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Abstract
In this paper we integrate heterogeneous inflation expectations into a simple monetary
model. Guided by empirical evidence we assume that boundedly rational agents, selecting
between extrapolative and regressive forecasting rules to predict the future inflation rate,
prefer rules that have produced low prediction errors in the past. We show that integrating
this behavioral expectation formation process into the monetary model leads to the
possibility of endogenous macroeconomic dynamics. For instance, our model replicates
certain empirical regularities such as irregular growth cycles or inflation persistence.
Moreover, we observe multi-stability via a Chenciner bifurcation.
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1 Introduction
Many macroeconomic models restrict their attention to the behavior of a representative
agent which, when it comes to the formation of expectations, relies on a single strategy to
forecast macroeconomic variables. For some time this strategy was given by an
extrapolative, adaptive or regressive prediction rule but after the late 1970s rational
expectations became the leading paradigm. However, empirical evidence makes it obvious
that views about future economic variables may differ considerably among economic
agents. A study by Mankiw et al. (2003), who analyze survey data on inflation
expectations, illustrates this aspect quite clearly. Their data set reveals that the
interquartile range of inflation expectations for 2003 among economists ranges from 1.5
to 2.5 percent and that among the general public, the interquartile range of expected
inflation ranges between 0 and 5 percent. Similar results are reported, for instance, by
Carroll (2003) and Pesaran and Weale (2006). It seems that inflation expectations are
neither consistent with the notion of a fully rational behavior nor by the representative
agent assumption.
An important question for macroeconomic theory thus is how agents form
expectations in reality. First of all, a number of empirical papers (Simon 1955, Kahneman,
Slovic and Tversky 1986, Smith 1991) indicate that people should be regarded as
boundedly rational and that they display in many situations a rule-governed behavior. In
particular, people seem to rely on a limited number of heuristic principles which have
proven to be useful in the past. Further empirical evidence by Hommes et al. (2005) and
Heemeijer et al. (2009) even tells us that agents use rather simple linear forecasting rules
to form predictions. For instance, agents used extrapolative and regressive expectation
formation rules in their experiments. Also Branch (2004) finds from the analysis of survey
data on inflation expectations that agents rely on heuristic forecasting principles.
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Interestingly, agents do not hold on to a particular rule but select rules which have
generated low prediction errors in the past. The choice of a predictor may furthermore be
biased by a predisposition effect, i.e. a behavioral preference for a certain type of rule.
More empirical evidence on heterogeneous expectations and dynamic predictor selection
in different economic contexts is provided by Chavas (2000), Alfarano et al. (2005),
Boswijk et al. (2007) and Goldbaum and Mizrach (2008), Lux (2009), among others.
The main goal of this paper is to improve our understanding about the relation
between heterogeneous inflation expectations and macroeconomic dynamics. We use a
well-known monetary model as a workhorse and try to ground our modeling of
heterogeneous inflation expectations on empirical observations. The basic structure of our
model is as follows. We use Okun’s law and the expectations-augmented Phillips curve to
describe the supply side of the economy. In addition, we employ an aggregate demand
relation in which output growth is driven by both changes in nominal money growth and
inflation. Of key importance is how we treat the agents’ expectation formation process.
Guided by empirical evidence, agents select between competing forecasting strategies
based on an evolutionary fitness measure. To be precise, we assume that the agents prefer
predictors with a high forecasting accuracy, measured in terms of squared forecasting
errors. Moreover, agents either form extrapolative expectations, that is, they believe that
the current inflation trend will continue, or they form regressive expectations, that is, they
guess that the inflation rate will return towards its normal value.
Analytical and numerical investigations reveal that our four-dimensional nonlinear
deterministic model has the potential to generate complex macroeconomic dynamics and
thus provides intuitions on how irregular inflation, growth and unemployment cycles
might emerge in real economies. The main economic reason is that there prevails, for a
broad range of parameter combinations, a permanent evolutionary competition between
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stabilizing and destabilizing prediction rules. Suppose that the majority of agents rely on
the regressive predictor. Then the dynamics is stable and a convergence towards a
“normal” steady state sets in. However, the system does not necessarily settle down on
this fixed point. Close to the steady state the forecasting accuracies of both predictors
become similar. If a sufficient number of agents switch to the extrapolative predictor, the
steady state becomes unstable and oscillations in key macroeconomic variables are
triggered. Regressive expectations may gain in popularity again when the prediction errors
of extrapolative expectations become strong. The dynamics get complicated due to further
macroeconomic feedback processes.
Another interesting finding is that part of the parameter space is characterized by
multi-stability, a phenomenon with important consequences for macroeconomic policy
design. Numerical simulations suggest that a locally stable steady state coexists with
locally stable limit sets on closed curves or even chaotic attractors. As a result, the model
variables are driven towards the steady state for some initial conditions and remain there
as long as exogenous shocks are not too large. However, significant exogenous
disturbances may kick the economy out of the steady state’s basin of attraction, and only
another kick (e.g. performed via monetary or fiscal policies) will get the economy back
into that basin. Otherwise, the economy is destined to some sort of “endogenous”
fluctuation, even though an equilibrium exists and is locally stable. Macroeconomic
policy interventions, if they are well designed, may keep the system close to the steady
state.
Our paper is closely related to Lines and Westerhoff (2009) where we also use a
monetary model as a starting point for their analysis but concentrate on the case of
rational and extrapolative expectations. One result of that paper is that macroeconomic
dynamics may be subject to a phenomenon called intermittency, i.e. the inflation rate may
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stay very close to its normal value for an extended period of time, but then, apparently out
of the blue, wild inflation rate changes emerge. Numerical studies of the model presented
in this paper suggest that the dynamics have a stronger cyclical nature which seems to be
more consistent with real macroeconomic dynamics. Moreover, rational expectations can
only be regarded as a theoretical benchmark scenario since there is no empirical evidence
for such behavior in real data. The object of this paper is to work with forecasting rules
which are empirically observable.
Note that there are several other interesting papers in this area and we mention a
few of them here. For instance, Branch and McGough (2008, 2009) investigate the role of
heterogeneous expectation formation within a New Keynesian framework. In their model,
agents have to predict both the future inflation rate and the future output level. Franke
(2007) also considers a model in which agents use different forecasting rules to predict the
inflation rate. An interesting insight of his paper is that the average of these inflation
forecasts may be interpreted as a proxy for the current inflation climate (which
circumvents a more or less open aggregation problem to which we come back later). The
papers by Anufriev et al. (2008) and de Grauwe (2008) explore how monetary policy rules
may work in such approaches. Westerhoff (2006) does the same but with a focus on the
effectiveness of some common fiscal policy rules. Some contributions stress the agents’
learning behavior more strongly. For instance, Berardi (2007) considers a model which is
populated by two different types of agents who learn through recursive least squares
techniques the parameter values of their forecasting strategies. Tuinstra and Wagener
(2006) come up with an interesting setup which includes an evolutionary competition
between two different estimation procedures.
This brief survey illustrates the extent to which heterogeneous expectations have
come to matter in explanations of the behavior of macroeconomic variables. We hope that
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the present paper adds to this interesting and relevant stream of literature. From a broader
point of view, our work is directly related to the theory of nonlinear macroeconomic
dynamics as developed and surveyed by, among others, Day (1999), Rosser (2000), Puu
and Sushko (2006) and Chiarella et al. (2005, 2009).
The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we present our
model and discuss some properties of its dynamical system, including the local stability of
the model’s unique fixed point. In Section 3, we determine a basic parameter setting via a
rough calibration of the model and discuss the functioning of our approach. In Section 4,
we check the robustness of our findings and point out some interesting dynamical features
of our model. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 A monetary model with heterogeneous expectations
In this section, we develop a monetary model with heterogeneous expectations. Our model
comprises four building blocks. The first three building blocks, i.e. Okun’s law, an
expectations-augmented Phillips curve and an aggregate demand relation, constitute the
macroeconomic environment of the model (see, for instance, Blanchard 2009). The novel
feature of our model is the forth building block which describes how agents form inflation
expectations. As in the predictor choice framework of Brock and Hommes (1997, 1998),
agents select between different types of forecasting rules with respect to the rules past
performance. Note that agents display a boundedly rational learning behavior in the sense
that they tend to select forecasting rules which have produced low forecasting errors in the
recent past. At the end of this section, we show that the dynamics of our model is due to a
four-dimensional nonlinear dynamical system. As it turns out, the model has a unique
steady state and we are able to determine its (local) stability properties (mathematical
details are presented in the Appendix).
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We begin with Okun’s law, according to which, a change in the unemployment
rate ut from period t to period t-1 can be explained by the current deviation of the output
growth rate g t from its normal value g n . Okun’s law, which is empirically supported and
mainly driven by (labor) productivity growth, may be expressed as
ut − ut −1 = − β ( g t − g n ) ,

