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Abstract
The paper exploits a unique panel, covering some 2,000 Italian manufacturing firms
and 14 years of data on individual prices and individual interest rates paid on several types of
debt, to address the question of the existence of a channel of transmission of monetary policy
operating through the effect of interest expenses on the marginal cost of production. It has
been argued that this mechanism may explain the dimension of the real effects of monetary
policy, give a rationale for the positive short-run response of prices to rate increases (the
“price puzzle”) and call for a more gradual monetary policy response to shocks. We find
robust evidence in favour of the presence of a cost channel of monetary policy transmission,
proportional to the amount of working capital held by each firm. The channel is large enough
to have non-trivial monetary policy implications.
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1. Introduction1
A growing literature has addressed the possibility that monetary policy actions do not
only affect aggregate demand, but also exert an influence on economic variables through the
supply side; namely, they influence firms’ interest expenses on working capital and, as a
consequence, marginal costs of production and output prices.
The implications of such a conjecture are far reaching. The most apparent is that in the
short run an increase in interest rates may cause prices to rise, rather than to fall. The
possibility that monetary policy shares some of the features of a supply shock would also
help to explain the large and persistent effects of monetary policy on the real economy. Last
but not least, the existence of this effect may also have important consequences in the design
of optimal policies, as it is likely to imply a worsening of the short-run output-inflation
trade-off and to call for a more gradual stabilization of inflationary shocks.
However, empirical evidence in favour of this hypothesis is not abundant and remains
controversial. Virtually all of it is based on aggregate - sometimes sectoral - data and, in
particular, on the identification of a short-term positive response of aggregate prices to
interest rate shocks. It is well known that macro-evidence regarding the effects of monetary
shocks is subject to substantial identification and specification problems and, consequently,
to considerable uncertainty of interpretation. The issue, therefore, is not yet settled.
This paper’s contribution is to exploit the rich information from a unique micro-dataset
of Italian manufacturing firms, covering 14 years and about 2000 firms, which, most
notably, includes firm-specific data on changes in output prices and on the interest rate paid
on debt. The availability of disaggregated information helps us to make important advances
with respect to the existing empirical literature, avoiding the identification problems typical

1

The authors are indebted to Fabio Canova, Francesco Lippi and Domenico Marchetti for their comments
and discussions. We are also grateful to participants in seminars at the Bank of Italy, at the 44th meeting of the
Società Italiana degli Economisti and at the University of Trento. The usual disclaimer applies. The opinions
expressed in this paper are those of the authors and in no way involve the responsibility of the Bank of Italy. Email: eugenio.gaiotti@bancaditalia.it, alessandro.secchi@bancaditalia.it .
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of time-series estimates. By exploiting cross-section variability in output prices and interest
expenses we are able to disentangle firm-specific cost channel effects from demand effects,
which are aggregate in nature. Moreover, the availability of firm-level information on those
variables which affect the existence of a cost channel enables us to construct supplementary
and sharper tests for the existence of the cost channel.
Our analysis, based on firm-level data, identifies a significant effect of interest
expenses on firms’ prices. The established hypothesis that this effect is linked to the role of
working capital in the production process of the firm, i. e. to a temporal mismatch between
factor payments and sales receipts (Hicks, 1979, Christiano, Eichenbaum and Evans, 1997
and Barth and Ramey, 2001), cannot be rejected. On the basis of the properties of standard
theoretical macro-models which feature a cost channel, we judge the size of this supply-side
effect to be large enough to warrant careful consideration in the design of monetary policy.
The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 reviews the literature on the supply effects
of monetary policy and sets out the specific contribution of this paper. Section 3 derives a
price equation in which the interest rate is allowed to affect the marginal cost of producing
output. This equation forms the basic specification to be used in the estimation stage. Section
4 presents the main features of our dataset. The main empirical results and some extensions
are reported in sections 5 and 6. Section 7 concludes.

2. The effects of monetary policy on production costs

2.1 Implications
The idea that interest expenses should be treated as a cost of production is a longstanding one. The argument that a decrease in interest rates determines a reduction in prices
via lower costs of production was already advanced in 1844 by Thomas Tooke, leading
scholar of the “banking school”.2 Hicks (1979) argues that the short-term interest rate should
be regarded as the price of a particular factor of production (in addition to capital and
labour), which he labels “waiting time” or “intertemporal switch in output”.
2

See the survey by Ginzburg and Simonazzi (1997).
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Seelig (1974) reports a famous version of the view that the interest rate affects costs of
production, expressed by US congressman Wright Patman, chairman of the Joint Economic
Committee, who in March 1970 argued that raising interest rates to fight inflation was like
“throwing gasoline on fire”. Goodhart (1986, p. 96) recounts the opinion of “British
businessmen”, who “still tend to regard interest rates as a cost and look to establish a price
rise in response to increased interest rates”. More recently, Evans (2001) quotes anecdotal
information collected by Federal Reserve staff in times of rising interest rates, about the
passing over of increasing inventory costs to prices. Similar arguments were also prominent
in the debate on monetary policy and inflation in Italy in the 1970s. Andreatta (1973, p. 348),
quoting Grant (1972), advances the argument that a credit restriction can contribute to
inflation when it bears on the supply side, limiting the financing of working capital. Valli
(1979, p. 146) argues that an increase in interest rates introduces inflationary pressures in the
economy by increasing the firms’ cost of capital.
Barth and Ramey (2001) revive the argument that monetary policy may operate in the
short run through a cost channel (while in the longer run the demand channel dominates,
consistently with money neutrality). They argue that monetary policy shocks affect the shortrun productive capacity of the economy by shifting both the demand and supply functions in
the same direction, and that this mechanism may help to explain three empirical regularities
not well accounted for by standard theories: the degree of amplification and persistence of
the real effects of monetary shocks, the empirical finding that the price level rises in the
short run in response to a monetary tightening (“price puzzle”) and the fact that, in the short
run, the responses of the main macroeconomic variables to a monetary shock are more
similar to those due to a technology shock than to a demand shock.3
According to Barth and Ramey, the cost channel is based on an active role of net
working capital (inventories, plus trade receivables, less trade payables) in the production
process and on the fact that variations in interest rate and credit conditions alter firms' shortrun ability to produce final output by investing in net working capital. This effect may be
modeled by directly assuming that inventories or working capital enter the production

3

They present evidence showing that productivity and real wages fall after an adverse productivity shock or
a restrictive monetary shock; in contrast, they rise after a negative demand shock.
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function (Ramey, 1989 and Ramey, 1992) with the interest rate being the price of such a
factor. Alternatively, a temporal mismatch between factor payments and sales receipts may
be explicitly modeled: Christiano, Eichenbaum and Evans (1997) show that, in a model
where output is produced only through labour and where the purchase of production factors
must be financed through borrowing, the marginal cost of labour is equal to the wage times
the gross nominal interest rate. 4 Interest rates affect production costs also in the models by
Farmer (1984) and Christiano and Eichenbaum (1992). Another strand of literature links the
existence of a credit channel of monetary transmission to supply-side effects of monetary
policy, arguing that, due to the latter, tighter monetary policy may be inflationary (Stiglitz
and Greenwald, 2003, p.155). 5
The existence of a cost channel can alter the optimal course of monetary policy in the
face of various shocks, possibly in a substantial way. Ravenna and Walsh (2003) derive a
cost channel effect in a new-Keynesian framework based on optimizing behaviour, again
assuming that wages are paid in advance. They show that, under this assumption, an
inflation-output trade-off arises even after productivity or demand disturbances and conclude
claiming that optimal policy calls for more gradualism in the stabilization of the inflation
rate. Under the assumption that all variable costs of production are paid one quarter in
advance, the optimal policy response to an adverse shock on prices needs to be much more
gradual. It can be shown that in their model, in the case of a cost-push shock it may even be
an interest rate easing, as the central bank can in part offset the adverse cost-push shock by
decreasing rates, thus relieving firms from interest expenses on their working capital.6
However, the actual relevance of this conclusion crucially depends on the quantitative
magnitude of the effect of interest rates on marginal costs.

4

A different strand of literature concentrates on the effect of tighter liquidity constraints on prices through
mark-ups, rather than through marginal costs (Chevalier and Scharfstein, 1996; on Italian firms, Bottasso,
Galeotti and Sembenelli, 1997)). Barth and Ramey (2002) stress the similarities with the cost channel
hypothesis.
5

Fiorentini and Tamborini (2001) also emphasize the potential connection between credit conditions and
firms' production activity as the missing link in the credit channel literature.
6

The point is illustrated in Appendix I.
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2.2 Existing evidence
Even if the cost channel is becoming a common building block in general equilibrium
macro models, the empirical evidence regarding its existence and relevance is still limited
and mainly based on the identification of a short-run positive effect of interest rate increases
on aggregate, or sectoral, price levels. Seelig (1974) , based on two and three-digit industry
data and on the assumption of mark-up pricing above average unit costs, argued that in the
1950s and the 1960s the impact of interest rate changes on prices was fairly negligible. More
recently, Barth and Ramey (2001) provide evidence in favour of the existence of a cost
channel in the US over the last forty years, showing that after a restrictive monetary policy
shock the price/wage ratio increases (and productivity decreases) in a vector auto-regression.
The latter finding is stronger in those (two-digit) industries that feature larger interest
expenditures as a share of sales. Ravenna and Walsh (2003) estimate a stylized general
equilibrium model for the US and find that the cost channel exerts a statistically and
economically significant role in determining price and output dynamics: a one percent
increase in (quarter-on-quarter) interest rates affect the marginal cost of production by about
1 point. However, in a similar setting Rabanal (2003) obtains a much smaller value of the
cost channel coefficient.
Yet, there are a few shortcomings that affect more or less directly the results presented
so far in the literature. It has been repeatedly shown that the empirical finding of a positive
correlation between interest rate and prices, known as the “price puzzle”, is not necessarily
related to a structural relationship but could simply reflect the central bank’s reaction
function (Sims, 1992) and the omission of some relevant variable from the analytical
framework (Christiano, Eichenbaum and Evans, 1994 and Balke and Emery, 1994); as a
consequence, the main empirical building block of the cost channel conjecture rests on shaky
ground.7 More generally, the need to disentangle the effects of interest rates on the supply
side from those on the demand side and the need to take into account the effect of output and
prices on interest rates via the reaction function poses complex identification problems,
which may also affect the estimation of GE models, so that estimates based on aggregated
data are likely to provide inconclusive evidence of the magnitude of the cost channel effect.
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This seems to be confirmed by the conflicting evidence reported by various authors. Even if
in principle one could construct empirical frameworks that would allow for cleaner tests of
the existence of the cost channel, in most of the cases these should be based on the use of
variables that, at the aggregate level,

are either not available or lack the degree of

intertemporal variability needed to identify cost channel effects. Working capital is one
example of such variables.
The strategy we adopt to get rid of the shortcomings that plague time-series estimates
is based on the observation that the main difference between the demand channel and the
cost channel is that the former is intrinsically aggregate (or sectoral) while the latter, being
based on the amount of working capital owned by each firm and on its specific interest rate,
is an individual effect. This implies that a direct way to search for an effect of interest rate
changes on firms' pricing policies is to inspect individual output price responses to interest
rate changes once all aggregate effects (including traditional monetary policy transmission
through demand) and variations in material and labour costs are controlled away through,
respectively, appropriate dummies and firm-level information on variations in input costs.
This approach has so far been constrained by data limitations and in particular by lack of
information on firm-level prices and interest rates. We exploit the possibilities offered by the
availability of a unique firm-level dataset (discussed in detail in Section 4) which includes
firm-specific information on annual changes in the price of output, as well as on interest
rates and on the importance of working capital. The availability of firm-level data is
particularly appealing for different reasons. First, it allows testing for the existence of a
positive relationship between individual changes in interest rates and individual changes in
output prices which, once aggregate effects are controlled for, might be interpreted as a
condition for the existence of the cost channel. Second, taking advantage of firm-level
information on both interest rates and on the weight of working capital in the production
process, we are able to test for the relevance of the determinants of the cost channel
discussed by Barth and Ramey (2001). Finally, further information available in our dataset,
such as the frequency of price revisions by individual firms, allows us to perform several
robustness tests of our conclusions.
7

See also Gilchrist (2001) and Evans (2001).

