7 B A AR IF 5T o

KDI Journal of Economic Policy

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000
...... Tae Bong Kim

25} 200 0|5 Bt20| HA|ZN| BA

Analyzing Expected Inflation Based on a Term Structure Model: A Case of Korea
...... Joonhyuk Song

OIRIERBE 0IRE PLI2 JIchelBH 0S| FH X SE

Analysis on Recent Changes in the Covered Interest Rate Parity Condition
...... Jung Sung Kim - Kyu Ho Kang

2 2897 ti= S22 olxte X219l SEhd Hat

Evaluating TFP Growth of the Korean Economy in 2000s through the Comparison of
Growth Accounting Methods
...... Sukha Shin

SIS 200050 4AH S| B7E SR 2AE bl - 24

Open Social Network vs Closed Social Netwokk: A Theoretical Approach to the
Effect of the Exclusiveness of the Network

...... Sam—Ho Lee

A7 vs IEY: UIEYF0| BNt 1 STjol St ol2F £

Vol. 36 No. 2/ISSN 1738-656X

KDI



g [ [ 9 B 58

KDI Journal of Economic Policy

KDI Journal of Economic Policy is a quarterly published professional journal dealing
with academic and policy issues related to the Korea's economic development in all
economic areas, The Journal welcomes creative papers that have implications on
Korea's economic policy, Papers should be written in Korean or English,

The Journal was first published on March 1979, with an aim to disseminate the
research results of KDI not only to experts at universities and other institutes, but also
to policymakers and the general public, The journal was published semi—annually
between 2000 I and 2009 II, and then resumed quarterly publication with 2010 T issue.
Until August 2001, papers or thesis carried in the Review were written by fellows at
KDI only, but since then, the Journal has actively encouraged any submission by
researchers at home and abroad who have interest in the Korean economy. An active
participation of researchers with diverse perspectives is highly encouraged,

The content of papers published in the Journal is a personal opinion of each author,
and not subject to the direction of the KDI Journal of Economic Policy,

Senior Fellow at KDI)

Professor at KyungHee University)

Professor at Hanyang University)

Professor at Hallym University)

Professor at Georgia Institute of Technology)
Professor at Yonsei University)

Professor at Gachon University)

Professor at Texas A&M University)

Editor—in—Chief : Choi, Kyungsoo

Editors : Choi, Yongseok
Chun, YoungJun
Chung, Wankyo
Eun, CheolSoo
Hahm, Joonho
Hahn, Chinhee
Hwang, Haeshin

Jo, Dongho Professor at Ewha Womans University)
Joh, SungWook Professor at Seoul National University)
Kim, Daeil Professor at Seoul National University)

(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
Kim, InGyu (Professor at Hallym University)
Kim, Jonghoon (Visiting Fellow at KDI)
Kim, Jungwook (Fellow at KDI)
Kim, Taejong (Professor at KDI School)
Kim, Woochan (Professor at Korea University)
Koh, Youngsun (Vice Minister of The Office of Government Policy Coordination)
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(
(

Lee, Bongsoo Professor at Florida State University)

Lee, Chulhee Professor at Seoul National University)
Park, ChangGyun  (Professor at Chung—Ang University)
Park, WonAm Professor at Hongik University)

Shin, Inseok Professor at Chung—Ang University)
Shin, Kwanho Professor at Korea University)

Shin, Sukha
Song, YoungNam
Tcha, MoonJoong
Yoo, Gyeongjoon
— AdMministration ¢ Sun, Jongin

Professor at Sookmyung Women's University)
Professor at Chonbuk National University)
Senior Fellow at KDI)

Senior Fellow at KDI)

Research Associate at KDI)

2 SfeXl= S5O SAY £X12 96 2015LRE| YRS SHaX|2 HIELCL, 0l0] 201t 9F OlFRE(=
[ez)
[}

202 MYE =202 ST UL ANE LISS BXiE &

0
El
%I\
B
v
>
1o

T




KDI Journal of Economic Policy, vol. 36, no

Contents

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000
Tae Bong Kim / 1

DSGE 23 372 o83k 20004 o] gh=ro] AXAA] £AL.. Zefe

ONELEE 08T 2eliet TIRIEAOIS) 55 X £

o

Analyzing Expected Inflation Based on a Term Structure Model: A Case of Korea
.. Joonhyuk Song

.. Jung Sung Kim * Kyu Ho Kang

= gM9| 2000l ity STl B7F o
ANt/ 187

Evaluating TFP Growth of the Korean Economy in 2000s through the Comparison of
Growth Accounting Methods, ., Sukha Shin

s GEY UEAIY miaga O gatof ojet 0124 &2

Open Social Network vs Closed Social Netwokk: A Theoretical Approach to the
Effect of the Exclusiveness of the Network .. Sam-Ho Lee

89| 1 29 olXig Bzl Sefy Wat £
Analysis on Recent Changes in the Covered Interest Rate Parity Condition







t [0 el B T 5

M36E M2z (53 M1233)

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE

Model after 2000

Tae Bong Kim

(Assistant Professor, Department of Economics, Ajou University)

DSGE 23 FXE 0|83t 2000 0|& S| HA|AXN EA

ZEHE: (e—mail) tbk@ajou.ac.kr, (address) Department of Economics, Ajou University 206, Worldcup—ro,
Yeongtong—gu, Suwon—si, Gyeonggi—do, 443—749, Korea,

* Key Word: DSGE(5-e}25+ %), Bayesian Estimation(H]0] 4]+ 5=74)), Korean Economy(SH+74])),
Small Open Economy (=15t 7§44 A])

¢ JEL Code: E3, ES, C5

¢ Received: 2013.7. 16 * Referee Process Started: 2013. 8.5

¢ Referee Reports Completed: 2014. 2. 3

KDI Journal of Economic Policy, vol. 36, no. 2, 2014
(©) Korea Development Institute 2014



ABSTRACT

This paper attempts to search the driving forces of the Korean economy after 2000
by analyzing an estimated DSGE model and observing the degree of implementation
regarding non-systematic parts of both the monetary and fiscal policy during the
global financial crisis.

Two types of trends, various cyclical factors and frictions are introduced in the
model for an empirical analysis in which historical decompositions of key macro
variables are quantitatively assessed after 2000. While the monetary policy during
the global financial crisis have reacted systematically in accordance with the
estimated Taylor rule relatively, the fiscal policy which was aggressively
expansionary is not fully explained by the estimated fiscal rule but more by the large
magnitude of non-systematic reaction.
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|. Introduction

The Korean economy has exhibited large changes in the evolution of
macroeconomic variables. After documenting GDP trends, cycles and inflation,
using various statistical methods, Lee (2009) concluded that finding consistent
results on disentangling trends and cycles is difficult due to intermittent events such
as the oil crisis and the financial crisis of 1997.

However, the volatilities of GDP growth and inflation rate have been
substantially stabilized since 2000. This moderation may have been due to a policy
shift such as the inflation targeting scheme adopted by the Bank of Korea in the late
1990s or a mere fortuitous event of reduction of the magnitude of exogenous shocks.
At any rate, this finding serves as a good case study of what part of the Korean
macroeconomic variables, has been generated from trend factors and cyclical factors
in the context of Dynamic General Equilibrium frameworks at least after 2000, that
have been better known to fit more stabilized economies.

This paper attempts to search the driving forces of the Korean economy after
2000 by analyzing an estimated DSGE model and observing the degree of
implementation regarding non-systematic parts of both the monetary and fiscal
policy during the global financial crisis. In order to address those questions, a highly
stylized DSGE model' is proposed and estimated. Hwang (2009) has estimated the
Korean economy to investigate the natural output but the model is limited to a
closed economy model. Hence, a small open economy model® is adopted in this
paper which demonstrates the substantial dependence of the Korean economy on
external conditions as evidenced by the large fluctuations on economic indicators.
Conversely, its own economy had minimal effect on the rest of the world. In the line
of DSGE applications on the Korean economy, Lee and Yeo (2008) have also
applied a small open economy model to study the business cycle properties of the
Korean economy from 1991:Q1 to 2005:Q4. However, the increased volatility of the
Korean economy since the 1990s and the structural change which Korean economy
has undergone since the Asian financial crisis demonstrates the difficulty of
estimating the Korean economy with a highly restricted model such as the DSGE
model.

1 Most notably Christiano et al. (2005) and Smets and Wouters (2005) in the closed economy models.

2 A large scale small open economy DSGE model is developed by Adolfson et al. (2007) and Burriel
et al. (2010). This paper has mainly borrowed standard features of small open economy from the
latter.
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Our paper focuses on the Korean economy after 2000 and simultaneously
attempts to find the specific structural shocks that have contributed towards key
macro variables such as GDP and inflation by researching historical records. In this
context, there have been number of modifications from the standard small open
economy models to better reflect the Korean economy and to make policy
simulations more applicable in this paper.

The model contains sufficient frictions and shocks to potentially explain the
macro variables of our interest in the Korean economy. For example, preference
shocks are introduced to explain the private consumption which is not only driven
by supply shocks such as productivities but also by demand shocks. Besides the
standard Calvo-Yun sticky price features on goods market, sticky wage is modeled
to incorporate the inefficiency of labor market. Import adjustment cost is added so
that the final goods fluctuations are not directly exposed to highly volatile imported
goods. The model not only accommodates cyclical fluctuations from stationary
shocks but also the balanced growth path from trend shocks so that there is no need
of stationarizing the times series prior to bringing the data to the model. Moreover,
the model incorporates two types of trends that form a balanced growth path
separately for GDP and investment time series. This is necessary in analyzing the
Korean economy because the growth rate of investment was lower than other GDP
component after 2000 as will be confirmed in section II. In international financial
market, Korea’s foreign debt generally bears a country risk premium that is
nontrivial. As a result an additional parameter of a positive risk premium is inserted.
Two policy rules have been extended for the purpose of policy simulations during
the global financial crisis. Taylor rule for the monetary policy can not only respond
to inflation gap and output growth gap but also possibly to the nominal exchange
rate changes. This extension has been justified in the sense of optimal monetary
policy for a small open economy in which the home bias exists as noted by Faia and
Monacelli (2008). And the fiscal rule has an automatic stabilizer component to
isolate the countercyclical and discretionary movements of government expenditures.
Meanwhile, the government revenues are not simply based on government lump
sum taxes but on consumption tax, capital income tax and wage income tax which
are calibrated to match effective marginal tax rates of Korea.

This paper uses Bayesian estimation’ for the following reason. First, Bayesian
estimation is a full information approach while the simulated method of moments or
the generalized method of moments is a partial information approach. It allows us to
fully exploit the relevant information from data by constructing a likelihood function.

3 See An and Schorfheide (2007) and Fernandez-Villaverde (2010) for survey of literature.
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Second, Bayesian estimation technique allows estimation of structural parameters
that are generally hard to be characterized analytically. Although, the approximation
method of equilibrium conditions can be represented by a linear state space form,
the distribution of parameters cannot directly be recovered by analytical forms.
Bayesian numerical approach enables to characterize the distributions of parameters.
Third, priors are useful to give a discipline on parameters set, if not a large scale
DSGE model like proposed in this paper is practically impossible to derive any
meaningful assessments as noted by Sims (2007). And there are desirable properties
of Bayesian estimations that coherently deal with misspecifications and model
uncertainty problems as pointed by Canova and Sala (2006) and Fernandez-
Villaverde and Rubio-Ramirez (2004).

For empirical analysis in this paper, a number of parameters that are calibrated to
match some properties of the Korean economy and a few prior distributions related
to the first moments of macro variables are tightened to match the Korean macro
time series. Some assessments on posterior estimates on structural parameters have
been discussed whether they show reasonable degree of estimates with the Korean
economy. Given the posterior estimates, historical decompositions of the inflation
rate and GDP components are shown to understand how post-2000 have contributed
towards changes in those variables. And the policy simulations after 2008:Q3 are
presented to show how would have the inflation and GDP evolved when the policy
discretions were not implemented, in other words, if the policies followed
systematic rules strictly.

The paper proceeds as follows. Section II shows a brief assessment on the
evolution of the Korean economy after 2000. Section III describes a small open
economy model. Section IV explains the choice of the Korean data, the econometric
methodology, model’s properties with benchmark estimation and estimation results on
parameters. Section V shows the historical shock decompositions to investigate how
the shocks have contributed to the fluctuations of macro variables in the Korean
economy after 2000 and counterfactual simulations of the economy when the non-
systematic policy discretions were not implemented. Section 6 concludes.

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000
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Il. A First Look at Data

[Figure 1] GDP Components
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[Figure 1] shows the real growth rates of GDP components such as private
consumption, private investment, government expenditures’ and exports of the

4 KOSIS which is the Korean official GDP database uses terminology of capital formation instead of

investment.
5 KOSIS reports government consumption and government capital formation separately. Thus, this

series is constructed by weighted sum of government consumption and investment using Lespeyres

chain weighted index calculation.
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<Table 1> Moments for GDP Components

Mean St. Dev. p(Y™, Ygdp)
yGDP 0.98 1.18 N.A.
¥e 0.83 1.20 0.69
% 0.49 293 0.61
¥é 0.78 2.28 0.07
¥ 2.23 3.82 0.71

Korean economy. As is common with the majority of the developed countries, we
can observe that private consumption is much smoother than any other series while
investment and exports are more volatile. And roughly looking at the graph, export
seems to demonstrate higher growth rates on average than domestic demands. There
have been two main events in terms of crisis for the Korean economy after 2000; the
credit card crisis in 2002-2003 and the global financial crisis that began in 2008.
During the credit card crisis period, private consumption was exacerbated due to
credit constraints on households. However, the effects of this crisis were mainly
sector-specific as opposed to wide-ranging economic depression, which resulted in a
rapid recovery mainly driven by firms’ investment and exports. This reversal
phenomenon is indeed consistent with the conventional assessments on the Korean
economy which is generally driven by exports in the period of recovery. The global
financial crisis, on the other hand, was different in scope in a sense that it has
affected all of the GDP components as this was a severe macroeconomic shock and
yet the recovery was still driven by exports at least in 2009 thanks to the world- wide
expansionary policies such as quantitative easing from the U.S. With respect to
government expenditures, it certainly seemed to have played an important role
during the global financial crisis to negate the negative hit. However, it is hard to
find an overall countercyclicality of government expenditure on average during the
sample period. These rough assessments can be confirmed in the following <Table
1> with first and second moments.

First moments of GDP components clearly show that exports growth have
surpassed other components while consumption and government expenditures are
roughly close. But the private investment growth on average seems to underperform
in comparison with other components which motivate to introduce a relative

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000
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[Figure 2] Exports & Foreign GDP
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downward trend® for the investment. Consistent with the graph assessments,
volatilities indicate that consumption is the most smooth while exports are most
volatile. In terms of cyclicality of those series against GDP, all of the components
show procyclicality except government expenditures.

The Korean economy is a small open economy in which its export is largely
affected by the world demand. Thus, a proxy time series that best explains the
prospects of the Korean exports can be of key interest not only for the Korean policy
circle but also for estimating the Korean exports. There are 11 major trading
partners’ including the U.S., China and EU whose countries’ GDP can be said to
constitute the world demand of the Korean exports. The other alternative measure
would be the world trade volume. As can be seen from [Figure 2], the Korean
nominal exports in dollars follows more closely with the world trade volume than
GDP of 11 major countries. This can be confirmed in the following <Table 2>.

During the sample period, the Korean export sector has outperformed GDPs of
major trading countries and has grown closer to the world trading volume although
the correlations with the Korean exports remain mostly similar. Also, the volatilities’
magnitudes were quite similar to the world trade volume than GDPs of any
combination® for major trading partners. Such statistical result suggest that the

6 The model in this paper later introduces an investment specific trend that allows a separate trend for
the investment.

7 Those 11 major trading countries are the U.S., China, EU, Japan, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Indonesia,
Singapore, Malaysia, Brazil and Mexico. And exports to the U.S. and China have a share of 35% in
the Korean exports.

8 G2is U.S. and China, and G3 is U.S., China and EU.

SEEIRASATT /2014, v. 36, 1.2
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<Table 2> Export & World Demand

Mean St. Dev. P,y
. 255 597 NA.
y©2 1.60 0.85 0.66
ye: 148 235 0.66
Yot 1.37 2.33 0.72
yv 2.30 6.47 0.70

<Table 3> Inflation Targeting

Target year Target rate Target index
1998 91+ 1% CPI
1999 3.0+ 1% CPI
2000 25+ 1% core CPI

2001 ~ 2003 3.0+ 1% core CPI

2004 ~ 2006 3.0 £ 0.5% core CPI

2007 ~ 2009 3.0 £ 0.5% CPI

2010~ 2012 30+ 1% CPI

world trading volume is a reasonable proxy time series for the world demand to be
used later in the estimation.

The Korean monetary authority, the Bank of Korea, undertook inflation targeting
scheme in 1998 right after the 1997 financial crisis hit the economy. With the
exception of 1998 and 2000, the target inflation rate, CPI or core CPI, was 3% until

recently.

As <Table 4> shows, the realized inflation rate has been lower than pre-inflation
targeting periods’ on average and also shows lower volatilities due to either the policy

shift in monetary policy or simply to overall moderation of the Korean economy.

9 Financial crisis that began in late 1997 was excluded since inflation was highly volatile than normal
periods with an unprecedented pace.

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000



10

<Table 4> Inflation Rates Moments

1991:M1 1997:M10 2000:M1 2012:M12
Mean 5.80 3.10
St. Dev. 175 0.95

Note: CPI based moments. % per annum.

The Bank of Korea uses an overnight call rate as a policy rate to stabilize the
inflation. Despite the fact that Bank of Korea missed its inflation target a couple of
times since the adoption of the inflation targeting scheme in 2000, the call rate and
risk free rates such as treasury bond yields and the inflation rate moved in
synchronous fashion demonstrating inflation-stabilizing monetary policy stance as
shown in Figure 3. The inflation rate was subdued between the tranquil periods of
2005 to 2007. The drastic fall of the interest rates triggered by the crisis made the
Bank of Korea employ expansionary stance. Despite a strong recovery of the
economy in 2010, there have been some concerns as to whether the monetary
authority's policy rate was adequate to prevent the high inflation Those concerns
turned into strong criticisms in the year of 2011 when the inflation rate stayed above
its target range for prolonged periods'®. Thus, a question whether this high inflation
rate was due to supply driven shock or to sluggish increments of the call rate can be
a good motivation to implement a counterfactual simulation with an estimated
model to see whether the inflation rate could have been lower than its realization
under a more aggressive monetary policy to inflation stabilization.

The Korean financial market and the monetary policy has been strongly affected
by the global financial condition as well. [Figure 3] also plotted the short term
interest rate from the U.S. Treasury bill and the spread between the Korean risk free
rate and the U.S. risk free rate. While those interest rates share common directions
during most periods, most conspicuously with global crisis in 2008, the spread that
stands for a country premium for Korea can be a good proxy to understand the risk
to which Korea has been exposed. During the credit card crisis and the global
financial crisis, the spread has widened while it remained at lower level in tranquil
periods. <Table 5> shows the average and standard deviation of the spread after
2000. The average spread will be used to calibrate the country premium parameter
later in the model.