(1)

where β is a positive parameter. Notice that output growth above normal leads to a
decrease in the unemployment rate. To maintain a stable unemployment rate, output
growth obviously must be equal to the normal output growth. The unemployment rate
increases if output growth drops below normal output growth.
Within the expectations-augmented Phillips curve, the inflation rate π t depends
on the expected inflation rate π te and on the deviation of the unemployment rate from its
natural rate u n . A standard formulation is
π t = π te − α (ut − u n ) ,

(2)

where α is a positive parameter. The intuition of (2) is as follows. First, workers
expecting a high inflation rate will request a wage raise. Mark up pricing of firms then
increases the inflation rate. Second, if the unemployment rate decreases, workers have a
stronger bargaining power and are able to negotiate higher wages. Mark up pricing of the
firms again drives the inflation rate upwards.
We apply a standard aggregate demand relation in which the output growth rate
depends on the difference between nominal money growth and the inflation rate. Since we
assume that the nominal money growth rate m is constant over time, we obtain for the
output growth rate
g t = m − πt .

(3)
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As is well-known, (3) is consistent with the classical IS-LM framework. The argument is
as follows. If money growth exceeds inflation, the real money stock increases. As a result,
the interest rate decreases which, in turn, stimulates the demand for goods. Hence, output
also increases.
The three building blocks of this monetary model have some important
implications which we briefly mention here. Note first that by combining (1)-(3) it is
possible to write
πt =

αβ (m − g n ) π t −1
π e − π te−1
,
+
+ t
1 + αβ
1 + αβ
1 + αβ

(4)

i.e. the inflation rate in period t depends on the inflation rate in period t-1 and on the
expected inflation rates in periods t and t-1. Let π stand for the equilibrium inflation rate.
Then, (4) implies that

π = (m − g n ) + αβ (π te − π te−1 ) .

(5)

Moreover, if there are no further changes in expectations we obtain from (5) that the
equilibrium inflation rate is given by the distance between the (constant) money growth
rate and the normal output growth rate. The equilibrium inflation rate is also called the
normal inflation rate π n and formally given by

π n = π = m − gn .

(6)

It is reasonable to assume in the following that the agents expect the inflation rate
correctly in equilibrium. Doing this, we have that the steady state unemployment rate is
equal to the natural unemployment rate (via the Phillips curve) and that the steady state
output growth rate is equal to the normal output growth rate (via Okun’s law).
Let us now turn to the last and decisive building block of our model, the
expectation formation behavior of heterogeneous boundedly rational agents. As indicated
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in the introduction, empirical evidence suggests that agents apply different strategies to
forecast the inflation rate. This is exactly what happens in our model. Agents select
between competing prediction strategies on the basis the strategies’ squared prediction
errors which means they are characterized by boundedly rational learning behavior. We
concentrate on two competing prediction rules: a simple and cheap extrapolative predictor
and a more sophisticated but costly regressive predictor. The average expected value of
the inflation rate thus is defined as

π te = wtE π tE + wtR π tR ,

(7)

where wtE is the relative weight of extrapolative expectations π tE and wtR is the relative
weight of regressive expectations π tR , respectively. 1
Agents forecast the inflation rate for period t conditional on the information set
available at period t-1. Simple extrapolative expectations may be expressed as

π tE = π t −1 + γ (π t −1 − π t − 2 ) ,

(8)

where γ > 0 indicates how strong the agents extrapolate past inflation trends into the
future. Regressive expectations, in turn, are usually formalized as

π tR = π t −1 + δ (π n − π t −1 ) .