13

Our strategy consists of two steps. First we derive a firm-level price equation that
allows for a direct effect of interest rates on prices. Then we estimate a set of alternative
empirical specifications of this equation to test for the existence of the cost channel.

3. A price equation with a cost channel
We derive a standard price equation in the spirit of Bils and Chang (2000), assuming a
production technology that uses labour, capital and material inputs. Output prices are set in a
framework of monopolistic competition, as a mark-up over marginal costs, while the firm
behaves as a price-taker on the factor market. Material inputs are included to allow for the
role of working capital: we impose that a fixed fraction of these inputs must be held as
inventories and financed. We also assume that a fraction of labour inputs must be paid in
advance and externally financed.
Output is produced according to: 8
δ

β

yt = At M t N t K t

(1)

α

where At reflects technology, Mt is material input, Kt is capital, Nt is labour.
A cost channel is introduced by assuming that labour and material inputs must be paid
in advance and have to be financed at an interest rate equal to rt. More specifically, we
assume that in each production period the firm must hold a fixed proportion kM of material
inputs as working capital (inventories less net commercial debt)9 and pay a fixed proportion,
kN, of the wage bill before receiving the labour services. The latter assumption is included

8

The price equation derived in this section does not require constant return to scale (the assumption of
market power ensures that second order conditions are met anyway). We adopt a Cobb-Douglas specification
for the sake of simplicity; similar results could be obtained with more general functional forms, as in Bils and
Chang (2000), or even assuming that capital is a fixed factor in the short run, as in Christiano, Eichenbaum and
Evans (1997).
9

The assumption of a fixed kM is made for the sake of analytical simplicity. It could alternatively be
assumed that inventories directly enter the production function, implying that their demand is inversely related
to interest rates. It can be shown that this would not substantially alter the marginal cost equation (4) in a
neighbourhood of equilibrium.
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because it is widely used in the theoretical literature; however, it is not essential, as it can be
dropped without affecting the overall results.10
Denoting the prices of material inputs, labour and capital respectively as v, w and c,
and the interest rate paid to finance working capital and anticipated wages as rt, total costs
are given by:
Ct = vt M t (1 + k M rt ) + wt N t (1 + k N rt ) + ct K t

(2)

Building on first order conditions of the cost minimization problem, and defining

γ=δ/(δ+α+β), the log-change in the marginal cost (a dot above a variable indicates logvariations) is equal to:11

(

)

MC& t = (1 − γ )w& t + γv&t − [ y& t − γM& t + (1 − γ ) N& t ] + h∆rt + (1 − γ )k N ∆rt

(3)

where we defined h≡ γ kM and simplified out the user cost of capital ct.12 The price equation
is then obtained by equating the change in price to the change in marginal cost and change in
mark-up.13 The final price equation can be written in two equivalent ways:
(4)

P&t = µ& t + (1 − γ )w& t + γv&t − [ y& t − γM& t − (1 − γ ) N& t ] + h∆rt + (1 − γ )k N ∆rt

(5)

P&t = µ& t + (1 − γ )UL& Ct + γ UM& C t + h∆rt + (1 − γ )k N ∆rt
Equation (4) includes on the right-hand side the change in the interest rate, which

enters in two interaction terms: multiplied by the working capital/total costs ratio(h) and
multiplied by a term proportional to the value added/total costs ratio(1-γ). Moreover, the
10

The assumption by Christiano, Eichenbaum and Evans (1997) that labour costs are anticipated for the
whole production period corresponds, in our notation, to kN=1.
11

See Appendix II for details on the derivation. The change in marginal cost can also be written as:

M C& t = (1 − γ ) w& t + γ v&t − T F& Pt + α (α + β + δ ) −1 ( N& t − K& t ) + h ∆ rt + (1 − γ ) k N ∆ rt

This formulation, akin to the one used by Bils and Chang (2000), is written in terms of the change in total
factor productivity (TFP) and a measure of the labour/capital ratio. For such a formulation to be empirically
operational, an estimate of K is needed, whose derivation would go beyond the scope of this paper.
12

Simplifying away ct is convenient since direct measures of this variable are problematic and not central to
the purpose of this paper. In (3), movements in the user cost of capital indirectly affect marginal cost by
inducing movements in labour productivity.
13

The implicit assumption is that firms adjust their price each period, which is not completely unrealistic
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equation also includes the change in input prices and wages, as well as, in square brackets, a
measure of the change in productivity, which is specified as a weighted average of the
change in output per worker and the change in output per unit of input. The role of this term
is threefold:14 it captures the effect on prices of exogenous changes in productivity due to
the term At, it measures the effect of movements in the user cost of capital ct (which induce
changes in the labour/capital and input/capital ratios) and, in the case of non-constant returns
to scale, it also captures scale effects. Equation (5) is expressed directly in terms of the
change in unit costs (unit material input cost, UM& Ct ≡ y&t − v&t − M& t , and unit labour costs,
UL& Ct ≡ y&t − w& t − N& t ), multiplied by the relevant shares.

From first order conditions, the parameter γ equals the share of material inputs costs
over total costs: γ=(vtMt (1+kmrt))/Ct; consequently, the parameter h is approximately equal
to the ratio between working capital and total costs C.
Equations (4) and (5) are mapped in two empirical specifications. The first one is:

[

]

(6) P&i,t = µ&t + a1[(1− γ i )w& s,t ] + a2 [γ iv&s,t ] − a3 y&i,t − γ i M& i,t − (1− γ i )N& i,t + a4 [hi ∆ri,t ] + a5[(1− γ i )∆ri,t ] + a6 [CUi,t ]
where sub-indexes ‘s’ and ‘i’ denote that a variable is measured, respectively, at a sectoral or
at an individual level. In equation (6), P&i ,t is the change in output price for firm i in period t;

µ& s,t is the time-varying change in the mark-up, measured by the inclusion of time-sector
dummies, which also captures all aggregate effects on prices; (1 − γ i )w& s ,t is the change in
contractual wages in branch s (to which the firm belongs), times the value added/total costs
ratio for firm i; similarly, γ i v&s ,t is the change in input prices in branch s times the share of
material input over total costs in firm i; ( y& i,t − γ i M& i,t − (1 − γ i )N& i ,t ) is a measure of productivity
change; hi∆ri,t is the change in the firm-specific interest rate, times the

firm-specific

variable hi, which is measured as the fraction of net working capital over total costs; (1-

γi)∆ri,t interacts the change in the interest rate with the share of value added in total costs;
this term is based on the assumption that the fraction of labour cost which have to be
given the annual frequency of our data. The issue is addressed in more detail in section 5.2.
14
The term in square brackets may be written as (α + β + δ ) −1[ A& t − α (c&t − w& t ) + (α + β + δ − 1) y& t ] .
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anticipated (kN) is constant across firms. CUi, t is a measure of capacity utilization in firm i at
time t. The latter term, which does not appear in (4), is included to control for firm-specific
changes in mark-ups.15 We expect the estimated parameters a1 - a4 to be equal to 1, as
suggested by equation (4), and a5 and a6 to be positive. We are in particular interested in the
sign and size of coefficients a4 and a5, which measure the cost channel effect.
The second specification is:
P&i , t = µ& t + b1 ((1 − γ i )UL& Ci , t ) + b2 (γ iUM& Ci , t ) + b3 (hi ∆ri , t ) + b4 [(1 − γ i )∆ri ,t ] + b5CU i , t

(7)

where (1-γi)ULCi,t is the change in firm i’s unit labour cost, times the share of value added
over total cost in the same firm and γiUMCi,t is the change in firm i’s unit material input cost
times the share of material input cost over total cost. The other terms are the same as in (6).
We expect coefficients b1 - b3 to be equal to one, as in equation (5), and b4 and b5 to be
positive. Again, we are particularly interested in the sign and size of coefficients b3 and b4.