10 See for example, Kim and Lee (2011).
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<Table 5> Spread 2000:Q1 ~ 2012:Q4

Spread moments

Mean 2.36

St. Dev. 1.27

[Figure 3] Interest Rates
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I1l. Model

The model described in this section assumes a small open economy. New
Keynesian features are prevalent among price decisions of different goods, not only
to have nontrivial effects of the monetary policy onto real activities but also to
introduce incomplete pass through of foreign price shocks. In order to generate price
heterogeneity due to sticky price, monopolistic competitions are present in
intermediate goods market, labor market, import sector and export sector. Trends are
incorporated both into total productivity shock and investment specific shock as
argued by Greenwood et al. (1997) to explain the lower trend of private investment
of Korea during the sample period. Owing to Cobb-Douglas production function,
variables of interest such as consumption, output, investment, government
expenditures and exports show a balanced growth path by weighted average of those
two trends. Besides those productivity shocks, the source of fluctuation in the
economy are generated by two preference shocks, monetary policy shock,
government expenditure shock, foreign inflation shock, foreign demand shock,
foreign interest rate shock and risk premium shock.

Households allocate final consumption good, final investment good,
differentiated labor supply, domestic risk free bond and foreign risk free bond to
maximize its own lifetime utility subject to the budget constraint. Labor packer
aggregates households’ differentiated labor to sell in the factor market demanded by
the intermediate good producer. Intermediate good producers, using Cobb-Douglas
technology with homogenous labor and utilized capital which entails factors
payments such as wage and rental rate, provide differentiated goods to a distribution
chain which produces homogenous final domestic good. This final domestic good
can be sold to meet both domestic and foreign demands. Final consumption (or
investment) good is produced by the final consumption (or investment) good
producer with a composite of final domestic good and final imported good. In the
import sector, there are two layers of firms, one of which is importers who purchase
homogenous foreign good in the international market and differentiate by brand
naming and the others buy differentiated imported goods to produce homogenous
imported good by aggregation technology. Exporters buy final domestic good to sell
differentiated goods to importers from the rest of the world. The monetary authority,
whose goal is to stabilize output growth and inflation, determines the domestic risk
free bond’s interest rate with augmented Taylor rule. Also, the experience of 1997
currency crisis has made Korean monetary authority pay attention to the movements

SEIRASEIZ /2014, v.36,n.2
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of nominal exchange rate and thus the growth rate of the exchange rate has been
included in Taylor rule. The government’s revenues are based on taxes which are
levied on consumptions, wages and capital rents, while the government expenditures
are composed of exogenous shock and automatic stabilizer. Although government
expenditures in data show acyclical property on average, the automatic stabilizer is
modeled to investigate the counterfactual simulation during the global financial
crisis when expansionary fiscal policy was clearly implemented.

1. Households Problem

There is a continuum of households in the economy index by j which
maximizes the lifetime utility function over consumption, real money balance and
leisure.

o My, (l-st)l-H?
E, Z ptd, log(c]-t - hcjt_l) + vlog (p—}t) — P 1} D

t=0

where h is the habit persistence and ¥ is Frisch labor supply elasticity. Habit
formation for consumption generates hump-shaped response of consumption to
stochastic disturbances. And thus this creates another smoothing mechanism of
consumption path on the top of smoothing due to log-utility. The separable utility
for real money balance does not play a qualitative role to change other real
allocations since the monetary policy is implemented via open market operation
rather than money printing but only to be included in the government budget
constraints. d; is an intertemporal preference shock and ¢, is a labor supply (or
intertemporal) shock :

log d; = pglogd;_; + Ogé€qt
log ¢ = pylogp._1 + 0p€p

Those preference shocks will act as aggregate demand shocks in the economy.
The intertemporal shock, d;, is an important source of business cycle fluctuations
according to Primiceri et al. (2006). And the labor supply shock, ¢, stands for
changes in employment that is another source of aggregate fluctuations.''

11 See Hall (1997) and Chari et al. (2007).
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The j™ household’s budget constraint is given by :

: B, ex.BY
(1+rc) c]t 2 L N i i 3

D, D, D, +f Qt+1|tajt+1d0)j,t+1|t

m}t 1

= (1 —1)wpl5; + (Ttujt(l -7 + i@‘rk CD[ujt]) je-1 Tt

W
Bijt— ~ ex
+Rey L2+ RYLT (extbt“fl, ;’_”;) It | g + T, + F,

pt is price level of final domestic good which is numerarie in this model. pf and
p! are prices of final consumption and investment good that differ from p, since
they are composites of final domestic and final imported goods. Bj; is nominal
domestic bond holding with uncontingent gross interest rate, R¢, and ajeyq 18
Arrow contingent bond for every state which forms a complete asset market within
the economy.

In the international asset market, however, household can only purchase
uncontingent foreign bond, eXtBthV, where B]-ch is in foreign currency and ex is
the exchange rate. The world interest rate associated with this foreign bond evolves
as

= (RW)(1-rr )(R )p%VeXp(JRWERW‘t)

Since the risk free interest rates of Korea has shown difference from world
interest rate such as U.S. Treasury Bill, the world interest rate cannot directly be the
price of foreign bond which the household must bear. Thus, the country risk
premium is included to the gross interest rate of foreign bond by T'(:) for possible
time variation and systematic gap. In order to close the small open economy, i.e. to
prevent from nonstationary responses of variables to world interest rate shock, as
argued by Schmitt-Grohé and Uribe (2003), the risk premium is modeled as debt
elastic. The functional form for premium is

r (extl;}"/, ftbw) = exp (FRKV - Fbw(extf)}” —exb") + {tbw)
where time varying premium shock
w w
" =pwEl + TLWERW ¢

and the share of foreign bond holdings as
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BV — fo Bj/ dj

t — T 4
Pt)t

TR s the systematic gap that implies the average interest rate spread between the
Korean interest rate and the world interest rate. The term, —Fbw(extf){’v - eXBW),
ensures the foreign debt does not explode by penalizing the risk premium when
foreign debt is increased.

wij is the real wage from the differentiated labor supply, ljst. r; is the rental
price of capital, uj; > 0 is the intensity of use of capital, and ldD[ujt] is the
physical cost'> of use of capital in resource term where e

Ofu]l = d,(u—1) + &, (u — 1)2

U¢ 1s an investment-specific technology shock or also its inverse is interpreted as the
relative price of investment good in final good unit. As mentioned earlier, this can
capture the gap between investment time series and output. Since the Korean
investment growth has been lower than any other GDP components, it is likely to
have negative trend in this process during the sample period. The exogenous process
is

He = Ht—leXp(IOgA,u + O'ufu,t)

And the capital stock” evolves with

i
kjt = (1 - 5)kjt—1 + ,th (1 - S<. jt )) i
Lit—1
i K[ i 2
S '1t>=_<'1t _A)
<ljt—1 2 \jg—1 '

jt
S(-) is the investment adjustment cost which is a smoothing mechanism for
investment and thus generates hump-shaped response to shocks, if not, the implied

investment becomes too volatile. Due to this cost, Tobin’s Q, q;, which is the price
of installed capital becomes time varying. For ease of notation, define

. Ge \\.
F(l]'t, l]'t—l) = (1 -5 <I_]:_1>> ljt

12 Alternative way of capacity utilization cost can be done by having depreciation of capital being a
function of capital use, but its qualitative result is indifferent.
13 Here, we denote k t as installed capital stock and kt as capital service.

where
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and

F1t=1—5<.J )—5'<.} ).j
Lit—1 Lit-1/ Ljt-1
i Gesr)
e[ Yt [ Y+
P = (1) (1)
ljt ljt

There are three types of taxes on consumption, wages and capital income. Note
that the tax on capital income is only for the net return of capital after depreciation

.1 ..
and thus the tax credit, o 01y, 1s included.
t

Symmetric Equilibrium Since we consider a symmetric equilibrium due to
complete asset market (the complete set of state contingent Arrow securities and
perfect risk sharing) so that ¢j; = ¢, Bjt = By, Bj‘{v = BXV, Ajt = Ay Uje = Uy, Qe =
do ijc = iy, Kjr = k¢ except for the wage and differentiated labor supply. After
rearranging FOCs from household optimization problem,

_ _ pe
di(c —heey)™ = hBEdpy1(Cepq — he) ™ = A, (1 + Tc)p—t
¢

R,
A = BE, [At+1 —H ]
t+1

~ w
RYT (ex.BY &) ex,.,

A = BE¢ | Ap4a

s ext
o= @' [u,]
‘ pe(1— 1)
1
Aeqe = BE; {Atﬂ [(1 = 8)qr1 + Teprltes1 (1 — 1) + 0ty — (D(ut+1)]}
U1 Hesr

pi
p_tlt = Atqt:utFl,t + .BEtAt+1qt+1.ut+1F2,t+1
t

m_ 8E [A R, — 1]‘1
T _ g fe T o
De t t t+1 Ht+1

Household Labor Problem The labor problem for the household can be solved
separately due to the separable utility. The household who is allowed to optimize
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with a probability, 6%, its wage maximizes the possible future stream of wage
revenues when the wage is not allowed to be optimized minus its future stream of
disutilities from labor supply. The household posts its monopolistic competitive
wage and its labor supply is determined via labor demand function which is derived
from the labor packer’s problem.'* 7 is the elasticity of substitution between
differentiated labors, and the following demand function is a standard outcome from
Dixit-Stiglitz type of aggregation of differentiated labors in a monopolistic
competitive market. Also, to generate a possible persistence for the inflation of wage
a partial indexation, parameterized by X, is adopted. In summary, the household
maximizes net revenue in utility terms with respect to its wage subject to labor
demand function.

( )1+19 T HXW
Ez 6,)7 | —d B b e | | SEE A = mdwels
T/?tx t (B6,,) ter PP~ 1+0 jt+t L | m,,, ( Tw)th jt+t
subject to

T -n
Xw
5. = l-[15+s—1 Wit 14
jt+t T t+‘r
<=1 | P Ve

The FOCs of this problem will yield an optimal wage level by equilibrating the
intertemporal marginal revenues to intertemporal marginal disutilities. Those
households who allowed to optimize at t will set the same wage level due to the
perfect risk hedging for the timing of wage change. Thus, the optimal conditions in
this problem becomes symmetric. Now, these conditions can be better implemented
in computation if it is transformed into recursive representation by introducing an
auxiliary variable, f;. After a tedious algebra, the law of motion for the recursive

representation becomes
-n n-1
Wity f
Wt* t+1

-n(1+9) « A\ n+9)
Wit f
W; t+1

where wy{ is the symmetric optimized real wage for households who are allowed to
optimize while w; is the aggregate real wage for all households. Since in Calvo-

1
n- 1 HXW

fi = — A =1, )W) AW/ I + 6, Et( )
n | P

w n(1+9)
— 7t dy1+9
fe =vd. o, (W*> ) + B0, E; (Ht+1)

t

14 This problem is omitted in this paper, but this is similar to the final domestic good producer’s
problem who aggregates differentiated intermediate goods into the final homogenous domestic
good.
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Yun setting, there is a fixed population of households who are allowed to set wage
with 1 — 6% and who are not with 8%, the real wage index evolution can be

derived by aggregation.

1-n _ Hg(—wl -n *1-7m
W, = QW (H—t> -1 + (1 - W)W

2\ " (weog\1 -
1=9W(“) (Vtvl) + (-6,
t

where I}V =

2. The Distribution Sector

A. Final Consumption and Investment Good Producers

Perfectly competitive final consumption good producer and investment good
producer pack domestic consumption and investment good (cg, 19) with imported
consumption and investment good (c%vl,i%/[) to produce final consumption and
investment good (cy,i;) using following CES technology :

Ec

Ec—1 Ec—1 ec—1
[(nC)SC(C?) e +(1- nc)gf(C?l(l —TIy)) % ]

R | 1 =) O
i = [)EGH T + @ -y (i1 - 1)) 5

where home biases, n°® and n!, are present. €. and g represent elasticity of
substitution between domestic and imported good. In order to dampen the excessive
volatility of imported goods that affects the final consumption and investment, a
costly transformation of imported goods in the aggregation technology is adopted."
The cost function is a quadratic form of a growth rate of a share of imported good.
The cost function for this is denoted by 'S and T} where

15 Alternative way of dampening the excessive volatility of imported goods is to model a nontradable
sector as Mendoza (1995).
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N
I (st" si_q

2
Ft5=7(—/——1> fors=c,i

St St-1

Due to this adjustment costs that depends on the past share of imported goods, the
problem for final good producer becomes dynamic instead of a standard static
problem.'®

Ae
maXEtz .BT = [ptct PtCt _pt Ct ]

&
gc—1 Ec—1Te~1

s.t.cp = [(nc)gf(céi) e +(1- C)EC(Céw(l —Tf)) &

Solving this problem, the equilibrium conditions are :

C
cd = n(pt> c
t — c t
b
e,

M
Céw = E.Qf,(1-n°) (i_tg) Ct

1
pi = [n(p)' % + E,Qf, (1 — ) (pe) 5] 1=%

where
e,

1
1 c 2
= A p ) ( C ) (Act )

— — nOecE, Lt [ Pt )€ —_ct+1l \aliy1)

1- B —n)=E, n (péw Mg T (A-T5) [ TAci,

amf o G

I—l

EQfyq =

B. Final Domestic Good Producer

Final domestic good producer produces a homogenous final good to sell at a
perfectly competitive market using intermediate good with the Dixit-Stiglitz
technology.

1 el \&1
:Vt=(f Yie" di)
0

16 The problems for final consumption and investment good producers are identical.
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where € is the elasticity of substitution between intermediated goods. The static

problem of the final good producer is
1

max p:ye _J. PicYicdi
Yjt 0
subject to
€

1 e-1 \&g=1
Yt=< f Yie© di)
0

gives input demand function

Dit\~® .
Vit = (E) Ve Vi

where the aggregate price level is
1

1 =%
Pt = (f Pilt_sdl)
0

The problems for the labor packer, imported goods distributor and foreign
importers who purchase domestic exported goods are all similar to this final good
producer’s problem in which demand functions for differentiated goods are derived.
Henceforth, demand functions directly appear as constraints to differentiated goods
producers without solving each problem.

C. Intermediate Good Producers

There exists a continuum of intermediate good producers whose i firm’s
technology is

1-a
Yie = Atkioé—l(lﬁ“ — ¢z,

where kj; and lj; are capital services and homogenous labor. ¢ is fixed cost
parameter to guarantee zero profits in the economy at steady state (No entry or exit).
And

Now, A; follows
A = At_lexp(logAA + aAeA‘t)
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This exogenous process is a total factor productivity with a trend. The trend in this
process together with the investment specific trend constitutes a balanced growth
path of the economy. This outcome of these two trends is only possible due to a
particular functional form of the production technology which is Cobb-Douglas.

. A :
First, define pu = A—t then, we can rewrite
t—1

log uar = loghy + 04,

and define p, = Zi, then
t—1

Uzt 1 Hae a Uyt
log—2t = — log =2t 4+ — Jog—t
BN, 1-a ®A, T1-a B4,
where
1 a
A, = ATOALE

This weighted average of trends will be used to stationarize the system.'’

The problem for intermediate good producer can be dissected into two stage.
First problem is a static cost minimization where the firm decides how much to
employ labor and capital from perfectly competitive factor markets. The other
problem is a price setting under Calvo-Yun friction which becomes dynamic.

Factor Demands Firm pays wage and rents, w; and r, for l?t and Kji_1. The
firm solves a static cost minimization problem,

min w8 + rkie_q
LipKit—1

subject to the production
Yie = Atkgr—1li1t_a — ¢z
Assuming interior solution, FOCs are
—-a
wy = p(1 — a)AkE_ (14

_ 1-«a
re = padckfi (1

17 See the technical appendix.

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000

21



22

where p is the Lagrangian multiplier. The capital labor ratio is derived from above

two equations,
kie—1 __a w

d ~ 71—
15 l-—armn

This implies capital labor ratio is same across the intermediate good producing
industry and thus real marginal cost is also same. We can find real marginal cost

mc; by setting Atkf.‘c_l(lidt 7% Z 1. This implies

(1 i“ a‘:f_:)'“

13 = 2
1
me, = (—1 — a) w,lé

-2 G

Price Setting Calvo-Yun pricing decision is similar to wage setting problem from
the previous section only to replace marginal revenues and marginal costs. Since the
firm is owned by households, the firm discounts the future stream of profits from
households’ point of view and thus by the stochastic discount factor. A partial
indexation is again introduced and so the firm sets the price to maximize :

A pi
maxEt z (,B’Gp)T a {(1_[ M54 ﬁ - mctH) yl'tH}
T

s=1

subject to
—&

Yit+r = <1_[ Ht+5 1 ) Veer Vi

Similarly, the law of motion can be summarized by

—&

HX
gtl = Atmctyg + .BHpEt <H_t> gt1+1
t+1

2 Hg( H; 2 1 2
g¢ = AJiy + BO,E, — | gé1e9t = (e — Dgi

*
l—It+1 l—It‘+1
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H*_pt

where Due to fixed population of firms who optimize price and who

Pt
cannot, the aggregate price level evolves as

X
t

H 1-¢
1 =9p( Hzl) +(1-6,)m;" e

3. Foreign Sector

The demand functions in the foreign sector are shown first and price setting
problems in the foreign sector appear later in this subsection.

A. Importing Firms

The distributor produces the final imported good (yt ) from differentiated
imported goods (ylt ) by aggregation with following technology :

£

M
em—1 ey—1
v —( i) e dl)

where €y is the elasticity of substitution across foreign imported goods. The import
demand function and the price of the imported final good are,

pit\ ™
vit =(p%) ooV,

t

1 1—1EM
pt' = < f (pK’)l‘SMdi>
0

The total amount of imported goods is given by:

1
M, = f yMdi
0

B. Exporting Firms

There exists a continuum of monopolistically competitive exporting firms who
buy the final domestic good and differentiate it by brand naming. They sell those
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goods to importers from the rest of the world. Each exporting firm faces following
demand function :

px —&x
it .
Vit = (E) y& Vi,

where both prices are expressed in the foreign currency of the export market. The
export price is

1 =
Py = ( f (pi’é)l‘gxdi)
0

And the total amount of exported good is given by :

1
Xt EJ yidi
0

And since the economy is a small open economy with measure zero, we can
safely assume that the world demand for our export is,

—&w
i w
Vi = ( ) y
RV ‘

Thus combining above demand functions gives,

—€&x x\ "Ew
A L — vi.
Vit (pt )

The world demand is exogenously given by :
W= M T G exp(oyweyw,)

w
W — Pt
=W

and world inflation, II >
t—-1

, by :

¥ = (@) (@ )P exp(oweqw,)

24 EZERBASEAN 7T /2014, v. 36,n. 2
KDI Journal of Economic Policy



C. Price-setting in the Foreign Sector

Calvo-Yun price setting for importing and exporting firms is assumed to allow
for incomplete exchange rate pass through. The problem of importing and exporting
firms is identical and thus,

A Xfmp
st . (opn) 7| ] 0t 2 el

t+‘L’

~&fm
Xfmp
S't'yi};+t - (1_[ (Ht+s 1 L > yt]:—r-rrl for fm=M,x
T

t+

where the real marginal costs in domestic and foreign currency terms for importing
and exporting firms are,

w
m _ Pt €xt
mey = —;
bt
bt
meg = ——
ex¢Pi

Similar to imtermediate domestic good producers, price setting equilibrium
conditions in recursive forms for importing and exporting fimrs can be derived as :

(T xm\ =M
gé\h = [Atmcéwygl + BOME: <t— gﬁll

M
1-[t+1

WA
g [Atnt Yi +.39MEt( ™ R giwﬁ
t+1 t+1
enge = (ey — 1)g."”