(9)

Hence, the agents expect that the inflation rate will return towards its normal value over
time. The expected adjustment speed depends on 0 < δ < 1 .
The agents do not stick to a certain rule but compare their relative performance.
We assume that the agents prefer heuristics with a high forecasting accuracy and rely on

1

Note that we include heterogeneous expectations in form of a weighted average of individual expectations

into an otherwise linear macroeconomic model which has no explicit microfoundation. Although Anufriev
et al. (2008) conclude that this is the most natural way to do, it is clear that this aggregation aspect deserves
more attention in the future.
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squared prediction errors as a (publicly observable) fitness measure. The attractiveness of
extrapolative expectations is defined as
atE = −(π tE−1 − π t −1 ) 2 ,

(10)

while the attractiveness of the regressive expectation is given as
atR = −(π tR−1 − π t −1 ) 2 − κ .

(11)

Note first that forming regressive expectations may in fact be costly since one has to
develop some kind of general knowledge about the working of the economy. In particular,
the agents have to consider what is the normal inflation rate and how quickly does the
actual inflation rate converge towards that value. Moreover, agents may have a behavioral
bias for a certain type of predictor. In our model agents have a preference/predisposition
for simple extrapolative rules. The term κ ≥ 0 in (11) captures both aspects (note the
negative sign in front of κ which reduces the fitness of regressive expectations).
As in Brock and Hommes (1997, 1998), we update the fractions of agents using
the one or the other predictor via a discrete-choice model. The weights of the two
predictors are given as
wtE =

Exp[λ atE ]

(12)

Exp[λ atE ] + Exp[λ atR ]

and
wtR =

Exp[λ atR ]
Exp[λ atE ] + Exp[λ atR ]

.

(13)

Parameter λ ≥ 0 is called the intensity of choice since it describes how sensitive the mass
of agents is to selecting the most attractive predictor. Loosely speaking, an increase in λ
may be regarded as an increase in the (bounded) rationality of the agents. To see this note
first that for λ = 0 , half of the agents relies on the extrapolative predictor and the other
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half on the regressive predictor, i.e. they do not discriminate between differently
performing predictors. As λ increase, however, more and more agents select the predictor
with the higher fitness. In the extreme case in which λ goes to plus infinity, all agents
select the best performing predictor.
Inserting (7)-(13) into (4) gives the evolution of the inflation rate as a fourth-order
nonlinear difference equation, that is

π t = f (π t −1 , π t − 2 , π t − 3 , π t − 4 ) .

(14)

Auxiliary variables can be introduced and (14) can be written and simulated as a fourdimensional first-order system. Fortunately, the Jacobian matrix and the characteristic
equation can be written explicitly for the unique fixed point, so that local stability of π n
can be directly determined. Using the coefficients of the resulting third-degree polynomial
(one eigenvalue is always zero), the relevant inequalities associated with loss of
hyperbolicity and specific bifurcations suggest that the only loss of local stability is
through the modulus of a pair of complex conjugate eigenvalues crossing the unit circle,
that is, the Neimark-Sacker (henceforth N-S) bifurcations. Our analytical results are
summarized in the following proposition.
Proposition: The monetary model (1)-(3), expanded to include heterogeneous
expectations and a dynamic predictor selection (7)-(13), has a unique steady state in
which the inflation rate, the unemployment rate and the output growth rate correspond to
their natural values. Moreover, the steady state of the underlying four-dimensional
nonlinear dynamical system loses stability through a Neimark-Sacker bifurcation for a
given constellation of parameter values. In terms of the extrapolation parameter the
critical value is

γc =

i − 1 + δ i ( μ − 1)
,
μ i (δ i ( μ − 1) + 2(i − 1))

setting i =

1
and
1 + αβ
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μ=

1
1 + e − λκ

.

(15)

Proof of the Proposition is given in the mathematical appendix, where the stability
conditions of the steady state are given. It is possible to then determine how specific
parameters influence the inequality condition associated with the N-S bifurcation. The
higher the extrapolation coefficient γ the closer the stability inequality is to zero, that is,
to the critical value of the bifurcation. The effects of the other parameters are not uniquely
determined. For the relevant part of parameter space, however, we have the following
relations. The higher the regressive predictor coefficient δ the larger the parameter
subspace leading to local steady state stability. The selection criterion parameters λ and

κ are inversely related to the inequality condition, that is, more sensitivity to performance
or higher costs for the regressive predictor lead to a smaller subspace of local stability for
the steady state. The monetary model parameters, α and β , are directly related to the
inequality, so that increasing either the sensitivity of the inflation rate to distance from
normal unemployment rate or that of unemployment changes to distance from normal
output growth rate will shrink the parameter subspace of local stability. All of these
results make sense and all are confirmed in numerical simulations.
We were not able to determine the condition that would permit us to state the
stability of the curves emerging from the N-S bifurcation. Numerical exercises indicate
that the N-S bifurcation is of subcritical type so that in a sufficiently small left
neighborhood of γ c the curves bifurcating from (and enclosing) π n are repelling. That is,
the invariant curves appearing before the critical parameter value form a boundary for the
basin of attraction of the steady state inflation rate. This situation is called “corridor
stability” and trajectories starting from initial values falling outside of the closed curve
either explode to infinity or are attracted to some other limit set. The corridor, the basin of
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attraction of the equilibrium, decreases until, at the critical parameter value, it disappears
altogether.
However, simulations suggest that the global dynamical behavior over much of the
relevant parameter space is motion on, or close to, stable closed curves and that part of the
parameter space characterized by the coexistence of these limit sets and the stable π n .
This combination of analytical results and numerical experiments suggest that the
subcritical N-S bifurcation is accompanied by a two-parameter bifurcation known as a
Chenciner bifurcation (for economic applications and technical references see Neugart
and Tuinstra 2003, Agliari 2006, Agliari et al. 2006, Gaunersdorfer et al. 2008). These
intriguing features will be discussed in more detail in Section 4.