4. The data
The panel is obtained by combining information from three datasets: the Survey of
Investment in Manufacturing (SIM, “Indagine sugli investimenti delle imprese industriali”),
the Company Accounts Data Service (CADS, “Centrale dei bilanci”) and the Italian Credit
Register (CR, “Centrale dei rischi”); the latter source is only used in some of the
regressions.
The SIM database includes individual information on Italian manufacturing firms since
1978. Data are collected at the beginning of each year by interviewing a stratified sample16
of between 500 and 1000 firms with more than 50 employees. The first part of the survey
15

Domowitz, Hubbard and Petersen (1988) point out that there is a strong positive relationship between
capacity utilization and market power. Marchetti (2002) provides evidence in favour of this positive
relationship for Italian manufacturing firms. The inclusion of capacity utilization in the estimated equations can
also represent a short-run, transitory effect of idle capacity on the pricing behaviour of the firm (Eckstein and
Fromm, 1968). In our estimates, the results proved to be robust to the inclusion or exclusion of this variable.
16

The sample is stratified according to three criteria: sector, size and geographical location. With regard to
the first criteria the two digits ATECO91 classification of the National Institute of Statistics (Istat) is
adopted. Size is proxied by the number of employees (four classes are evaluated: 50-99, 100-199, 200-999,
1000+). Location refers to a regional (19) disaggregation. The stratification methodology adopted (optimal
allocation to strata) implies that in SIM larger firms and firms located in the south of Italy are somehow over-
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includes qualitative and quantitative information on the corporate structure of the firm,
employment, investment, current production and technical capacity. The second part covers
specific topics that change year by year. An intense process of data revision is carried out by
officials of the Bank of Italy. A special effort has been made to keep information as closely
comparable as possible in subsequent years. Still, the dataset may be affected by some
adverse self-selection bias since firms belonging to SIM are interviewed on a voluntary
basis. For our purpose, a major advantage of SIM is the fact that it contains information on a
number of variables that are not usually available. Very importantly, since 1988 it includes
the average percentage change in output prices, which is one of the core variables in our
analysis.
The CADS database contains detailed balance-sheet and profit and loss information on
Italian non-financial firms. Data are collected by a consortium, which includes the Bank of
Italy and all major Italian commercial banks interested in pooling information about their
clients. Time series starting in 1982 are available in electronic format; the sample is
currently composed of (around) 50,000 firms. A major advantage of CADS is that data
undergo an accurate process of reclassification which ensures a good degree of
comparability both across firms and time. However, the database does not include firms that
have credit lines for an amount less than (about) 80,000 euros, that do not use their credit
lines or that are insolvent, which may introduce an upward bias in the average
creditworthiness of the firms belonging to CADS.
The Italian Credit Register (CR) is a database, housed at the Bank of Italy, which
contains extensive information on loan contracts granted by Italian banks. All banks report
information on credit granted and utilized for all loans in excess of a minimum threshold;17 a
subset of 80 banks also report the interest rate charged to individual borrowers, for different
types of loans: commercial loans, personal loans, credit lines, foreign credit operations,
collateralized loans, medium and long-term loans. Due to changes in the degree of coverage,
we are currently in a position only to exploit CR for a shorter time span, starting in 1989.

represented.
17

The threshold was set at 80 million lire (41,300 euro) until 1995 and at 150 million lire thereafter. It is
currently set at 75,000 euro.
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During the last two decades, SIM, CADS and CR have been extensively used to
investigate a large number of disparate topics. Only in the last few years have some authors
started exploiting the possibilities provided by their joint use. Guiso and Parigi (1999) merge
data on capital stock, income and cash flow (CADS) with data on effective and planned
investment and on expected demand (SIM) to investigate the effects of uncertainty on the
investment decision of a sample of Italian manufacturing firms. Marchetti and Nucci (2001)
use data on employment and hours, labour compensation, investment and capital stock (SIM)
and use them together with information on sales, inventory change, purchases of
intermediate goods (CADS) to obtain a measure of technological change that is not affected
by any source of procyclical productivity. Marchetti and Nucci (2002) merge the two
datasets to obtain detailed statistics on the typical frequency of price revision of a sample of
Italian manufacturing firms and to investigate whether different degrees of price stickiness
affect how a technological shock influences the use of the labour input in the production
process. Guiso, Kashyap, Panetta e Terlizzese (2002) use data from CADS and CR to
investigate how estimates of the interest sensitivity of investment depend on alternative
measures of the marginal financing costs of the firm.
Information on individual price changes only exists in SIM since 1988. The complete
sample of SIM over the period 1988–2001, after excluding a few firms that do not belong to
the manufacturing sector, includes 2724 firms (14,827observations). Attrition related to the
merging with CADS and missing values reduce the initial sample to a set of 2192 firms
(9751 observations).18

Our sample is fairly representative of firms with more than 50

employees according to the geographical and to the sectoral composition; however, it is
slightly biased toward larger firms (Tables 2 to 4).
Table 5 presents some basic statistics on the variables that are used in the empirical
analysis.
The dependent variable, the firm-level percentage change in the price of output ( P&i ,t ),
is drawn from SIM, based on a specific question.19 The aggregate behaviour of this variable
18
19

In Table 1 we report the number of observations in each of the years of the final sample.

Firms are asked to report the percentage change in the average price of goods sold, together with the
nominal change in sales. To check the consistency of the responses, a control question asks to report the
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tracks closely its macro equivalent: the correlation between its annual sample mean and the
annual change in output prices in manufacturing (Istat) is around 0.9 (Figure 1).
A first measure of the firm-level interest rate (rCRi,t,) is obtained directly from bank
data, as the firm-specific lending rate on commercial borrowing and commercial paper
discounted (CR), measured at end-year. This is an almost ideal variable for our purposes, as
it matches the appropriate type of borrowing to finance working capital and it is measured
quite precisely in the dataset. However, it is available over a shorter time interval than the
rest of the sample (since 1989, or 1990 after taking first differences). 20
As a robustness check, and to gain degrees of freedom, a second measure of the
interest rate (rCAi,t) is constructed by dividing total interest expenses by total financial debt
(CADS). This measure has the advantage of being available for a larger number of firms and
for a longer time horizon. However, being computed ex post from balance sheet data which
aggregate a large number of liabilities of the firm, it is likely to be subject to measurement
errors; moreover, unlike the previous measure, it aggregates the interest rate paid on all types
of borrowing.
A third measure is the average policy interest rate (rPt), i. e. the average annual Bank of
Italy repo rate and the rate on ECB main refinancing operations since 1999. This measure is
not firm-specific; the cross-sectional variability of the variable included in the regression is
solely due to the interaction terms. When using this measure of the interest rate, the
advantages of the micro-approach may be somehow diminished, although we may directly
answer the question of the effects of policy moves on firms' pricing behaviour. The three
measures are used alternatively to check robustness of the results. Through time, they behave
consistently with each other (Figure 2).
Net working capital is constructed using data from CADS and it is defined, following
Barth and Ramey (2001), as the value of inventories, plus commercial credit, less
commercial debt. To obtain the ratio hi, we divide net working capital by total operating
variation in sales in real terms.
20

To control for outliers, we first deleted observations below the 5th and above the 95th percentiles of the
distribution of the interest rate level; then applied the correction again to the first differences of resulting series
(∆ri,t). Extreme observations were similarly omitted in all firm-level variables.
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costs, which are available in CADS21; firm averages are then taken across the whole period.
Note that all results presented in this paper are fairly robust to the use of alternative
definitions of this ratio (e. g. using total sales as the denominator). The mean h (across firms
and time) is equal to 0.33, i. e. firms keep four months of annual costs in the form of
inventories.22 Luckily for our research strategy, hi displays a large cross-sectional variability,
ranging from slightly below zero to 1.09 (Figure 3), thus effectively discriminating between
firms with different working capital requirements.
As for the remaining variables, the variable (1 − γ i )w& s ,t is constructed by multiplying
two-digit sectoral changes in contractual wages (Istat) by (1-γi), with γi set equal to the
firm-specific average ratio between input and service costs and total costs (CADS) (the
sample mean of γ

is around 0.76);

similarly, the variable γ iv&s ,t

is constructed by

multiplying two-digit sectoral log-changes in input prices (Istat) by γi. The variable
( (1 − γ i )UL&Ci,t ) is constructed by subtracting the log-change in real sales (SIM) from the
nominal log-change in labour costs (CADS) and multiplying it by (1 − γ i ) ; similarly, the
variable γ i UM& Ci,t is constructed by subtracting the log-change in real sales (source: SIM)
from the log-change in material costs (CADS) and multiplying it by γ i. The variable
( y&i,t − γ i M& i ,t − (1 − γ i )N& i ,t ) is constructed by subtracting from the log-change in real sales
(source: SIM) the log-change in material input at constant prices (nominal total input cost
deflated with sectoral input prices) and the log-change of labour input (change in average
number of employees, source: CADS), appropriately weighted. Finally, the firm-level rate of
capacity utilization (CUi,t) is available in SIM as the answer to a specific question ("what is
the ratio between actual production and the level of production which would be possible
fully using the available capital goods without changing labour inputs?"). The correlation
between the annual across-firm mean of this variable and a standard macro-measure of
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In CADS, operating costs are defined as the sum of purchases of materials, intermediate and services,
labour costs, interest expenses and depreciation allowances. In all cases when data on commercial credit and
debit were missing, the ratio was computed as the inventory/operating costs ratio (the estimates were not
significantly affected).
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The average ratio to total sales is only marginally smaller and equal to 0.32.
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capacity utilization in manufacturing (computed by the Bank of Italy based on industrial
production and quarterly surveys by ISAE) is equal to 0.78.

5. A panel estimation of the cost channel
The fixed-effect estimates of equation (6) and (7) are shown respectively in Tables 6
and 7, where our three measures of interest rate changes (∆rCRi,t, ∆rCAi,t, ∆rPt) are used
alternatively as a regressor and time dummies are included. Time dummies control for all
aggregate effects, including movements in demand, cyclical behaviour of margins and, most
notably for our purposes, traditional effects of monetary policy.23 As a consequence, the
estimates of a4-a5 in equation (6) and b3–b4 in equation (7) only capture firm-specific effects
and can be interpreted as directly measuring the cost effect of interest rate changes. If firms
incur costs in financing working capital, the coefficient on the first interaction term
(alternatively hi∆rCRi,t , hi∆rCAi,t hi∆rPt) should be positive and equal to one. If, in addition,
firms have to anticipate labour costs, the coefficient on the second interaction term
(alternatively (1-γi)∆rCRi,t, (1-γi)∆rCAi,t, (1-γi)∆rPt) should be positive and equal to the
(assumed common) proportion of labour costs that are anticipated.
The results in Table 6 show that interest rate changes, when interacted with the
working capital ratio, affect the firm’s price with a positive and highly significant
coefficient, although its magnitude varies across the estimated regressions. In contrast, the
coefficient on the second interaction term is usually not significantly different from zero
(with one exception), indicating that the entire cost channel effect is explained by the amount
of working capital held by the firm, while the assumption that all firms have to finance the
advance payment of labour costs in the same proportion is not unambiguously supported by
the data.
When the changes in the bank rate on short-term bank lending applied to each firm,
measured at the beginning of the period, are used to construct the regressor (hi∆rCRi,t-1, first
and second columns), the corresponding coefficient is positive and statistically significant,
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The model was estimated alternatively with time dummies interacted with sector dummies, with no major
difference in the results.
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although smaller than the unit value implied by equation (4). It is also positive and highly
significant when the implicit average interest rate on a firm's debt is used (hi∆rCAi,t, third and
fourth second columns), although even smaller in absolute value. The coefficient is larger
than in the previous cases and not significantly different from 1, when the lagged change in
the policy rate (hi∆rPt-1, fifth and sixth columns) is used to construct the regressors24.
In contrast, the estimates corresponding to coefficient a4 are not statistically significant
in two cases out of three (namely, when firm-specific measures of interest rates, (1-γi)∆rCRi,t
and (1-γi)∆rCAi,t, are used); the estimate is positive and significant only when aggregate
interest rates ((1-γi)rPt-1) are used. This evidence suggests that either firms do not incur costs
in anticipating wages or that the share of labour costs that have to be anticipated is not
common across firms, as implied in deriving our equations. When this variable is omitted
from the regression, the other estimates are not affected (this is done in columns 2, 4 and 6 of
Table 6).
The estimates of the remaining coefficients are to a large extent consistent with what
was expected on the basis of equation (4). Price changes respond one-to-one (or more) to a
change in input prices (the coefficient on γi∆vs,t is always very close to 1), almost one-to-one
to a change in wages (the coefficient on (1-γi)∆ws,t is positive and highly significant, but
somewhat smaller than one)25 and positively to capacity utilization (the coefficient on CUi,t
indicates that an increase in capacity utilization by 10 per cent reduces the price of the firm’s
output by about 60 basis points). Only the link to productivity is negative and highly
significant, but quite small in absolute value.26
Table 7 shows the results from a corresponding battery of regressions based on
equation (7), which uses firm-specific data on unit costs rather than sectoral wages and input
prices. The estimates of the coefficient b3 are remarkably robust across regressions and of
24

