, M., 1998, “Fickle consumers, durable goods, and business cycles,” Journal of Economic

Theory 81, 37-57.

[60] Wen, Y., 1998a, Capacity utilization under increasing returns to scale, Journal of Economic

Theory 81(1), 7-36.

[61] Wen, Y., 1998b, Indeterminacy, dynamic adjustment costs, and cycles, Economics Letters

59(1), 213-216.

[62] Woodford, M., 1986, Stationary sunspot equilibria in a finance constrained economy, Journal

of Economic Theory 40(1), 128-137.

[63] Woodford, M., 1991, Self-fulfilling expectations and fluctuations in aggregate demand. In:
N.G. Mankiw and D. Romer (eds.), New Keynesian Economics: Coordination Failures and

Real Rigidities, Vol. 2, Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 77-110.

[64] Woodford, M., 2003, Imperfect common knowledge and the effects of monetary policy, in P.
Aghion, R. Frydman, J. Stiglitz, and M. Woodford, eds., Knowledge, Information, and Ex-
pectations in Modern Macroeconomics: In Honor of Edmund S. Phelps, Princeton: Princeton

University Press.

29