(mg)xe\ "™
ggl = [Atmcf%x + BOLE, (T 931
t+1

1-¢ *
. (I)x=\"* (TIF
9:% = AQIE yE + BOLE, ( —g:4

X X
M4, Eq

&git = (e, — 1g;?
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* M* * X* . . . .
where TIM" = l;t—M and II¥ = %. Price evolution for import and export goods is,
t t

m l-ey
1=0y <( n}") ) +(1 - o) (M)’

mw )\ =% i-ex

1=0, <#) +(1—a)(mx)
Ht

D. Evolution of Net Foreign Assets

The balance of payments which binds the current account and capital account
together evolves as follows :

1 1
, = w .
J extB}/tVd] = Rtvzlr(extbtvzl' 55—1) extf B]Vtv—1d] + expfyf — ex,p{ M,
0 0

where we have used the fact that :

1 1 Ex 1
, p , _ ,
pLyidi = f pw(p‘;) yEdi = (pF)exyf f (X)) exdi = pFyf
0 0

t

4. Monetary Authority

While the monetary authority’s primary goal is to stabilize the inflation, output
stability can be another important objective. Thus, an augmented Taylor rule in
which the interest rate not only responds to inflation gap but also to output gap is
generally assumed. In addition, the growth rate of the exchange rate is added to
reflect more realistic setting for a small open economy like Korea who in practice
wants to stabilize the exchange rate as well. The monetary authority sets the nominal

interest rates according to :
Yy 1-Yr
, Yt
Ry Rt—l) R yt 1 ext Yex m
R _( R \ \ / ext 1 / exp(&")

[T represents the target level of inflation (equal to inflation trend in the steady state
in this model), R steady state gross return of asset, and Aga the steady state gross
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growth rate of yd. The term & is a random shock to monetary policy that follows

&' = OmEmt-
5. Government
The government’s revenues are generated by marginal taxes and lumpsum tax (or

negative lumpsum subsidy) while the expenditures are determined with an
exogenous shock and an automatic stabilizer. The government budget constraint is :

my_q - d
5 _9cze  Te | poy |, Re—abe1yioa
t— . d od an an
Ve Ve Ve Uy Vel
d me
(ru ! 6)1’ ket T, W, i T PiC P
_ _ . _ to_ o fert P
T & Ty Cpey® 8

- [Tbidj o .
where b, = ﬁ. The real government expenditure is exogenously given by,
't

( ydtd \

It gt-1 Ye-1

log— = p,lo +(1- = |+ 0,4¢
87y = Palog= =+ (1= Pg)vy, Aya | T oo

But level of debt should be prevented from exploding and thus the lumpsum
transfer should be designed to be controlled by the deviation of debt from its own
steady state level

L TO—Tl(Bt—E)
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IV. Empirical Analysis

1. Data

<Table 6> Data Source

Variable Unit Type Freq. Sample Source
Total population Thousands NSA Y 2000 ~ 2011 KOSIS
1-yr treasury bonds Y%lannum NSA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 4.1.2
Gross domestic product Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 10.4.1.2
Exports of goods & services Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 104.2.2
Gov't consumption Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 104.2.2
Private fixed capital formation Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 10.4.94
Gov't fixed capital formation Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 104.94
Consumption of nondurables Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 104.12.2
Consumption of semidurables Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 104.12.2
Consumption of durables Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 104.12.2
Consumption of services Bil. won SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS 10.4.12.2
Total working hours Hours NSA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 KOSIS
Won/Dollar exchange rate Won NSA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 ECOS
World trade volume Mil. dollars SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 IMF
Nominal/Real world GDP Bil. dollars SA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 Global Insight
3-mos U.S. treasury bill %/annum NSA Q 2000:Q1~2012:Q4 FRED

Domestic data are imported from ECOS (Economic Statistics System of the Bank
of Korea) and KOSIS (Korean Statistical Information Service) while foreign data
are from FRED and Global Insight. The model described in this paper is a
practically representative agent model so that the variables of interest such as output
and expenditures are in terms of capita. As KOSIS only provides annual data for
population, the quarterly time series was constructed by a linear interpolation to
divide GDP components. Another indirect mapping from the raw data to the model
is applied with private consumption, private investment and government
expenditures. Durable consumption is excluded from private consumption variable
in the model but is instead included in the private investment. This treatment can be
done in practice when the model does not specify durable goods sector explicitly
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since the utility flow from consuming durable goods is not concentrated in one
decision time period but dissembled for prolonged periods. Also, durable goods are
generally depreciated over periods which show more of an investment characteristic
in the model. Hence, the private consumption is constructed by nondurables,
semidurables and services while the private investment is constructed by durables
and private fixed capital formation. Government expenditures are constructed based
on addition of government consumption and government fixed capital formation as
they are not reported in KOSIS. As noted earlier in section II, KOSIS GDP
components in real terms are based on Lespeyres chain weighted index. Having this
taken into account, the constructed series are recovered.'® The consumption deflator
associated with this constructed consumption is computed as byproduct to be used
for estimation.

Although Call rate is the policy rate for the Bank of Korea, the risk free interest
rate in this paper not only represents the policy rate but also the interest rate which
households directly face at the same time without risk premium or financial friction.
Hence, 1 year Treasury Bond rate was chosen to serve as proxy for the risk free
domestic interest rate. And the world interest rate is 3 months U.S. Treasury Bill.
For labor supply, total working hours from raw data is normalized so that it is
between zero and one. DSGE models in general are hard to replicate the excessive
volatilities of the nominal exchange rates. Nevertheless, Won/Dollar exchange rate
has been included in the dataset because of the inclusion of the global financial crisis
in 2008. The export for Korea in Won during 2008 has exceeded the growth of
world demand. This cannot be explained either by the world demand or the world
inflation both of which have been decreasing during the crisis. It is only possible
with a strong depreciation of Korean Won. The proxy for the world inflation is the
deflator for the sum of GDPs of 11 major trading partners with Korea. As it was
motivated in section II, the World Trade Volume is chosen for world demand in the
model. It is worth noting that the World Trade Volume is a nominal value in terms
of the U.S. dollars. So the variable from the model should be constructed
accordingly.

WTV. = Ystfw nw

Y

GDP components and World Trade Volume are transformed into growth rates for
stationarity.

18 See Whelan (2002) for more general chain weighted index such as Fisher ideal chain weighted
index and other indices. This paper converted the excel file that automatically constructs Lespeyres
chain weighted index provided by the Bank of Korea into a matlab function code for its use.
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In summary, there are twelve time series data available for the estimation;
domestic interest rate, inflation rate of consumption deflator, labor hours, GDP,
private consumption, private investment, government expenditures, exports, world
demand, world interest rate, world inflation and exchange rate. So the observable
vector in log-deviation from steady state is,

Re ] 1 logR: 1 1 logRs
m¢ loglIl¢ logll®
IH logly logls
4 logy; logA,,
%4 logy¢ logA,
pi | | logyi log,;
14 | logr! | loshy
e logy£* logA
RW logRY logR{s
Pz logy? logh,
aw logM?” logll¢
SWTV | logyrv] L logAywl'[W_
Ye oo t

where A, =Ay=Ac=Ag=Ay=Aw , Aey=1, N°=N" and Ry =
exp (FR})N) RW.

But using all of those time series have not necessarily resulted in good fit of key
macro variables as shown below. Thus, we present the various results with different
combinations of selected time series after econometric methodology subsection. The
key variables that were included with any set of observables were domestic interest
rate, domestic inflation rate, labor hours, GDP, consumption, investment,
government expenditures, exchange rate and world interest rate. Three variables
from world demand, world inflation rate and exports were brought to test different
sets of combinations. In order to avoid the stochastic singularity problem and also to
minimize any excessive movements of observables, measurement errors have been
specified when the model is brought to the estimation with 10% of each own
variabilities in observations except for the exchange rate volatilities. The standard
deviation of measurement error for the exchange rate growth is set as 35% of its own
standard deviation in data. Although, this magnitude of standard deviation in
measurement error is larger than other variables, this was necessary in order to
derive reasonable magnitude of implied volatilities of other key macro variables.
This limitation of empirical results is not alone since the volatility of exchange rate
in general is difficult to be replicated in the context of sticky price DSGE models as
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argued by Chari et al. (2002). Nevertheless, the exchange rate growth has been
included to explain the high growth of exports in Korean won during the global
financial crisis. Otherwise, the model which estimated without the exchange rate
growth' was attributed the high growth of export in 2008 to the high world
inflation which is inconsistent to our general understanding of the crisis periods.

2. Econometric Methodology

Bayesian method® is adopted to map the data to the model. To make it
implementable for estimation and various simulation exercises, the system of
stationarized equilibrium conditions is approximated up to first order around the
deterministic steady state. Since the posterior distribution of structural parameters is
hard to be characterized analytically, Random Walk Metropolis-Hasting algorithm is
used for the numerical approach. The proposal density is Hessian of the likelihood
function evaluated at the posterior mode which is estimated via CMAES method.”!
The posterior distributions reported in the following subsection are based on the
second half of 5 million draws from MCMC algorithm, i.e. discarding the first 2.5
million draws for the initial burn-in. The acceptance ratio was approximately 61.34
% which indicates appropriate property for estimation.

<Table 7> Fixed Parameters

B 6 v () a
Discount factor Depreciation Real money balance Fixed cost Capital ratio
1.0044 0.025 0.1 0 0.3
E g/y Tc Tw Tk
Gov’t debt Gov’t/output Consumption tax | Wage income tax | Capital income tax
0.35 0.1936 0.14 0.35 0.13

There are a small set of parameters that are calibrated rather than estimated
because they are either hard to be identified with macro time series or irrelevant,
shown in <Table 7>. B is calibrated to match the steady state of Euler equation,

19 The model estimated without exchange rates but with export and world demand is available upon
request to the author.

20 For detailed summary of Bayesian estimation with DSGE models, see An and Schorfheide (2007).

21 This is a class of simulated annealing methods which is better described in Andreasen (2010).
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e = BE; [2”1 Re | 2 The steady state condition requires B = ;;Az . For
calibration, sampﬁe mean of inflation, growth rate of output and interest rates are
used for Ilg,, A, and Rg;. These values imply S of 1.0044 which seems
unconventional. However, because the model has a balanced growth term, Z,
needs not to be less than one as long as f§ = R“ 2 s less thag one. With this
calibrated f3, the model is still stationary to any Kind of shocks. b is calibrated to
match average total government debt to GDP ratio during the sample period as well
as for % to average nominal government to nominal GDP ratio. Besides g being
stationary in data, the other reason for calibrating the ratio instead of the {evel of
government expenditures, g, is that it allows us to solve the steady states of all the
endogenous variables in closed forms. Otherwise, having g calibrated would render
a nonlinear equation for the labor supply to be solved.”* Marginal tax rates are
calibrated to effective value-added tax revenues over private consumption, effective
income tax over total wage income and corporate tax revenues over private capital
formation. The rest of parameters are generally known to be standard in the class of
DSGE models.

3. Empirical Moments of Estimated Models

Before the detailed results of the benchmark estimation are presented, first and
second moments of the estimated models with different combinations of time series are
reported in this subsection. There are seven possible estimations to choose from any
combination of the last three observables. As <Table 8> shows, Model 1 estimates the
model with first ten observables excluding the world trade volume and export growth,
Model 2 excluding export growth and so on. The numbers in parenthesis are implied
first moments of variables that were not included as observables in estimations. First
moments implied by the estimated models do not show much differences across
estimations since the long run trends’ estimates are mostly influenced by tight prior
distributions. Note that the growth rates of GDP, consumption, government expenditures
and exports are consistent within a model because they share the same balanced growth
path by construction. However, this reason made the trends in world trade volume and
export become difficult to match with data.

22 This is after stationarizing the equilibrium condition. See appendix.
23 This value was 0.9962

24 See technical appendix for solving steady states.
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<Table 8> First Moments

Variable Data Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7

logR; 0.0107 0.0105 0.0111 0.0108 0.0104 0.0104 0.0112 0.0114
logll{ 0.0069 0.0069 0.0075 0.0071 0.0069 0.0069 0.0078 0.0074
logl? -0.9844 -1.0394 -1.0327 -1.0117 -1.0596 -1.0073 -0.9994 -1.0070
logy? 0.0082 0.0080 0.0079 0.0080 0.0079 0.0078 0.0079 0.0084
logy¢ 0.0056 0.0080 0.0079 0.0080 0.0079 0.0078 0.0079 0.0084
logy} 0.0044 0.0047 0.0053 0.0050 0.0048 0.0047 0.0046 0.0055

logy? 0.0065 0.0080 0.0079 0.0080 0.0079 0.0078 0.0079 0.0084

logy£* -0.0006 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000

logRY 0.0050 0.0044 0.0029 0.0044 0.0029 0.0045 0.0040 0.0051

logIT 0.0081 00069 | 00075 | (0.0071) | (0.0069) | 00069 | (0.0078) | 0.0074

logy?™ 0.0195 (0.0149) 0.0155 0.0152 0.0148 (0.0147) | (0.0156) 0.0158

logy{ 0.0143 (0.0080) | (0.0079) | (0.0080) 0.0079 0.0078 0.0079 0.0084

<Table 9> shows the volatilities of fitted observables. The fitted observables
were estimated via smoothing Kalman Filter which retrieves the historical structural
shocks. This procedure is generally done when it is necessary to demonstrate how
the estimated DSGE model fits the data well. Thus, gaps between the actual
observed data and the fitted values of observables have been filled by measurement
errors. As can be seen from <Table 9>, the estimated models generally fit well with
the data except the exchange rate growth. As mentioned earlier, this comes from the
large magnitude of measurement errors which have been set intentionally for
exchange rates.

Another way of evaluating the empirical properties of estimated models is to
observe the volatilities of simulated series. Table 1 shows the volatilities of
observables simulated for the sample period. Given the estimated values for
predetermined states® in 2000:Q2 where the sample begins, the models are
simulated onward until 2012:Q4 where the sample ends with randomly generating
structural shocks. This has been done 10,000 times for each estimated model and
averages over 10,000 standard deviations of simulated series which are collected in
<Table 10>. In general, comparing the size of volatilities of each model to data
shows that Model 1 and Model 3 match well at least with the observables. However,
the implied volatilities of world trade volume and exports in Model 1 show
significant discrepancy with data. On the other hand, Model 3 performs quite better

25 These values are retrieved from smoothing Kalman Filter.
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even with matching the implied volatilities of unobservables to those of data.
Therefore, we chose Model 3’s result as a benchmark estimation to be used for
presenting detailed results below.

<Table 9> Volatilities of Fitted Observables

Variable Data Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7

logR, 0.0029 0.0029 0.0029 0.0029 0.0029 0.0029 0.0029 0.0029

logll; 0.0076 0.0076 0.0075 0.0076 0.0076 0.007 0.0076 0.0074

logl} 0.0612 0.0601 0.06 0.0601 0.0602 0.0599 0.0603 0.0597

logy;’ 0.0118 0.0116 0.0117 0.0116 0.0116 0.0118 0.0116 0.0117

logy¢ 0.0076 0.0075 0.0076 0.0076 0.0075 0.008 0.0076 0.0077

logyi 0.0285 0.0282 0.0282 0.0282 0.0283 0.0282 0.0282 0.0282

logy,’ 0.0228 0.0227 0.0227 0.0227 0.0226 0.0226 0.0227 0.0226

logy(™* 0.0499 0.0434 0.0421 0.0463 0.0436 0.0394 0.0436 0.0359

logRY” 0.0047 0.0047 0.0047 0.0047 0.0047 0.0047 0.0047 0.0047

logIl’ 0.0201 0.0199 0.0199 — — 0.0198 — 0.0199
logy"™" 0.0564 - 0.0562 0.0561 0.0566 - - 0.0565
logy 0.0453 - - - 0.0445 0.0452 0.045 0.0446

<Table 10> Volatilities of Simulated Observables

Variable Data Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7

logR, 0.0029 0.0042 0.0097 0.0057 0.0124 0.0078 0.0063 0.0098

logllg 0.0076 0.0076 0.0176 0.0098 0.0163 0.0145 0.0093 0.0161

logl; 0.0612 0.0623 0.1948 0.0715 0.1591 0.1473 0.1831 0.1451

logy;’ 0.0118 0.0167 0.0291 0.0203 0.0368 0.0282 0.0225 0.0263

logy; 0.0076 0.0082 0.0148 0.0112 0.0136 0.0155 0.0106 0.0149

logyi 0.0285 0.0309 0.0442 0.0380 0.0556 0.0369 0.0462 0.0449

logy,’ 0.0228 0.0559 0.0514 0.0615 0.0552 0.0491 0.0545 0.0503

logy¢* 0.0499 0.0561 0.0631 0.0729 0.1918 0.0528 0.0751 0.0732

logR} 0.0047 0.0025 0.0034 0.0027 0.0030 0.0027 0.0033 0.0025

logIT¥ 0.0201 0.0193 0.0202 (0.0308) (0.0284) 0.0203 (0.0686) 0.0272

logy™ | 00564 | (0.7797) | 0.0686 0.0719 0.0839 | (0.0955) | (0.0992) | 0.0661

logy/ 0.0453 (0.7300) | (0.1008) | (0.0871) 0.2609 0.0885 0.0825 0.1113
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4. Estimation Results

The prior and posterior distributions are reported in <Table 11>. There are
several things worth noting with these estimates. First, the prior distributions are set
as loosely as possible to meet reasonably good statistical properties of the whole
estimation and follow much of the convention in the literature except parameters
related to the trends. As Del Negro and Schorfheide (2008) has argued, the priors for
trends such as, Ay, Ay, 1T and ARgV , need to be tight around the sample mean of
time series directly related to these parameters. As mentioned earlier, the lower trend
in private investment resulted in negative trends in A, along with the posterior
estimates. Total factor productivity trend, on the other hand, reports 0.653. The
inflation trend, II, is estimated to be 0.716 which in per annum is approximately
2.863% close to the target inflation rate of the Bank of Korea. The average risk free
interest rate spread between Korea and U.S. is estimated to be 0.636% which if
translated to per annum results approximately in 2.544%.

Second, the preference parameters are mostly within standard boundary of
estimates found in literature. The habit persistence parameter, h, shows a strong
persistence which seems obvious since the private consumption is defined as
consumption of nondurables, semidurables and services. The inverse of Frisch
elasticity, 9, was estimated to be 0.049 which is considerably lower than that of
the U.S. and most of the developed countries.