Lagged levels of the policy rate are included, on the grounds that it is likely to affect the average rate on
firms’ debt with a lag. In this case, of course, cross-sectional variability in hi ∆rpt-1 only depends on hi
25
Both findings resemble those obtained by Bils and Chang (2000) on US three-digit sectoral data.
26

The coefficient is smaller in absolute value than the one estimated by Marchetti and Nucci (2002) for
various productivity measures (their estimated coefficients are somewhere around -0.3). Bils and Chang (2000)
also find that the impact of changes in TFP on the change in prices (our coefficient a4) is less than one. For our
purposes, the omission of this variable does not affect the estimates of the other coefficients.
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the same order of magnitude as those in Table 6. The coefficients on the firm-level interest
rates, when interacted with working capital, are still statistically different from zero and
smaller than one (the point estimate is between 0.4 and 0.6), while the coefficients on the
policy rate are also highly significant but not statistically different from 1. As before, the
estimates of the coefficient b4 are inconclusive (negative in one case, positive in a second
case, not significantly different from zero in a third case). Capacity utilization still enters the
price equation with the expected positive sign. The coefficients on the cost variables, unit
labour cost ((1-γi)∆ULCi,t) and unit material cost (γi∆UMCi,t) are still positive and
significant, although now much smaller than 1. The estimates of these coefficients may be
downward biased due to measurement errors in the dependent variables ULC, UMC, when
obtained from balance-sheet data. For our purposes, it is relevant that the estimates of the
cost channel effect are robust to the change in the specification.
All in all, our estimates of the cost channel effect are consistent with the model
presented in Section 3, although the magnitude of the estimates is somewhat smaller than
expected. A possible explanation is the relatively restrictive hypothesis adopted to go from
equation (3) to equations (4) and (5), namely that firms instantaneously adjust prices to
movements in marginal costs. In contrast with this assumption, a large theoretical and
empirical literature argues that sticky price adjustment is an essential feature of market
economies and that intervals between price revisions may sometimes be fairly large. In this
environment firms do not set prices simply looking at current marginal cost, but at the
discounted stream of expected future marginal cost27. In this case, the impact on prices of
current marginal costs would be smaller than one, ceteris paribus; the same would hold for
most explanatory variables on the right-hand side of equations (6) and (7), unless they also
affect future expected marginal costs.
Finding out whether this is the case is important, firstly, to assess whether smaller than
expected estimates of the cost channel effect, as in Table 6, signal a failure of the model
presented in Section 3, or can rather be explained just by relaxing the assumption of
instantaneous price adjustment. To this end we exploit firm-level information on the
frequency of price adjustment available in SIM. This information stems from a specific
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question that was introduced in the 1996 survey. In that year the respondents were asked to
choose from five possible responses to the question “how frequently does your firm typically
modify selling prices?”. 28 The survey results point to more frequent price adjustments than
found in other international studies; in our sample, about 70 per cent of respondents declare
they revise prices at least every six months, and a third of them at least every three months.29
To verify whether the estimated size of some parameters is closer to that suggested by
the theoretical model when the estimation is restricted to firms which adjust their prices
often, we split the sample into two groups of firms. We interact all coefficients with a
dummy variable D, taking value 0 for the firms that change prices at a frequency equal to or
greater than three months, 1 otherwise. The results are reported in Table 8. As expected, the
adjustment of prices to most right-hand side variables is substantially smaller for the firms
that adjust prices infrequently (the coefficients on variables interacted with D are mostly
negative). This is not surprising and is even to a large extent obvious. What is more
interesting for our purposes is that the estimated coefficients for the frequently adjusting
firms (those for which D=0) now match the theoretical model much more closely. In
particular, unlike the estimates in the previous section, the point estimate of the coefficient
on the change of firm-level interest rates interacted with working capital is now quite close
to one; the assumption that it is equal to one can be rejected only in one case. This evidence
reinforces the conclusion that an effect on marginal costs is at work, whose size is entirely
consistent with the implications of equation (4).

6. Is the cost channel effect economically relevant?
Is the cost channel effect which we estimated economically - in addition to statistically
- relevant? We can summarize our quantitative results as follows.
27

This is the case under the assumption of price adjustment à la Calvo.

28

The admissible answers were: several times a month; every month; every 3 months; every 6 months;,
once a year or less frequently.
29

Information on the frequency of actual price changes would be preferable as a measure of price
stickiness. However, Blinder et al. (1996) and Hall et al. (2000) document a strong positive correlation between
the frequency of price revisions and the frequency of price changes. In the case of the SIM survey, the Bank of
Italy interviewers reported that the re-examination of prices often coincided with their actual change;
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Firstly, our estimates suggest that over the whole sample the coefficient on the
interaction variables hi∆rCAi,t, hi∆rCRi,t hi∆rPt in the price equation is between 0.3 and 1.
Secondly, in our sample, hi, the mean ratio of working capital to annual operating costs is
around 0.33. On average, then, firms hold four months worth of operating costs as working
capital, which has to be financed. As a consequence, a one per cent rise in (annualized)
interest rates may induce an increase in prices between 10 and 30 basis points. Such an effect
on prices, while not extraordinarily large, is not negligible. As a benchmark, in Italy during
the three main monetary restrictions in the period 1988 - 1998, the overall average policy
rate increase was between 3 and 5.5 percentage points. These figures would imply an overall
adverse effect on prices ranging from 0.3 to 1.6 percentage points, which would have partly
counterbalanced the disinflationary effect operating through the demand side. While hardly
enough to change the overall effect of monetary policy on prices over the medium run, this
impact may not be without relevance.
Is this effect enough to alter the optimal course that monetary policy should follow in
response to various disturbances? A full answer goes beyond the scope of this paper, since it
needs to be addressed in a general equilibrium framework. However, a tentative assessment
can be offered by considering the implications of the model of Ravenna and Walsh (2003).
That model incorporates the assumption that production costs have to be anticipated by one
quarter, or, equivalently, that working capital is equal to one fourth of annual costs and that
its financing is entirely transferred onto marginal costs. That assumption bears a close
resemblance to the features of our sample: the average period over which costs have to be
anticipated as working capital is slightly above one quarter, while the regressions in Table 8
show that the corresponding interest cost is fully reflected in marginal costs. In the Ravenna
and Walsh model, under this assumption, and for a standard calibration of the remaining
parameters, the appropriate policy response to shocks turns out to be affected; the cost
channel calls for a more gradual response to shocks than would otherwise happen (an
illustration is in Appendix I).

furthermore, Fabiani et al. (2003) conduct a survey on a different sample of Italian firms and confirm the close
relationship between the frequency of price reviews and that of actual price changes.
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7. Conclusions
We draw three implications from our study.
Methodologically, using a unique dataset, we conclude that individual data on firms'
pricing behaviour give robust and direct evidence of the fact that monetary policy also works
through the supply side; unlike previous results, we consider this evidence to be largely
immune to the identification problem which plagues the time-series literature. By observing
individual firms' pricing behaviour we are also able to obtain a more reliable estimate of the
magnitude of the cost channel effect.
Economically, we find the effect of interest rates on prices to be proportional to the
ratio between working capital and sales, thus supporting the view that the cost channel effect
is intrinsically linked to the role of working capital in the production process of the firm, that
is, in the end, to a mismatch between payments and receipts. This result is quite robust to
alternative measures of firm-level interest rates from different sources. In contrast, we find
little evidence of a separate interest rate effect related to the anticipation of wage payments,
which is the assumption commonly adopted in the theoretical literature, in addition to that
already captured by the measure of working capital.
From a normative point of view, the effect is economically significant; the adverse
impact of interest rate hikes on the price level during a typical restriction cycle may not be
negligible; the magnitude of the supply-side effect is such that it affects the optimal course
of policy, possibly calling for more gradualism.
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Figure 1 - Output prices
(annual percentage change)
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Sample mean: sample mean of the change in the price of output (source: SIM). National figure: annual
percentage change in output prices, excluding food and energy (Source: Istat).
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Figure 3 - Frequency distribution of the net working capital/operating costs ratio
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Table 1: Number of observations per year

Year

1988

1989

1990

1991

1992

1993

1994

Observations

521

542

541

577

596

594

626

Year

1995

1996

1997

1998

1999

2000

2001

Observations

663

748

723

766

781

1,024

1,049

Table 2 - Total sample composition according to geographical position

North-west

North-east

Centre

South and Isl.

Total

Observations

4086

2467

1783

1415

9751

Frequency

41.9

25.3

18.29

14.51

Population
in 1995 (1)

44.45

30.38

14.88

10.28

Numbers in Roman type denote the number of firms belonging to each of the four macro regions, those in
italics the relative frequency of the different groups. The source for the distribution of the population of firms is
Istat. (1) In 1995 the number of firms in manufacturing with more than 50 employees was equal to 10881. In
1996 the total number of manufacturing firms was 551,000, those with more than 50 employees numbered
11,453, the annual average number of firms in our sample is equal to 697.

Table 3 - Total sample composition according to size
Year

50 – 99

100 - 199

200 – 499

500 – 999

1000 +

Total

Observations

2336

2511

2736

1212

956

9751

Frequency

23.96

25.75

28.06

12.43

9.8

100

Population
in 1995 (1)

55.57

26.25

13.23

3.04

1.90

Numbers in Roman type denote the number of firms belonging to each of the five size groups; those in
italics the relative frequency of the different classes. The source for the distribution of the population of firms is
Istat.