3 Calibration and functioning of the model
The aim of this section is to conduct a rough, first-order calibration to obtain an initial,
basic parameter setting for our subsequent numerical analysis and discuss the functioning
of the model. We focus on calibration in order to ensure that our simple deterministic
model has some potential to generate reasonable macroeconomic dynamics. Then, in
Section 4, we discuss the robustness of our findings and mention interesting model
properties under different sets of parameter values.
In total, there are nine parameters in the model. Five parameters are related to the
macroeconomic part of the model while four belong to the expectation formation part of
the model. The basic macroeconomic parameter values are
g n = 0.02 , u n = 0.05 , m = 0.05 , α = 1 , β = 0.35 ,
i.e. the normal output growth rate is 2 percent, the normal rate of unemployment is 5
percent and the nominal money growth is 5 percent, which seem to be reasonable values.
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Note that the slope parameters of the Phillips curve and Okun’s law are in line with
empirical observations (they are taken from Blanchard 2009) and the same as in the
companion paper of Lines and Westerhoff (2009).
We experimented extensively with the expectation related parameters and finally
chose this representative set of values:

γ = 0.95 , δ = 0.5 , κ = 0.0001 and λ = 30000 .
Accordingly, agents either believe that 95 percent of the current inflation trend will persist
or expect a mean reversion of 50 percent. Prediction costs and behavioral bias towards
extrapolative expectations jointly correspond to a one percent squared prediction error.
The impact of parameter λ on the strategy selection behavior of the agents can be
understood in conjunction with parameter κ . A value of λ = 30000 for the intensity of
choice parameter implies that for our value of κ we have about 95 percent of the agents
relying on extrapolative expectations when the squared prediction errors of both strategies
are identical (as, e.g., in the steady state). Of course, if the squared prediction error of the
extrapolative rule is 0.0001 units larger than the squared prediction error of the regressive
rule (say, the actual inflation rate is 1 percent, the extrapolative prediction is 3 percent and
the regressive prediction is 2.733 percent) the weights of both strategies are equal to 50
percent. Finally, a 0.0002 units larger squared prediction error of the extrapolative rule
versus the regressive rule implies a reduction in the weight of extrapolators to about 5
percent.
All in all, our assumptions about κ and λ imply that agents prefer extrapolative
rules over regressive rules. For a turn-around from 95 percent extrapolators to 5 percent
extrapolators the rules’ squared prediction error differential has to be 0.0002 units. At first
sight, a value of 30000 for λ may seem high but we think that the examples illustrate that
the speed of switching between strategies is not extreme.
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We now turn to an exploration of the dynamics of the model. In Figure 1, the
panels display from top to bottom the evolution of the inflation rate, the expected inflation
rate, the unemployment rate and the output growth rate. We observe, for instance,
irregular growth cycles with varying amplitudes. Similar, there are periods where changes
in the unemployment rate are rather low, followed by some larger swings. Note also that
output and unemployment fluctuate countercyclical. A reduction in growth rates drives the
unemployment rate up (and vive versa), as we would expect in reality. Since the
forecasting errors are obviously not dramatic (the correlation coefficient is 0.92) the
agents’ behavior should not be regarded as irrational.
PLACE FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

In Figure 2 we look at the behavior of, and relations between, economic variables.
The top left panel shows the inflation rate in period t+1 versus the inflation rate in period
t. As in actual economies there is clear evidence for persistence of inflation: if inflation is
high (low) in period t, it is quite likely that inflation will also be high (low) in period t+1.
Next, the panel in the top right depicts the inflation rate in period t versus the
unemployment rate in period t. Interestingly, the “original” Phillips curve does not appear
in our artificial data, as is the case for real data since the 1970s. However, there is
evidence of a “modified” (plump) Phillips curve, in the panel at the bottom left, in which a
decrease in the unemployment rate leads to an acceleration of the inflation rate. We find it
quite remarkable that our simple deterministic model may jointly generate these two
important and much debated stylized facts. Finally, in Figure 2, bottom right, the
simulated data points follow Okun’s law. Overall, our model seems to be able to replicate
some prominent empirical relations between key macroeconomic variables and we may
thus conclude that our basic parameter setting appears to be reasonable, at least at first
sight.
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PLACE FIGURE 2 ABOUT HERE

Let us next try to understand how the model works. Consider the beginning of an
upturn. At the steady state, both predictors are perfect, but because reversion predictors
have associated costs, the majority of the agents relies on extrapolative expectations. As
the inflation rate starts to deviate from equilibrium, errors of regressive expectations start
to exceed those of extrapolative expectations and agents prefer the cheaper predictor even
more. There follows an exponential expansion as more agents switch to extrapolation,
increasing its weight in the aggregate expectation which gives a higher inflation rate. The
switching is exasperated by larger errors for reversion expectations as the inflation rate
moves further away from the steady state inflation rate.
Near the end of the expansion phase most agents are trend-followers. On the one
hand, with movement to extrapolation having fallen off, the push on the inflation rate
through the aggregate expectation slows. On the other hand, a few agents still use the
reversion predictor and their expectation is that of a heavy turn-around. These two effects
work through the aggregate expectation to slow the expansion. Moreover, at some
distance from equilibrium, a stabilizing macroeconomic feedback kicks in. As the
inflation rate increases, real money growth declines which, in turn, reduces aggregate
demand (via the aggregate demand relation). The reduction in output increases the
unemployment rate (via Okun’s law). Since this decreases the wage pressure, inflation
declines (via the Phillips curve).
At the turning point extrapolation produces larger errors and agents begin to
switch back to the reversion expectation. Once the turning point is past, the direction of
motion changes, and in the return to equilibrium, extrapolative and reversion predictors
are heading in the same direction. The result is a quick return to the vicinity of the steady
state inflation rate. Near this value both predictors make small errors but the sophisticated
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predictor costs. Extrapolators outnumber agents using the reversion predictor and the
trend continues downward, past the equilibrium, with the same dynamics described above,
a phase of decline followed by a turn-around.
This long run fluctuating behavior may be characterized by periodic, quasiperiodic
or chaotic motion and we next use further numerical methods to explore the sensitivity of
the dynamics with respect to the various parameters introduced through the heterogeneous
expectations framework.

4 Sensitivity analysis and dynamic properties of the model
Now we explore how the model parameters related to the expectation formation behavior
of the agents impact on the dynamics. For this task we make use of a powerful numerical
tool that allows a pairwise analysis of parameters, namely two-dimensional bifurcation
diagrams. In particular, we compare parameters κ versus λ (figure 3), γ versus δ
(figure 4), and γ versus λ (figure 5). These numerical exercises are indispensable for
understanding the role played by parameters. We finally also illustrate the phenomenon of
bistability found in the Chenciner bifurcation (figures 5 to 7).
Consider first the two parameters characterizing the dynamic predictor selection
part of the model: κ , the actual and behavioral costs involved in forming regressive
expectations, and λ , the agents sensitivity to performance differentials. In Figure 3, limit
sets are represented over parameter space (κ , λ ) with the standard set of values, but

κ ∈ (0, 0.0002 ) and λ ∈ (0, 60000 ) , that is, from zero to twice the standard values. 2
PLACE FIGURE 3 ABOUT HERE

2

Figures 3 to 7 are produced with the open-source software iDMC which is available at
http://code.google.com/p/idmc/, along with the model system used in this paper.