Third, elasticities of substitutions vary across different sectors. The markups,
i — 1, implied by the estimates for domestic, imported and exported goods are
12.8%, 12.2% and 11.6%, respectively. This is not a surprising outcome since the
Korean export sector faces more competitions in the world market compared to that
of the import sector which faces far less competition. On the other hand, the wage
markup, %1 — 1, shows an estimate of 16.5% which implies the rigidity of the
Korean la%or market. Calvo parameters related to those sectors indicate stickiness in
price changes, especially in the domestic good, 8,, and exported good sector, 6.
On the other hand, the estimate for the wage stickiness, 8,,, is 0.101 which is
significantly lower than the usual findings in developed countries. This result
combined with the high wage markup implies that there are more changes in the
wage settings while the labor suppliers have market power in terms of negotiation.
The adjustment cost parameter for imported consumption good, I'¢, shows a higher
degree of adjustment cost than that for imported investment good, T'‘, which implies
that imported investment goods will add relatively more volatility towards the final
investment good than imported consumption goods to final consumption good. This
can be understood with the characteristics of the Korean manufacturing industries

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000

35



36

which mostly import raw materials and intermediate goods to produce final
manufactured goods. The home biases, n¢ and n!, also demonstrate reasonable
estimates, 0.857 and 0.234. Although this result relies somewhat on the prior
distributions, it is consistent with the fact that consumption, in general, has more
weights on nontradables such as services while the investment good consists less of
nontradables but more of imported goods like machineries and installations.

Fourth, Taylor rule parameters in this estimation are yg, ¥, ¥y and ¥,y. The
interest rate smoothing, yp, shows strong persistence. The inflation stabilization
stance, yp, is estimated to be 1.583 which is close to the prior. However, the
posterior standard deviation is tighter than the prior distributions which indicates the
likelihood of supporting the inflation stabilizing monetary policy during the sample
period on average. On the other hand, the output gap stabilization stance parameter,
Yy, shows close to the prior mean to a less degree than yp. And e, shows the
somewhat positive response of the monetary policy to the nominal exchange rates.”®
And lastly, the positive estimate of Yg,- the automatic stabilizer in the government
expenditure process, shows countercyclicality.

Lastly, the autoregressive parameters to the structural shocks mostly show quite a
strong persistence. The intra-temporal preference shocks, world interest rate shock
and world demand shock particularly shows strong persistence while the inter-
temporal preference shock, the government shock, risk premium shock and world
inflation shock somewhat less. The standard deviation parameters of structural
shocks indicate that the inter-temporal shock is the most volatile, followed by the
world demand shock, intra-temporal shock and government expenditure shock.

The properties of prior and posterior distributions can be confirmed with the
following figures. The thin lines indicate priors while the thick lines indicate
posteriors. When the thick line is formed far from the thin line or shows tighter
boundary, it means the structural parameter estimate is more strongly supported by
data. This can be found easily with parameters related to structural shocks because
posterior distributions of those parameters demonstrate stationary distributions.
Most of the structural parameters show good identifications that are well supported
by data with the exception of few parameters such as [, FbW, 0y and &, which
shows unsatisfactory data support. Trend parameters whose priors were set
intentionally tighter would obviously result in posterior distributions that are close to
prior distributions. Policy parameters except for the interest rate smoothing, yj,

26 This finding is different from the previous draft of this paper in which the exchange rate growth
was not included in the vector of observables for the estimations.
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show that priors matter as well. The elasticities, €’ s and 71, show reasonably well
boundedness although the mixing properties are somewhat less than ideal. In general,
there is room for an improvement by letting the data tell much as it can but we
believe this outcome of estimates show quite reasonable properties considering the
relative shortage of samples of Korean data compared to other developed countries.

<Table 11> Prior and Posterior Distributions

Prior distribution Posterior distribution
Distr. Mean St. Dev. Mode Mean St. Dev. 5% 95%
h Beta 0.500 0.109 0.974 0.982 0.005 0.972 0.988
P Normal 9.000 3.000 1.368 1.335 0.049 1.257 1417
9 Gamma 1.500 0.750 0.008 0.049 0.025 0.013 0.097
K Normal 12.000 4.000 4,746 4.760 0.116 4576 4911
o, Beta 0.500 0.204 0.606 0.755 0.095 0.603 0.887
ro" Beta 0.500 0.151 0.679 0.719 0.075 0.558 0.815
100rRe” Normal 0.656 0.100 0.566 0.636 0.090 0.488 0.785
re Beta 0.500 0.151 0.459 0.586 0.085 0.438 0.699
ri Beta 0.500 0.151 0.068 0.161 0.063 0.069 0.269
€ Normal 8.000 2.000 8.736 8.833 0.150 8.678 9.143
En Normal 8.000 2.000 9.076 9.190 0.077 9.090 9.328
& Normal 8.000 2.000 9.493 9.633 0.135 9.399 9.855
Ew Normal 8.000 2.000 7431 7.484 0.102 7.332 7.637
& Normal 8.000 2.000 8.739 8.796 0.097 8.673 8.984
& Normal 8.000 2.000 4.758 4.891 0.090 4.770 5.061
n Normal 8.000 2.000 7.070 7.051 0.046 6.986 7.150
6p Beta 0.500 0.090 0.831 0.844 0.013 0.822 0.865
Ou Beta 0.500 0.151 0.166 0.231 0.033 0.172 0.280
0, Beta 0.500 0.090 0.651 0.711 0.040 0.636 0.777
0, Beta 0.500 0.151 0.074 0.101 0.028 0.053 0.148
X Beta 0.500 0.151 0.053 0.061 0.025 0.023 0.102
Xm Beta 0.500 0.151 0.592 0.561 0.063 0.457 0.669
Xx Beta 0.500 0.151 0.129 0.200 0.070 0.086 0.317
Xw Beta 0.500 0.151 0427 0.542 0.091 0.397 0.689
Yr Beta 0.500 0.109 0.878 0.891 0.017 0.861 0.916
Yo Normal 1.500 0.125 1.504 1.583 0.083 1.452 1.725
Yy Normal 0.250 0.050 0.151 0.184 0.033 0.120 0.235
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<Table 11> Continued

Prior distribution Posterior distribution

Distr. Mean St. Dev. Mode Mean St. Dev. 5% 95%

Ygox Normal 0.000 0.100 0.099 0.128 0.044 0.062 0.209

Yau Beta 0.500 0.109 0.385 0478 0.090 0.323 0.631

n¢ Beta 0.750 0.095 0.862 0.857 0.039 0.791 0.922

nt Beta 0.500 0.151 0.198 0.234 0.060 0.140 0.338

100logA, Normal -0.300 0.025 -0.307 -0.302 0.022 -0.338 -0.265

100logA, Normal 0.650 0.025 0.651 0.653 0.024 0.612 0.689

100(T—1) | Gamma 0.700 0.050 0.701 0.716 0.038 0.656 0.785

Pa Beta 0.500 0.151 0.565 0.604 0.047 0.519 0.683

Py Beta 0.500 0.151 0.722 0.751 0.072 0.624 0.858

Pg Beta 0.500 0.151 0.621 0.644 0.056 0.548 0.738

PrW Beta 0.500 0.151 0.854 0.823 0.047 0.738 0.896

Pow Beta 0.500 0.151 0.641 0.701 0.107 0.511 0.864

pyw Beta 0.500 0.151 0.722 0.775 0.081 0.631 0.897

% Beta 0.500 0.151 0.580 0.677 0.040 0.613 0.742

Oy InvGamma| 0.100 2.828 0.170 0.288 0.058 0.201 0.390

o, InvGamma | 0.100 2.828 0.030 0.039 0.013 0.022 0.064

o, InvGamma| 0.100 2.828 0.023 0.022 0.002 0.019 0.026

o InvGamma | 0.100 2.828 0.019 0.025 0.003 0.021 0.030

O InvGamma| 0.100 2.828 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.002 0.004

ay InvGamma | 0.100 2.828 0.034 0.042 0.005 0.035 0.050

Tpw InvGamma| 0.100 2.828 0.003 0.003 0.000 0.002 0.003

oW InvGamma | 0.100 2.828 0.019 0.024 0.004 0.018 0.032

o,w InvGamma| 0.100 2.828 0.040 0.047 0.005 0.039 0.057

ogw InvGamma | 0.100 2.828 0.018 0.021 0.003 0.017 0.027
5. Model’s Properties

Next five following figures show impulse response functions of key variables to
five different structural shocks. The variables are all in one hundred times of log
deviations from steady states. A shock simulation is based on one standard deviation
of posterior estimates. The variables are nominal interest rate, inflation rate of
consumption deflator, output growth, consumption growth, investment growth, wage
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growth, labor hours, export growth, imported consumption, imported investment,
import growth and nominal exchange growth, respectively from top left to bottom.

[Figure 4] Prior & Posterior Distributions
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[Figure 4] Continued
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[Figure 4] Continued
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[Figure 5] IRFs to Inter-temporal Preference Shock
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[Figure 5] shows IRFs to inter-temporal preference shock. This shock brings
today’s marginal utility relatively larger than tomorrow’s resulting in increased
consumption at the expense of dissaving which in turn leads to less investment. But
since the domestic output does not increase enough to meet the consumption
demand, imported consumption good demand increases which entails increase in
inflation and depreciation of Korean won.

[Figure 6] is IRFs to total productivity shock. The results in this figure are
consistent with the convention in RBC models. Thanks to an increase in total factor
productivity, the output grows and household increases consumption but with
smoothing over time by saving in the initial period. Marginal productivity of labor,
which is practically close to the wage in this estimated model due to weak wage
stickiness, increases. Since the interest rate does not move significantly at the initial
period while prices drop, uncovered interest parity condition requires that the
exchange rate decreases and which leads to an appreciation of Korean won.

[Figure 7] is IRFs to expansionary monetary policy shock. When the interest rate
decreases by approximately 25bp, i.e. expansionary, the real variables such as
output, consumption, investment, wage and labor hours increase due to price
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[Figure 6] IRFs to Total Productivity Shock
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[Figure 7] IRFs to Monetary Policy Shock
R e Yy x 10° e
0 03 06 10
-01 02 0.4
5
® 02 ® 01 ® 02 =
0
03 0 0
04 -01 02 -5
0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30
i Tw g Lf
1 01 1 1
0
05 05 05
= = 01 = =
0 0 0
02
05 03 05 05
10 20 30 10 20 30 0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30
Cu " X 10 T Tex
1 2 2 1
0 1 0 05
® = = J =®
-1 0 -2 0
2 A 4 05
0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30 0 10 20 30

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000

43



44

[Figure 8] IRFs to Government Expenditure Shock
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stickiness. Those firms that produce intermediate goods that are unable to optimize
the price can only adjust real allocations which means that change in nominal
interest rate has propagation mechanism on real variables. Since inflation rate
increases as much as in Neoclassical models, increase of output results largely from
favorable investment opportunities with more imported investment goods. Fall in
interest rate combined with rise in inflation rate also depreciates Korean won which
is implied by uncovered interest parity.

[Figure 8] is IRFs to government expenditure shock. Although increase in
government expenditure boosts up the output of the economy, this should be seen as
a mere alteration in accounting record rather than having an expansionary effect on
other domestic demands such as consumption and investment in a concrete manner.
Decrease in consumption and investment is a clear sign of crowding out effect of
expansionary government expenditure. Thus this model does not imply the
effectiveness of government expenditure policy on private sectors of the economy as
it focuses rather on sticky price features

Lastly, [Figure 9] shows IRFs to the world demand shock. World demand first
influences the export growth which leads to more demand in domestic productions
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[Figure 9] IRFs to World Demand Shock
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from abroad. This raises the prospects of domestic firms and thus increases
investment. Consumption increases as well with slow convergence to steady state
due to increase in saving initially, wage grows and labor hours increase. Since
export grows initially more than import, exchange rate drops initially.

Next figure shows the forecast error variance decompositions of selected
variables. For simplicity, two preference shocks’ contributions are combined as
"preference" and two productivity shocks as "productivities". The figure also shows
the variance decompositions with 2Q, 4Q, 12Q, 40Q and 100Q forecast horizons to
see the short-run and long-run effects.

[Figure 10] shows the variance decompositions of nominal interest rate and
inflation rate of consumption deflator. It is evident that both series are largely
affected by preference shocks, monetary shocks and productivities. Having
preference shocks variation constitute 60% of interest rate and 70% of inflation
variance is similar to the findings reported by Smets and Wouters (2005), but they
had instead price and wage markup shocks in replacement of those preference
shocks. With regard to inflation’s decomposition, preference shocks slightly
mitigates as the time horizon increases while monetary policy and productivities
increases. Interest rate, on the other hand, shows different result as the variation of
monetary policy shrinks while that of productivities increases in the long-run.
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[Figure 10] Forecast Error Variance Decompositions of Interest Rate and Inflation
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[Figure 11] Forecast Error Variance Decompositions of Output Growth and Labor Hours
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[Figure 11] shows variance decompositions of output growth and labor hours.
Variance of both series are affected with more diverse shocks than the previous two.
Productivity shocks are still the first factor explaining the variation of both output
growth and labor hours. Government expenditures shock has considerable influence
on output growth while world inflation, demand and risk premium somewhat evenly
contributes to output growth. Interestingly, the time horizon does not seem to
differentiate those ratios for output growth. In contrast, labor hours, demonstrates
more fluctuations due to the preference shocks in the long-run although they are not
dominating productivity shocks.
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V. Historical Decompositions and Policy Analysis

Given the posterior means of parameters, the historical structural shocks have
been retrieved using the smoothing Kalman Filter. As [Figure 12] shows, the most
obvious outcome of those historical shock processes is the conspicuous movements
of shocks which can be observed in the late 2008 a period which marked the advent
of the global financial crisis. Total productivity shock, the world demand shock and
the world inflation shock®” have experienced significant drops and as a result of the
expansionary policy discretions such as massive government expenditures and the
implementation of reduced interest rates. Due to the monetary easing initiated by the
Federal Reserve of the U.S., the world interest rate shock has remained below zero
ever since 2008. One can doubt that such unreasonable outcome is due to the
significant persistence of the world interest rate shock rather than the more evenly
dispersed fluctuations around zero. But since the Korean economy is a small open
economy which directly confronts the world interest rate as an exogenous factor, the
world interest rate movements are not modeled endogenously and is not necessary to
show more evenly dispersed fluctuations around zero.

The next following three figures demonstrate how those historical shocks have
contributed towards our variables of interest. The lines are the actual observed time
series in a data while the dotted lines are fitted values by the estimated model. In
[Figure 13], the inflation rate of the consumption deflator and growth rate of GDP
are historically decomposed. The inflation rate fluctuates around the grey box in
which the inflation trend is specified by the model. Supply shocks such as
productivity shocks mostly contributed towards lowering the inflation. In contrast,
the demand shocks by preference shocks show somewhat cyclical features. The
shocks contributed to lowering the inflation rate in periods of crisis, namely credit

27 In the previous version of this paper, one shortcoming of these historical shocks was the significant
increase of the world inflation rate during the crisis rather than decrease. Given that there was a big
drop of oil price during the crisis and weak world demand, it is a contradictory result to our
understanding. This limitation was coming from the fact that the model does not generate enough
volatility of the nominal exchange rate. In 2008, Korean Won has been depreciated by a large
degree which is perceived as a high world inflation from the perspective of the Korean export
sector. Thus, the world inflation in the estimated model of the previous version should not be
interpreted as simply the world price in dollar terms but rather world price that the Korean
economy faces with the nominal exchange rate taken into account. This was the main reason the
exchange rate growth was included in the observables vector for the current benchmark estimation.
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[Figure 12] Historical Structural Shocks
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[Figure 13] Historical Decomposition 1
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crisis in 2003 to 2004 and global financial crisis after 2008, while in the absence of
shocks shows contrasting results periods such as 2005 to 2007. The growth rate of
GDP is mostly driven by productivity shocks® as typically observed in the class of
DSGE models. There were sizable shrinks of productivity shocks in credit crisis and
also after the global financial crisis. The monetary policy shock, shows contrasting
result compared to the credit crisis and the global financial crisis. In 2003 and 2004,
the monetary policy seemed to indicate contractionary discretions as opposed to
expansionary despite the presence of an economic slowdown. On the other hand, the

28 Since the productivity shocks ware modeled as trend shocks, the decomposed contributions contain
the trend components as well.
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monetary policy turned into more expansionary stance during the global financial
crisis and have boosted.

GDP growth at least for the next two years. But the expansionary monetary
policy was accompanied by an increase in inflation rates. Meanwhile, the fiscal
policy seemed to act more countercyclically for both periods. The expansionary
government expenditures in 2003 and 2008 both seem to have dampened the adverse
effects of the crisis. Another notable result on GDP growth is that the strong
recovery in 2009 and 2010 was not only driven by the productivity shocks but also
by the world demand shock, followed by the world inflation shock. This result
confirms the characteristics of Korean economy which is largely exposed to external
conditions of both goods and financial market and which also exhibits
characteristics of export-driven recovery.

[Figure 14] Historical Decomposition 2
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In [Figure 14], the private consumption growth is mainly driven by two types of
shocks; the productivity shocks and the preference shocks. The growth trend of
productivity shocks constitute a substantial part of consumption growth while the
preference shocks create more fluctuations. However, it seemed that the fitted value
constantly tends to be slightly higher than the actual series since the observed
consumption growth was lower than the model’s implied trends of consumption
growth during the sample period. Credit crisis which was linked to the household
debt problem and the resulting low consumption growth has attributed to the nega
tive contribution of the preference shocks. The global crisis also indicates that the
consumption growth has declined due to the preference shocks. The private
investment growth shows fluctuations that are driven by more diverse shocks than
consumption growth. During the credit crisis, the investment was subdued mainly
due to the productivity shock and the monetary policy shock. After the steep drop in
the global crisis due to the productivity shock, the investment growth has benefited
from the expansionary monetary policy in contrast to the credit crisis. In more recent
years, the investment growth has shown signs of slowdown from the deterioration of
the productivity shocks.

In [Figure 15], two variables that represent main policy tools, the growth rate of
government expenditure and the nominal interest rate, are shown. The government
expenditure is mostly driven by productivity shocks and government expenditure
shocks. Although, the government expenditure shock does not seem to show a
clear countercylicality overall, it turns into a expansionary phase as the crisis hit.
The expansions of the government expenditure shocks in 2003 and 2008 clearly
show dampening of the productivity shocks’ decrease. For the nominal interest rate,
the fitted values are slightly below the actual time series. While the substantial part
of the interest rate comes from the constant term defined by its own steady state, the
interest rate varied mostly due to productivity shocks, preference shocks and
monetary policy shock which is consistent with the forecast error variance
decomposition shown above. During the credit crisis in 2003 and 2004, the interest
rate did not decline at a level sufficient enough to stabilize the negative preference
shock. The figure shows that a non-systematic part of the monetary policy, i.e. the
monetary policy shock, was not expansionary but contractionary. On the other hand,
the decline during the global financial crisis in 2009 is in fact estimated to have been
expansionary since the monetary policy shock is negative.
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[Figure 15] Historical Decomposition 3
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1. Policy Analysis During Global Financial Crisis

[Figure 16] Counterfactual Simulations
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Note: Annualized quarterly growth rates.

In [Figure 16], the policy simulations have been investigated during the global
financial crisis. The purpose of this exercise is to see to what degree of non-

systematic discretion of those policies were made in a relative sense during the crisis.

Therefore, the systematic parts of the monetary and fiscal policy which follow the
estimated Taylor rule and fiscal rule specified in the model is still maintained to
avoid Lucas critique, while the simulation is based on eliminating the estimated
historical processes of the monetary policy shock and the fiscal policy shock which
are the non-systematic part of the policies.”” The top two panels show the simulated
and realized time series of the inflation and GDP growth imposing no monetary
policy shocks beginning from 2008:Q3. During the crisis overall, the non-systematic
part of the monetary policy does not seem to have strongly influenced both inflation
rate and GDP growth. This implies that the monetary policy was reacting to the

29 From 2008:Q3 to 2012:Q4, the monetary policy shock is zero for "No Monetary" counterfactual
and the fiscal policy shock is zero for "No Fiscal" counterfactual.
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economic slowdown along with lower inflation rather systematically via Taylor rule
than being inordinately expansionary or contractionary.