Table 4 - Total sample composition according to sector

Textile,
Year

clothing,
leather and
footwear

Chemicals,
rubber
and plastic

Metals and Manufacturing:
machinery

others

Total

Observations

1979

1233

3743

2796

9751

Frequency

20.3

12.64

38.39

28.67

100

Population
in 1995 (1))

21.04

10.75

41.83

26.38

(1) In 1995 the number of firms in manufacturing with more than 50 employees was equal to 10,881, the
annual average number of firms in our sample is equal to 697. The four sectors reported in Table 4 have been
obtained by aggregating two-digit ATECO91 subsectors. “Textile, clothing, leather and footwear” corresponds
to subsectors DB and DC, “Chemicals, rubber and plastic” to subsectors DF, DG and DH, “Metals and
machinery” to subsectors DJ, DK, DL and DM, “Manufacturing: others” to all the remaining manufacturing
sectors. Numbers in Roman type normal case denote the number of firms belonging to each of the four macro
sectors; those in italic the relative frequency of the different groups. The source for the distribution of the
population of firms is Istat. In 1995 the number of firms in manufacturing with more than 50 employees was
equal to 10881, the annual average number of firms in our sample is equal to 697.

Table 5 - Basic statistics on main variables

∆Pi,t
∆rCRi,t-1
∆rCAi,t
∆rPi,t
hi
∆ws,t
∆vs,t
∆ULCi,t
∆UMCi,t
∆prodi,t
CUi,t
γi

N
9751
3741
6062
9751
9719
9751
9751
7934
7933
7775
9670
9751

Mean Std.Dev. 5%
10% 25%
2.55
6.25
-6.00 -3.00 0.00
-0.65
2.49
-5.60 -3.46 -1.96
-0.39
3.16
-6.14 -4.55 -2.25
-0.66
1.71
-3.35 -2.39 -1.86
0.33
0.17
0.08
0.12
0.21
3.82
2.42
1.33
1.71
2.04
3.10
3.76
-1.78 -0.71 0.82
3.00
30.59
-19.23 -13.29 -5.73
5.51
72.62
-22.46 -15.54 -5.87
2.88
14.44
-17.56 -10.79 -3.93
80.72
12.52
60.00 65.00 75.00
0.76
0.11
0.55
0.61
0.70

Source: SIM, CADS, CR.

50%
2.50
-0.84
-0.22
-1.37
0.32
3.10
3.07
1.21
2.85
2.32
81.00
0.77

75%
5.00
1.09
1.55
0.70
0.43
5.53
4.85
9.20
12.26
9.09
90.00
0.84

90%
8.00
2.34
3.51
1.88
0.56
6.06
6.92
18.79
24.30
17.54
95.00
0.89

95%
10.00
3.79
4.89
2.56
0.64
10.41
8.34
26.67
34.43
24.49
98.00
0.91

Table 6 – The price equation I
(1-γi)∆ws,t
(γi)∆vs,t

0.667**

0.628**

0.623**

0.215

0.215

0.179

0.179

0.060

1.351

**

0.060

-0.090

**

0.008

0.478
0.242

-0.090
0.529

**

0.957

**

0.956
0.045

-0.080

**

0.929

**

0.040

-0.080

**

0.006

0.006

0.383**

0.233**

0.137

0.065

0.930**
0.040

-0.074

**

-0.074**

0.005

0.005

0.682**

0.939**

0.240

0.232

**

0.198

0.127
0.350

i,
CA

**

0.045

0.008
**

CR
(1-γi) ∆r i,t-1

(1-γi) ∆r

0.664**

0.286

1.351

CR
hi∆r i,t-1

hi∆r

0.801**

0.287
**

∆prodi,t

CA

0.802**

-0.240

i

0.193

P
hi∆r t-1
P
(1-γi)∆r t-1

1.470

**

0.363

CUi,t
2

R
Observations
Firms

**

**

0.054

0.054

0.31
3654
904

0.31
3654
904

0.013

0.013

**

0.057

0.057

0.061**

0.060**

0.24
5940
1443

0.24
5940
1443

0.24
7709
1652

0.23
7709
1652

0.009

**

0.009

0.008

0.008

Fixed effects estimation. Time effects included. The variables are those defined in equation (6) in the main
text. A subscript “i” stands for the firm, a subscript “s” stands for the (two-digit) industry, and a subscript “t”
stands for the time period. A (**) denotes a parameter that is significant at a 5 per cent confidence level, a (*) a
parameter that is significant at a 10 per cent confidence level.

Table 7 - The price equation II

(1-γi)∆ULCi,t

0.138**
0.031

0.031

0.022

0.022

0.018

0.018

(γi)∆UMCi,t

0.210**

0.210**

0.183**

0.183**

0.167**

0.168**

0.009

0.009

0.006

0.006

0.005

0.005

CR
hi∆r i,t-1

0.580**

0.565**

0.238

0.194

CR
(1-γi)∆r i,t-1

-0.037
0.581**

0.365**

0.133

0.063

0.781**

0.942**

0.231

0.223

hi∆r

CA

0.138**

0.178**

0.181**

0.158**

0.160**

0.341

i,t

CA
(1-γi)∆r i,t

-0.346

*

0.186

P
hi∆r t-1
p
(1-γi)∆r t-1

**

0.914
0.357

CUi,t
2

R
Observations
Firms

0.038

**

0.013

0.31
3686
909

**

**

0.038

0.050

0.31
3686
909

0.28
5939
1445

0.013

0.009

0.051

**

0.009

0.28
5939
1445

0.050**

0.050**

0.27
7725
1651

0.27
7725
1651

0.008

0.008

Fixed effects estimation. Time effects included. The variables are those defined in equation (7) in the main
text. A subscript “i” stands for the firm, a subscript “s” stands for the (two-digit) industry, and a subscript “t”
stands for the time period. A (**) denotes a parameter that is significant at a 5 per cent confidence level, a (*) a
parameter that is significant at a 10 per cent confidence level.

Table 8 – The price equation and the frequency of price adjustment
(1-γi)∆ws,t
D*(1-γi)∆ws,t
(γi)∆vs,t
D*(γi)∆vs,t
CR
hi∆r i,t-1
CR
D*hi∆r i,t-1

hi∆r

CA

0.761

1.288**

1.135**

0.546

0.459

0.393

-0.019
0.670

1.676

0.553
**

0.090
**

0.128

**

1.035

-0.474

**

0.351

0.435
**

0.722
0.144

-0.656

**

0.167
**

2.120
0.467

-1.383

**

0.563

CUi,t

0.122

D*CUi,t

(γi)∆UMCi,t
D*(γi)∆UMCi,t

CR
D*hi∆r i,t-1

-0.533

**

D*(1-γi)∆ULCi,t

CR
hi∆r i,t-1

P
D*hi∆r i,t-1
**

**

0.299**

0.327**

0.263**

0.061

0.047

0.041

-0.225
0.325

-0.821**
0.155

P
hi∆r i,t-1

1.499**

P
D*hi∆r i,t-1

-0.732

0.433

0.524

0.071

0.090**

-0.063**

-0.039*

-0.056**

0.028

0.021

0.019

0.41
3012
584

0.39
4215
703

0.36
5449
755

0.020

0.109

0.013

0.133

0.023

**

-0.197**

**

CA
D*hi∆r i,t

0.030

-0.117

0.015

0.967**

D*CUi,t

0.010

-0.225

0.415

-0.062**

-0.125

0.010
**

CA
hi∆r i,t

-0.050**

-0.158

0.297**

-0.412

-0.093**

**

0.324

0.336

0.084

**

**

-0.113**
0.048

**

0.011

0.018

CUi,t

0.017

**

-0.215
0.814

-0.197

**

0.055

0.014

0.098

0.019

**

0.072

0.083

0.025

0.015

R
Observations
Firms

-0.446

**

0.087

P
hi∆r i,t-1

2

1.021

**

CA
D*hi∆r i,t
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“t” stands for the time period. Only firms that declared they usually adjust prices every three months or less are
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interacted with time effects.

Figure A - Optimal interest rate responses
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Optimal response of the interest rate to a unit cost-push shock or to a demand shock (see the model in
Appendix I). Dotted line (a=1): cost channel effect. Continuous line (a=0): no cost channel effect.

Appendix I
In this Appendix, some policy implications of (a linearized version of) the model by
Ravenna and Walsh (2003) are presented in order to illustrate how, in a sticky-price, general
equilibrium framework, the existence of a cost channel can alter the optimal course of
monetary policy in the face of various shocks.
(8)

π t = βπ t +1|t + k mct + ω t

(9)

xt = xt +1|t − σ −1 (rt − π t +1|t ) + ε t

(10)

mct = wt − pt + art Q

(11)

wt − pt = (σ + ϕ ) xt

(12)

ω t = ρω ω t −1 + ο t

(13)

ε t = ρε ε t −1 + υt

(14)

Lt = (π t2 + λxt2 )

where time t is measured in quarters, πt, mct, xt, rQt , wt - pt are (quarter-on-quarter) inflation,
the log-marginal cost of production, the log-output gap30, the quarterly nominal interest rate
and the real wage (all variables in deviation from steady state), ωt, εt are respectively a costpush and a demand shock, with an autoregressive structure, and Lt is the period loss
function. We calibrate the model broadly following Ravenna and Walsh (2003): β=0.99,

ϕ=1, k=0.085, σ =1.5, λ=0.25. For the sake of simplicity, we introduce the shocks ωt, εt ad
hoc, rather than derive them from micro-foundations, and label them "cost-push" and
"demand". We impose ρω=ρε=0.4.
The coefficient a measures the effect of the interest rate on marginal costs. Ravenna
and Walsh set it equal to 1, based on the microeconomic assumption that all wages are paid
one quarter in advance. Note that equation (11) can also be written in terms of the
annualized interest rate (rtA=4 rtQ), in which case the corresponding coefficient on this
variable would be a/4 =0.25 (this formulation is more directly comparable with our results
in the main text).
30

The output gap is defined as the deviation of output from its flexible price level. See Ravenna and Walsh
(2003) for a precise definition in this setting.
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The central bank minimizes

∞

åβ
i =0

i

Lt +i . The optimal response of monetary policy to a

unit innovation οt (cost-push) or υt (demand) can be derived, as a function of the parameter

a, both under commitment and under discretion, applying the procedure and the Matlab
codes suggested by Gerali and Lippi (2003).
The first panel in Figure A shows that, in the case of a cost-push shock, when a=0 the
optimal policy under commitment consists in increasing interest rates moderately and
gradually over time (continuous line)31; the central bank faces the usual trade-off between
contrasting the increase in inflation and offsetting the fall in output. In sharp contrast, when
the interest rate is allowed to affect marginal costs (a=1), the optimal policy turns out to be
an interest rate easing, even in the face of rising inflation (dotted lines). The intuition is
simple: the central bank can in part offset the adverse cost-push shock by decreasing rates,
thus relieving firms of interest expenses on their working capital. However, its ability to do
so is limited by the adverse demand effect on prices, induced by an interest rate decrease.
Under a fully discretionary policy (Figure A, second panel), even when a=1, the central
bank has to increase interest rates rapidly to offset the effect of the cost-push shock on
prices, as it cannot take advantage of the effect of its future behaviour on inflation
expectations. However, the increase is smaller when the cost channel is present.
The optimal policy reaction after an expansionary demand shock is less affected by the
cost channel (Figure A, third panel). When a=0, policy is tightened in order to offset exactly
the shock (disinflation is a free lunch). When a=1, the monetary restriction must be
somehow milder because of its simultaneous adverse effects on supply. Since monetary
policy has both supply and demand effects, it cannot exactly offset the consequences of a
demand shock on prices without a cost in terms of output. However, the size of this effect is
limited, at least for this calibration of the model.