18

In double bifurcation diagrams a trajectory is generated for every coordinate
couple of parameter values and the long-run dynamics associated with that couple is
designated by a color (using the standard set of other parameter values, and from a given
initial point). If asymptotic dynamics are a stable fixed point, the coordinate is colored red
(gray area in southwest corner). The other colored areas represent parameter combinations
for which stable cycles composed of the indicated number of periodic points exist. The
white area represents combinations for which the dynamics are either: periodic but of
period higher than the maximum cycle sought; quasiperiodic (and like periodic cycles the
sequences lie on an invariant curve); chaotic (and points lie on a strange attractor). A
black area represents combinations for which the trajectories tend to infinity.
Figure 3 suggests a sensitive dependency on parameter values, that is, nearby
parameter values can give rise to completely different types of long-run dynamics. In
general, for small values of both parameters, the inflation rate is stable, but even if costs
are very low, endogenous fluctuations may result if agents are very sensitive to
performance. There appears to be a smooth boundary between fixed point and fluctuating
long-run dynamics, except for what appears to be a quasiperiodic island occurring in the
fixed point zone. The island suggests that multi-stability exists even for low costs and/or
weak predisposition effects and that initial conditions will determine the limit set to which
the trajectory is eventually attracted. It should be noted that, under the standard set of
values, neither high κ nor high λ ever cause the system to lose stability.
Consider next Figure 4, with the standard set of values except γ ∈ (0, 3) and

δ ∈ (0, 1) (the full hypothesized range for δ ). The essential role of the extrapolation
parameter is clear. In order that the equilibrium inflation rate attracts trajectories from the
given initial value, γ must be smaller than a threshold value. For this constellation of

19

parameters and initial values the threshold appears to be around 0.68. However, the
critical value of the N-S bifurcation (15), at which the equilibrium value loses local
stability, is larger, γ c = 0.732 . Apparently there is again multi-stability for some parts of
this parameter space and another limit set attracts trajectories beginning at sufficient
distance from the normal inflation rate, even if the critical value of γ has not been
reached. Above the threshold value asymptotic dynamics are characterized by
quasiperiodic, periodic or chaotic dynamics.
PLACE FIGURE 4 ABOUT HERE

The regression expectation parameter δ , appears to influence dynamics only once
the threshold value is crossed and the inflation rate has lost stability. However, there is a
positive slope, barely visible in Figure 4 due to the exaggerated interval for γ . Along the
slope, as trend followers reach the threshold values for γ , the agents with regressive
expectations will counterbalance that destabilization if they believe the return is quick
enough ( δ high).
Overall, if the inflation rate is expected to return only slowly to normal ( δ low)
and/or trend followers are aggressive ( γ high) the system is more likely to lose all
stability (black areas). Even in cases where attractors exist beyond γ = 2 , the inflation
rate typically fluctuates wildly and in such an economy some changes in macroeconomic
policy would be forthcoming.
Our numerical simulations suggest that of the parameters introduced through the
heterogeneous expectations framework, γ the extent to which trend followers expect the
trend to continue and λ , the switching parameter, are those that most influence the limit
sets to which the economic variables converge. We thus take a closer look at dynamic
scenarios for intervals of these parameters. We begin, in Figure 5 top, with a bifurcation
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diagram, representing the limit sets for γ ∈ (0.65, 1.3) and λ ∈ (0, 40000 ) . Again, stable
fixed points are in red, on the lower left, colored areas are periodic cycles, the white area
represents either high period cycles, quasiperiodic or chaotic motion. Clearly there is
sensitive dependency on parameter values.
PLACE FIGURE 5 ABOUT HERE

As in the previous two figures, there are again multiple attractors visible so that
initial conditions matter. For example, the curve representing critical parameter values for
the N-S (local) bifurcation of the fixed point has been superimposed in black on the plot.
The N-S curve, independent of initial conditions, lies to the right of the curve separating
fixed point from non-fixed point dynamical behavior. The latter curve, which we call a
fluctuation border, is particular to the given set of parameter values and, importantly, to
the given initial value. For instance, take λ constant at 30000, starting from γ = 0.68 on
the left. The change in limit set represented by the fluctuation border is a global
bifurcation. The inflation rate loses stability before reaching the N-S curve which is an
indicator of local loss of stability. The fixed point is still stable in the area between the
fluctuation border and the N-S curve, but is attracting only for initial conditions within the
corridor (see also discussion of Figure 6).
In order to distinguish the limit sets in the white area we make use of plots that
indicate the Lyapunov characteristic exponents spectrum over the same parameter space,
in Figure 5 bottom. For this model the spectrum is composed of 4 Lyapunov exponents,
one for each dimension. Periodic (including period 1) behavior is characterized by 4
negative values; quasiperiodic behavior by the largest exponent zero; chaotic behavior by
at least one positive exponent.
Certain general aspects are immediately obvious. The fluctuation border in Figure
5 top appears as the curve that separates parameter combinations leading to limit sets with
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a negative spectrum from those leading to 1 zero and 3 negative exponents, that is, the
curve separates fixed point dynamics from quasiperiodic dynamics on a closed curve.
Moving further to the right a porous curve separates the area with one zero from that of
one positive exponent (the others negative), that is, separates quasiperiodic from chaotic
dynamics. To the right of this porous curve (we call it the torus-breakdown border) we see
the areas of periodic behavior marked with negative spectra, some of which were visible
in Figure 5 top (those with periodicity higher than 32 were not). These periodic islands lie
in a sea of chaotic attractors with rare cases of quasiperiodicity.
It should be noted that the presentation of Lyapunov exponents over parameter
space requires a definition of zero. The figure changes slightly as the extremes of zero
vary. In Figure 5 bottom, zero is defined as 0 ∈ ( −0.005, 0.005) . If we loosen the
definition, to say 0 ∈ ( −0.01, 0.01) , the largest negative or smallest positive Lyapunov
exponent may be redefined as a zero. These changes occur, in particular, around the edges
of the periodic islands and along the fluctuation and torus-breakdown borders.
It is a common occurrence in nonlinear systems for multiple attractors to exist for
the same parameter constellation, and initial values determine to which attractor
trajectories converge. Although basins of attraction are in a four-dimensional space, we
project the basin of attraction to give an idea of the co-existing basins of attraction.
Consider parameter pairs, in Figure 5, to the left of the N-S critical curve, but to the right
of fixed point stability. For these values there are two coexisting equilibrium sets in the
state space: a closed curve Γs , on which dynamics are quasiperiodic or periodic; the
unique fixed point of the model π n . These are separated by the unstable closed curve of
the N-S bifurcation, the outer boundary of the corridor, call it ΓU , which lies inside of the
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larger radius curve Γs . Only initial conditions lying inside ΓU that is, inside the corridor,
converge to π n .
This is the case represented in Figure 6, with γ = 0.7 in the state space ( π t −1 , π t ).
The projection is obtained by letting values of the current and first lag inflation rate vary
over (0.00, 0.06), but setting the second and third lags at 0.01. The plot is a twodimensional slice of the four-dimensional state space. The equilibrium inflation rate basin
of attraction is the area immediately around π n . Most of the trajectories starting in the rest
of the state space converge to the quasiperiodic attractor on the invariant curve Γs
(burgundy color). The unstable curve ΓU forms the boundary of the basin of attraction of