On the other hand, no government expenditure shock would have resulted in
GDP growth being substantially more volatile although it has almost no effect on the
inflation rate. This result makes it evident that the fiscal policy during the crisis was
more or less an exceptional policy to dampen the large economic fluctuations. The
following table confirms the findings from [Figure 16].

<Table 12> Volatilities of Counterfactuals

Inflation rate GDP growth rate
Realized 2.69 6.39
No monetary 241 6.05
No gov't 2.61 8.75

Note:2008:Q3 to 2012:Q4, Annualized quarterly growth rate.

First row of <Table 12> shows the standard deviations of observed time series on
the inflation rate and GDP growth rate. The second row shows the standard
deviations of two series when the monetary policy discretions were not implemented.
The result shows that the monetary policy shock on average during this period was
not necessarily overly expansionary in stabilizing both the inflation and GDP. On
the contrary, the government expenditure shock was quite successful at least in
terms of stabilizing GDP growth while not necessarily with the inflation. However,
this outcome should not be interpreted as the fiscal policy being more effective for
stabilizing the economy than the monetary policy. Nevertheless, this simulation
exercise seems to imply that an unconventionally large non-systematic expansion of
the government expenditures have played a significant role in the period of the
global financial crisis.
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VI. Conclusion

This paper has studied Korean economy after 2000 with an estimated DSGE
model. The model proposed in this paper follows closely to the highly stylized small
open economy models that incorporate price frictions and various other frictions
with ten structural shocks. The paper also attempted to bring the model to the
Korean data without preprocessing of data so that the model fully explains both
trends and cycles. Under Bayesian estimation technique, the posterior estimates of
structural parameters seem to fall into reasonable boundaries considering the
characteristics of Korean economy. Macro variables of key interests have been
extensively analyzed with historical decompositions that demonstrate which types of
structural shocks are responsible for fluctuations during the sample period. Lastly,
some policy simulations have been investigated during the global financial crisis.
The simulation seems to imply that the nonsystematic discretion of fiscal policy was
unconventionally large and has played a considerable role in dampening the adverse
effects of the crisis on GDP growth while the monetary policy have followed more
systematically with Taylor rule. Furthermore, there have been some limitations of
this work to be done in the future. First, it was difficult to explain the relatively
higher growth rate of export that is far above the balanced growth path of the model.
Although, the world trade volume which seems to reflect the high growth of Korean
export in data was used as a proxy for the world demand, there seems to be a gap
that needs to be filled in the theoretical model in which the export growth is allowed
to be higher than the balanced growth path of other real variables. Second, the fiscal
policy in this model did not support the view of the effectiveness of the fiscal policy
on the private sector. The model in this paper implies that the crowding out effect of
the fiscal policy possibly is contradictory to the findings in the empirical literature
which was documented by Hur (2007). Third, the absence of financial friction in this
paper may be an important source of fluctuations of Korean macro variables,
especially in crisis periods such as the credit card crisis and the global financial
crisis. Nevertheless, we believe this paper has provided a good starting point at least
in terms of comprehensive analysis of Korean economy with an estimated DSGE
model that contains fairly rich features.
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Equilibrium Conditions
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log= = pglog=——+ (1 — 2L
08"y = Pelog=, (=Yg, | [+ Oeter
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(47)

(48)

(49)

(50)

(5D



- World interest rate
RY = (RW)(l_pXV) (R‘t/!1)p‘£,eXp(URWSRW,t)
- Premium shock
w w
& =pywé; + OpWELW ¢
- World demand and inflation shocks
1—
v = ) T DY exp(o,weyw )
and world inflation by :
ny = (HW)(I_pHW)(Hé’fl)pnwexp(onwsnw't)

* Definitions

)
Pt

<p§_1>
Pt-1
&)

mi = 2,
Pi—q
Pt-1

()
Pt

<p£v1_1)
Pt-1

(extp)t(>
HX — pt Ht

t (ext_lp’t‘_l) Aex,
Pt-1

If = I

' =

M

Analysis on Korean Economy with an Estimated DSGE Model after 2000



(exthV)
B ERUS

(ext_lpl’zl) Aexq
Pt-1

ny =

* Functional forms
- Capacity utilization cost
®u]l = P;(u—1) + P, (u—1)2

- Investment adjustment cost

Derivatives associated with this

F(iy ie-1) = (1 =S (%)) i

and

i i i
Fie=1 —S<.—t> -5 (—t)—t
le—1 le—1/ lt—q

. . 2
F —g (1t+1) (1t+1)
2t+1 = - )\

- Cost function for change of share of imports of consumption and investment

rs(sM sM 2
Fts=?<si/st—1—1> for s =¢,i
t t-1

derivative

: st sM
e =FS<L/t—1—1) for s =c¢,i

St St-1
- Premium for foreign assets

r (extBW, EEW) = exp (FRXV — Y (exbY — exbW) + E?W)
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ABSTRACT

This paper estimates and characterizes expected inflations using an affine
term structure model based on the empirical stochastic process of the interest
rates in Korea,

The empirical results show that the expected inflation which marked above
4% before the global financial crisis has dampened and stabilized after the
crisis, Moreover, we investigate the rationality of the various expected
inflation measures in terms of the unbiasedness and efficiency and find that
unbiasedness is not rejected across the all measures, while the efficiency
cannot be empirically warranted, Besides, we run Granger causality tests and
conclude that the expected inflations compiled from the Consensus,
BOK—-Expert have the cross—causality with the long—run actual inflation,
while the expected inflation estimated from the term structure model has the
cross—causality with the short—run actual inflation,

These results connote that expected inflations collected from different
sources and methods have their targets and horizons and the central bank
needs to watch all of them with a balanced view instead of preferring one to
the other,
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[Figure 1] Yield Surface

Maturity (in month)
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(Table 1) Summary Statistics

Mean = s.e SD SiE Auto &@ Skew s.e Kurt SIE JB
m03 | 3742 {1 0.109 | 1.042 = 0.107 | 0.992 = 0.009 | —0.071 | 0.156 | 1.936 | 0.147 | 0.001
m06 3.873 1 0.108 | 1.035 { 0.100 | 0.992 : 0.010 | -0.033 | 0.16 1.858  0.130 | 0.001
m09 | 3989 | 0.105 | 1.007 = 0.091 | 0991 0.009 | 0.007 @ 0.162 | 1.802 | 0.119 | 0.001
y1 4070 : 0.103 | 0.991 : 0.089 | 0.990 : 0.010 0.047 : 0.162 | 1.832 | 0.126 | 0.001
y1.5 4242 0102 | 0,987 { 0.097 | 0.989 | 0.010 0.129 © 0.159 | 2010 { 0.151 | 0.001

y2 4344 10104 | 1.003 . 0.108 | 0.988 = 0.009 0.162 : 0.154 | 2.146 = 0.165 | 0.001
y2.5 | 4418 1 0105 | 1.012 1 0.117 | 0.988 | 0.009 0.185 : 0.15 | 2270 : 0.177 | 0.002
y3 4.469 | 0.107 | 1.029 + 0.129 | 0.988 | 0.009 0.218 {1 0.148 | 2.425  0.198 | 0.005
y4 4685 | 0.11 1.057 { 0.153 | 0.988 | 0.009 0.242 : 0.158 | 2.801 | 0.289 | 0.030
yb 4762 : 0.113 | 1.087 | 0.168 | 0.990 = 0.008 0.286 : 0.15 | 2897 = 0.307 | 0.017
y7 4946 ¢ 0.111 | 1,068 = 0.168 | 0.991 : 0.008 0.154 1 0.156 | 3.009 = 0.323 | 0.262
y9 5.022 { 0.108 | 1.039 | 0.161 | 0.990 : 0.008 0.150 : 0.156 | 3.084 = 0.34 | 0.251
y10 5.044 1 0.109 | 1.044 = 0.161 | 0.990 : 0.008 0.102 : 0.155 | 3.046 = 0.331 | 0.500
y15 5130 | 0.104 | 1.001 | 0.152 | 0.990 : 0.008 0.060 | 0.162 | 3.150 | 0.351 | 0.500
y20 5175 0.105 | 1.005 @ 0.152 | 0.990 | 0.008 | -0.050 ' 0.163 | 3.098 | 0.342 | 0.500

Note: JB implies Jarque—bera p—value.
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Holth HA K (partial autocorrelation)S B TR 12719 HE9] AlRjof|A &
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(Table 2) Auto— and Partial— Correlation of Interest Rates

AC PAC

lag1 lag12 lag24 lag30 lag1 lag12 lag24 lag30
3M 0.963 0.418 —0.035 -0.122 0972 —0.088 0.082 0.077
6M 0.959 0.438 0.006 —0.085 0.969 —0.098 0.069 0.023
M 0.954 0.460 0.055 —0.043 0.966 -0.174 0.018 0.016
1Y 0.947 0.469 0076 | -0.024 0.960 -0.194 0.011 -0.007

1.5Y 0.938 0.480 0.111 -0.007 0.952 —-0.203 0.011 -0.05
2Y 0.936 0.483 0.127 + -0.003 0.950 —0.151 -0.023 = -0.039

2.5Y 0.946 0.493 0.130 -0.013 0.960 —0.059 —0.091 -0.08
3y 0.945 0.489 0.140 —0.008 0.958 —0.055 -0.077 —0.041
4y 0.944 0.478 0.095 —0.045 0.957 —0.053 —-0.092 0.032
5Y 0.948 0.476 0.103 —-0.035 0.960 —-0.057 —-0.098 0.009
1A% 0.952 0.478 0.096 | -0.03 0.965 -0.097 | -0.074 0.000

N 0.950 0.463 0.080 -0.04 0.962 —-0.088 -0.075 —-0.01
10Y 0.950 0.459 0.089 —0.033 0.962 —0.081 —0.090 —0.004
18Y 0.952 0.450 0.066 —0.056 0.963 -0.074 -0.074 0.008
20Y 0.953 0.453 0.067 —0.054 0.966 —-0.071 -0.077 0.008

AR 2RE wEEE oxkge] F2E A5 AHEY] 3] 4% 24 (principal

S|
component analysis)& TRttt MO R2 SRS FoIM 3714 Aol A=
o)F WEe) ATel W e AWe 4 Ao o
Z(evel), 71&7|(slope), 18|31 = (curvature) = HHE|L ot o]
AL oA RS AFT o E 7HX]Y] 2RSS g sfof sh=A|9
Alsztehs Sl 249 997t Utk Piazzesi(2005)= 3719] ZJE)
e s=F(level), 71&7](slope), 181l =% (curvature) 2219 2L, 2719
FEHHsE AT 2EE FE(evel) ) 7187 (slope) 219 AU, V1] AEH
TE AT 2YE eElevel) 2219 SAYS AWT 4 ok 5K T
Litterman and Scheinkman(1991) ©o|& W2 HA1=ofA =5 2 7]27|et g&E9

I (curvature) = FEIAT AAof QlojA s 43 g dotal USS

AEL TS
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[Figure 2] Principal Factor Loadings
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[Figure 3] Decomposing Contributions of Principal Components
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[Figure 4] Historical Trends of Principal Components
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[Figure 5] Historical

Trends of Yields
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[Figure 6] Historical Trends in Yield Spreads
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(Table 3) Correlation between Inflation and Yield Spreads

Inflation Spread Spread Spread
(3Y-3Mm) (10Y-3M) (10Y-3Y)
Inflation 1
Spread (3Y-3M) —-0.0028 1
Spread (10Y-3M) 0.0246 0.9639 1
Spread (10Y-3Y) 0.0725 0.6878 0.8562 1

shel, geluete] lmdloldut Aol 710 E ThE AL QZdolit )
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[Figure 7] Inflation, Treasury Bond Yield and Yield Spreads
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= —r(t)dt— A(t)dB(t)

o714 M= 3X1HERZ Y39 AA7IALS yElATE Duffie and Kan(1996)9] th
20 JREY NEBSES A4 BRI W] 98 98BS AP1AS e
Zo] dsirt.
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(Table 4) Estimated Parameters of the Real Term Structure Model

Parameter Value Std. Err
F 0.975 0.3257
X 4.10E-11 0.001
A -0.016 0.028
A —-0.02 0.012
logL 912.3761

7 Ao gt A2= 109 9] 71954 SR 4 7HssliA o] AETRE ofgste] 1821
Aol gmge ekt Felmael tieh 242 2 Chen and Scott(19992] WS 41§}
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AL B2} e felol et o] o|Rolx A ] thEel o7 AL B3 sisek ke Fut
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(Table 5) Estimated Parameters of the Nominal Term Structure Model

Parameter Value Std. Err Parameter Value Std. Err
Fy 0.9592 0.3724 29 5.37E-08 0.0003
Fyy 1.0023 0.4406 A -0.0121 0.3162
£y 0.9591 0.7924 .2 0.0099 0.7581
Fyy 0.0065 0.5382 N3 0.0083 1.0762
£y 0.0016 0.0007 A 0.0019 0.0037
£y 1.7358 1.1764 A 9 0.0002 0.0001
2 1.45E-10 0.0007 A 33 -0.0191 0.0601
oy 2.53E-08 0.0003 logL 4.49E+03

[Figure 8] Expected Short and Forward Rates in Real Interest Rates
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[Figure 9] Expected Short and Forward Rate in Nominal Interest Rates
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(Table 6) Unit Root Tests

A
L Expected Expthed Expected | AExpected Expgcted AExpected
Stat Classification N nominal o nominal
inflation real rate | inflation real rate
rate rate
-1.060 | —1.178 | —1.196 —-3.841 —3.756 —8.346
w/o const, w/o trend
(—=1.950) | (=1.950) | (-1.950) | (-1.950) (—1.950) (—1.950)
-2.140 | -1.910 | —1.009 -3.842 -3.791 —8.336
ADF t—stat| w/ const, w/o trend
(-2.909) | (-2.910) | (—2.908) | (-2.909) (—=2.910) (—2.908)
2116 | —2.023 | —2.715 -3.838 -3.795 —8.281

wfconstow/tend | o o | caa7s) | 3.473) | (3474) | (3478) | (3473)

—4.276 | —4.269 | -2.055 | —-23.666 | —-25.272 | —74.081

Philips— ! (—13.524)[(=13.524)|(-13.5624) | (-13.516) | (-13.516) | (-13.516)
Perron . —1.584 | —1.588 | —0.992 —3.645 -3.734 —8.336

N (=2.908) | (=2.908) | (-2.908) | (-=2.908) | (-2.908) (—2.908)

Lag 1 0.609 0.603 0.347 0.136 0.109 0.108

(0.146) | (0.146) | (0.146) (0.146) (0.146) (0.146)

(PSS Lag 3 0.317 0.316 0.204 0.089 0.074 0.108
(0.146) | (0.146) | (0.146) (0.146) (0.146) (0.146)

Lag 5 0.224 0.224 0.160 0.080 0.069 0.114

(0.146) | (0.146) | (0.146) (0.146) (0.146) (0.146)

Note: () denotes the critical value in 5% significance level and A implies difference.

(Table 7) Cointegration Test of Expected Real and Nominal Rates

1st stage: expected nominal rate = o+ Xexpected real rate+u

Residual Test statistics 5% significance level AIC lags
u —2.236 -1.950 2
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[Figure 11] Trends in Actual and Expected Inflations
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[Figure 12] Cross—Correlation of Actual and Expected Inflations
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(Table 8) Autoregression of Expected Inflation

Lags TSM Consensus BOK—Public BOK—Expert BEI
1 1.409*** 1,759 1.379™** 0.982%** 0.948™**
2 —-0.501** -0.873*** —0.264** 0.075 —0.000
3 —0.026 0.005 -0.326** -0.040 0.106
4 -0.014 0.049 0.103 -0.071 -0.172
Constant 0.322%** 0.155™** 0.326™** 0.183** 0.361*

Note: *** p<0.01, * p<0.05, * p<0.1.
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(Table 9) Regression of Actual on Expected Inflations

Lag TSM Consensus BOK—Public BOK—Expert BEI
0 0.980*** 0.847*** 0.522%** 0.387** 0.506*
1 —1.389** —1.331% -0.586** -0.506™* -0.594
2 0.052 0.201 0.209 0.14 0.49
3 0.408 0.325 -0.151 0 -0.388
Constant 0.08 0.115 0.263 0.171 0.204
Obs. 66 162 137 78 76
Adj. R® 0.172 0.056 0.036 0.037 0.065

o] AARIEH 0| HEeARE sl WAt ABR o]F BAsty] fal 37HY

= 671 ol FH-E ol&ste] & oA AT & oA olF 2o ZdiIE
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(Table 10) Regression of Actual on Expected Inflations (3 months MA)

Lag TSM Consensus BOK—Public BOK—Expert BEI
0 0.554*** 0.992*** 0.309** 0.382%** 0.451%**
1 —-0.247 —0.768*** -0.032 -0.158 -0.215
2 -0.696* -0.608™* -0.078 -0.116 0.058
3 0.458™** 0.504*** -0.182 -0.063 -0.179
Constant 0.044 -0.115 0.187 0.111 —-0.045
Obs. 66 162 137 78 76
Adj, R® 0.277 0.286 0.081 0178 0.238
(Table 11) Regression of Actual on Expected Inflations (6 months MA)
Lag TSM Consensus BOK—Public BOK—Expert BEI
0 0.309*** 0.439*** 0.228™** 0.299*** 0.109
1 -0.156 -0.175 0.001 -0.021 -0.013
2 -0.118 -0.019 —-0.023 -0.04 0.258
3 0.042 -0.098 -0.156** —-0.125* —0.213**
Constant 0.03 —0.195%** 0.071 -0.102 -0.103
Obs. 66 162 137 78 76
Adj R 0.335 0.484 0.206 0.52 0.263
oA, = S, 28Al a, fe SAASE uidtth TeF ZdijlEd ol o] &
B 7HIT o =0, 5= 12 WEAY Hek olelst 2Ae AR dgstn
el
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k.
A Aﬂfn p=at e
qtoF AAEA7E FATE 7S o) 9] t— 1241 -4 S8 7153 HE ARE
90 BRI SHTE /2014, v. 36, n. 2

KDI Journal of Economic Policy



(Table 12) Unbiasedness Test: First—Difference

Variables model: Am, = a+ AT, _,+ ¢
L12.TSM -0.019
L12.Consensus —0.425**
[L12.BOK—Public 0.072
L 12.BOK—Expert 0.008
L12.BEl 0.050
Constant 0.001 —-0.007 -0.002 -0.004 -0.011
Obs. 56 152 127 68 66
Adj, R -0.018 0.014 -0.007 -0.015 -0.015
F—stat 11.766 17.603 8.037 14,452 7.079
p—value 0.000 0.000 0.001 0.000 0.002
Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. HAC (Heteroscedasticity and Auto—correlation Corrected) residuals are

used. The null hypothesis fort the F—stat is H,:

(Table 13) Expected Bias Test: First Difference

a=0and 3= 1.