31

The small size and persistence of the interest rate increase is a standard consequence of the central bank's
ability to commit, keeping expectations of future inflation under control.

Appendix II
We define:

vt ' = vt (1 + k M rt )

(15)

wt ' = wt (1 + k N rt )

and, taking log changes (indicated by a dot on the top of a variable):

v&t ' = v&t + ∆ log(1 + k M rt ) ≅ v&t + k M ∆rt
w& t ' = w& t + ∆ log(1 + k N rt ) ≅ w& t + k N ∆rt

(16)

We rewrite total cost as:

Ct = v 't M t + w't N t + ct K t

(17)

The first order conditions of the cost minimization problem of the firm imply:
1

(18)

(

N t = A−1 y t

)

1
δ +α + β

éæ βc öα æ βv ' ö δ ù δ +α + β
êçç t ÷÷ çç t ÷÷ ú
êëè αwt ' ø è δwt ' ø úû

(19)

æ αw ' ö
K t = çç t ÷÷ N t
è βct ø

(20)

æ δw ' ö
M t = çç t ÷÷ N t
è βv t ' ø

From (19) we get:
(21)
Total cost is given by :

N& t + w& t ' = K& t + c&t
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éα + β + δ ù
Ct = vt ' M t + wt ' N t + ct K t = ê
ú wt ' N t =
β
û
ë
1

α
δ δ +α + β
éα + β + δ ù éæ βct ö æ βvt ' ö ù
−1
ç
÷
ç
÷
ú
=ê
wt ' êç
At yt
ú
÷
ç
÷
β
û êëè αwt ' ø è δwt ' ø úû
ë

(

(22)

)

1
δ +α + β

1

éæ c öα æ w ' ö β æ v ' öδ ù δ +α + β −1
= (α + β + δ )êç t ÷ çç t ÷÷ ç t ÷ ú
At yt
êëè α ø è β ø è δ ø úû

(

)

1
δ +α + β

The marginal cost and the log-change in the marginal cost are then given by:
1

β
α
δ
∂C t éæ ct ö æ vt ' ö æ wt ' ö ù δ +α + β æçç − 1 ö÷÷ æçç 1 −1ö÷÷
= êç ÷ ç ÷ ç ÷ ú
MC t =
At è δ +α + β ø yt è δ +α + β ø
∂yt êëè α ø è δ ø çè β ÷ø úû

(23)

(24) MC& t =

æ
ö
β
α
δ
1
1
w& t '+
c&t +
v&t '+çç
A& t
− 1÷÷ y& t −
δ +α + β
δ +α + β
δ +α + β
δ
+
α
+
β
δ
+
α
+
β
è
ø

Considering (21), this equation can be more conveniently written as:
(25) MC& t =

æ
ö
β +α
δ
1
α
(
(N& t − K& t )
w& t '+
v&t '+çç
y& t − A& t ) − y& t ÷÷ +
δ +α + β
δ +α + β
δ
+
α
+
β
δ
+
α
+
β
è
ø

Considering that y& t = A& t + δM& t + βN& t + αK& t and based on (16), we obtain (3) in the
text.

References

Andreatta, N. (1973), Cronache di un’economia bloccata: 1969-1973, Bologna, Il Mulino.
Balke, N. and K. Emery (1994), “Understanding the Price Puzzle”, Federal Reserve Bank of
Dallas, Economic Review, No. 4, pp.15-26.
Barth, M. and V. Ramey (2001), “The Cost Channel of Monetary Transmission”, NBER
Macroeconomics Annual 2001, Cambridge, MIT Press, pp. 199-240.
Bils, M. and Y. Chang (2000), “Understanding How Price Responds to Costs and
Production”, Carnegie-Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy, Vol. 52, pp. 3377.
Blinder, A., E. Canetti, D. Lebow and J. Ruud (1998), “Asking about Prices: A New
Approach to Understanding Price Stickiness”, New York, Russel Sage Foundation.
Bottasso, A., M. Galeotti and A. Sembenelli (1997), “The Impact of Financing Constraints
on Markups: Theory and Evidence from Italian Firm Level Data”, Ceris-CNR Working
Paper, No. 6.
Chevalier, J. and D. Scharfstein (1996), “Capital-market Imperfections and Countercyclical
Mark-ups: Theory and Evidence”, American Economic Review, Vol. 80, No. 4, pp.
703-725.
Christiano, L. and M. Eichenbaum (1992), “Liquidity Effects and the Monetary
Transmission Mechanism”, American Economic Review, Vol. 82, No. 2, pp. 703-725.
Christiano, L., M. Eichenbaum and C. Evans (1997), “Sticky Price and Limited Participation
Models of Money: a Comparison”, European Economic Review, Vol. 41, No. 6, pp.
1201-1249.
Domowitz, I., R. Hubbard and B. Petersen (1988), “Market Structure and Cyclical
Fluctuations in U.S. Manufacturing”, Review of Economics and Statistics, Vol. 70, No.
1, pp. 55-56.
Gerali, A. and F. Lippi (2003), “Optimal Control and Filtering in Linear Forward-Looking
Economies: a Toolkit”, CEPR Discussion Paper, No. 3706.
Eckstein, O. and G. Fromm (1968), “The Price Equation”, American Economic Review, Vol.
63, No. 5, pp. 1159-1183.
Evans, C. (2001), “Comment on ‘The Cost Channel Of Monetary Transmission’, Nber
Macroeconomics Annual 2001, Cambridge, MIT Press, pp. 240-249.
Fabiani, S., A. Gattulli and R. Sabbatini (2003), “The Pricing Behavior of Italian Firms:
New Survey Evidence on Price Stickiness”, Bank of Italy, Temi di Discussione, No.
515.

42

Farmer, R. (1984), “A New Theory of Aggregate Supply”, American Economic Review, Vol.
74, No. 5, pp. 920-930.
Fiorentini, R. and R. Tamborini (2001), “The Monetary Transmission Mechanism in Italy:
the Credit Channel and a Missing Ring”, Giornale degli Economisti e Annali di
Economia, Vol. 61, No. 1, pp.1-42.
Gali, J. and M. Gertler (1999), “Inflation Dynamics, A Structural Econometric Analysis”,
Journal of Monetary Economics, Vol. 44, No. 2, pp. 195-222.
Grant, A. (1972), The Strategy of Financial Pressure, London, Macmillan.
Gilchrist, S. (2001), “Comment on ‘The Cost Channel Of Monetary Transmission’, in NBER
Macroeconomics Annual 2001, Cambridge, MIT Press, pp. 249-254.
Ginzburg, A. and A. Simonazzi (1997), “Saggio di interesse e livello dei prezzi: i paradossi
della disinflazione”, Rivista italiana degli economisti, Vol. 2, No. 1, pp. 23-67.
Goodhart, C. (1986), “Financial Innovation and Monetary Control”, in Oxford Review of
Economic Policy, Vol. 2, No. 4, pp. 79-101.
Guiso, L., A. Kashyap, F. Panetta and D. Terlizzese (2002), “How Interest Sensitive is
Investment? Very (when the Data are Well Measured)”, mimeo.
Guiso, L. and G. Parigi (1999), “Investment and Demand Uncertainty”, Quarterly Journal of
Economics, Vol. 114, No. 1, pp. 185-227.
Hall, R. (2000) “ Reorganization”, Carnegie Rochester Conference Series on Public Policy,
Vol. 52, pp.1-22.
Hicks, J. (1979), “Is Interest the Price of a Factor of Production?”, in J. M. Rizzo (ed.), Time,
Uncertainty and Disequilibrium.
Marchetti, D. J. and F. Nucci (2001), “Unobservable Factor Utilization, Technology Shocks
and Business Cycles”, Banca d’Italia, Temi di Discussione, No. 392.
Marchetti, D. J. and F. Nucci (2002), “Pricing Behavior and the Comovement of
Productivity and Labor: Evidence from Firm-Level Data”, mimeo.
Marchetti, D. J. (2002), “Markups and the Business Cycle: Evidence from Italian
Manufacturing Branches”, Open Economies Review, Vol. 13, No. 11, pp. 87-103.
Rabanal, P. (2003), “The Cost Channel of Monetary Policy: Further Evidence for the United
States and the Euro Area”, IMF Working Paper, No. 149.
Ramey, V. A. (1989), “Inventories as Factors of Production and Economic Fluctuations”,
American Economic Review, Vol. 79, No. 3, pp. 338-354.
Ramey, V. A. (1992), “The Source of Fuctuations in Money: Evidence from Trade Credit”,
Journal of Monetary Economics, Vol. 30, No. 2, pp. 171-193.
Ravenna, F. and C. Walsh (2003), “The Cost Channel in a New Keynesian Model: Evidence
and Implications”, mimeo.
Sims, C. (1992), “Interpreting the Macroeconomic Time Series Facts: The Effects of

43

Monetary Policy”, European Economic Review, Vol. 36, No. 5, pp.975-1000.
Seelig, S. (1974), “Rising Interest Rates and Cost Push Inflation”, Journal of Finance, No. 4,
pp. 1049-1061.
Stiglitz, J. and B. Greenwald (2003), Towards a New Paradigm in Monetary Economics,
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Valli, V. (1979), L'economia e la politica economica italiana (seconda edizione), Milano,
Etas libri.