π n (in blue). It will be observed that there are initial values in the northeast corner that are
high for current and first lag inflation rate, yet converge to equilibrium. This is due to
having fixed the second and third lag inflation rate values so low.
PLACE FIGURE 6 ABOUT HERE

This basin configuration in the state space has some intriguing dynamical aspects
for policy analysis. There exists a neighborhood of the equilibrium value which is
attracted to it, while initial value pairs further from equilibrium converge to a curve
implying fluctuations. If exogenous disturbances kick the economy out of the basin of π n ,
only another kick will get the economy back into the equilibrium basin. Otherwise, the
economy is destined to some sort of “endogenous” fluctuation, even though an
equilibrium exists and is locally stable.
Multi-stability disappears for parameter values beyond the N-S curve. As values
are changed to be closer to the bifurcation, the corridor ring ΓU shrinks until, at the N-S
critical value, it merges with π n , which becomes unstable. That is, once past the N-S
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curve the fixed point is unstable and no longer attracts any initial conditions, leaving the
only attractor Γs . From an initial value in the state space near π n , it is observed that the
long run dynamics jump from the stable fixed point to a curve which encloses it, as the NS curve is past. This sequence characterizes the sub-critical N-S bifurcation, accompanied
by a Chenciner bifurcation, and contrasts with the slow increase of amplitude observable
in a supercritical N-S bifurcation.
Other examples of multi-stability and the resulting sensitivity to initial conditions
are represented in Figure 7, for the standard set except the value of the switching
parameter. For λ = 6500 , Figure 7 left, there are three initial conditions, the first and third
converge to the equilibrium inflation value, the second leads to a periodic attractor (with
largest Lyapunov exponent converging to a value smaller than -0.08). On the right,

λ = 12500 , and only the first initial condition, in red, leads to the fixed point. The other
two converge to a strange attractor with largest Lyapunov exponent around 0.06.
PLACE FIGURE 7 ABOUT HERE

5 Conclusions
According to survey data, expectations about future inflation rates vary strongly among
agents, indicating that they use heterogeneous forecasting rules to predict the evolution of
the inflation rate. Interestingly, several empirical papers suggest that people dynamically
switch between simple forecasting rules, typically with respect to an evolutionary fitness
measure, such as squared prediction errors. The goal of this paper is to integrate these
empirical regularities into a macroeconomic model. Since macroeconomic dynamics may
be quite volatile at times, we study how this may be caused by inflation expectations.
For our approach, a monetary model with switching between regressive and
extrapolative expectations, we find that if reversion expectations are heavy handed,
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extrapolative expectations give little weight to the trend, and/or moving between
expectations is slow, costly or obstructed, the model may remain characterized only by a
point attractor. But in most “realistic” cases, persistent fluctuating long-run behavior is to
be expected. For a significant subspace of parameter values the locally stable fixed point
may also coexist with more complex attractors. Multi-stability, due to the subcritical N-S
bifurcation and accompanying Chenciner bifurcation, is particularly important for
macroeconomic policy design. There are, however, parameter values for which the system
no longer has any form of stability. This possibility depends on all of the heterogeneous
expectations parameters but, in particular, on the parameter of the extrapolation strategy.
Our paper is part of a recent trend that integrates heterogeneous expectations and
dynamic predictor selection into macroeconomic models. From our point of view it is
important to base the modeling of the expectation formation behavior of the agents closely
on empirical observations. Even simple models with two types of forecasting rules are
apparently sufficient to generate complex endogenous dynamics. Of course, much more
work is needed. One challenge for future research is given by the aggregation problem.
That problem may be overcome through the computationally oriented agent-based models
which are also showing promise in modeling macroeconomic dynamical behavior.
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Appendix
In this appendix, we provide mathematical details for our analytical results presented in
Section 2. First (4) is obtained from (1)-(3) by solving (2) for ut and ut −1 , calculating the
difference ut − ut −1 and substituting it back into (1). Solving this expression for π t and
making use of (3) gives us (4).
To expand (4) we need the factor (π te − π te−1 ) in terms of past values of variable

π . Given (7) and only two strategies we have wtE + wtR = 1 and
π te = π tR + wtE (π tE − π tR ) .

(A1)

Substituting the predictors (8) and (9) into (A1) gives

π te = π t −1 (1 − δ ) + δπ n + wtE (−δπ n + (δ + γ )π t −1 − γπ t − 2 ) .