TSM Consensus BOK—Public BOK—Expert BEI
Constant 0.030 —-0.003 0.004 -0.007 -0.015
Obs. 56 152 127 68 66
Note: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. HAC (Heteroscedasticity and Auto— correlation Corrected) residuals are used.
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(Table 14) Granger Causality Test: First—Difference

X 7> Actual inflation

Actual inflation > X

X chi2 olrad%r p—value X chi2 olre:j%r p—value

TSM 0.051 1 0.822 TSM 13.543 1 0.000*
TSM 0.801 3 0.849 TSM 15,499 3 0.001*

TSM 5617 6 0.467 TSM 11.663 6 0.070
TSM 19.073 9 0.025* TSM 22.093 9 0.009*
TSM 14.645 12 0.261 TSM 28197 12 0.005*
Consensus 1.374 1 0.241 Consensus 28.764 1 0.000*
Consensus 0.434 3 0.933 Consensus 51.800 3 0.000*
Consensus 5.682 6 0.460 Consensus 55.094 6 0.000*
Consensus 10.885 9 0.019* Consensus 55,345 9 0.000*
Consensus 29.367 12 0.003* Consensus 68.761 12 0.000*

BOK—Public 0.193 1 0.660 BOK—Public 3.692 1 0.055

BOK~-Public 7.837 3 0.050* BOK—Public 5.933 3 0.115

BOK—Public 7.380 6 0.287 BOK—Public 9.221 6 0.162

BOK—Public 20.441 9 0.015* BOK—Public 14,268 9 0.113
BOK—Public 36.502 12 0.000* BOK—Public | 36.914 12 0.000*
BOK—Expert 0.750 1 0.387 BOK—Expert 6.556 1 0.010*
BOK—Expert 5.413 3 0.144 BOK—Expert 14.320 3 0.003*
BOK—Expert 7.421 6 0.284 BOK—Expert | 51.497 6 0.000*
BOK—Expert 18.864 9 0.026 BOK-Expert | 57.242 9 0.000*
BOK—Expert 25.354 12 0.013 BOK—Expert | 65.713 12 0.000*
BEI 0.019 1 0.890 BEI 11.948 1 0.001*

BEI 9.368 3 0.025* BEI 6.828 3 0.078

BEI 10.376 6 0.110 BEI 9.634 6 0.141

BEI 15.375 9 0.081 BEI 15.408 9 0.080

BEI 33.206 12 0.001* BEI 16.925 12 0.152

Note: * implies p—value<0.05.
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(Table 15) Granger Causality Test: First—Difference

X 7> Actual living cost inflation Actual living cost inflation > X
X chi2 olrzger p—value X chi2 olrzger p—value
BOK—Public 0.421 1 0.517 BOK—Public 2.901 1 0.089
BOK—Public 4.336 3 0.227 BOK~Public 4778 3 0.189
BOK~—Public 4.269 6 0.640 BOK—~Public 5.030 6 0.540
BOK~Public 16.164 9 0.064 BOK~Public 10.290 9 0.328
BOK—Public 31.170 12 0.002* BOK—Public 23.622 12 0.023

Note: * implies p—value<0.05.
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ABSTRACT

The covered interest rate parity condition (CIRP) has been widely used in
open macroeconomic analysis, risk management, exchange rate forecasts, and
so forth, Due to the recent global financial crises, there have been remarkable
changes in the financial markets of the emerging markets, These changes
possibly influenced the dynamics of the covered interest rate parity condition,
In this paper, we investigate whether the CIRP dynamics has changed, and
what is the nature of the regime changes. To do this, we propose and estimate
multiple—state Markov regime switching models using a Bayesian MCMC
method, Our estimation results indicate that the default risk or the deviation
from the CIRP has been decreased after the crisis. It seems to be associated
with the more active interaction between the short—term bond market and the
short—term foreign exchange market than before, The tightened relation of
these two financial markets is caused by the arbitrage transaction of foreign
investors.
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I. %= B xS AEY 3

&7] QQERAFAPEE 7] EAYYO|EE viZR Sto] RE7] 19 o] &EkA=
29 9 -8ok= Aolt), Ters xR SAIEkE B AL Al g2 vt
- AWl &7 Qe RS sy flal e eniE QeiaS At
ghe o] A% &gl QatAlEo 48 AHBuy&Sell)7t Hil, A} 5= 3l ¢
3tE 2d3 9 %.E SHAE e =9] FFAHSell&Buy) 7t Hrk, 53] =23
< CRS A2 &% A7) Qgiatg 20| golshA] AL ©7] Ljgkagdo|Er) &
2t A9, ©@7] ﬂﬁ’ri%‘a Fol olF A&HEHO=E roll-overgd o 2H 7|2 Y-S
Asl71 = gk, webd @] EAgEolEs U & 71374—4 A= ofuzt
QB4 A Tl diF 583 HREE skl Ye AeE deA ok

o

Ho] 3=

shold W] elspRAlge] e 2 B4 F) sk 2R 954 F4 4
ol S FgAoR Holshs WaHel AL (el - oleAI20) R HeTtrhe
Holt},

3o QSPIFARS 20004 AP o)F 2AUAY 4% Bk W FEA F7}
Aol THE B UEA F7h2 Q8] BaIX 5247} otdl © wE B fa

[N

107



108

[Figure 1] Trading Volume of Foreign Exchange Products

(Billion dollar)
25

etc F/X swap m Forward W Spot

20

15 o

10

Source: Bank of Korea, Foreign Exchange Market Trends, each year,

7t 22 [Figure 1]3} o] =A 3733t

olefgt Qsklg 2 HREA QIAFAI Ol it E& oEE= 9] Bt o
g Sl SEAIAEY Hopde Wadth AAE 22d S871E dEHed
(deleveraging)o] WAYSIA}, A & FHLR ebigAFolA] DelE 3}
A ©7] Ao ETF FEbetal a4l GEst K5 el Awst
Act.

2. Y PN =2 AAA

oo oAl Uehte 28 54 ARt ] saageel=s
WA T AU L sAge] Aol 2719 9 slelEd Sl
oA S R(HBE )R QI3 FHLHAIER weo] AehgelN Deis xes

4 ZAARQATE A o]l whE Qs 1 LIS wet d9fde A HAoR AdEehs mi=d
785 = e 2R A (over—bought)& FHA HaL, o] AFAlsh] 18 232 s efollA

GelE A% ARG AN Dels 2 buyksel) ] BRI oo =N EAA
274 a7 Het,
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of sh= o] A&HUA g QEAFAIGOlA QetigEo| B WelF A} tiH]
TdAem AErbE s Holgiths 5l ol|Rk At fjgkagHolES
ggoto] W2 FEE A3kE 2gdkal olF e Al FAsk: AEANE AAls
o] $th.6

%, [Figure 2]¢F o] Ii23)e] AE3 mi= 9 |ES 1Y) =8 Buy&Sel)ol tf
23to] 9=¢lo] QJ3E T (Sell&Buy)dtil H4 W3S AgA |7 SOt S B
Aol EAFeh= Aok, X o=l dhat A FA= ol#fgh AgAIA /-2
ol 4 3ol Sk FAIE Holil Uth(Figure 3). WHH, = FARA] A4
afje] FAF Al SRS A5 A (Buy&Sell)st7] whizol de] ZEET e A F7=
QgtageolE YIS B ASAIA kT

[Figure 2] Structure of Arbitrage Trading in Bond Market

Overseas money market

: @ Borrow
i foreign currency

® $ libor

¥

5 o]d ¥AS &3] Normal Backwardation®|ghal &=}

6 815t 5 obol Y A9olE 22U FEU7| ofF 9ael ESee Bt 2 ATAFS

Zx]0 7 o]Fo]FH(Bank of Thailand[2013]).

7S SelRA HESS oFhy 100% BRI AHOE ShE LAt Ao UY Fi wRS 24

& e, H7l 90~95% 7IEAE SHeR HHAHES 80~100%2 FAIAL QI
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[Figure 3] Bond Holdings of Foreign Investors

(Trillion won)
12.0

8.0

6.0
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2.0

0.0 ; T T I I T 1 T
05.01 06.01 07.01 08.01 09.01 10.01 11.01 12.01

Source: Financial Supervisory Services, Forejgn Investors' Stock and Bond Invesiment, each year.

Sl FAI oA g AR FESAE aol TS mIAIA @71 dleell ARA
o7 Bgof Fe vk B o), o, —‘éﬁt‘é Aol QbR Aol A 4
S9A9 et wirt S7kshd ol S dXIsky] 913t 239 dESt wixrt Srfskal
e Q3L QetAgAIA oA 2 (buy&sel)T A kA o|E} sletstng
[Figure 4]2] 2005~07d 7|3k} o] 2h&3} 94@%% [o|E7} EU3 Befor 4
Qlck. ®HH, 22 F-5917] Alﬁﬁ} Hol ook A Alolle sHRaARelA 2
312 2 (buy&sell)3FAF 3l 22071 AR vhd QdEslo] tigt AE Zaz ol
3 gheo] Asotue gyt ejgtagteo|Ex wiRke s 2ol w3 Axl=e]
SRS on Frl {50 TR AYelA QEtageolEx et RHH
AR B S0 ' gheol s1Eslo] [Figure 4]9] 2009~114 7|7t} o] gha} 9]
Stago|Ex Nk s S0k itk &, etigeo]Eet o] AAA L
2 A=l 7tk EAEAE T FESAe] EejEo] gl Tkl fgkrd
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[Figure 4] Trend of Foreign Exchange Swap Rate and Spot Rate”

(%) (Won)
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Note: 1) One month moving average.
Source: Bank of Korea's Economic Statistics System.

S Uil etagdolErt dESA I 71 vl AlEHE(market
sentiments)®ll ¥ Fo] 1HFA R Thgo| FFZ vAA E= Aotk

ol T LSAEAIREY] 5AS TTH, olfe R 24 Al o H g

o] mjef| 7|hA| 5= BEL A WelgTRtet g 7he] W Awd Fo= o 9l

B %1‘:}. Hhd, elekigeo| B e AfAHE F

sff Helae|xtel AAAcr AAIE] il ek o|E A7} = A Hol| gt

L, glaa Zeu|Y 5o AEE WSkl QleER o|F o|gste] T oAk

205 AT B9 olF W AYHor H ou| Sl A AE == 5 3

B 01218 - o)A 201 B 9] olAol AgeolEst ekdelat 347159 FAEUA
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M. CIP 23 7| % 7]1& &% A4
ZF oF 7] viel Zro| o]A}S B (interest rate parity)2 A= =3t $9E 3|4

of5iol whet 29IR olAg W $9F ol WHPow THET) Pk FuKAl
3 seAate] gAY, BRIl R Aol AEekeT) dEekge] w1
7} opsre] Fejajel ATt AL ofujgith, et BAXe SENE Adgew
<o A Pl o eelslde ATe A, oleld A L 9
A5 Al W2 el 5 nd myo] §9F olxe BHolr,

Ft.,Hk/St = (1+it,t+k)/(1+it,t+k):>ft,t+k_5t TR T S S (D

Fyopr t719] kRE7]) 28
S, ct7]o A &%

where, i1 : t71°] k7] Ab= o] A&
ip ey o 719 kNET] 9] o] A&
Jeavn— 8 Aezev g

B o=wo] 4o NHE ARmeju|olel ojskagidlol=er YelFelxt o] Akl
T2 AR BAS WAl d FEAo] YonE R oAg FYZAS ek
A ()] SeA Wsle] Fata Gk CIP 272 Welgelatel AEmeugo]
3 2lo

Z

-

[‘:Ll

: | 9y o} thal FHOR BA Holet
= . belAe7t BERA ol obd B A
Fo) 2 AR glo] BN CIP £ WSS RAgAA0] AYEAES o
Q.

CIP 24 A9 offof tizt 7I& A= F2 CIP7F & - @7]oll A Addsh=A1et
D] A1) 2 Wgsdol CIP 2ol ojue Fes mIREAR ettt WA
CIP Ad§ offtof dieh 7]& A= ob] 2¥ de= A Xkl gt Naohiko
and Shim(2010)2 G10 57k 3o 3 55 S8l CIP 210] ol5 I7lolX=

i

A ohjel 7129 e BRNE Slsglolng Y Sevidon el 4
8 CIPE 3stsich. 74 3 - ofs20082h f41TH(200) ol Slgagielol
sho] Aol 1 BAson, of A% xjolAe fele welFel ke - sokd
sgrlol= zhe] Apoletan WAlsteck,
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Ao g AYsicta F2469.0m, Skinner(2008)% CIP Z71o] AR=o| = AH
sh ks R AlS=ollae A-shAl gkethe Ae skl WA, Flood
and Rose(2002) 5-& UIP 27 Helwrt Agateld & 420sh] Lhehdcha 49
o}, S At ARoll= - ©7lell AA CIP Extgo] & Wyt ofuz} B4t
B 71 A&EE Adem FAEHJAHEAY - A78(2008]). ol CIP 2wt &

F2 N 571 AR2olE AoF ol WhE AHlE, 2z =71 S 54 =
olsf 2GS, Dooley and Isard(1980), Otari and Tiwari(1981) 5& ELFASH x}&
O]EHQ‘ CIP 439 ¥Qlo &2 X As19. 2™, Taylor(1989), Bhar et al (2004) 52
AuIge 1 aclos Zraka Aok olf AT WIZeNE AYuss A1Ha
S e S0, o3 A ol 2 2ushn A 2 4 0
A FRT ARG B SIS 7T 19 s ek A9 CIp £40] A
gt Aol

i

ft.,t+k_3t:a+ 6(it,t+k_it,t+k)+ut 2)

SHH, SRAYPAEE SR 2PA A TR WIA] Ee R
= AAA Z(wholesale funding)ol] o]&sta Qo] F2H G54 ofAd uj$ vzt
slck o] 3t Hof| FE8F0] Naohiko and Packer(2009) 52 2007~08¥ 22 +
71 A7) 2gAde) Eete] Fa vl= 7 @] CIP S+l f-olet 93 vlA
A SR 10 ERF Talyor(1989)= EHEA0] oAl Al7lol &AEAE 232
& CIP7F Y713 o' «f oA olgd 4= lew, ZpejAH 7t S7kshHAl o gt
ojgo] HFo® HETL FASIRH o= 971 Al ARIZEAE 7F &8 @/ (herd
behavior) Y 522 AYAIY HEA(volatility)o] FA3] SHEE= Al 7]Q1%t
T}, Balke and Wohar(1998)= HEzAJo] =& AA|ALY EAS 118ste] CIP 24
ol vldg o] EAistekal ZHgstar Ain]g-o] 574 Hel WeollA Cip =4 Y=
o] T4 WekE A4Skl 1

ole} 7ro] CIP TE 7|& AP =2 CIP 279 AY o, 1°H°P7l CIp =4
o] olgr 9l o w9 57 offof| FHESHL Qlrh TPy 7|E9] CIP ¥ A=
By A, Ar9| o]g T8 SHolA TAE AL ek A AR e% =5 Al

o_\jlcz{ou\l

nnl
.

10 429 Apolle tejF4 5oz dejxdo] offYAnL, U W9 2gAPde B3
TFE7E F7htel ek CIP Etg o] Axlth(Baba et al[2008]).
11 o=} HPxAQ] vjAgA o] FE3t A4LZ & Sarno et al (2006), Huisman et al (1998) 5°] U},

T

13
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AGoA Yeh s HEA 22 dAN(volatility clustering)o|Y AL A7}
W FEE AP (fat—tailed) w320 58S AR LeelR] g2 A o]FolA k12
FolETh FAAY 717kl Akme] Folult 2 HMebt wEEe Be FEAT «
b Azis BT B ohle AR SAE 087k A Sl aih B
CIP 24 A] 2A%e] AUS PHsHe R Agetel old BAKS Fust
HEAA X W3l 12 CIP 2749 SH& EAS BA511R} sich A A o7 o
o] X]eF MCMC(Bayesian Markov Chain Monte Carlo) AlEd¢]AS Z3) CIP ¥z &
o] okt = W3l 7RsAS AASISITE 53] 2a19F o] CIP 275 USAbEA|
A} SBpR A QAN SelA A HAe A9 ARshts oA AT

o] 7} B e Aol

==

V. S8 CIP 234 =3

L fut CIp 23 F0]

Ut} CIP 24 =W T2 Q] S8 A ZolE WYt WelaeAt
9} 94;01 A Al ARATO] FPA R ALY we] Wt wet MEshs =
JollA Belgk 4= Ql3o] 200549 19 o]% CIP Ewt& (W&
22— ejgkaF o] E) S A= o] WeFem A&EIL Qlt}, o= AREolsol et
TAZE §lar Afulgo] vjnld B9 AAANE Bl FH 22 7187 =W A
H 9 QSpRFA ol EARITh= oulot}, AlZ|HE HW, = FARAR S o EAL7}
stE] R S ARG ARl dE 2005~08W 22 FEH7] ol A7)
CIP £+t 2%p WelolA fAIE e ey 228 56917 ez U &f=el
FARARTO] =L vt 7o) tigt 27t F2EA), CIP B3-S 20090l
A FefE ]l o]% Fa=9) FAUStRR], 2AFE Y AT FA soE Wels
g2k= giEgloy, S EkaEd g sog fekageo|E vt ¥ AA Asst
HA CIP B0t 32 3| 4% BG5S

12 Chung and Park(2007) o|&gt AAILe] ulgA WA o] FatolRel gk nlAm, Lukgl
AH BS faskA] A stk AbdS 2ol up Qlh
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[Figure 5] CIP Disequilibrium of F/X Swap Market"

(bp)
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Note: 1) O/N: Overnight F/X swap rate. Week: 1 week F/X swap rate.
3M: 3 month F/X swap rate.

, [Figure 6] o]2Jgt CIP E+t% Folo] d3Z vlAl= Helagatet v
Qetige|o|ES) WME/de HojEth ek o]EY wisAo]l WelauAl HedH
ot QAR A debdar glEdl, ol CIP 88 Folof| Welge|xlect 2]3kAgty
o|E7} B AA FE AL Y& AR AXRIY, 53] @Y= Qlekageo]
E9] ®igAol 78t v7]9] A¢gue|ie B & 540 YEal J3S & 4 Slth
o o] =5 T, 2= 59171 oM §17] 71Xt Fol= CIP E+F 0l
A= & 55 FASKICY, 917] olFell= 1 B=rt Ads] b sS o
ek EZE S0 Welae]a), fekagdolE WHsAdo] B iﬂg ]—;L%w] 7]
% 37 Fgxa O‘E}-(Figure 6). ol CIP B3 4 Al
o davt ISS o= EANAE AAIES olzltt S A%t
OpFE AQ1H HEHS AAY o}i Hlo]Z|QF MCMC ¢arej&ef 7|5tate] CIP B3-S
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[Figure 6] Volatility Trend of Main Variables”
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Note: 1) Estimated with GARCH(1,1).
=]
2. Y A=

il 2006 69 195E 20139 8 30¢7AI9] F717F ARl O/N 9 U
d 7] QgkagHolE, 1¥E FHE Ewd, 19= Liborg ©]835to CIP E—TF%‘S’J
SEHA HskE % 3ME ARE ARS|HY 2H7] AARE ARShE A
H E58917] ol @] QEaAlg T AsgAe] dibdo]l 58718 AaxR
Sl B3t SoR mobsly] wiZoloh ERE o=l Y] Ljgiagyo|ErE 2
22 %= Jojgks 7dl 5oz A AAH A g LEAEelA Bz
= & 2H(roll-over)st= FEE T2 HQlth wehA dFd E= O/N
EE ol&3lo] CIP EddS 5= 7/101 2a10] FAEA I o Rkt

]
= Utk E3E ol = Hgol EAHA Y=(risk—free) tHEAQ] @7+

fu

it
oh

FNFO

et ol

2o
5} 2=
=

_&

u}z
o},

BANA) Age ExYggE RBF oz ukotsty] ¢ldl AAE2E52 kernel X
[Figure 7|3} [Figure 8]ol WEFHSIEE A A AFm 257 A8FEHE o5, %%
2 71 melE Hola qlrh. ol b4 4T Ao WEAdd A A= ol +
Agko] AUNRSS uigitt, ok&e] RAYA AEEe] B & F HIE EOW
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[Figure 7] Distribution of Foreign and Domestic Interest Rate Difference’
T

Note: 1) Kernal Distribution using Epanechnkov and optimal bandwidth (Silverman [1986]).