RECENTLY PUBLISHED “TEMI” (*)
N. 499 – Monetary policy and the transition to rational expectations, by G. FERRERO (June
2004).
N. 500 – Turning-point indicators from business surveys: real-time detection for the euro
area and its major member countries, by A. BAFFIGI and A. BASSANETTI (June
2004).
N. 501 – La ricchezza delle famiglie italiane e americane, by I. FAIELLA and A. NERI (June
2004).
N. 502 – Optimal duplication of effort in advocacy systems, by G. PALUMBO (June 2004).
N. 503 – Il pilastro privato del sistema previdenziale. Il caso del Regno Unito, by
F. SPADAFORA (June 2004).
N. 504 – Firm size distribution and employment protection legislation in Italy, by
F. SCHIVARDI and R. TORRINI (June 2004).
N. 505 – Social mobility and endogenous cycles in redistribution, by F. ZOLLINO (July
2004).
N. 506 – Estimating expectations of shocks using option prices, by A. DI CESARE (July
2004).
N. 507 – Estimating state price densities by Hermite polynomials: theory and application to
the Italian derivatives market, by P. GUASONI (July 2004).
N. 508 – The interaction between face-to-face and electronic delivery: the case of the Italian
banking industry, by E. BONACCORSI DI PATTI, G. GOBBI and P. E. MISTRULLI (July
2004).
N. 509 – Bad loans and entry into local credit markets, by M. BOFONDI and G. GOBBI (July
2004).
N. 510 – Does wealth affect consumption? Evidence for Italy, by M. PAIELLA (July 2004).
N. 511 – Information variables for monetary policy in a small structural model of the euro
area, by F. LIPPI and S. NERI (July 2004).
N. 512 – Monetary union with voluntary participation, by W. FUCHS and F. LIPPI (July 2004).
N. 513 – Monetary policy and stock prices: theory and evidence, by S. NERI (July 2004).
N. 514 – Financial structure and the transmission of monetary shocks: preliminary evidence
for the Czech Republic, Hungary and Poland, by A. ANZUINI and A. LEVY (July
2004).
N. 515 – The pricing behaviour of Italian ﬁrms: new survey evidence on price stickiness, by
S. FABIANI, A. GATTULLI and R. SABBATINI (July 2004).
N. 516 – Business cycle non-linearities and productivity shocks, by P. PISELLI (July 2004).
N. 517 – The modelling of operational risk: experience with the analysis of the data
collected by the Basel Committee, by M. MOSCADELLI (July 2004).
N. 518 – Perché le imprese ricorrono al factoring? Il caso dell’Italia, by M. B ENVENUTI
and M. G ALLO (September 2004).
N. 519 – Un modello dei conti economici per il sistema bancario italiano, by L. C ASOLARO
and L. G AMBACORTA (September 2004).
N. 520 – Errori di misura nell’indagine sui bilanci delle famiglie italiane, by C. BIANCOTTI,
G. D’ALESSIO and A. NERI (September 2004).
N. 521 – Do mergers improve information? Evidence from the loan market, by F. PANETTA,
F. SCHIVARDI and M. SHUM (September 2004).
N. 522 – Tecnologia e dinamica dei vantaggi comparati: un confronto fra quattro regioni
italiane, by C. BENTIVOGLI and F. QUINTILIANI (September 2004).
N. 523 – The short-term impact of government budgets on prices: evidence from
macroeconometric models, by J. H ENRY, P. H ERNÀNDEZ DE C OS and
S. M OMIGLIANO, (October 2004).
N. 524 – Pricing behavior and the comovement of productivity and labor: evidence from
ﬁrm-level data, by D.J. MARCHETTI and F. Nucci (December 2004).

(*) Requests for copies should be sent to:
Banca d’Italia – Servizio Studi – Divisione Biblioteca e pubblicazioni – Via Nazionale, 91 – 00184 Rome
(fax 0039 06 47922059). They area available on the Internet www.bancaditalia.it.

"TEMI" LATER PUBLISHED ELSEWHERE
1999
L. GUISO and G. PARIGI, Investment and demand uncertainty, Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol. 114
(1), pp. 185-228, TD No. 289 (November 1996).
A. F. POZZOLO, Gli effetti della liberalizzazione valutaria sulle transazioni finanziarie dell’Italia con
l’estero, Rivista di Politica Economica, Vol. 89 (3), pp. 45-76, TD No. 296 (February 1997).
A. CUKIERMAN and F. LIPPI, Central bank independence, centralization of wage bargaining, inflation and
unemployment: theory and evidence, European Economic Review, Vol. 43 (7), pp. 1395-1434, TD
No. 332 (April 1998).
P. CASELLI and R. RINALDI, La politica fiscale nei paesi dell’Unione europea negli anni novanta, Studi e
note di economia, (1), pp. 71-109, TD No. 334 (July 1998).
A. BRANDOLINI, The distribution of personal income in post-war Italy: Source description, data quality,
and the time pattern of income inequality, Giornale degli economisti e Annali di economia, Vol. 58
(2), pp. 183-239, TD No. 350 (April 1999).
L. GUISO, A. K. KASHYAP, F. PANETTA and D. TERLIZZESE, Will a common European monetary policy
have asymmetric effects?, Economic Perspectives, Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, Vol. 23 (4),
pp. 56-75, TD No. 384 (October 2000).
2000
P. ANGELINI, Are banks risk-averse? Timing of the operations in the interbank market, Journal of Money,
Credit and Banking, Vol. 32 (1), pp. 54-73, TD No. 266 (April 1996).
F. DRUDI and R: GIORDANO, Default Risk and optimal debt management, Journal of Banking and Finance,
Vol. 24 (6), pp. 861-892, TD No. 278 (September 1996).
F. DRUDI and R. GIORDANO, Wage indexation, employment and inflation, Scandinavian Journal of
Economics, Vol. 102 (4), pp. 645-668, TD No. 292 (December 1996).
F. DRUDI and A. PRATI, Signaling fiscal regime sustainability, European Economic Review, Vol. 44 (10),
pp. 1897-1930, TD No. 335 (September 1998).
F. FORNARI and R. VIOLI, The probability density function of interest rates implied in the price of options,
in: R. Violi, (ed.) , Mercati dei derivati, controllo monetario e stabilità finanziaria, Il Mulino,
Bologna, TD No. 339 (October 1998).
D. J. MARCHETTI and G. PARIGI, Energy consumption, survey data and the prediction of industrial
production in Italy, Journal of Forecasting, Vol. 19 (5), pp. 419-440, TD No. 342 (December
1998).
A. BAFFIGI, M. PAGNINI and F. QUINTILIANI, Localismo bancario e distretti industriali: assetto dei mercati
del credito e finanziamento degli investimenti, in: L.F. Signorini (ed.), Lo sviluppo locale:
un'indagine della Banca d'Italia sui distretti industriali, Donzelli, TD No. 347 (March 1999).
A. SCALIA and V. VACCA, Does market transparency matter? A case study, in: Market Liquidity: Research
Findings and Selected Policy Implications, Basel, Bank for International Settlements, TD No. 359
(October 1999).
F. SCHIVARDI, Rigidità nel mercato del lavoro, disoccupazione e crescita, Giornale degli economisti e
Annali di economia, Vol. 59 (1), pp. 117-143, TD No. 364 (December 1999).
G. BODO, R. GOLINELLI and G. PARIGI, Forecasting industrial production in the euro area, Empirical
Economics, Vol. 25 (4), pp. 541-561, TD No. 370 (March 2000).
F. ALTISSIMO, D. J. MARCHETTI and G. P. ONETO, The Italian business cycle: Coincident and leading
indicators and some stylized facts, Giornale degli economisti e Annali di economia, Vol. 60 (2), pp.
147-220, TD No. 377 (October 2000).
C. MICHELACCI and P. ZAFFARONI, (Fractional) Beta convergence, Journal of Monetary Economics, Vol.
45, pp. 129-153, TD No. 383 (October 2000).

R. DE BONIS and A. FERRANDO, The Italian banking structure in the nineties: testing the multimarket
contact hypothesis, Economic Notes, Vol. 29 (2), pp. 215-241, TD No. 387 (October 2000).
2001
M. CARUSO, Stock prices and money velocity: A multi-country analysis, Empirical Economics, Vol. 26
(4), pp. 651-72, TD No. 264 (February 1996).
P. CIPOLLONE and D. J. MARCHETTI, Bottlenecks and limits to growth: A multisectoral analysis of Italian
industry, Journal of Policy Modeling, Vol. 23 (6), pp. 601-620, TD No. 314 (August 1997).
P. CASELLI, Fiscal consolidations under fixed exchange rates, European Economic Review, Vol. 45 (3),
pp. 425-450, TD No. 336 (October 1998).
F. ALTISSIMO and G. L. VIOLANTE, Nonlinear VAR: Some theory and an application to US GNP and
unemployment, Journal of Applied Econometrics, Vol. 16 (4), pp. 461-486, TD No. 338 (October
1998).
F. NUCCI and A. F. POZZOLO, Investment and the exchange rate, European Economic Review, Vol. 45 (2),
pp. 259-283, TD No. 344 (December 1998).
L. GAMBACORTA, On the institutional design of the European monetary union: Conservatism, stability
pact and economic shocks, Economic Notes, Vol. 30 (1), pp. 109-143, TD No. 356 (June 1999).
P. FINALDI RUSSO and P. ROSSI, Credit costraints in italian industrial districts, Applied Economics, Vol.
33 (11), pp. 1469-1477, TD No. 360 (December 1999).
A. CUKIERMAN and F. LIPPI, Labor markets and monetary union: A strategic analysis, Economic Journal,
Vol. 111 (473), pp. 541-565, TD No. 365 (February 2000).
G. PARIGI and S. SIVIERO, An investment-function-based measure of capacity utilisation, potential output
and utilised capacity in the Bank of Italy’s quarterly model, Economic Modelling, Vol. 18 (4), pp.
525-550, TD No. 367 (February 2000).
F. BALASSONE and D. MONACELLI, Emu fiscal rules: Is there a gap?, in: M. Bordignon and D. Da Empoli
(eds.), Politica fiscale, flessibilità dei mercati e crescita, Milano, Franco Angeli, TD No. 375 (July
2000).
A. B. ATKINSON and A. BRANDOLINI, Promise and pitfalls in the use of “secondary" data-sets: Income
inequality in OECD countries, Journal of Economic Literature, Vol. 39 (3), pp. 771-799, TD No.
379 (October 2000).
D. FOCARELLI and A. F. POZZOLO, The determinants of cross-border bank shareholdings: An analysis with
bank-level data from OECD countries, Journal of Banking and Finance, Vol. 25 (12), pp. 23052337, TD No. 381 (October 2000).
M. SBRACIA and A. ZAGHINI, Expectations and information in second generation currency crises models,
Economic Modelling, Vol. 18 (2), pp. 203-222, TD No. 391 (December 2000).
F. FORNARI and A. MELE, Recovering the probability density function of asset prices using GARCH as
diffusion approximations, Journal of Empirical Finance, Vol. 8 (1), pp. 83-110, TD No. 396
(February 2001).
P. CIPOLLONE, La convergenza dei salari manifatturieri in Europa, Politica economica, Vol. 17 (1), pp.
97-125, TD No. 398 (February 2001).
E. BONACCORSI DI PATTI and G. GOBBI, The changing structure of local credit markets: Are small
businesses special?, Journal of Banking and Finance, Vol. 25 (12), pp. 2209-2237, TD No. 404
(June 2001).
G. MESSINA, Decentramento fiscale e perequazione regionale. Efficienza e redistribuzione nel nuovo
sistema di finanziamento delle regioni a statuto ordinario, Studi economici, Vol. 56 (73), pp. 131148, TD No. 416 (August 2001).