(A2)

Note that (12) can be expressed as
wtE =

1
1+ e

(A3)

λ ( atR − atE )

where, by (10) and (11),

Φ t = atR − atE = (−δπ n + π t −1 + (δ − 1)π t − 2 ) 2

(A4)

+ (−π t −1 + (γ + 1)π t − 2 − γπ t − 3 ) − κ .
2

Then the factor (π te − π te−1 ) is obtained using (A1) and lagging dynamic variables once:

π te − π te = π t −1 (1 − δ ) − π t − 2 (1 − δ )
+ wtE (π t −1 , π t − 2 , π t − 3 )(−δπ n + (δ + γ )π t −1 − γπ t − 2 )

(A5)

− wtE−1 (π t − 2 , π t − 3 , π t − 4 )(−δπ n + (δ + γ )π t − 2 − γπ t − 3 ).
The rest of (4) is simple and if we set Ω = π t −1 + π te − π te−1 , we can write (14) as

πt =

αβ (m − g n ) Ω(π t −1, π t − 2 , π t − 3 , π t − 4 )
.
+
1 + αβ
1 + αβ
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(A6)

The equation of motion for the inflation rate (A6) allows us to easily find the fixed point
using (8), (9) and (A1):

π E (π n ) = π R (π n ) = π te (π n ) = π te−1 (π n ) = π n ,
which, using (4) and (A6), gives π n = m − g n .
The fourth-order difference equation (A6) can be transformed into a first-order
system

by

introducing

auxiliary

variables

xt = π t −1 ,

yt = xt −1 = π t − 2

and

zt = yt −1 = xt − 2 = π t − 3 . Then the eigenvalues can be determined explicitly from the
Jacobian matrix of the system:
⎛ ∂π t
⎜
⎜ ∂π t −1
J (π ) = ⎜ 1
⎜
⎜ 0
⎜ 0
⎝

∂π t
∂xt −1
0

∂π t
∂yt −1
0

1

0

0

1

∂π t ⎞
⎟
∂zt −1 ⎟
0 ⎟.
⎟
0 ⎟
0 ⎟⎠

(A7)

At the unique fixed point π n we have
∂π t
δ +γ
1
=
(2 − δ +
) = a,
∂π t −1 1 + αβ
1 + e − λκ
∂π t
1
δ + 2γ
=
(δ − 1 −
) =b,
∂xt −1 1 + αβ
1 + e − λκ
∂π t
1
γ
=
=c,
∂yt −1 1 + αβ 1 + e − λκ
∂π t
= 0,
∂zt −1

giving the characteristic equation as λ (λ3 − aλ2 − bλ − c) = 0 so that one eigenvalue is
always zero. Various versions of stability conditions for the remaining third degree
characteristic polynomial exist, we use those of Farebrother (1973):

1− a − b − c > 0,

(A)
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1+ a − b + c > 0 ,

(B)

1 + b + ac − c 2 > 0 ,

(C)

3 − a + b + 3c > 0 ,

(D)

associated, respectively, with the fold (A), flip (B) and Neimark-Sacker (C) bifurcations.
(Proof that no parameter constellation satisfies condition (D) as an equality while
simultaneously satisfying conditions (A), (B) and (C) is found in Lines, 2007). Conditions
(A) and (B) are always satisfied, but (C) is not necessarily satisfied and the steady state
loses hyperbolicity for certain constellations of parameter values. Writing the critical
value in terms of the extrapolation coefficient gives

γc =

i − 1 + δ i ( μ − 1)
,
μ i (δ i ( μ − 1) + 2(i − 1))

i=

1
,
1 + αβ

μ=

1
1 + e − λκ

.

(A11)

These are the critical values of the N-S bifurcation if certain non-degeneracy conditions
are satisfied (see, e.g., Medio and Lines 2001, p.158).
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Figure 1: Time evolution of key model variables. Basic parameter setting.
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Figure 3: Different attractor types in (κ , λ ) parameter space. Basic parameter setting but

κ ∈ (0, 0.0002 ) and λ ∈ (0, 60000 ) .
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Figure 4: Different attractor types in (γ , δ ) parameter space. Basic parameter setting but

γ ∈ (0, 3) and δ ∈ (0, 1) .
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Figure 5: Top: Different attractor types in (γ , λ ) parameter space. Bottom: Corresponding
Lyapunov spectrum. Basic parameter setting but γ ∈ (0.65, 1.3) and λ ∈ (0, 40000 ) .
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Figure 6: Stable sets π n and Γs in the state space ( π t −1 , π t ) with basic parameter setting
but γ = 0.7 .
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Figure 7: Multiple attractors from three different initial conditions. Basic parameter
setting but λ = 6500 (left panel) and λ = 12500 (right panel).

38

BERG Working Paper Series on Government and Growth
1

Mikko Puhakka and Jennifer P. Wissink, Multiple Equilibria and Coordination Failure
in Cournot Competition, December 1993

2

Matthias Wrede, Steuerhinterziehung und endogenes Wachstum, December 1993

3

Mikko Puhakka, Borrowing Constraints and the Limits of Fiscal Policies, May 1994

4

Gerhard Illing, Indexierung der Staatsschuld und die Glaubwürdigkeit der Zentralbank in
einer Währungsunion, June 1994

5

Bernd Hayo, Testing Wagner`s Law for Germany from 1960 to 1993, July 1994

6

Peter Meister and Heinz-Dieter Wenzel, Budgetfinanzierung in einem föderalen System,
October 1994

7

Bernd Hayo and Matthias Wrede, Fiscal Policy in a Keynesian Model of a Closed
Monetary Union, October 1994

8

Michael Betten, Heinz-Dieter Wenzel, and Matthias Wrede, Why Income Taxation
Need Not Harm Growth, October 1994

9

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel (Editor), Problems and Perspectives of the Transformation Process
in Eastern Europe, August 1995

10

Gerhard Illing, Arbeitslosigkeit aus Sicht der neuen Keynesianischen Makroökonomie,
September 1995

11

Matthias Wrede, Vertical and horizontal tax competition: Will uncoordinated Leviathans
end up on the wrong side of the Laffer curve? December 1995

12

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel and Bernd Hayo, Are the fiscal Flows of the European Union
Budget explainable by Distributional Criteria? June 1996

13

Natascha Kuhn, Finanzausgleich in Estland: Analyse der bestehenden Struktur und Überlegungen für eine Reform, June 1996

14

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel, Wirtschaftliche Entwicklungsperspektiven Turkmenistans, July
1996

15

Matthias Wrede, Öffentliche Verschuldung in einem föderalen Staat; Stabilität, vertikale
Zuweisungen und Verschuldungsgrenzen, August 1996

16

Matthias Wrede, Shared Tax Sources and Public Expenditures, December 1996

17

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel and Bernd Hayo, Budget and Financial Planning in Germany, February 1997

18

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel, Turkmenistan: Die ökonomische Situation und Perspektiven wirtschaftlicher Entwicklung, February 1997

19

Michael Nusser, Lohnstückkosten und internationale Wettbewerbsfähigkeit: Eine kritische Würdigung, April 1997

20

Matthias Wrede, The Competition and Federalism - The Underprovision of Local Public
Goods, September 1997