[Figure 8] Distribution of F/X Swap Rate”
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Note: 1) Dot represents Overnight F/X swap rate, Line represents 1 week F/X swap rate.
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TP fA S WEAE WOl 5 HY dAdal risk7h £ 532 AU 9)

ohi 8 4 Qlrks

Ao
aind

3.

oﬁ:

s

FEukel CIP 271 W3} FroloflA A uiel o] CIP &% Al7]ol what 117
T S Hol7|Hr; thifje] e WHIlol| uhet 2 WSS AdS 7FsAde] W &
oy, SAE A=ol 2 HebE EARtele £k o5 FAIY B Aol |
o7F EASHL A ez o|So] RA 7he A Atk & HolAe ol gt =
QFste] vt CIP 2419] S HIE A4 24 FoiA Auadt dipq= WY
TeRHE A Fo A e — i ol ) olH, SR = YRLYHO|E(FX swap rate)E
Ueblich, B2 AqtollA di, &} SR, 9] A3EEl(oint dynamics)< 4] (3)1} Zo] Ly
slett,

SR, = x,,
di, =z, + uy,
T, =x,_,+v, v, ~iidN0,w),
up = prg +pyu g e gls, ~ iidN(0,07) (3)

241 9] Aolla] iz vle} o] SR, Slekagelol=e] BAH Sl T g1e)
WS wECha S, u s di, S SR, 7o) FelE eJulsith, u s oF 2t 7§
4 IR OEE Eel gAY ARTIREe] SEERNY A4S opd SlalA

S AT webd s o 7] 954 9 OB %@94 A7}2 Uepel, A
Aol weba Wslshe= Aol vk & Atolsds v ol B, ASAH e HEAEY
G4 s} oleg el Bk ol {5}, , & J-state hEE-2914 74
(Markov switching process)S WErThal 7143 ’st% o) AEuich {1, 2,.. , J19
Al shte] gk 7 ek Prls, = jls, =il = p;¢] FE2 @K oA #H j2
AP, 23 MSO)E J-state D}RIE-2913 BYS ojujahel, @ st oyt 9
249 #d = 27| ffsiA BP MS(1), MS(2), MS(3), MS(4)E B]aLglit), 14

3 geluete] olskaghage

=29 S8907] oldele SA7IHoR HgAeley 2= S8917I
2 sl g B meol 2R

AstE| k(o] ol d - o] &A[2011]).
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[Figure 9] Algorithm of Bayesian MCMC

STEP1  mmmm) Gven {u},_,,, ,{-’-}_,, and{S}_,, ,sample

from normal density

I'[ {Hsr:]" p-ivzj}]:l_z_m_]

L

STEP 2 q Given {u,}t:& L2,..T {/‘sf:]v ps,:]}]:l_zw_.‘] and {Sf}x:L 2., T sample

{02 ,j} from inverse gamma
1,207

STEP3 - Given {z,},_, ,  ,sample o from inverse gamma

STEP 4 q Given {U’t’ Zﬁ}t:oA 1,2,.., T and {“6.:]" p-s':J}j:l.z_mf Sample {St}1:1.2...v, 7

STEP 5 ‘ Given (S}, .y (wead,_gus po {Mamspui},_,, . oF and

{"f,:J},:m . get posterior predlctlve density of dip and SRy

by

B oAl mY 23S dolde MOMC FAME At TAHomn
Multiple—block 72~ =2 (Gibbs sampling)®] AFE-EH, [Figure 919} o] & thAl
Al AR mPAFY AREE7E FEEY EPApo] gt APdRE(Prior) <=
(Table Dol 017 ole}, ALFRES] 24 ATl Awe] Amol 7|QIsHas ApdR
2o gt AL AshA] Al Fofakint. Et niE L gk olA E5] WSt
£ FlolE 29 A (Label switching) FAIE FE317] A oo} if j>i'9] 4]

3 oAby AIEES ool Rofsialth 2 wAel AR 2ol gelss
Kim and Nelson(1999) E+ Kang(2013)& #=s17] vlgbd, 5 wAIARR A o
ol 2ol AR AR} Matab TES AFUE 5 ek

e )

14 woll A% WBLE 1T Bae S48 2 A @] wakstA) or maol HlsA i 9 el
o] Wolxi= Ao vehteh
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(Table 1) Prior Distribution”

Density Mean S.D. Range
H, for all s, Normal 0.100 1.000 (o0, +oo)
p,, for all s, Normal 0.600 0.100 (0. 1)
ol for all s, Uniform 0.500 0.289 ©. 1)
w Uniform 0.500 0.289 0. 1)
pij for 4,5 =1,2,...J Beta 1/J 0.250 (0, 1)
Note: 1) J represents the number of regimes.

’@‘l %’(MS(@)W}Z] T 2 0}01 01 Het Bgo] CIP z7dof 7|uksto] ﬂﬂ’\%”ﬁﬂ 1=
oF yejge2ks a8 oR d5sheA] AAskt H& 9 d&5S 9 1Y vl 2
31, (Table 204 B vo o] 4] 9] A8E 7He MSE) mgo] Aol oaiA
Vg MBS AoE Ushitt, T ¢ 622 20139 6% 1085 20134 8% 302
7HA1 9] HZ 5087Fe] oY AlA(one—day—ahead forecast)= ZF]HH of|S(recursive
forecasting)& AA|EIATE = BEAHA 717ke] 2% AJAFE 2013 69 99714 9]
ARRE o838 2013 649 109 Wsghe ST tha, oAl 2 AIRRE 201349 69

109712 9] AdE ARE ARgsio] 20134 69 1199] YelFe|xjel gtagdyoles
di&3tct, ol Ao uix|utelli= 20139 8Y 29U7IX| Q] ARE AREAIA 2013
d 84 30¥9 WHeE C’ﬂ—f—ﬂ"j‘:‘r Burn—in®| A7]= 1,0000.2 dHstA o,
Burn—in ©]% 50007} M&S AR FEEOR2 ARSI d59) Hotes
Chib and Kang(2013)3} Zro] AFeof|Z7]|&(Posterior Predictive Criterion, ©]% PPC)
o Abgsteth, PPOS AFlZEE] HEah ARA 7F 0Ahe] AT AbFoEs
o] #4te] o o|FojXint, ol HF| AYPLrt warE dEeAte] A7 Fo
En) R 23o] B Qs A-SE Al SR z0] Balo] AxE HAL 7HA| 1L
Stk wjebd o &S PPOE b wao] Mk SR maoletn & 4 glrkis
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[Table 2] PPC: Posterior Predictive Criterion”

Model SR, di,

MS(1) 0.546 0.138
MS(2) 0.355 0.137
MS(3) 0.279 0.137
MS(4) 0.295 0.137
RW1) 0.734 0.364

Note: 1) Random work.

X

SO =2 CIP 5439 sH% EAE 43 Z3E (Table 3) ¥ [Figure 10]o] &
Sttt (Table 3)ollA= Abmol oJsf 7Hd Aok 2] Aol thel AR
>4 ATE YERYQITE Regime 12 CIP @ 2] Hato] 74 Wil WEAE ¢Hg3
1= AEE eI, Regime 2= CIP 4% AX 9 WHEAJo] Regime 1
XS HolFn, Regime 32 CIP Ew3o] 7P A1 erg&o)x] F
olm|gtt), [Figure 1012 8t 717+e] 2+ Alfe] olzfet B4 7=
Regime 1, 2 T 39 & ARPZES AAIGQE F&HSH Zolct [Figure 10]o1A4 45
MCMC AlEd|0)Ae] Z7](effective MCMC size)7} 1,500 oJAto|B & A9 AFSE L
7t 88407 FHE AoRE TotEch 16

(Table 3)3} [Figure 10]9] 54 Aih= ofefe} o] =A Al 7Hx|2 QoFd 4= QL
oh A, EEa Ee ARad(w)9 #Ad W B2aE By, /(1-p,)3 HE
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A qog Agsgict. B4, HEdol 255 g Wl nlxdR Hato] AR= &
ol HAFETE, o= A R agle] WEAdo] AdGE AHAN(u,)Y % Al
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‘ﬂ}% ol T fEvhet e elA CIP S 32 HAIR L Hrol Hisido] nF
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15 PPC Aktabge] digt By A7 Q1 AAJ$E =2i= Chib and Kang(2013)& #x317| vigich,
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[Table 3] Posterior Distribution of Model Parameters

(a) Regime 1 (s, =1)

Mean 2.5% 97.5% ineff.18
I, 0.052 0.036 0.070 1.292
Py, 0.899 0.870 0.926 1.244
ol 0.025 0.023 0.027 2.204
(b) Regime 2 (s, =2)
Mean 2.5% 97.5% ineff,
1, 0.182 0.078 0.298 1.787
Py, 0.908 0.869 0.944 1.656
ol 0.171 0.143 0.209 2,062
(c) Regime 3 (s, =3)
Mean 2.5% 97.5% ineff.
I, 1.834 0.760 3.050 1.851
Py, 0.804 0.641 0.947 1.598
ol 3.838 2.741 5.375 0.922

(d) w and Transition Probability

Mean 2.5% 97.5% ineff.
w 0.016 0.015 0.017 0.813
P 0.988 0.979 0.995 3.379
P12 0.010 0.004 0.019 3.582
Poy 0.037 0.016 0.069 3.217
Pa 0.942 0.907 0.969 2.429
D31 0.025 0.001 0.082 1.709

17 O/N LAY O|EE o] 83t 4 AWE dFU ARE o83 4 ZAue} o] T CIP E+43
o] e3lE HEAE Robxl AoR Ueitt

18 ineff. = B|®-E&A A (inefficiency factor)S YEFH, BG4 A4>(Chib and Kang[2013] &)=
MCMCE] 4% oRE wdsy] $J8t A 2= ARR-HC)
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[Figure 10] Posterior Probability of Regimes

(a) Posterior Probabillity of Regime 1
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[Table 4] Funding Cost Comparison of Foreign Branches

(Unit: %, %p)
2006 2007 2008 2010 2011 2012
D”(Er_e:)ce -0.21 062 | -163 | -031 029 | 032
. )
Cost of dom(if“c funding 425 184 483 218 3.10 327
Cost of funding from
overseas 4.04 4,22 3.20 1.88 2.82 2.95
(B=atb)
. 2)
[Polar f“?ad)'”g rate] 492 5.16 232 0.23 0.16 0.15
[F/x SV(”ba)p rate] ~0.88 ~0.94 0.88 1.64 2.66 2.80

Note: 1) Call money rate. 2) Overnight libor, monthly average.
Source: Bank of Korea's Economic Statistics System; Bloomberg.

sfe] gelxdae(Libor)2t BEE HStR nsle Bl Qe o|E] ol
et

(Table 4)= 2006 ©]% 2} 2A]3 2] Yol g5 sfeiakdyt AR A<
Sto YERHAL Sl 3EollA & = S50l 92Ad e detrds A% OHQX}?JM
< FUARIEIES ASA LR shelahal Qv FHE H2 oFolA FojRle
geizdae7t /7] ol 7IRtele SUiRRIeEEY 2 aEe RISk AT 9
7] o]F E2H f57do] SiEuA vl @2 eEoR WEERtE Holrt o9
et 22 2359 etxg odo] A M=, SRS 2R E 9
Shrede S7] oldET B A 22T = A EHIUTh ofRt st <l
A2 URFIEEE T s ejapinlgo] W ARke EE} 520 &gsHA drt
Az 22E g597] oldele A A Ad(@EH U)ol 10=290l| oL
SR SRR AR FA] ke, olfolle SRS HAF Saskal #2A1 )
e ET ot o] A2 SR e & 5 Ath(Figure 11). 2IF LR =
o] Apdul-gate] wE det B 9|k ApgAlge] Aol gobd ool 7] ok
T EARIRA LY 2Rl oF A= E8olA] ol Wi, 229 F8917] °olF
e FAEEAE A MR dofitg 22 FAR2A Qe aAdE A= 285
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[Figure 11] Borrowings from Call Market and Headquarters of Foreign Branches

(Billion dollar] (Trillion Won)
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Source: Bank of Korea's Economic Statistics System; Bank of Korea, Financial Stabilty
Report each vyear.
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[Figure 12] Spread on Foreign Currency Borrowings of Domestic Bank"

(bp)
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Note: 1) Short term borrowings basis.
Source: Bank of Korea, Financial Stabilty Repori each year.

[Figure 13] Foreign Currency Deposits of Resident

(Billion dollar)
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Source: Bank of Korea, Foreign Currency Deposits of Resident each year,

127



128

TEA] OIF AT AYUE % AFA ATFE USkE Y] OF F FEAY
% ABAL o FaAAES hm

(o]
I r
I
jg

0
B

i)

b}
4
-
rlo
09%
lo
09_1:
;“.:
i‘l
fr
offt
%
o4
Y
lo
_{
fo
.{
L
o
Mk
lj
E
r

‘r‘
o

ek @] QapAlgAldolA = 2 Q'— 7HAgk, 94 [Figure 14]ofl4 2= QSX]
Hol A Az AFolA ARE= 527 A¥FE skElske 7IXte] oWt
th S99 AT oA AGH R ojgdls AL TS F2 A=V} Al
= AEsHA] G 4= e AARRITE FolETHE offgt ¥sk= CIP7) QH 2Rl 4
Blof] dstlvh= 23] A4 At sia Al w9 Sa3t HojE

a5-97] oldols Eujglt 5ol FFHA owz]'% A 71 59 eellA 48,
= a7l tiet Blaa Zen|y a4t sor Qs WeadA et =EH
ol24¢l QetAgo|EHT AHE LAY o]EYF W& Normal Backwardation
ggol A&E ek

e 917] oFol= 5ol SHAAHA SEjaE B85t Yk =
Sh= A7t BobA|aL ﬂﬁ}x}‘ﬂm‘ﬁi e wet ejgtagdo|EL] AFIrt sfa
g 2ol 2% [Figure 15]914 Ul ©7] QapalaAlde] e whr] 411
oA egtxgHolEZE 22 H697] olF A5 FAIE Holal jlon, 53| T
T Ao iAo 7] LekagdolEof Hs| Attt FE ©] SAbEA|
oAl ofm] Qe HI S-S Rk

[Figure 16]olA= Al571HA] =23t ©@7| AR AP 43R m AR 1He] dAatatA|
£ R 22 "HARSIGE, o] =98 THeHd, 22 a597] ol =2 Al
A=) A4 AAdfser 22 f54d0] S7FkL =7k W 1 E]n] kel
ozl Aol A &=l Agate] H2410) AHAEFAL o Tr] st W Lf3} AFAe]
AAV S B=7E FE CIP Bty &3foll 7o3ickar H7kek 4= gls 7Aoot

ob&d] 2119 F8 =t ofu =l Y UFAR} CIP £+ 2] FEi4] ¥st
£ [Figure 17]& F8f AuiEH, ‘A" A= =¢8] YJAFAV S7Hd5 ejks
HHolER oS & & Sl

=228 55971 olHolle o=l HAFAE 2AES Sl =L, o] wet
QQ]’A%H]O]EA Aottt weEy oA 2319 274 A3foflA] CIP FEj4do]

—

Regime 1] $) _,EO] 20084l SRk A7 =th= AMY (Figure 10)2 ©] Al7] £
=1 AQHEAL} CIP B+F 37 o A= IS 7HIL QU932 AlARIT

RIS /2014, v. 36, n. 2
KDI Journal of Economic Policy



(%p)
0.6

0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2

0.1

[Figure 14] Call Rate and Policy Rate
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Source: Bank of Korea's Economic Statistics System.
[Figure 15] Trend of F/X Swap Rate”
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[Figure 16] Linkage of Domestic Money Market and F/X Swap Market
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[Figure 17] Bond Investment of Foreigners and F/X Swap Rate
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ABSTRACT

This paper examines whether the TFP growth of the Korean economy slowed
down in 2000s based on growth accounting, focusing on how sensitive the
results are to the particular aspects of the growth accounting method. There
has been no consensus on this issue as the previous studies have provided very
diverse results due to the differences in the details of the growth accounting
method, Main results of this paper are as follows, First, it is how to calculate
the labor income of the self—employed that has the most significant impacts on
the estimated TFP growth, Measuring capital stock also matters. Second, the
TFP growth of the Korean economy appears to be sustained in 2000s when the
extreme assumptions on the labor income of the self—employed are excluded
and capital stock is measured by the most frequently—adopted method in the
previous studies., For more reliable estimation of the TFP growth, further
studies on measuring the labor income of the self—employed are needed.
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(Table 1) Summary of Previous Growth Accounting Results (Contribution)

(Unit: %, %p)
Period Output Labor Capital Productivity

1981~1990 9.4 2.2 6.6 0.6
KPC (2012) 1991~-2000 6.1 1.4 4.2 0.5
2001~2010 38 1.3 2.2 0.2
1981~1990 10.1 3.1 4.2 2.0
C&% fz’)(?’/' 1991~2000 49 17 36 1
2001~2010 3.7 0.9 2.0 1.2
Conference 198171990 - - - -
Board 1991~-2000 6.6 1.4 3.1 2.0
(2013) 2001~2010 4.2 0.4 1.7 2.1
1985~1990 9.9 1.9 2.2 5.8
OECD (2012) 1991~2000 6.3 0.7 2.0 3.7
2001~2010 4.2 0.1 1.2 3.1

Note: 1) Cho et al (2012) uses real gross income as output while others uses GDP. Cho ef a/(2012) include real
output price effect as an additional factor, however it is omitted in this table for comparing with other
researches, so the sum of factor contributions is not equal to the growth of output.