2002
R. CESARI and F. PANETTA, Style, fees and performance of Italian equity funds, Journal of Banking and
Finance, Vol. 26 (1), TD No. 325 (January 1998).
L. GAMBACORTA, Asymmetric bank lending channels and ECB monetary policy, Economic Modelling,
Vol. 20 (1), pp. 25-46, TD No. 340 (October 1998).
C. GIANNINI, “Enemy of none but a common friend of all”? An international perspective on the lender-oflast-resort function, Essay in International Finance, Vol. 214, Princeton, N. J., Princeton University
Press, TD No. 341 (December 1998).
A. ZAGHINI, Fiscal adjustments and economic performing: A comparative study, Applied Economics, Vol.
33 (5), pp. 613-624, TD No. 355 (June 1999).
F. ALTISSIMO, S. SIVIERO and D. TERLIZZESE, How deep are the deep parameters?, Annales d’Economie et
de Statistique,.(67/68), pp. 207-226, TD No. 354 (June 1999).
F. FORNARI, C. MONTICELLI, M. PERICOLI and M. TIVEGNA, The impact of news on the exchange rate of
the lira and long-term interest rates, Economic Modelling, Vol. 19 (4), pp. 611-639, TD No. 358
(October 1999).
D. FOCARELLI, F. PANETTA and C. SALLEO, Why do banks merge?, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking,
Vol. 34 (4), pp. 1047-1066, TD No. 361 (December 1999).
D. J. MARCHETTI, Markup and the business cycle: Evidence from Italian manufacturing branches, Open
Economies Review, Vol. 13 (1), pp. 87-103, TD No. 362 (December 1999).
F. BUSETTI, Testing for stochastic trends in series with structural breaks, Journal of Forecasting, Vol. 21
(2), pp. 81-105, TD No. 385 (October 2000).
F. LIPPI, Revisiting the Case for a Populist Central Banker, European Economic Review, Vol. 46 (3), pp.
601-612, TD No. 386 (October 2000).
F. PANETTA, The stability of the relation between the stock market and macroeconomic forces, Economic
Notes, Vol. 31 (3), TD No. 393 (February 2001).
G. GRANDE and L. VENTURA, Labor income and risky assets under market incompleteness: Evidence from
Italian data, Journal of Banking and Finance, Vol. 26 (2-3), pp. 597-620, TD No. 399 (March
2001).
A. BRANDOLINI, P. CIPOLLONE and P. SESTITO, Earnings dispersion, low pay and household poverty in
Italy, 1977-1998, in D. Cohen, T. Piketty and G. Saint-Paul (eds.), The Economics of Rising
Inequalities, pp. 225-264, Oxford, Oxford University Press, TD No. 427 (November 2001).
L. CANNARI and G. D’ALESSIO, La distribuzione del reddito e della ricchezza nelle regioni italiane, Rivista
Economica del Mezzogiorno (Trimestrale della SVIMEZ), Vol. XVI (4), pp. 809-847, Il Mulino,
TD No. 482 (June 2003).
2003
F. SCHIVARDI, Reallocation and learning over the business cycle, European Economic Review, , Vol. 47
(1), pp. 95-111, TD No. 345 (December 1998).
P. CASELLI, P. PAGANO and F. SCHIVARDI, Uncertainty and slowdown of capital accumulation in Europe,
Applied Economics, Vol. 35 (1), pp. 79-89, TD No. 372 (March 2000).
P. ANGELINI and N. CETORELLI, The effect of regulatory reform on competition in the banking industry,
Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago, Journal of Money, Credit and Banking, Vol. 35, pp. 663-684,
TD No. 380 (October 2000).
P. PAGANO and G. FERRAGUTO, Endogenous growth with intertemporally dependent preferences,
Contribution to Macroeconomics, Vol. 3 (1), pp. 1-38, TD No. 382 (October 2000).
P. PAGANO and F. SCHIVARDI, Firm size distribution and growth, Scandinavian Journal of Economics, Vol.
105 (2), pp. 255-274, TD No. 394 (February 2001).

M. PERICOLI and M. SBRACIA, A Primer on Financial Contagion, Journal of Economic Surveys, Vol. 17
(4), pp. 571-608, TD No. 407 (June 2001).
M. SBRACIA and A. ZAGHINI, The role of the banking system in the international transmission of shocks,
World Economy, Vol. 26 (5), pp. 727-754, TD No. 409 (June 2001).
E. GAIOTTI and A. GENERALE, Does monetary policy have asymmetric effects? A look at the investment
decisions of Italian firms, Giornale degli Economisti e Annali di Economia, Vol. 61 (1), pp. 29-59,
TD No. 429 (December 2001).
L. GAMBACORTA, The Italian banking system and monetary policy transmission: evidence from bank level
data, in: I. Angeloni, A. Kashyap and B. Mojon (eds.), Monetary Policy Transmission in the Euro
Area, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, TD No. 430 (December 2001).
M. EHRMANN, L. GAMBACORTA, J. MARTÍNEZ PAGÉS, P. SEVESTRE and A. WORMS, Financial systems and
the role of banks in monetary policy transmission in the euro area, in: I. Angeloni, A. Kashyap and
B. Mojon (eds.), Monetary Policy Transmission in the Euro Area, Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press, TD No. 432 (December 2001).
F. SPADAFORA, Financial crises, moral hazard and the speciality of the international market: further
evidence from the pricing of syndicated bank loans to emerging markets, Emerging Markets
Review, Vol. 4 ( 2), pp. 167-198, TD No. 438 (March 2002).
D. FOCARELLI and F. PANETTA, Are mergers beneficial to consumers? Evidence from the market for bank
deposits, American Economic Review, Vol. 93 (4), pp. 1152-1172, TD No. 448 (July 2002).
E.VIVIANO, Un'analisi critica delle definizioni di disoccupazione e partecipazione in Italia, Politica
Economica, Vol. 19 (1), pp. 161-190, TD No. 450 (July 2002).
M.

PAGNINI, Misura e Determinanti dell’Agglomerazione Spaziale nei Comparti Industriali in Italia,
Rivista di Politica Economica, Vol. 3 (4), pp. 149-196, TD No. 452 (October 2002).

F. BUSETTI and A. M. ROBERT TAYLOR, Testing against stochastic trend and seasonality in the presence of
unattended breaks and unit roots, Journal of Econometrics, Vol. 117 (1), pp. 21-53, TD No. 470
(February 2003).

2004
F. LIPPI, Strategic monetary policy with non-atomistic wage-setters, Review of Economic Studies, Vol. 70
(4), pp. 909-919, TD No. 374 (June 2000).
P. CHIADES and L. GAMBACORTA, The Bernanke and Blinder model in an open economy: The Italian case,
German Economic Review, Vol. 5 (1), pp. 1-34, TD No. 388 (December 2000).
M. BUGAMELLI and P. PAGANO, Barriers to Investment in ICT, Applied Economics, vol. 36 (20) pp.22752286, TD No. 420 (October 2001).
A. BAFFIGI, R. GOLINELLI and G. PARIGI, Bridge models to forecast the euro area GDP, International
Journal of Forecasting, Vol. 20 (3), pp. 447-460,TD No. 456 (December 2002).
D. AMEL, C. BARNES, F. PANETTA and C. SALLEO, Consolidation and Efficiency in the Financial Sector: A
Review of the International Evidence, Journal of Banking and Finance, Vol. 28 (10), pp. 24932519, TD No. 464 (December 2002).
M. PAIELLA, Heterogeneity in financial market participation: appraising its implications for the C-CAPM,
Review of Finance, Vol. 8, pp. 1-36, TD No. 473 (June 2003).
E. BARUCCI, C. IMPENNA and R. RENÒ, Monetary integration, markets and regulation, Research in
Banking and Finance, (4), pp. 319-360, TD NO. 475 (June 2003).
E. BONACCORSI DI PATTI and G. DELL’ARICCIA, Bank competition and firm creation, Journal of Money
Credit and Banking, Vol. 36 (2), pp. 225-251, TD No. 481 (June 2003).
R. GOLINELLI and G. PARIGI, Consumer sentiment and economic activity: a cross country comparison,
Journal of Business Cycle Measurement and Analysis, Vol. 1 (2), pp. 147-172, TD No. 484

(September 2003).
L. GAMBACORTA and P. E. MISTRULLI, Does bank capital affect lending behavior?, Journal of Financial
Intermediation, Vol. 13 (4), pp. 436-457, TD NO. 486 (September 2003).
F. SPADAFORA, Il pilastro privato del sistema previdenziale: il caso del Regno Unito, Rivista Economia
Pubblica, (5), pp. 75-114, TD No. 503 (June 2004).

FORTHCOMING
A. F. POZZOLO, Research and development regional spillovers, and the localisation of economic activities,
The Manchester School, TD No. 331 (March 1998).
L. DEDOLA and F. LIPPI, The Monetary Transmission Mechanism: Evidence from the industry Data of Five
OECD Countries, European Economic Review, TD No. 389 (December 2000).
D. J. MARCHETTI and F. NUCCI, Price Stickiness and the Contractionary Effects of Technology Shocks,
European Economic Review, TD No. 392 (February 2001).
G. CORSETTI, M. PERICOLI and M. SBRACIA, Correlation analysis of financial contagion: what one should
know before running a test, Journal of International Money and Finance, TD No. 408 (June 2001).
D. FOCARELLI, Bootstrap bias-correction procedure in estimating long-run relationships from dynamic
panels, with an application to money demand in the euro area, Economic Modelling, TD No. 440
(March 2002).
F. CINGANO and F. SCHIVARDI, Identifying the sources of local productivity growth, Journal of the
European Economic Association, TD NO. 474 (June 2003).
G. ARDIZZI, Cost efficiency in the retail payment networks:first evidence from the Italian credit card
system, Rivista di Politica Economica, TD NO. 480 (June 2003).
C. BENTIVOGLI e F. QUINTILIANI, Tecnologia e dinamica dei vantaggi comparati: un confronto fra quattro
regioni italiane, in C. Conigliani (a cura di), Tra sviluppo e stagnazione: l’economia dell’EmiliaRomagna, Bologna, Il Mulino, TD NO. 522 (October 2004).