21

Matthias Wrede, Spillovers, Tax Competition, and Tax Earmarking, September 1997

22

Manfred Dauses, Arsène Verny, Jiri Zemánek, Allgemeine Methodik der Rechtsangleichung an das EU-Recht am Beispiel der Tschechischen Republik, September 1997

23

Niklas Oldiges, Lohnt sich der Blick über den Atlantik? Neue Perspektiven für die aktuelle Reformdiskussion an deutschen Hochschulen, February 1998

24

Matthias Wrede, Global Environmental Problems and Actions Taken by Coalitions, May
1998

25

Alfred Maußner, Außengeld in berechenbaren Konjunkturmodellen – Modellstrukturen
und numerische Eigenschaften, June 1998

26

Michael Nusser, The Implications of Innovations and Wage Structure Rigidity on Economic Growth and Unemployment: A Schumpetrian Approach to Endogenous Growth
Theory, October 1998

27

Matthias Wrede, Pareto Efficiency of the Pay-as-you-go Pension System in a ThreePeriod-OLG Modell, December 1998

28

Michael Nusser, The Implications of Wage Structure Rigidity on Human Capital Accumulation, Economic Growth and Unemployment: A Schumpeterian Approach to Endogenous Growth Theory, March 1999

29

Volker Treier, Unemployment in Reforming Countries: Causes, Fiscal Impacts and the
Success of Transformation, July 1999

30

Matthias Wrede, A Note on Reliefs for Traveling Expenses to Work, July 1999

31

Andreas Billmeier, The Early Years of Inflation Targeting – Review and Outlook –, August 1999

32

Jana Kremer, Arbeitslosigkeit und Steuerpolitik, August 1999

33

Matthias Wrede, Mobility and Reliefs for Traveling Expenses to Work, September 1999

34

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel (Herausgeber), Aktuelle Fragen der Finanzwissenschaft, February
2000

35

Michael Betten, Household Size and Household Utility in Intertemporal Choice, April
2000

36

Volker Treier, Steuerwettbewerb in Mittel- und Osteuropa: Eine Einschätzung anhand
der Messung effektiver Grenzsteuersätze, April 2001

37

Jörg Lackenbauer und Heinz-Dieter Wenzel, Zum Stand von Transformations- und EUBeitrittsprozess in Mittel- und Osteuropa – eine komparative Analyse, May 2001

38

Bernd Hayo und Matthias Wrede, Fiscal Equalisation: Principles and an Application to
the European Union, December 2001

39

Irena Dh. Bogdani, Public Expenditure Planning in Albania, August 2002

40

Tineke Haensgen, Das Kyoto Protokoll: Eine ökonomische Analyse unter besonderer
Berücksichtigung der flexiblen Mechanismen, August 2002

41

Arben Malaj and Fatmir Mema, Strategic Privatisation, its Achievements and Challenges, Januar 2003

42

Borbála Szüle 2003, Inside financial conglomerates, Effects in the Hungarian pension
fund market, January 2003

43

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel und Stefan Hopp (Herausgeber), Seminar Volume of the Second
European Doctoral Seminar (EDS), February 2003

44

Nicolas Henrik Schwarze, Ein Modell für Finanzkrisen bei Moral Hazard und Überinvestition, April 2003

45

Holger Kächelein, Fiscal Competition on the Local Level – May commuting be a source
of fiscal crises?, April 2003

46

Sibylle Wagener, Fiskalischer Föderalismus – Theoretische Grundlagen und Studie Ungarns, August 2003

47

Stefan Hopp, J.-B. Say’s 1803 Treatise and the Coordination of Economic Activity, July
2004

48

Julia Bersch, AK-Modell mit Staatsverschuldung und fixer Defizitquote, July 2004

49

Elke Thiel, European Integration of Albania: Economic Aspects, November 2004

50

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel, Jörg Lackenbauer, and Klaus J. Brösamle, Public Debt and the
Future of the EU's Stability and Growth Pact, December 2004

51

Holger Kächelein, Capital Tax Competition and Partial Cooperation: Welfare Enhancing
or not? December 2004

52

Kurt A. Hafner, Agglomeration, Migration and Tax Competition, January 2005

53

Felix Stübben, Jörg Lackenbauer und Heinz-Dieter Wenzel, Eine Dekade wirtschaftlicher Transformation in den Westbalkanstaaten: Ein Überblick, November 2005

54

Arben Malaj, Fatmir Mema and Sybi Hida, Albania, Financial Management in the Education System: Higher Education, December 2005

55

Osmat Azzam, Sotiraq Dhamo and Tonin Kola, Introducing National Health Accounts
in Albania, December 2005

56

Michael Teig, Fiskalische Transparenz und ökonomische Entwicklung: Der Fall Bosnien-Hercegovina, März 2006

57

Heinz-Dieter Wenzel (Herausgeber), Der Kaspische Raum: Ausgewählte Themen zu
Politik und Wirtschaft, Juli 2007

58

Tonin Kola and Elida Liko, An Empirical Assessment of Alternative Exchange Rate
Regimes in Medium Term in Albania, Januar 2008

59

Felix Stübben, Europäische Energieversorgung: Status quo und Perspektiven, Juni 2008

60

Holger Kächelein, Drini Imami and Endrit Lami, A new view into Political Business
Cycles: Household Expenditures in Albania, July 2008

61

Frank Westerhoff, A simple agent-based financial market model: direct interactions and
comparisons of trading profits, January 2009

62

Roberto Dieci and Frank Westerhoff, A simple model of a speculative housing market,
February 2009

63

Carsten Eckel, International Trade and Retailing, April 2009

64

Björn-Christopher Witte, Temporal information gaps and market efficiency: a dynamic
behavioral analysis, April 2009

65

Patrícia Miklós-Somogyi and László Balogh, The relationship between public balance
and inflation in Europe (1999-2007), June 2009

66

H.-Dieter Wenzel und Jürgen Jilke, Der Europäische Gerichtshof EuGH als Bremsklotz
einer effizienten und koordinierten Unternehmensbesteuerung in Europa?, November
2009

67

György Jenei, A Post-accession Crisis? Political Developments and Public Sector Modernization in Hungary, December 2009

68

Marji Lines and Frank Westerhoff, Effects of inflation expectations on macroeconomic
dynamics: extrapolative versus regressive expectations, December 2009