(Table 2) Conrtibution Ratio of TFP in Previous Studies

(Unit: %)
1981~1990" 1991~2000 2001~2010
KPC (2012) 6.4 8.2 5.3
Cho et al (2012)” 215 17.2 293
Confer(ezréiea)Board B 303 500
OECD (2012) 58.6 58.7 73.8

Note: 1) OECD (2012)'s result is for the period of 1985~1990.
2) Cho et al (2012)'s result is re—calculated as the ratio of TFP to the sum of contributions of labor, capita
and TFP.
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(Table 3) Comparison of Growth Accounting Methods in Previous Studies

Cho et al. Conference Board OECD
5 A
[PE E0Te) (2012) (2013) (2012)
Measure real GDP real GDP real GDP real GDP
(basic price) (market price) | (market price, PPP) | (basic price)
Output
) ) hol hol
Coverage 72 industries whoe whole economy whoe
economy economy
Labor Quality included included included not included
Estimation benchmark—year
method estimation + PIM" PM PM PV
Asset types 8 59 6 7
Capital _affini At _affini
Depreciation Pyo (2003) age em’mency depreciation rate by | age emluency
profiles asset type profiles
‘C.T price not adjusted not adjusted adjusted adjusted
adjustment
80% of 50% of 100% of
, . 100% of .
Seli-employed | employee's wage employee's X employee's
) ) employee's wage
only in agriculture wage wage
total income total income : : )
Factor N . . total income minus estimated by
. Capital income minus labor minus labor .
income . ) labor income user cost
income income
) nominal GDP nominal GDP nominal GDP labor income
Total income (basic price) (market price) (basic price) *
P P P capital income

Note: 1) PIM stands for perpetual inventory method.
Source: Each study.
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(Table 4) Comparison of Results and Methods in Previous Studies

Methods Studies 1981~1990 | 1991~2000 | 2001~2010
KPC (2013) 2.2 1.4 1.3
Labor quality Cho et al (2012) 3.1 1.7 0.9
Labor included
contribution Conference Board B 4 0.4
(2013) '
Not included OECD (2012) 1.9 0.7 0.1
Cho et al (2012) 4.2 3.6 2.0
PIM Conference Board B 31 17
Capital (2013)
contribution OECD (2012) 2.2 2.0 12
Benchmark—year
estimation + PIM KPC (2013) 6.6 4.2 2.2
80% of employee’s
wage only in KPC (2013) 51.2 54.1 51.9
agriculture
Labor 50% of employee’s
ncome wage Cho ef al (2012) 58.3 59.1 56.4
share
Conference Board
100% of (2013) - 70.0 70.0
employee’'s wage
OECD (2012) 83.9 80.4 76.3

Source: Each study.
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(Table 5) Asset Classification

National Account EU KLEMS

1. Residential structures 1. Residential structures

2. Non-residential structures 2. Non-residential structures

3. Infrastructure 3. Infrastructure

4. Transport equipment 4. Transport equipment
5. Computing equipment
6. Communications equipment

5. Machineries 7. Other machinery and equipment
8. Products of agriculture and foreslry”
9. Other products”
10. Software

6. Intangibles
11, Other intangibles”

Note: 1) 8. Products of agriculture and forestry, 9. Other products, 11. Other intangibles are excluded as those

data are not available.
Source: EU KLEMS (2007); http://ecos.bok.orkr (accessed: August 20, 2013).

EU KLEMS(2007)°Al= AEAZA7E A AAA o2 v ZAA Q1 AlollA A
3L glemz ofel Asteto] ArirtAo] e uRtelA fARE BG5S UEhd Aol
71gstoll ARAEA 7HAS 2ATHA] Y= Uretol] Al ARAREA SR} ofel 2|3}
o] Ath7tAoe] ml=i} ZoRR=E FEAEAY 7HAe 24skal ok g, OECD
(2012)€} Conference Board(2013)& SAIREA| L} AT EQ0]o] 7o AF FAS
il tEgolEE 248l oy, EU KLEMS(2007)0A= 4 EAREA ol thsf
ARt 7HARAS skl lek & ATRolAlE EU KLEMS(2007)5 whe) g HAREA 9
A OEAolEE TFST Tol 2AT T ARARAY ATHARYY A2 A
A3

1=
-
=
=

IT
*IT Us NICT
P (OR ~— NICT S PK()R
Us

oA7|A P ArAEA L] B tEYoleg, PM i HFRBAREA ] F2}
HEHOlHE Uetde, off M= sig =7k W
W ZHES] 749, 2 AelAs EU KLEMS(2007)2] 17HZHES A3t
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(Table 6) Comparison of Depreciation Rates

(Unit: %)
Asset EU(Z}SI(‘)?;AS Pyo (2003) Confe(rzeg;:;ﬂBoard
Residential structures 1.1 3.3 3.0
Non—residential structures 3.1 3.0 3.0
Infrastructures 3.1 1.0 3.0
Transport equipment 18.9 16.9 20.0
Computing equipment 31.5 9.2 30.0
Communications equipment 115 9.2 12.0
Other machinery and equipment 12.6 9.2 13.0
Products of agriculture and forestry 12.6
Other products 12.6
Software 31.5 24.7 46.0
Other intangibles 315

Note: 1) Conference Board (2013) does not classify strucutures into residential and non—residential purpose.
Source: Each studly.

(Table 6)°llA & &= Qo] HFH BHIE A|Qlgt thiite] At {304 EU KLEMS
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R | ’
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2|9} F2717HS o]9) o] AAsro 7 27]x| AA Q87 B Ao ujx g
= Y 7 S AR AfmErh
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187 kel sl -3t 3, dga5o] FHol A EJ%XPE¢
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‘n"——‘
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197041 &7} A2 §3| dulz wae Aol Hals) - Ashe00 s 1058nE iy
S Agslo] ABAES 2A45197] wjiZo]| 19708 ARAE 2= 27]2] A4 Q7o) tiaf o4
A Ao oA,

=X 2000CH Mitd BTl ok JEEA 24U Hlw -

1z

AT

151



152

SA% ol 2A4H FAE9] 50%2 7FYEAT HYFEEASY] kEAS 5
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5 1081854 710e] 24 Ak o el el Lol $EE 2 ok, 8
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0.3%p dFelal AREQ] A7 =7l 1.8%p ol wel QA4 7188
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Holxlis HES Ho|1 Qi ol F897] oK) AABA s F§517] olF
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(Table 7) Growth Accounting of the Korean Economy (Benchmark Model)

(Unit: %, %p)

VA L K TFP
1981~1990 9.1 2.0 4.3 2.9
1991~-2000 6.2 1.6 3.8 0.8
2001~2010 4.2 1.3 2.0 0.9
1981~1985 8.5 1.2 3.3 4.0
1986~1990 9.7 2.7 53 1.8
1991~1995 7.4 2.2 4.6 0.6
1996~-2000 49 0.9 3.0 1.0
2001~2005 4.5 1.3 2.2 1.0
2006~2010 3.9 1.3 1.8 0.8

Note: VA denotes value added; L labor; K capital; TFP total factor productivity. Numbers for VA are annual growth
rates while other numbers are the contributions to the growth rates.

7[R FA 5o TR E VIR (2012)2F frAFsEH, AREe] A7)0
= REY 2120129 frARE ol Ty AT Es aaas et a4
S7HEE Wt X ER, A7) thE 844s e a4 SRl whE Aael
710 e] AAR) Hlas 2 Sjurt gk

Zh 820 7S FAYske 84S e 84 S7Re0 A Aapt
(Table 8)°ll AAEO] A}, s Eul&2 1990AtH9] Bt 61.4%Cl14 2000
= Bt 60.3%2 2% Yo For FAEYh 1991~959 71k 61.9%5 HH
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19909} 15t 1.3%004 2000 Holl= 0.6%= /JTs] wohd whd, =] 23
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(Table 8) Growth Rates of Components and Factor Income Shares

(Unit: %)

VA St H L—H Sk A K=A TFP
1981~1990 9.1 60.8 2.0 1.3 39.2 10.7 0.1 29
1991~2000 6.2 61.4 1.3 1.2 38.6 9.5 0.4 0.8
2001~2010 4.2 60.3 0.6 1.5 39.7 5.0 0.1 0.9
1981~1985 8.5 64.3 0.8 1.1 35.7 10.0 -0.7 4.0
1986~1990 9.7 57.4 3.2 1.4 42.6 1.4 1.0 1.8
1991~1995 7.4 61.9 2.5 1.1 38.1 1.6 0.4 0.6
1996~2000 49 60.8 0.2 1.4 39.2 7.4 0.4 1.0
2001~2005 4.5 60.4 1.0 1.1 39.6 5.5 0.0 1.0
2006~2010 3.9 60.2 0.3 1.8 39.8 4.5 0.1 0.8

Note: VA denotes value added; s, labor income share; H total working hours; L—H labor compositions; A capital
stock; K—A capital composition; TFP total factor productivity. Numbers except factor income shares are annual
growth rates.

BB AR A A (9)e o] AT A R4olE IAIEEE Bt
A7} [Figure 1]l AAE]o] itk iFi4=elEo] ARG ER Tt Bt 4%p =7
AE|lon, 19909 o] stsihrl 218k9)7] o] stEbAIZE AR 5 HiAlA
Zol= H]S3k Ao ®olrh thuk 1990dte] AL HS40lE9] slekEo] AthZ]
2 A Vet ZA97] o]olls kgl E e i stk Bes
Wiz gictis

oje} Zo] g 9 AR 5 8 AEQLS FTMIZE E3bEe whet AAVECNA T4
A go] AAsh= Bl (A7 7]o18)2 19909t 2] 13%914 2000 tholl= 21%2 =
ofxl Aog AT FRAMAIY FTMME A WA ggko, 1990t
o9 =okd ApE F7EAIZE 2000t ol ESkE| whel Fa 4R o] 7o go] fzo}
Ak,

o o v ot

T

A

Sfere sAe Alsh gl
13 W5olEo) 79 100933 20080l 2 FA 7bAe] FAe weke Qls) slapidelgel vl
o FebAL FEst BES UehilE dik
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[Figure 1] Internal Rate of Return in Benchmark Model and Yields of Corporate Bonds
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Note: 3 year corporate bond (AA-).
Source: htip://ecos.bok.orkr (accessed: August 20, 2013).

(Table 9) Contribution Ratio of Components (Benchmark Model)

(Unit: %)

L K TFP
1981~1990 22.0 47.3 31.9
1991~2000 258 61.3 12.9
2001~2010 31.0 47.6 21.4
1981~1985 14.1 388 471
1986~1990 27.8 54.6 18.6
1991~1995 29.7 62.2 8.1
1996~-2000 18.4 61.2 20.4
2001~2005 28.9 489 22.2
2006~2010 33.3 46.2 20.5

Note: L denotes labor; K capital; TFP total factor productivity.
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[Figure 2] Growth of Total Working Hours
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(Table 10) Growth Accounting of the Korean Economy with Total Working Hours of
OECD (2012)

(Unit: %, %p)

VA L K TFP
1981~1990 9.1 1.7 43 3.1
1991~2000 6.2 1.3 3.8 1.1
2001~2010 4.2 0.8 2.0 1.4
1981~1985 85 1.3 33 3.9
1986~1990 9.7 2.1 53 2.3
1991~1995 7.4 2.0 4.6 0.8
1996~2000 49 0.5 3.0 1.4
2001~2005 45 0.8 2.2 1.4
2006~2010 3.9 0.7 1.8 1.3

Note: VA denotes value added: L labor; K capital; TFP total factor productivity. Numbers for VA are annual growth
rates while other numbers are the contributions to the growth rates.
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[Figure 3] Growth of Labor Quality
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(Table 11) Growth Accounting of the Korean Economy (Labor Quality Not Included)

(Unit: %, %p)

VA L K TFP
1981~1990 9.1 1.2 4.3 3.7
1991~2000 6.2 0.8 3.8 1.5
2001~2010 4.2 0.4 2.0 1.8
1981~1985 85 0.5 33 4.7
1986~1990 9.7 1.8 5.3 2.6
1991~1995 7.4 1.5 46 1.2
1996~2000 49 0.1 3.0 1.9
2001~2005 45 0.6 2.2 1.7
2006~2010 3.9 0.2 1.8 119

Note: VA denotes value added: L labor; K capital; TFP total factor productivity. Numbers for VA are annual growth
rates while other numbers are the contributions to the growth rates.
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[Figure 5] Growth of Capital
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(Table 12) Growth Accounting of the Korean Economy with Capital Stock of
Pyo and Kim (2012)

(Unit: %, %p)

VA L K TFP
1981~1990 9.1 2.0 5.4 1.7
1991~2000 6.2 1.6 4.2 0.4
2001~2010 4.2 1.3 3.2 -0.3
1981~1985 85 1.2 5.0 2.3
1986~1990 9.7 2.7 59 1.1
1991~1995 7.4 2.2 5.0 0.2
1996~2000 49 0.9 34 0.6
2001~2005 45 1.3 3.7 -0.5
2006~2010 3.9 1.3 2.8 -0.2

Note: VA denotes value added: L labor; K capital; TFP total factor productivity. Numbers for VA are annual growth
rates while other numbers are the contributions to the growth rates.

A w2 5o A 7S YR Qloh

(Table 12)9} [Figure 6]o] A|AIE vfe} o], 7|& A4t & S7H&°] 7P =4 =
e S - AH2012) 9] AREAES V)RR F | Adehs 5
7hgo] 1990 AH 0.4%, 2000t AFF+ —0.3%
1.2%p RA| F8€ ek 2000909 ¢ #5-4 - ZAF(2012)3 7]2RE 7] AEA
5 37 Ao7t iAo g 7] wiEel, a8 SRS stk 2 Fo] 24
UreRdTt,

QHH, (Table 13)} [Figure 6]o] A|AIE HER} o] 7]&E Ak F F7He0] 7HE &
Al F=4E 2HE 9(2012)9] ARRAES 7|EHY o At AS, TRAMAM 5
7hero] 1990 AE+t 1.2%, 20009 AF+t 1L1%= 7| 2EFHTt 242 0.4%p,
0.2%p = 4%}, 200092 FoAYAY S7HES] AF 2 =o] 1990 ol

17 581 - QAR012)9) AHEAE F7hgo] th Q1] ulal 20008thel 74 Lehke @A A

(2012)9] F7MIZHEL thsso] A falold Th o] ujs) v FAEelon], 53] 4uEAl
AollA] Kol7h Art, HREA FA7E A3} BehEIgee ek olelet FrhzHEe) Aolt 20004
Y ARAE 27189 B S 2clo] @ 4 glth thil ZJEEE, OECD(2012), Conference
Board(2013)l 4 AREAA 717 24& sha Qlonw, AZIEe] Aol Qg falrt HEAe
= A Ao Azt

A

=

iy

Sr=nel 2000 ity BIMM Bok HEEIA MY H|u -

AT

161



162

(Table 13) Growth Accounting of the Korean Economy with Capital Stock of
Cho et al (2012)

(Unit: %, %p)

VA L K TFP
1981~1990 9.1 2.0 4.0 3.1
1991~2000 6.2 1.6 3.4 1.2
2001~2010 42 1.3 1.8 1.1
1981~1985 85 1.2 3.2 4.1
1986~1990 9.7 2.7 49 2.1
1991~1995 7.4 2.2 43 0.8
1996~2000 49 0.9 2.5 1.5
2001~2005 45 1.3 1.9 1.3
2006~2010 3.9 1.3 1.6 1.0

Note: VA denotes value added; L labor; K capital; TFP total factor productivity. Numbers for VA are annual growth
rates while other numbers are the contributions to the growth rates.

[Figure 6] TFP Growth Estimates By Various Capital Input Measures
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Conference Board(2013)E5 A|eJ3t thF9o] ¢tolA 19974 &eke)7]E AXH =
E4E Hulgo] slel Aog Uehta gtk OECD(2012)8] AL 239715 s
g W3} o]Qlof|= kg as Fullgo] ANbs| sheshe ARRE Holal QT ol &
2] AAlA HldaE2AY] HEo] HAF Eolte AT BRSNS 7ol e

o8 AbrEr} s

OECD(2012)9} 2r= A 5(2012)9] oS HHles 7Rl vtgshe 3
19 FoaY SAE APt ofg A WIlskEAlE —E'v:’—\jﬁ; A7} (Table 14),
(Table 15y, [Figure 8] A|A=o] I}, 20

(Table 14) Growth Accounting of the Korean Economy with Labor Income Share of
OECD (2012)

(Unit: %, %p)

VA L K TFP
1981~1990 9.1 2.8 1.8 4.6
1991~2000 6.2 2.1 1.9 2.2
2001~2010 4.2 1.6 1.2 1.3
1981~1985 8.5 1.6 1.4 55
1986~1990 9.7 39 2.2 3.6
1991~1995 7.4 2.9 2.2 2.3
1996~2000 49 1.2 1.7 2.0
2001~2005 4.5 1.6 1.3 1.5
2006~2010 3.9 1.6 1.1 1.1

Note: VA denotes value added; L labor; K capital; TFP total factor productivity. Numbers for VA are annual growth
rates while other numbers are the contributions to the growth rates.
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(Table 15) Growth Accounting of the Korean Economy with Labor Income Share of

KPC (2012)
(Unit: %, %p)

VA L K TFP
1981~1990 9.1 1.7 53 2.1
1991~2000 6.2 1.4 45 0.3
2001~2010 4.2 1.1 2.4 0.7
1981~1985 85 1.0 47 2.9
1986~1990 9.7 2.4 6.0 1.3
1991~1995 7.4 2.0 54 0.0
1996~2000 49 0.8 3.6 0.6
2001~2005 45 1.1 2.6 0.7
2006~2010 3.9 1.1 2.2 0.6

Note: VA denotes value added; L labor; K capital; TFP total factor productivity. Numbers for VA are annual growth
rates while other numbers are the contributions to the growth rates.

[Figure 8] TFP Growth Estimates By Various Labor Income Share
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OECD(2012)9] =545 Hul&S ARSSHA =W F8084Md F7Heo] 1990
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(Table 16) TFP Growth Estimates by Various Assumption on Labor Income of the
Self-employed

(Unit: %, %p)
60%" 70%" 80%" 90%"
1981~1990 3.1 3.4 3.6 3.9
1991~2000 0.9 1.1 1.2 1.4
2001~2010 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.1
1981~1985 4.3 4.7 5.0 5.3
1086~1990 1.9 2.1 2.2 2.4
1991~1995 0.7 0.9 11 1.3
1996~2000 1.1 1.3 1.4 1.5
2001~2005 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2
2006~2010 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9
Note: 1) The labor income of the sel—employed relative to the labor income of employee with the similar

socio—economic characteristic.
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ABSTRACT

This paper is a theoretical attempt to analyze and understand Yeonjulmang
and Yeongyeolmang, which are terms for social networks with negative and
positive connotation respectively in Korean Sociology. To do that, we analyze a
social network where unilateral help are reciprocated, A social network in this
context is a network where the past behaviors of its members are transmitted.
With the information how the members behaved before, a social norm can
emerge in the network, which facilitate the indirect reciprocation of unilateral
help. In this norm, an agent’s helping now will be rewarded by his being
helped in the future, Since the reward happens in the future, this norm may
not be sustained even if it is efficient. To sustain the reciprocation of the help,
a norm can evolve to punish the violation of the norm more severely. If the
punishment becomes too severe, the reciprocation of the help can be sustained
even if it is not efficient any more in that the cost of help exceeds the benefit,
If we allow the exit of the network, members have incentive to do it as
belonging to the network is not beneficial any more, Then the social network
may collapse. To avoid the collapse of the network, the exclusive norm, which
exclude even mutually beneficial relationship with outsiders, may emerge. This
can explain the emergence of Yeonjulmang, or a closed network, which is
inefficient in double senses; 1) it may sustain inefficient reciprocation of help,
and 2) the mutually beneficial relationship is excluded between an insider and
an outsider of the network,
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(Table 1) Average Economic Payoffs and Equilibrium Conditions of Different Social Norms
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